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PREFACE

In mid-1995, the President and his strategists decided that they
needed to raise and spend many millions of dollars over and above
the permissible limits of the Presidential campaign funding law if
the President was going to be reelected. They devised a legal the-
ory to support their needs and proceeded to raise and spend $44
million in excess of the Presidential campaign spending limits.

The lengths to which the Clinton/Gore campaign and the White
House-controlled Democratic National Committee were willing to
go in order to raise this amount of money is essentially the story
of the 1996 Presidential campaign scandal. The President and his
aides demeaned the offices of the President and Vice President,
took advantage of minority groups, pulled down all the barriers
that would normally be in place to keep out illegal contributions,
pressured policy makers, and left themselves open to strong sus-
picion that they were selling not only access to high-ranking offi-
cials, but policy as well. Millions of dollars were raised in illegal
contributions, much of it from foreign sources. When these abuses
were discovered, the result was numerous Fifth Amendment
claims, flights from the country, and stonewalling from the White
House and the DNC.

Over a brief period of three months of hearings, the Committee
was able to fulfill its responsibility in laying out the available facts
to the American people. A much clearer picture of what happened
during the 1996 Presidential campaign has been developed and
presented. However, many questions remain unanswered. It is now
the responsibility of the Attorney General or, more appropriately,
an independent counsel to take these facts and aggressively pursue
any and all indications of criminal wrong-doing. Indeed, the three
most important legal developments to come out of the 1996 cam-
paign finance scandal are all attributable to the investigation con-
ducted by the Committee on Governmental Affairs. First, Yah Lin
“Charlie” Trie, an associate of the President, has been indicted for,
among other things, obstruction of the Committee’s investigation.
Second, Maria Hsia, a prominent Democratic fundraiser, has been
indicted for laundering campaign contributions that were a focus of
the Committee’s inquiry. Finally, the Attorney General has re-
quested appointment of an independent counsel to determine
whether Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt lied to the Com-
mittee.
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PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW
INTRODUCTION

In the wake of numerous revelations in the news media of un-
usual, and possibly illegal, campaign contributions to the Demo-
cratic Party during the 1996 presidential campaign, the Senate
Majority Leader announced during the first week of December
1996, that the Committee on Governmental Affairs would conduct
an investigation on behalf of the Senate into fundraising practices
of the Democratic National Committee (“DNC”) following the con-
vocation of the 105th Congress in January 1997. The Majority
Leader determined to centralize all aspects of the inquiry in the
Governmental Affairs Committee (hereafter referred to simply as
“the Committee”), which has the broadest oversight jurisdiction
and most extensive subpoena authority of any committee of the
Senate.

The investigation and its public hearings had three fundamental
and interrelated purposes, consistent with the constitutional re-
sponsibilities of the Senate: informing the public, examining the op-
eration of the law and of government officials, and developing a
record to assist the Senate in considering legislation.

The first of these purposes was to create a record of what oc-
curred during the 1996 election cycle to inform the American peo-
ple. A knowledgeable electorate is the cornerstone of democracy,
and the public has a right to know what went on during the 1996
campaign. The people need to be informed of the operations of their
government and the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the laws in
order to make informed judgments at the polls. Because all else
flows from the people in a democracy, this purpose of informing the
people must be ranked as the primary purpose of the investigation.
In this regard, the Committee carried on the official inquiry, while
the media fulfill their similar, but unofficial role, of informing the
people of the facts. The Committee succeeded in laying before the
American people a great deal of information that would never have
become public in the absence of the Committee’s investigation. It
was not always the Committee itself that released the information,
but it was the Committee that was responsible for the release. For
example, the White House released a great deal of information to
the media before producing it for the Committee. None of that in-
formation would have been publicly disclosed without the Commit-
tee’s demands for the information from the White House. Vindicat-
ing the public’s right to know, more than drawing its own conclu-
sions or achieving partisan political goals, was the paramount pur-
pose of the special investigation, and the Committee succeeded in
satisfying this first purpose.

A second purpose of the inquiry and hearings was to scrutinize
the operation of the current legal and regulatory framework for

(7
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federal elections. For Congress to legislate and govern effectively,
it must conduct routine oversight to learn how the government is
functioning. Congress also has a responsibility to examine the oper-
ation of current laws on the government and private parties. This
Committee is particularly well-suited to conduct such a broad over-
sight inquiry into the multifarious elements of this scandal because
it has the broadest oversight jurisdiction in the Senate: “to study
or investigate the efficiency and economy of operations of all
branches of the Government.” 1

The investigation reviewed the operations of a large number of
disparate agencies. From the Commerce Department, which em-
ployed John Huang, to the Interior Department and the role of
campaign contributions on the approval of off-reservation Indian
casinos, to the Energy Department, senior officials of which were
caught up in Roger Tamraz’s effort to buy access and to secure a
change in U.S. policy in return for political contributions to the
Democratic Party, to the White House staff and its role in develop-
ing and implementing a scheme to evade the campaign expenditure
limits during the President’s re-election campaign, the Committee
probed into the often-ignored corners of government operations to
shine light on the impact political contributions may have on the
formulation and substance of government policy. The hearings in-
formed the Committee, the Senate, and the American people of
these matters and enhanced our knowledge, not always in a way
that made us proud, but hopefully in a way that will improve our
government.

The third purpose of the hearings is the one on which the Sen-
ate’s ability to conduct this type of investigation is founded, its con-
stitutional role to legislate. The Senate cannot legislate without
knowing what is happening. How do the laws the Congress passes
work in the real world? What gaps exist in their coverage? What
gaps exist in the government’s enforcement capabilities? Are there
situations where legal proscriptions do not work? These are the
types of questions relevant to any congressional hearing, as they
are central to the role of Congress in our constitutional republic.
The Committee went forward always bearing in mind that its en-
tire authority was premised on the underlying legislative respon-
sibilities of Congress, even though the Committee itself lacked leg-
islative jurisdiction over many of the items at issue in these hear-
ings. For this reason, the Committee did not hold hearings on par-
ticular legislative proposals; it never examined what works and
does not work with an eye towards developing and recommending
a legislative solution, which is typically the responsibility of the
legislative committee with legislative jurisdiction conferred by Rule
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate. The hearings did, how-
ever, develop a factual record on which other committees with such
jurisdiction can rely in formulating legislative proposals. Thus, it
is the expectation of the Committee that the facts developed by its
investigation and revealed in its hearings will be of use to the
Committee on Rules and Administration, when it considers legisla-
tion to reform campaign finance laws, and to the other members
of the Senate. Other information developed by the Committee

1S. Res. 54, Section 13(d)(1), 143 Congressional Record S1421 (daily ed. Feb. 13, 1997).
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should be relevant to other committees in the exercise of their leg-
islative and oversight responsibilities. Finally, some of the issues
investigated by the Committee touched on matters within the legis-
lative jurisdiction of the Committee, such as potential violations of
the Hatch Act.

This report should be considered an interim report to the Amer-
ican people and the Senate on the results of the Committee’s inves-
tigation. Because the time allotted to the Committee to conduct the
inquiry was severely limited, the Committee was unable to com-
plete the inquiry, leaving a number of questions unanswered. This
report may serve as a starting point for other Senate committees,
the House of Representatives, and the Department of Justice to
continue the investigations into the multifaceted aspects of the
issues broached by the Committee’s investigation.

PROCEDURAL CHRONOLOGY

When the 105th Congress convened in early January 1997, Sen-
ator Fred Thompson (R-TN) was confirmed as the chairman of the
Committee. On January 7, 1997, Chairman Thompson named Han-
nah Sistare as staff director of the Committee and hired Michael
J. Madigan, a partner in the Washington, D.C., law firm of Akin,
Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld, to serve as chief counsel for the spe-
cial investigation into campaign fundraising abuses in the 1996
elections. Senator John Glenn (D-OH) was selected as the ranking
minority member of the Committee, and he named former Senate
Legal Counsel Michael Davidson to serve as minority chief counsel
for the special investigation.

Within a week of hiring Madigan, the Committee hired three ad-
ditional lawyers to serve as senior counsel to assist in the super-
vision of the special investigation: Harold Damelin, former chief
counsel of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs; J. Mark Tipps, former chief of
staff to Senator Bill Frist (R-TN); and Harry S. Mattice, a partner
in the Chattanooga, TN, law firm of Miller & Martin. In the spring,
after a resolution providing additional funds to the Committee for
the purpose of conducting the special investigation had been ap-
proved, the majority also hired Donald T. Bucklin, a partner in the
Washington, D.C. law firm of Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, as sen-
ior counsel and promoted Tipps from senior counsel to deputy chief
counsel. While some additional staff were hired in January and
February, the hiring of most of the legal, investigative, and support
staff to conduct the special investigation awaited the adoption by
the Senate of a funding resolution to provide the necessary re-
sources.

On January 28, 1997, Chairman Thompson delivered his initial
statement to the Senate explaining the purposes of the inquiry.2
The Chairman explained that the Committee would not be engaged
in “a criminal investigation,” which is the constitutional respon-
sibility of the executive. Chairman Thompson identified two central
purposes appropriate for congressional committees, and these
would set the parameters and tone for the investigation. First, the
Committee would undertake an inquiry with a legislative purpose:

2See 143 Congressional Record S 716-18 (daily ed. Jan. 28, 1997).
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to inquire into and lay out the facts to help inform Congress of the
operation of the law and to assist the Senate in determining wheth-
er relevant laws need to be changed or repealed or new laws adopt-
ed. Second, the Committee would attempt to fulfill what President
Wilson called “the informing function of Congress,” whereby the
Committee would seek to find the facts and reveal them for the
American people, so that they can make informed political choices.

The Chairman made it clear that the inquiry would not be a par-
tisan affair directed at the activities of only one political party. As
he informed the Senate, the Committee’s “work will include any
improper activities by Republicans, Democrats, or other political
partisans.” The goal was to ensure that the American people per-
ceive the investigation and subsequent hearings “as being fair and
evenhanded.” The Chairman was clear, however, that a bipartisan
investigation would not be governed by the need “to create some
false balance” between the political parties. The investigation
would examine “activities . . . not political parties” and the Chair-
man was prepared to let “the chips fall where they may.”

As the Committee sought to initiate its inquiry, three central
issues had to be resolved: what was the precise scope of the in-
quiry; what resources were to be available to the Committee; and
what time period would be allotted to the Committee to conduct its
inquiry. These three issues consumed a great deal of time, longer
than was anticipated, and, in light of the time limit ultimately im-
posed on the inquiry, the delays in resolving these issues had a sig-
nificant effect on the conduct of the inquiry and the hearings.

After consulting with his colleagues in the majority and review-
ing the scope of similar inquiries, Chairman Thompson proposed an
investigation that would examine illegal and improper campaign
fund-raising and spending activities in the 1996 federal election
cycle. Chairman Thompson wanted to ensure that the investigation
would not be tied up by partisan politics, as had occurred when the
minority was able to tie up an extension in the authorization for
the Senate Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Develop-
ment Corporation and Related Matters in the 104th Congress. He
therefore sought a budget that would permit the Committee to con-
duct a thorough inquiry without requiring that the Committee seek
additional funds from the Senate while pursuing the investigation.
He also insisted that no deadline be imposed on the investigation,
consistent with the recommendations of former Senators George
Mitchell and Bill Cohen, which they developed in light of their ex-
t}gerience with the Senate’s 1987 investigation of the Iran-Contra af-
air.

On January 29, 1997, the Committee held its organizational
meeting for the 105th Congress. In addition to its regular budget,
Chairman Thompson proposed a budget of $6.5 million for the spe-
cial investigation, which he proposed would look into illegal and
improper activities during the 1996 elections. This budget was pro-
posed after consulting on January 28 with the majority members
of the Committee.3 No deadline on the special investigation was

3The proposed $6.5 million budget was based on an evaluation of the scope of the investiga-
tion the Committee was to pursue as well as comparisons with other major Senate investiga-
tions. For example, a review of the most analogous investigations showed that the 1973 Water-
gate Committee spent $6.9 million in 1997 dollars; the 1987 Iran-Contra Committee (a joint
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proposed. While the minority supported a broad scope for the inves-
tigation, it insisted on a deadline and refused to support a budget
that would allow the Committee to carry on its work without com-
ing back to the Senate for additional funding. The minority coun-
tered with a proposal that included a time-limited investigation
with a broad scope and a budget of $1.8 million, which it argued
would be adequate for commencing the inquiry, but which would
clearly be inadequate for completing the inquiry.

Due to the strong disagreement between the majority and minor-
ity on the Committee, the Committee vote on the funding resolu-
tion for the investigation was put over to January 30 to allow mem-
bers to try to work out a compromise, which proved elusive. While
the minority supported Chairman Thompson in seeking a broad
scope to the inquiry to allow investigation of both illegal and im-
proper activities, it was unwilling to pay for such an expansive in-
quiry or allow sufficient time to conduct one. The funding proposed
by the minority was grossly inadequate to support a thorough in-
quiry of the facts covered by the broad scope the minority proposed.

When the Committee met on January 30, it unanimously ap-
proved a broad scope to allow the Committee to investigate illegal
or improper activities in connection with 1996 federal election cam-
paigns. By a 9-4 vote, the Committee then approved a proposed
budget of $6.5 million for an investigation without a deadline.# The
Committee voted to include within the broad scope of its investiga-
tion:

Illegal or improper fund-raising and spending practices in
the 1996 federal election campaigns, including but not limited
to:

Foreign contributions and their effect on the American
political system;

Conflicts of interest involving federal officeholders and
employees, as well as misuse of government offices;

Failure by federal government employees to maintain
and observe legal barriers between fund-raising and offi-
cial business;

The independence of the presidential campaigns from
the political activities pursued for their benefit by outside
individuals or groups;

The misuse of charitable and tax-exempt organizations
in connection with political or fund-raising activities;

Unregulated (“soft”) money and its effect on the Amer-
ican political system,;

Promises and/or the granting of special access in return
for political contributions or favors;

Senate-House committee) spent a little over $5 million in 1997 dollars; the 1995-96 Whitewater
Committee spent $1.8 million (not counting Banking Committee resources known to have been
spent on that investigation). Other major congressional investigations consumed far more than
$6.5 million sought by Chairman Thompson (the 1975 Church Committee on the activities of
the intelligence community spent $8.66 million; the 1957 McClellan Committee on improper
labor activities spent $11.46 million; and the 1977 House Select Committee on Assassinations
spent $15.31 million (all figures are in 1997 dollars)).

4The three additional minority members of the Committee opposed the resolution by proxy,
but proxy votes are not counted on a motion to report a measure to the Senate from the Com-
mittee. Rule 3C, Rules of the Committee on Governmental Affairs. See 143 Congressional Record
S51195 (daily ed. Feb. 10, 1997) (reprinting the Committee Rules).
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The effect of independent expenditures (whether by cor-
porations, labor unions, or otherwise) upon our current
campaign finance system, and the question as to whether
such expenditures are truly independent;

Contributions to and expenditures by entities for the
benefit or in the interest of public officials; and

To the extent they are similar or analogous, practices
that occurred in previous federal election campaigns.5

As provided by the Standing Rules of the Senate, the proposed
funding resolution was referred to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration. Due to controversy over the scope of the investigation,
the amount of money being sought, and the lack of a deadline, the
Rules Committee decided to consider the Committee’s routine, re-
curring budget request with those of all other committees and then
consider the budget request for the special investigation separately.
On February 6, the Committee’s recurring budget was to be consid-
ered by the Rules Committee, and the request for funding the spe-
cial investigation was specifically put off and was not to be consid-
ered. On that date, Chairman Thompson testified in favor of the
Committee’s recurring budget request, but Senator Glenn opposed
the request, arguing that the recurring budget for normal Commit-
tee activities not be approved until the disagreement over the fund-
ing for and scope of the special investigation was resolved. Never-
theless, the Rules Committee approved the Committee’s recurring
budget together with those of all other Senate committees. This re-
curring budget was adopted by the Senate in S. Res. 54.6

Major issues surrounding the investigation’s scope, duration, and
funding remained. While discussions among the various parties
were underway to resolve these issues, the Committee initiated its
investigation. In January, the small majority staff of the special in-
vestigation started to put together a list of the central figures in
the scandal from news media accounts in preparation for the
issuance of subpoenas. The minority was asked in January to de-
velop its own list of potential recipients of subpoenas. On February
7, 1997, the majority staff provided copies of proposed subpoenas
to the minority staff pursuant to Rule 5C of the Rules of Procedure
of the Committee on Governmental Affairs.? Additional subpoenas
were presented to the minority on February 10, 1997. That same
day, a list of all subpoenas proposed by the majority was provided
to all members of the Committee.

On February 13, 1997, the Committee held a business meeting
to discuss the 54 proposed subpoenas. At that meeting, the Com-
mittee approved the issuance of 44 subpoenas by unanimous con-
sent. The remaining 10 subpoenas were authorized to be issued by
a vote of the Committee, but their issuance was deferred until Feb-
ruary 19.

Despite the fact that the minority had been asked in January to
develop a list of individuals and groups it believed ought to be sub-
poenaed, no such minority list was ready by February 13. On that

5See S. Rep. 105-7, Report of the Committee on Governmental Affairs to Accompany S. Res.
39, p. 3.
6S. Res. 54 was approved by the Senate by unanimous consent on February 13, 1997. 143
Congressional Record S 1418 (daily ed. Feb. 13, 1997).

7See 143 Congressional Record S 1195 (daily ed. Feb. 10, 1997) (reprinting the Committee
Rules).
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day, the minority directed its legal staff to start the task which the
majority had proposed to the minority in January.

Additional subpoenas were proposed to the minority on February
24, 1997, and the Committee staff moved ahead and began inter-
viewing relevant persons on February 25, 1997. The next day, Mi-
chael Davidson was replaced as minority chief counsel by Alan
Baron, a partner in the Washington, D.C. law firm of Foley, Hoag
& Eliot.

While these steps towards initiating the investigation were being
taken, serious questions remained over whether the Senate would
even conduct the inquiry, despite the serious allegations that had
arisen in the media. On February 27, 1997, the Senate Minority
Leader announced that the minority would filibuster the resolution
to fund the special investigation unless agreement were reached on
the amount of funding and a cut-off date for the probe and its
scope. The Minority Leader also insisted on a firm date for Senate
consideration of campaign finance reform legislation as a condition
of allowing the special investigation to go forward.

In an effort to move forward, on March 4, 1997, Chairman
Thompson reduced the budget request for the investigation to $5.7
million, but continued to oppose the imposition of a deadline on the
investigation to avoid delaying tactics designed to stretch the inves-
tigation out to the cutoff date.

The proposed funding resolution was to come before the Rules
Committee on March 6, 1997. While the Minority continued to seek
a cut-off date and limited funding to allow them to control the in-
vestigation, many Republicans were concerned about the broad
scope of the inquiry, which allowed the investigation to look into
improper as well as illegal activities. Many Republicans feared that
if that broad scope approved by the Committee were adopted, the
investigation would lose its focus on the more serious illegal activi-
ties during the 1996 federal elections, and thus be sidetracked into
possible activities that were improper but not illegal. Thus, as the
Rules Committee moved to consider the issue, the possibility was
strong that no investigation would take place.

On March 5, 1997, the Majority Leader decided to strike what he
thought would be an appropriate compromise. Under the Majority
Leader’s plan, the scope of the inquiry would be narrowed to en-
compass solely illegal activities. This change would meet Repub-
lican concerns. He also proposed a deadline of December 31, 1997,
a change that would meet the Democrats’ concerns. Finally, he pro-
posed a budget of $4.35 million, an amount he thought adequate
to conduct the investigation through the end of the year. Chairman
John Warner (R-VA) of the Rules Committee agreed to offer the
Majority Leader’s proposal as a compromise.

On March 6, 1997, the Rules Committee heard testimony from
Chairman Thompson and Senator Glenn on the funding resolution.
Both Senators opposed the narrow scope of the proposed com-
promise, and Chairman Thompson argued against imposing a
deadline on the inquiry. Nonetheless, Chairman Warner offered the
compromise amendment developed by the Majority Leader to S.
Res. 39, the funding resolution, which was approved by the Rules
Committee on a party-line 9-7 vote.
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On March 10, 1997, the Committee filed its report, as required
by Rule XXVI.9(a) of the Standing Rules of the Senate, justifying
the Committee’s request for non-recurring funding to support the
special investigation.8 The Senate took up the funding resolution
that day, and debate continued into March 11. During the debate,
Senators from both the majority and minority expressed concern
over the narrowed scope of the inquiry. To meet these concerns,
Chairman Warner and the Majority Leader offered an amendment
that would have required the Committee to refer to the Rules Com-
mittee any evidence of improper activities in connection with the
1996 federal elections.?

Because the distinction between what was illegal and what was
merely improper was vague at the time and has continued to be-
fuddle many acute observers, including the Attorney General of the
United States, some members of the Committee took the position
that this proposed amendment was not a satisfactory resolution.
The Majority Leader thus offered Amendment No. 23 for himself,
Chairman Thompson, and Chairman Warner to amend S. Res. 39
as reported by the Rules Committee to broaden the scope of the in-
vestigation so that it would cover improper as well as illegal activi-
ties.1® Amendment No. 23 was approved by a vote of 99—0 with one
senator voting “present,”1! and S. Res. 39 was also approved, as
amended, by the identical vote.12

OVERVIEW OF THE INVESTIGATION

With the approval of $4.35 million in funding for the special in-
vestigation, the Committee was finally able to hire staff to conduct
the investigation. Only nine and a half months remained for the
Committee’s investigation, which would now cover a broad scope.
Two months into the Congress, the real work of the Committee
could finally commence.

Scores of allegations of wrongdoing, either illegal or improper ac-
tivities, had been brought to the Committee’s attention, primarily
through the news media. The Committee staff had to analyze each
of these allegations, prioritize them for the investigation, inves-
tigate them, prepare for hearings, and hold hearings all in the
space of nine months.

The first task was to complete the hiring of necessary staff. The
majority staff eventually grew to include 23 lawyers (including the
chief counsel, deputy chief counsel, and three senior counsel), two
investigators, and necessary support staff. In addition, the majority
staff included an investigator detailed from the General Accounting
Office. The minority staff included 14 lawyers (including the chief
counsel and deputy chief counsels), and necessary support staff.
Both the majority and minority were able to use jointly the re-
sources of nine special agents of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, who were detailed to the Committee. The work of these agents
proved of invaluable assistance to the Committee, which could not

8See S. Rep. 105-7, Report of the Committee on Governmental Affairs to Accompany S. Res.
39, Authorizing Expenditures by the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

QS;ae Amendment No. 22, as modified. 143 Congressional Record S2097 (daily ed. March 11,
1997).

10 See 143 Congressional Record S2109 (daily ed. March 11, 1997).

11]d. at S2114.

12]d. at S2125.
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have undertaken the extensive investigation it was able to conduct
without these professional investigators, many of whom spoke rel-
evant foreign languages, notably Chinese.

Between March and the end of the year, a period of only nine
and a half months, after hiring staff, the Committee conducted as
thorough and complete an investigation as time permitted. During
that span, the Committee issued 427 subpoenas requested by both
the majority and minority either for documents or for testimony.
The Committee received in response to its subpoenas over
1,500,000 pages of documents, all of which had to be reviewed and
the relevance of each assessed. Committee staff took 200 deposi-
tions and conducted over 200 witness interviews. The Committee
held 32 days of hearings, taking testimony from 72 witnesses. Fi-
nally, the Committee undertook to prepare this report as directed
by the Senate.

THE CONDUCT OF THE INVESTIGATION

As the Committee started to hire staff, it also began in earnest
to pursue the investigation into illegal and improper campaign
fund-raising and spending activities during the 1996 election cycle.
In addition to the first 54 subpoenas issued in February, the Com-
mittee issued nine subpoenas on March 26, 1997.

Two weeks later, on April 9, 1997, the Committee issued another
10 subpoenas, including the first six requested by the minority. In
doing so, the Committee demonstrated its willingness to follow the
Chairman’s commitment to proceed in a bipartisan manner to in-
vestigate illegal and improper activities that may have been com-
mitted by supporters of either political party.

Also on April 9, the Committee sent its initial request for docu-
ments, video and audio tapes, e-mail, and other records to the
White House. This request had been discussed in advance with the
Counsel to the President and his staff to ensure prompt compli-
ance. It contained the first 28 specific document requests the Com-
mittee would make of the White House. Unfortunately, it also led
the White House to begin in earnest its efforts to obstruct and
delay the investigation so as to run the Committee up against the
deadline imposed by the Senate. The White House’s production of
records was so poor from the earliest stages of the investigation
that on May 13, about one month after the first request was sent,
Chairman Thompson called Erskine Bowles, Chief of Staff to the
President, to express his concern over the slow pace of White
House document production. Although Bowles promised improved
performance, the White House’s responses to the Committee’s docu-
ment requests remained so poor as to force the Committee to issue
a subpoena to the White House on July 31 by unanimous vote.
Even after it received the Committee’s subpoena, however, the
White House’s production remained untimely and laggard, cul-
minating in the belated production in October of relevant video-
tapes responsive to the Committee’s April document request. The
White House’s obstructionism in this investigation brought dis-
credit on the President and his staff.

The Committee issued its first 17 subpoenas for bank records to
seek to trace the source of political contributions on April 15 and
April 17, 1997. On May 22, 1997, the Committee voted to issue 43
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additional subpoenas, including one to the American Federation of
Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (“AFL-CIO”) and sev-
eral to individuals associated with the National Policy Forum
(“NPF”), a think-tank founded by the Republican National Commit-
tee (“RNC”). An additional 26 subpoenas, 23 of which were for
bank records, were issued on June 3, 1997. The final subpoenas for
documents and records issued by the Committee prior to the start
of its public hearings were approved on June 12, when the Commit-
tee voted to issue 24 subpoenas.

The votes on May 22 to issue subpoenas marked the first partici-
pation in the investigation by Senator Bob Smith (R—-NH) and Sen-
ator Robert Bennett (R-UT), who had been selected to replace Sen-
ator Ted Stevens (R-AK) and Senator William Roth (R-DE) on the
Committee for the duration of the investigation.13

At the Committee business meeting on June 22, Chairman
Thompson announced that the public hearings would begin on July
8, despite the fact that the investigation had been ongoing in ear-
nest only for a little over three months. Nonetheless, the existence
of the December 31 deadline to complete the investigation de-
manded the start of hearings this early, particularly in the face of
the upcoming August recess.

From the time the investigation was authorized, the Committee
was issuing subpoenas and receiving a large number of documents
from many parties. The Committee had also started interviewing
and deposing witnesses during the spring. The investigation was
proceeding with a broad focus because of the large number of dis-
parate allegations that had been raised concerning possibly illegal
or improper activities during the 1996 federal elections.

To conduct a thorough and comprehensive inquiry into both ille-
gal and improper activities, including the role of non-profit groups
in influencing federal elections, Chairman Thompson indicated dur-
ing the spring that the Committee’s inquiry would proceed in two
phases. The first phase would focus on illegal activities engaged in
by candidates and political parties. The emphasis of this first phase
would be on trying to determine the amount of foreign money con-
tributed to candidates and parties during the 1996 elections. An
additional area of focus of the first phase of the inquiry would be
the laundering of campaign contributions, as related to foreign con-
tributions, which were often laundered through those who could
lawfully contribute. Other areas of inquiry that would be covered
by the first phase were the sale of access and policy decisions in
return for political contributions. The second phase of the inves-
tigation would focus on the role of non-profit and issue advocacy
groups and labor unions in the 1996 elections, particularly the
issue of whether these groups illegally coordinated their expendi-
tures with the White House, the parties, or particular candidates
or otherwise engaged in improper activity.

As the investigation proceeded and the Committee sought to pre-
pare for the start of public hearings, it encountered significant ob-
struction to its inquiry from several sources. Despite promises of
cooperation, the White House continued to produce little informa-
tion, slowly, and what the White House did produce to the Commit-

13See S. Res. 89. 143 Congressional Record S4915 (daily ed. May 21, 1997).
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tee was often released first to the news media, especially if the in-
formation was deemed embarrassing to the President. The DNC,
whose 1996 campaign fundraising and spending practices had led
directly to the Senate authorizing the investigation, was similarly
recalcitrant in producing relevant documents in a timely manner.
Both the White House and the DNC, which acknowledged acting in
concert in formulating a strategy to respond to the 1996 campaign
fundraising improprieties,14 appeared to have developed a shared
strategy based on the Senate’s decision to impose a deadline on the
investigation: they would produce information slowly, make any
conceivable objection to its production, and then produce only a
portion of it after requiring great exertion by the Committee in an
effort to delay the inquiry until it ran out of time.

Despite the delaying tactics of the White House and DNC, the
Committee developed a great deal of information in a relatively
short period of time. Large numbers of documents had been re-
ceived from many sources, and depositions and interviews were
being conducted. In addition, on June 6, 1997, three members of
the majority staff, two detailed FBI agents, and one member of the
minority staff undertook an investigative trip to Hong Kong, Tai-
wan, Macao, and Indonesia to collect information and interview
witnesses.15

Of perhaps equal importance to the information the Committee
was gathering, however, was the information the Committee was
unable to obtain. Thirty-five witnesses with information relevant to
the Committee’s investigation asserted the Fifth Amendment right
against self-incrimination and refused to testify and/or produce doc-
uments in response to a Committee subpoena. In late June, the
Committee began considering whether to grant immunity to some
of the witnesses who had invoked their Fifth Amendment right. On
June 27, the Committee voted to confer immunity on four wit-
nesses. On July 23, the Committee voted to immunize another five
witnesses. Thus, the Committee voted to immunize nine witnesses,
five of whom eventually testified in open session during the Com-
mittee’s hearings. An additional ten potential witnesses fled the
country and were beyond the Committee’s ability to issue legal
process. The Committee was unable to contact any of these individ-
uals during the staff’s foreign trip. While the Committee was able
to interview a number of foreign witnesses during that trip, 12 po-
tential foreign witnesses who were contacted refused requests for
interviews, among whom were some of the most important, includ-
ing James Riady and Ng Lap Seng.

In addition to Committee’s struggle with the obstructionist tac-
tics of the White House and the DNC, it encountered resistance
from a number of non-profit organizations that received subpoenas
in July, when the Committee started planning to conduct the sec-
ond phase of its investigation. Many of the non-profit organizations

14The DNC even attempted to protect information by asserting the attorney-client privilege
both over document production and in depositions based on discussions between the DNC wit-
nesses and White House officials, including White House lawyers. In a June 6, 1997 order,
Chairman Thompson overruled the assertion of the attorney-client privilege as to discussions
between DNC officials and White House lawyers.

15The Committee sought permission to send staff to the People’s Republic of China (PRC) to
interview witnesses there, but the PRC refused to issue visas to Committee staff for the purpose
of conducting fact-gathering within the PRC. Accordingly, no staff traveled to the PRC.
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that refused to comply had reportedly played significant roles in
the 1996 elections. The Committee was interested particularly in
seeking to determine whether these organizations, which had pri-
marily engaged in making allegedly independent expenditures to
broadcast so-called issue advocacy advertisements, had coordinated
their activities with candidates or political parties in violation of
the Federal Election Campaign Act. The Committee subpoenaed a
total of 31 such organizations. Of these, a number refused to
produce documents to the Committee, asserting a variety of con-
stitutional objections, most of which were without any legal founda-
tion.

THE IMPACT OF THE DEADLINE

The inability of the Committee to procure large amounts of rel-
evant information was largely attributed to the imposition by the
Senate of the December 31, 1997, deadline. This deadline essen-
tially invited witnesses and organizations to refuse to comply with
subpoenas. The deadline also encouraged other witnesses and orga-
nizations, particularly the White House and the DNC, to produce
documents and videotapes responsive to Committee subpoenas in a
slow, drawn out manner in an effort to run the clock out on the
Committee’s investigation.

Shortly after the Committee issued its first set of document sub-
poenas, several recipients informed the Committee that they were
invoking their Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination
and would therefore not produce responsive documents. The Fifth
Amendment privilege does not, however, protect the contents of
documents. It can protect the act of producing documents when
that act is itself testimonial (i.e., the act of production dem-
onstrates the existence of a particular document). This “act of pro-
duction” privilege under the Fifth Amendment only applies to per-
sonal documents; it does not apply to the act of producing business
records, for example, that happen to be in the possession of the
person subpoenaed.

In the absence of the December 31 deadline, the Committee could
have sought a judicial determination as to the appropriateness of
various witnesses’ efforts to assert broadly their Fifth Amendment
privilege against self-incrimination with respect to all the docu-
ments in their possession. Due to the December 31 deadline, how-
ever, the Committee was essentially foreclosed at the outset from
pursuing the routine course of seeking a judicial determination as
to the appropriateness of the large number of Fifth Amendment
claims. The deadline made it unlikely the Committee would have
ever received the responsive documents in a timely manner. Had
the Committee sought to enforce its subpoenas against Huang,
Webster Hubbell, Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, Mark Middleton, and the
other central witnesses who refused even to produce documents, it
is likely that the judicial subpoena enforcement actions would not
have been completed in time to receive the documents had it pre-
vailed in the enforcement actions. Even had the documents been
received prior to the expiration of the deadline, they would have
been received so late as to have been virtually useless.

Had the Committee filed enforcement actions in April, responsive
pleadings would have been due in May. The district judge would
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then have had to review the relevant documents in camera, a time-
consuming task. Even with an expedited decision, the Committee
staff determined it was unlikely to receive a decision before July,
and any decision rendered by a district judge would have been sub-
ject to an appeal, which almost certainly would have taken to close
to the end of the year.

Because of this likely timeline, the Committee staff determined
not to expend resources to litigate enforcement actions that would
not benefit the investigation. Had the Committee chosen to pursue
enforcement actions, its staff would have been expending its lim-
ited time on enforcement rather than on the investigation itself.
Such a diversion of resources was not an option given the limited
amount of time in which the Committee had to conduct its inves-
tigation and hold hearings. In effect, the Committee had no choice
but to proceed without all the documents or testimony relevant to
the investigation, or else it might have run out of time and could
have conducted no investigation at all.

The inability to pursue these initial enforcement actions was due
directly and solely to the deadline imposed by the Senate on the
duration of the investigation. Once the initial pattern had been set
whereby the Committee did not seek to enforce its lawful process,
others were encouraged to flout the Committee’s subpoenas. Most
troubling of all were the organizations which had played significant
roles and spent large sums of money during the 1996 election cycle.
As was already noted, the Committee issued a subpoena to the
AFL—CIO on May 22, 1997 requiring it to produce responsive docu-
ments to the Committee by the middle of June. Over two months
late, on August 20, 1997, the AFL-CIO finally informed the Com-
mittee that it would not produce any documents in response to the
subpoena, other than a few pages of documents that were already
in the public domain. Again, the deadline prevented the Committee
from seeking to enforce the subpoena.

On July 31, 1997, before the AFL—CIO expressed its contempt for
the lawful processes of the Senate, an additional 24 non-profit or-
ganizations active in the 1996 federal election campaigns were sub-
poenaed to permit the Committee to determine whether these orga-
nizations had acted legally by making independent expenditures or
illegally by coordinating their activities with candidates and politi-
cal parties. With the example of the AFL-CIO and the Committee’s
powerlessness to proceed against the AFL-CIO set before them, a
number of these 24 non-profit organizations informed the Commit-
tee in late August and early September that they would not comply
with the subpoenas they had received. Among these organizations
that refused to comply was the Teamsters union, whose documents
were clearly relevant to the Committee’s inquiry, as three of its of-
ficials have pleaded guilty to a participating in a broad criminal
conspiracy that included contribution swaps between the union and
the DNC.16

16The investigation into the Teamsters has broadened and media reports indicate that the sec-
ond-ranking figure of the AFL—CIO, Richard Trumka, has invoked his Fifth Amendment right
against self-incrimination in response to the grand jury. Trumka simply ignored a Committee
subpoena seeking his deposition testimony, and the reason for that is now obvious: he wanted
to delay the embarrassment to organized labor of having one of its most senior officials assert
his Fifth Amendment rights.
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The deadline not only prevented the Committee from enforcing
its subpoenas, but also encouraged other subpoena recipients to
dribble documents out over months and months in an effort to run
out the clock on the Committee. The parties that perfected this rou-
tine to a high art were the White House and the DNC. The particu-
lars of the delays practiced by these entities are set out in detail
in the body of the report. Suffice it to say here that the White
House continued the pattern of delay, obstruction, and evasion that
it had practiced in the House Travel Office and Senate Whitewater
investigations. The DNC studied from the White House playbook
and apparently learned its lessons well.

It was not only these political entities that failed to produce rel-
evant information to the Committee in a timely manner. Even
though the possibility that foreign governments may have sought
to influence U.S. elections was a central focus of the investigation,
the FBI failed to find critical and relevant information in its own
files until well after the hearings had started and, in one impor-
tance instance, not until after the hearings had ended.

The deadline had one further important effect on the investiga-
tion. Because the work of the Committee had to be completed by
the end of the year, the Committee was unable to proceed in the
most orderly fashion of conducting and completing its investigation
and then holding hearings to lay the facts before the Senate and
the American people. Instead, the Committee had to begin holding
hearings while the investigation was still quite new and ongoing.
Many of the basic facts of several aspects of the investigation had
not yet been developed when the hearings commenced.

THE HEARINGS

Although its investigation had then been underway in earnest—
with Senate-approved funding and an adequate staff—only for
three and a half months, the Committee started holding public
hearings in July 1997. By the time public hearings had concluded
at the end of October, the Committee had held 32 days of hearings
at which 72 witnesses testified.1”

With jurisdiction encompassing such a broad range of wrong-
doing and with such little time available, the Committee’s selection
of witnesses and subject matter for its public hearings required
making difficult choices. The choice of subject matter for individual
days and segments of hearings at this early stage of the inquiry,
as outlined by Chairman Thompson in his “two-phase” approach,
was dictated both by a focus on campaign finance illegalities and
by a process of issue triage, whereby the Committee restricted
itself to the most serious matters it was capable of properly devel-
oping in the time available.

Because much of the Committee’s initial inquiry focused on the
most troubling issues of foreign contribution-laundering, the first
month of hearings focused largely on these matters. Much informa-
tion relevant to this aspect of the inquiry remained unknown be-
cause of the large number of potential witnesses who chose to flee
the country or invoke their Fifth Amendment rights. Furthermore,
because it implicated sensitive U.S. intelligence and counter-intel-

17The Committee heard from 70 different witnesses; two witnesses appeared twice.
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ligence activities, much of the relevant information was classified
by executive branch agencies and could not be disclosed in open
session. While Committee members obtained a picture of the U.S.
intelligence and law enforcement communities” understanding of
such issues, it proved impossible for the Committee to convey more
than the mere outlines of the situation to the American people. The
Committee was able, however, to bring to light evidence that for-
eign-source contributions to the DNC were laundered through do-
mestic “straw donors” during the 1996 election cycle.

In addition to illegal foreign contributions and the laundering of
such funds, the hearings focused on campaign fundraising that
took place on government property. The Committee heard evidence,
for example, of widespread fundraising in the White House. It also
heard testimony regarding fundraising solicitations from govern-
ment offices using government telephones, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§607. The hearings also inquired into whether the DNC, particu-
larly its fundraising and advertising activities, were run out of the
White House by federal employees.

The Committee uncovered a donation-laundering scheme involv-
ing a prominent Democratic fundraiser and the exploitation of a
foreign religious institution that began at least as early as 1993
and continued through the 1996 election, the principal architects of
which have reportedly been linked to the intelligence service of a
foreign government.

Having discovered that part of the scheme to raise large con-
tributions for the DNC involved the sale of access to senior govern-
ment officials—thereby also offering major donors the concomitant
opportunity to purchase policy concessions through an implicit quid
pro quo arrangement, the Committee also turned its attention to
these matters.

The Committee also held hearings to explore the legal context in
which the abuses of the 1996 elections occurred. Although the Com-
mittee lacks legislative jurisdiction over campaign finance reform
legislation, its hearings had established a record of the operation
of current laws. The Committee sought to explicate the legal and
institutional context in which the abuses and evasion of law which
its investigatory hearings were highlighting occurred, and it heard
from leading experts on campaign finance issues, who helped ex-
plain what had gone wrong in 1996. American people. The Commit-
tee was able, however, to bring to light evidence that foreign-source
contributions to the DNC were laundered through domestic “straw
donors” during the 1996 election cycle.

In addition to illegal foreign contributions and the laundering of
such funds, the hearings focused on campaign fundraising that
took place on government property. The Committee heard evidence,
for example, of widespread fundraising in the White House. It also
heard testimony regarding fundraising solicitations from govern-
ment offices using government telephones, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§607. The hearings also inquired into whether the DNC, particu-
larly its fundraising and advertising activities, were run out of the
White House by federal employees.

The Committee uncovered a donation-laundering scheme involv-
ing a prominent Democratic fundraiser and the exploitation of a
foreign religious institution that began at least as early as 1993
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and continued through the 1996 election, the principal architects of
which have reportedly been linked to the intelligence service of a
foreign government.

Having discovered that part of the scheme to raise large con-
tributions for the DNC involved the sale of access to senior govern-
ment officials—thereby also offering major donors the concomitant
opportunity to purchase policy concessions through an implicit quid
pro quo arrangement, the Committee also turned its attention to
these matters.

The Committee also held hearings to explore the legal context in
which the abuses of the 1996 elections occurred. Although the Com-
mittee lacks legislative jurisdiction over campaign finance reform
legislation, its hearings had established a record of the operation
of current laws. The Committee sought to explicate the legal and
institutional context in which the abuses and evasion of law which
its investigatory hearings were highlighting occurred, and it heard
from leading experts on campaign finance issues, who helped ex-
plain what had gone wrong in 1996.

On October 1, 1997, as these “policy” hearings came to a close,
the Committee learned that the White House had only recently dis-
covered a large number of video and audio tapes responsive to re-
quests for information the Committee had made as early as April
and called for in the July subpoena as well. The story of the White
House video tapes, the contents thereof, and the White House’s
failure to produce them in a timely manner would become a focus
of the remaining month of public hearings.

As the first phase of the Committee’s hearings moved towards
completion, the Committee had to determine whether to proceed
with the second phase, in which it had intended to focus on the po-
litical activities of various non-profit groups. Because most of the
significant non-profits groups had failed to comply with the Com-
mittee’s subpoenas, however, the Committee had little information
beyond that already in the public domain. By October 1997, more-
over, because of the deadline the Committee had neither the time
nor the recourse to judicial proceedings that would have been nec-
essary to acquire more information. As a result of the poor compli-
ance or non-compliance from many of the non-profit groups it sub-
poenaed, the Chairman decided not to hold hearings on the role of
non-profit groups, and it is accordingly inappropriate to reach con-
clusions about their activities in the 1996 election.18 This phase of
the investigation would surely have added significantly to the Sen-
ate’s and the American public’s understanding of campaign finance
illegalities and improprieties. Because of the December 31 deadline
for%ed on the Committee, however, it was unable to undertake this
task.

The Committee closed its public hearings by examining one par-
ticular quid pro quo, the clearest instance yet uncovered, on which
it could obtain witness testimony, of a change of government policy
undertaken in return for campaign contributions: the denial of a li-
cense to three Indian tribes in Wisconsin for an off-reservation ca-
sino. Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt was one of the wit-

18 Although investigative hearings on the political activities of non-profit groups were not held,
the activities of some of these groups were outlined during the Committee’s policy hearings in
September.
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nesses who testified on this matter. As a direct result of his testi-
mony before the Committee, at the time of this writing the Justice
Department is considering whether an independent counsel should
be appointed to investigate Secretary Babbitt’s role in this matter.

After 32 days of hearings in dJuly, September, and October,
Chairman Thompson announced on October 31, 1997, that the
Committee was suspending public hearings, although continuing
its investigation through the end of the year. He determined that
the most important information obtained by the Committee had al-
ready been the subject of public hearings, and that given existing
time constraints and the Committee’s lack of judicial recourse, the
remaining material should not be pursued in public hearings. The
Chairman left open the possibility that new hearings would be held
if warranted by new information developed during the remaining
two months of the investigation. Although certain investigative
threads were followed during November and December and inter-
views and depositions were conducted, no additional public hear-
ings were held. The Committee continued to receive documents and
videotapes in December. The DNC’s delivery of 15 boxes of docu-
ments on December 22, 1997, about one week before the expiration
of the Committee’s authority, marked the final production of infor-
mation to the Committee as officially constituted. In January 1998,
after its jurisdiction had expired, the White House produced docu-
ments on Johnny Chung, which were responsive to its April 1997
document request, to the Committee. Any relevant information de-
veloped after the public hearings were ended is included in this re-
port.

THE REPORT

S. Res. 39 required the Committee to complete its investigation
by December 31, 1997, and to submit a report to the Senate by
January 31, 1998. This report fulfills that directive. On March 5,
1998, the Committee held a business meeting, at which it voted 8-
7 to approve this report and file it with the Senate. Voting with
the majority were Chairman Thompson, Senator Collins, Senator
Brownback, Senator Domenici, Senator Cochran, Senator Nickles,
Senator Specter, and Senator Smith of New Hampshire. Voting in
the negative were Senator Glenn, Senator Levin, Senator
Liberman, Senator Akaka, Senator Durbin, Senator Torricelli, and
Senator Cleland. Senator Bennett was not present for the vote but
did submit additional views.

Among the subjects aired at the hearings and detailed within
this report are the takeover of the DNC by the President and his
staff at the White House, who operated the party apparatus as a
slush-fund for the President’s re-election campaign. Along with that
takeover went the dismantling of any system of vetting contribu-
tions and contributors to the DNC to ensure compliance with the
law. The theory was to take in as much money as possible to buy
advertising and worry later about the Federal Election Commission
(FEC), whose meager resources, in any event, were unequal to the
task of policing wrongdoing on the massive scale engaged in by the
DNC during the 1996 election cycle. In effect, gripped by an over-
whelming thirst for money driven by the fear that the Republican
victories in the 1994 congressional elections presaged the defeat of
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President Clinton in 1996, the Democratic Party and the President
stopped asking or caring about the sources of this money.

The Committee’s investigation explored the DNC’s and the Presi-
dent’s enormous thirst for campaign contributions to support the
President’s re-election bid and outlined the abuses carried out in
their pursuit, including selling access to the President and senior
officials through “coffees” and White House “overnights,” and bla-
tantly trading access to senior officials in return for campaign con-
tributions. New sources of money had to be found. In this climate,
the door was opened in 1996 to contributions from unsavory fig-
ures, from foreign bank accounts, and possibly from foreign govern-
ments as well. The Committee’s hearings exposed a number of
these sources, particularly hitherto untapped foreign sources of
money.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

On November 8, 1994, Americans shifted control of both houses
of Congress to the Republican Party for the first time in 40 years.
For a time, the election rendered President Clinton so weak in the
polls that many experts questioned his “relevance,” suggesting that
he might face a primary challenge as he attempted to secure his
re-election in 1996. The election results spurred great concern
among the President’s supporters that he might suffer a similarly
disastrous defeat in 1996.

In early 1995, the President began meeting with his closest advi-
sors to develop a plan to ensure his re-election by “pulling out all
the stops”?! in campaign fundraising. At this time, in an atmos-
phere of abject political desperation, the seeds were sown which
would later grow into the DNC’s variegated fundraising scandals of
1996. The President and his advisors determined that the key to
their success in the 1996 elections would be to wage immediately
a massive television political advertising campaign of unprece-
dented cost.

In the end, of course, their plan was an astonishing success: the
Democratic Party raised three times as much money for the 1996
election as it had for the 1992 contest, and President Clinton was
re-elected. The President’s success, however, came at a steep price.
In the frenzied drive to raise such large amounts of campaign
money, the Democratic Party dismantled its own internal vetting
procedures, no longer caring, in effect, where its money came from
and who was supplying it. Worse, their campaign eviscerated fed-
eral fundraising laws and reduced the White House, key Adminis-
tration offices, and the Presidency itself, to fundraising tools.

This increasingly mercenary approach also led the Democratic
Party to view America’s ethnic communities as exploitable “renew-
able resources” for political fundraising. The DNC’s recklessness in
raising money from their community unfairly burdened Asian-
Americans with the stigma of lawbreaking by fundraisers such as
John Huang, Charlie Trie, and Maria Hsia.

For the U.S. political process as a whole, the DNC and White
House’s reckless fundraising disregarded an obvious risk—the dan-
ger that powerful foreign nationals, or even governments, would at-
tempt to buy influence through campaign contributions. The result
of all this was foreseeable, including: the erosion of safeguards in
U.S. election law designed to guard against political corruption,
and unprecedented amounts of illegal foreign contributions making
their way into Democratic coffers. The Committee uncovered strong
circumstantial evidence that the Government of the People’s Re-

1George Stephanopoulos, “The View From Inside,” Newsweek, March 10, 1997, at 27.
(33)
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public of China (PRC) was involved in funding, directing, or en-
couraging some of these foreign contributions.

President Clinton has attempted to distance himself from these
scandals by trying to distinguish his own “official” re-election cam-
paign (Clinton/Gore ’96) from the abuses the DNC carried out.
Based on the evidence compiled by the Committee, however, this
distinction is untenable. Indeed, no one has done more to erode this
very distinction than the President himself, who with his staff ef-
fectively seized control of DNC operations and ran all Democratic
party campaign and fundraising efforts out of the White House.
During the 1996 campaign, the DNC was the alter ego of the White
House.

Deputy White House Chief of Staff Harold Ickes, for example,
ran the DNC on a day-to-day basis and presided over weekly
“money meetings” at the White House where he reviewed the
DNC’s fundraising and expenditures before passing this informa-
tion along to the President and the Vice-President. This White
House control made the DNC’s national chairman, Don Fowler, in
effect, subservient to Ickes. The Clinton/Gore and DNC advertising
campaigns were also virtually inseparable, constituting a seamless
web of White House-directed campaigning that employed all the
same consultants, pollsters, and media producers. Ultimately, in
fact, the President himself exercised total control over the DNC ad-
vertising. Having reduced the DNC into an arm of the White
House, President Clinton and Vice President Gore are responsible
for the actions it undertook in their names and at their direction.

Late in the 1996 presidential campaign, public reports surfaced
about foreign donations to the Democratic Party and the DNC’s im-
proper provision of White House access to well-heeled foreign na-
tionals. The White House succeeded in preventing the bubbling
scandal from derailing the President’s re-election, but these efforts
could not prevent an ever more complex tale of campaign
lawbreaking from coming to light, thus sparking an ongoing series
of Congressional and criminal investigations that have so far in-
volved the White House, the DNC, several government agencies,
hundreds of witnesses, and several foreign countries. After the No-
vember 1996 elections, the U.S. Senate determined to investigate
allegations of campaign finance wrongdoing. The resolution author-
izing the investigation contained a significant flaw, however—a
deadline set only nine months after the start of the investigation.

The imposition of the December 31, 1997 deadline virtually in-
vited witnesses to engage in obstructive tactics, perhaps none more
so than the DNC and the White House. This obstruction, combined
with the sheer complexity of the investigation, made this deadline
the single greatest obstacle faced by the Committee’s inquiry.
Moreover, more than 45 witnesses either fled the country or re-
fused to cooperate by citing their Fifth Amendment privilege
against self incrimination. Despite the Committee’s request for
help, President Clinton took no action whatsoever to persuade such
individuals to cooperate. Nevertheless, the Committee was able to
answer many important questions and to uncover evidence that
strongly suggests answers to others. The following pages summa-
rize the major findings of this inquiry.
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THE DNC RAISED MILLIONS OF DOLLARS IN ILLEGAL FOREIGN FUNDS

Following the 1996 election, and in the wake of the growing DNC
fundraising controversy, the DNC was ultimately forced to return
$2,825,600 in illegal or improper donations.2 Of this total amount,
almost 80 percent was either raised or contributed by two men—
John Huang and Charlie Trie. Strikingly, both men were longtime
friends of President Clinton, and both were in positions to raise
large campaign contributions because of their personal relation-
ships with the President. Accordingly, the Committee began its
hearings by focusing significant attention on Huang and Trie, hop-
ing to answer two interrelated questions: what did President Clin-
ton and his top aides know about their illegal fundraising activi-
ties, and why was nothing done to curb those activities. This par-
ticular inquiry faced significant obstacles because Trie fled to
China soon after the controversy arose,® Huang invoked the Fifth
Amendment and refused to cooperate with the Committee, and the
President declined the Committee’s invitation to testify. Despite
these obstacles, the evidence strongly suggests that, at a minimum,
the White House and the DNC received clear signs of danger con-
cerning both men and simply chose to ignore these warnings.

John Huang

Huang first met President Clinton in the early 1980’s through
their mutual friend, James Riady, the head of the Lippo Group, an
Indonesian industrial conglomerate. By at least 1992, while em-
ployed by Lippo Bank in California, Huang began to raise illegal
foreign money for the DNC through Lippo owned shell companies;
these contributions were reimbursed with funds from Lippo’s head-
quarters in Jakarta, Indonesia. His achievements as a fundraiser,
coupled with his and Riady’s close friendship with President Clin-
ton, ultimately propelled Huang to the Commerce Department as
a Deputy Assistant Secretary in 1993. Despite its accompanying se-
curity clearances and intelligence briefings, however, this job in the
government apparently suited neither Huang nor his patron,
Riady, as Huang was left with less real influence than he had en-
joyed as a DNC fundraiser. By the summer of 1995, therefore,
Huang sought to move to the DNC.

Two things are clear about Huang’s obtaining a job as a DNC
fundraiser. First, it would not have occurred but for the President’s
personal interest and recommendation. Second, it took place even
though Huang had already engaged in illegal fundraising from for-
eign sources while at the Commerce Department, and despite the
DNC’s awareness of clear indications that Huang would continue
to raise funds illegally as the DNC’s Vice Chairman for Finance.

The story of Huang’s move to the DNC, and the fundraising
abuses that followed, began in the summer of 1995, when Lippo
lobbyist C. Joseph Giroir began trying to persuade the DNC to hire
Huang as a fundraiser specializing in the Asian-American commu-
nity. On September 13, 1995, Giroir arranged a meeting between

2This figure is according to a June 27, 1997, DNC press release. The DNC has failed to return
additional contributions of questionable legality.

3Trie voluntarily surrendered to U.S. authorities in February 1998, following his indictment
on 15 counts including defrauding the FEC and obstructing the Committee’s investigation.
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Huang, Riady, Fowler, and DNC Finance Director Richard Sulli-
van, at which they discussed the potential for DNC fundraising
among the Asian-American community. Riady—a foreign national
then living in Indonesia and therefore in a curious position to be
consulted by senior DNC officials about how the Democratic Party
could raise money for President Clinton’s re-election—joined Giroir
in telling Fowler that Huang would be the ideal person to organize
an Asian-American fundraising effort for the DNC.

That same afternoon, Giroir, Riady, and Huang met President
Clinton and Presidential aide Bruce Lindsey in the Oval Office.
Giroir and Lindsey claimed to remember little about this encoun-
ter, but Lindsey admitted that they had discussed Huang’s desire
to move to the DNC. After this Oval Office meeting, Lindsey told
Ickes about Huang’s interest in becoming a DNC fundraiser. The
President himself asked Ickes to interview Huang regarding the
move to the DNC. After meeting with Huang to discuss the move,
Ickes asked DNC Finance Chairman Marvin Rosen to interview
him for the job.

While Fowler’s ambivalence may have caused the DNC to not
pursue Huang’s services for most of that fall, Fowler’s position
changed very quickly after the President intervened to indicate his
personal interest in Huang acquiring a DNC position. At a fund-
raiser on November 8, the President asked Rosen how Huang’s
move was progressing, and told Rosen that Huang had been “high-
ly recommended.” The DNC interviewed Huang five days later, and
Fowler hired him that same day.

From the beginning, however, some DNC officials were privately
concerned that Huang might illegally raise foreign money for the
party. Sullivan, for example, worried that Huang might be another
Johnny Chung—an Asian-American donor and friend of Huang’s
who had offered in March 1995 to pay the DNC $50,000 if Sullivan
would arrange for five of his Chinese business clients to attend a
radio address with the President. Because of his misgivings about
Huang, Sullivan insisted that Huang be given an extensive special
training session on U.S. election law by the DNC’s general counsel,
Joe Sandler. As Sullivan told Huang, this training session was de-
signed to ensure that Huang knew laws restricting contributions
from foreign nationals. Sandler, however, denied that he was ever
asked to provide such training.

However, the DNC never undertook the special “training” ses-
sions for Huang that Sullivan had recommended. Making matters
worse, despite its grave concerns about Huang, the DNC agreed to
compensate him with an “unprecedented” incentive bonus plan
clearly designed to encourage even more aggressive fundraising.
The results were all too predictable: Huang immediately began ille-
gally raising foreign money for the Democrats.

Near the end of his tenure at the Commerce Department, Huang
developed a relationship with Arief Wiriadinata—a landscape ar-
chitect in Virginia who knew the Riadys because his father had
worked for Lippo in Indonesia, and who, with his wife Soraya, ulti-
mately contributed $450,000 to the DNC. On December 15, 1995,
shortly after Huang arrived at the DNC, the President hosted a
White House coffee to which Wiriadinata had been invited by
Huang. As captured on one of the videotapes the White House be-
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latedly released to the Committee in October 1997, Wiriadinata
shook hands with the President and confided to him that “James
Riady sent me.”

Huang’s first fundraising event, for Asian-Americans at the Hay-
Adams Hotel in Washington on February 19, 1996, also raised
early warning signs that the DNC’s initial concerns about Huang
were well placed. By March 1996, the DNC discovered that two do-
nations Huang had raised at this event were illegal contributions
from foreign nationals. These checks, both for $12,500, were attrib-
utable to two individuals who live in China and run an inter-
national trading group based there. Although these donations were
returned, DNC officials continued to rely on Huang. As the Com-
mittee subsequently discovered, the Hay-Adams event raised at
least another $25,000 in unlawful donations laundered through
third-party “straw donors” from the Hsi Lai Temple outside Los
Angeles.

Among the prominent Asian businessmen who attended the Hay-
Adams event was Ted Sioeng, a foreign businessman who owns a
pro-Beijing Chinese language newspaper in California and has
close ties to the Chinese government. Though he sat next to the
President at the head table at the Hay-Adams, Sioeng was not then
a resident of the United States, could not speak English, and was
ineligible to make political donations. Sioeng’s presence at the
fundraiser—as well as at the head table at the Hsi Lai Temple
fundraiser Huang and Maria Hsia organized for Vice President
Gore two months later, and at another Huang event with the Presi-
dent only two weeks after that—was apparently arranged through
Huang.

Throughout the remainder of 1996, Huang orchestrated numer-
ous events from which illegal foreign money flowed to the DNC. On
April 8, 1996, for example, Huang collected $250,000 from John K.
H. Lee, a South Korean businessman who had flown from Seoul to
have dinner with the President—in return for a $250,000 donation
in the name of a U.S. subsidiary of his South Korean business,
formed shortly before the check had been written. Huang arranged
this contribution after being told that Lee was merely “thinking”
about opening a U.S. subsidiary in California, and knowing that
Lee was a foreign national ineligible to contribute in his own name.
This $250,000 contribution was funded by a wire transfer from
Lee’s South Korean company. The DNC, however, found the dona-
tion unobjectionable—at least until the 1996 fundraising scandals
first became public, at which point Lee’s was the first contribution
returned.

Shortly thereafter, on May 13, 1996, Huang organized another
major DNC event in Washington, D.C. Like his others, this affair
was heavily attended by foreign nationals; Riady and Sioeng, in
fact, each sat beside the President at the head table. During the
course of the night, Huang arranged for Yogesh K. Gandhi to meet
the President and present him with a bust of Mahatma Gandhi.
Gandhi wanted a business associate to be photographed presenting
the award to Clinton, but the White House had rebuffed his earlier
attempts to arrange the meeting. In exchange for the May 13 pho-
tograph with the President, Gandhi donated $325,000 to the DNC.
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This money had, in fact, been wired from one of Gandhi’s business
associates in Japan.

DNC officials admitted concerns during the 1996 campaign about
the number of foreign nationals who attended Huang’s fundraisers.
It was not until July 1996, however, after an event attended prin-
cipally by Asian businessmen and their families, that Rosen finally
directed that Huang not manage any further presidential events.
Despite this concern, however, the DNC was unwilling to forego
Huang’s fundraising: the party deprived Huang of his ability to sell
access to President Clinton, but did nothing to check the money he
generated.

The Hsi Lai Temple Fundraiser

At a fundraising lunch held on April 29, 1996 at the Hsi Lai
Temple in Hacienda Heights, California, and attended by Vice
President Gore, Buddhist monastics illegally funneled $65,000 to
the DNC through “straw donors” at the instigation of Hsia, a long-
time fundraiser for the Vice President. When press accounts of this
donation-laundering appeared, Temple officials altered and de-
stroyed evidence to protect the Temple, Hsia, and the Vice Presi-
dent from embarrassment.

Despite his repeated, albeit inconsistent, denials, it is reasonable
to conclude that the Vice President was well aware that the Tem-
ple event was for the purpose of raising money. The event was or-
ganized by Huang and Hsia, who had longstanding relationships
with Vice President Gore that revolved almost entirely around
campaign fundraising. More specifically, in the weeks prior to his
Temple visit, Vice President Gore was repeatedly reminded that
the April 29 luncheon was a fundraiser and was even meticulously
informed by Ickes of the DNC’s “projected revenue” for the event.
The Vice President received the last of these notifications of the
April 29 lunch’s “projected revenue” only 24 hours before he re-
ceived his briefing notes for the Temple lunch.

The Vice President’s staff also knew that the Temple event was
a fundraiser. In March 1996, Deputy Chief of Staff David Strauss
had helped arrange a meeting in the White House with the head
of the Temple, Master Hsing Yun—a meeting which Strauss be-
lieved would “lead to a lot of $.” The White House staff repeatedly
referred to the event as a “fundraiser” in internal correspondence,
and assigned to it a “ticket price” of “1000-5000 [dollars per] head.”

The Temple fundraiser was merely the most egregious episode in
a longstanding pattern of illegal donation-laundering by Hsia and
the Hsi Lai Temple that stretched back at least to 1993. In that
year, Hsia and Huang apparently collaborated in laundering
$50,000 to the DNC from the Hsi Lai Temple and from Lippo
Group sources overseas in connection with a meeting between Vice
President Gore’s chief of staff and the chairman of China Re-
sources, a company linked in press reports to Chinese intelligence.
From 1993 until the general elections of 1996, over $140,000 in
Temple money was illegally funneled to Democratic candidates at
Hsia’s direction.

This pattern of donation-laundering in 1993-96 derived from a
broader relationship between Hsia, Huang, and Vice President
Gore that began in 1988 when Hsia, Huang, and Riady organized
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a trip to Taiwan for then-Senator Gore. Hsia thereafter became a
significant fundraiser for the Senator. As early as 1989, her fund-
raising efforts for him involved both monastics from the Hsi Lai
Temple and the illegal “tallying” of contributions through the
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee (“DSCC”).

Charlie Trie

Trie first met the President in the late 1970’s when he owned
and operated a Chinese restaurant in Little Rock. After Clinton’s
election in 1992, Trie sold his restaurant and opened Daihatsu
International Trading Company in Washington, D.C. Soon there-
after, Trie and his wife contributed large sums to the DNC, and by
1994 he had become a DNC “Managing Trustee”—a title reserved
for the highest level of party contributor. From 1994 to 1996, Trie
contributed or raised approximately $645,000 for the DNC. In
1994, he contributed $100,000 to the DNC while earning only ap-
proximately $30,000 as president of Daihatsu. Nor could his firm
Daihatsu have made up the difference: throughout this period, it
never made any profit.

In reality, most of Trie’s money came from his Asian business
partner, Ng Lap Seng, a hotel tycoon in Macao with reputed links
to organized crime who advises the Chinese government.4 Ng
transferred approximately $1.4 million to Trie from 1994 to 1996,
with many of these transfers arriving through the Bank of China.
Sometimes Trie contributed Ng’s money directly to the DNC in his
own name. In other instances, he laundered donations through
other Asian-Americans. Two of these “straw donors” made dona-
tions to the DNC so that Ng could attend a White House function.
Accordingly, they donated a total of $25,000 to the DNC and were
reimbursed with money from Ng’s account.

In addition to being a major fundraiser and close friend of the
President, Trie visited the White House 31 times in 1994 and 1995
alone. Intriguingly, Ng, who had no ties to the President except
through Trie, also visited the White House 10 times between June
1994 and October 1996. In one of the more egregious examples of
its dilatory document production, however, the White House did
not reveal Ng’s still-unexplained visits until just hours after the
conclusion of the Committee’s public hearing on the activities of
Trie and Ng.5

Trie’s fundraising efforts won him numerous White House favors,
including a Presidential appointment to the Commission on U.S.
Pacific Trade and Investment Policy—an act requiring a new Exec-
utive Order to expand the size of the Commission. In February
1996, assisted by a $50,000 donation from his business partner Er-
nest G. Green, Trie arranged admission to a White House coffee for
Wang Jun, a Chinese arms dealer and advisor to the Chinese gov-
ernment. Despite his connections to a major Chinese armaments
firm whose plans to smuggle automatic weapons into the U.S. the
Customs Service even then was investigating, Wang was not vetted
by the National Security Council (“NSC”) and was admitted to the

4Ng refused to speak with Committee investigators who traveled to Macao.

50nly after end of the Trie/Ng hearing did the White House release the “WAVES” records
documenting Ng’s frequent but unexplained visits to the White House. These records had been
requested from the White House three months earlier.
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\é\rfhite House only on the strength of his relationship with Trie and
reen.

In March 1996, Trie wrote to the President on how to handle
U.S.-China relations, which were then tense. This letter was faxed
to the White House on the same day that Trie delivered almost
$500,000 to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust (“PLET”). The
Committee has been unable to determine whether Trie wrote this
letter on his own or on behalf of foreign interests. Trie received a
reply from the President prepared by NSC staff and personally re-
viewed by National Security Advisor Tony Lake.

Trie also set about to help the President and First Lady defray
the considerable personal legal expenses they had accrued in fend-
ing off previous scandals. To this end, Trie raised in excess of
$700,000 from a controversial Buddhist sect devoted to a woman
named Ching Hai, and conveyed this money to the PLET.

The PLET, however, became suspicious about the source of Trie’s
funds. With White House approval, the PLET’s executive director,
Michael Cardozo, hired an investigative firm that determined that
the money had been coerced from or laundered through members
of the Ching Hai sect. Nevertheless, soon after, Trie sat next to the
President at the head table of a $5,000 per person fundraising din-
ner.

By June 1996, the PLET decided to return Trie’s donations.
Rather than publicly reporting his contributions under its regular
practice, the PLET hid the fact that Trie had ever given money to
it. Moreover, the White House knew and approved of this decision.
Despite Ickes’ and Lindsey’s knowledge of Trie’s suspicious fund-
raising, neither warned the DNC. As a result, while the PLET re-
turned his donations, Trie’s illegal contributions to the DNC contin-
ued; Trie delivered $110,000 to the DNC in August 1996 in honor
of the President’s 50th birthday.

Both the DNC and the White House claimed complete surprise
that Huang and Trie raised substantial amounts of foreign money.
It strains credulity, however, to suggest that these men could sur-
reptitiously raise over $2.2 million for the DNC—much of it from
foreign donors at major DNC events the President attended—with-
out anyone suspecting the truth.

THE WHITE HOUSE AND THE PRESIDENCY ITSELF BECAME
FUNDRAISING TOOLS

The White-House inspired DNC drive for new sources of cam-
paign cash caused more than just an unprecedented influx of for-
eign money into the 1996 campaign. More broadly, it debased the
White House and the Presidency itself by employing both in con-
stant efforts to raise money. Extensive DNC fundraising occurred
because the President and his advisors, including Dick Morris, de-
cided that the party’s massive advertising campaign would cost
more than could possibly be provided by the “hard” money in the
President’s “official” campaign treasury. To fill the gap, they turned
to unregulated “soft” money even though such monies could not by
law be used to help a candidate’s campaign for office. Unlike offi-
cial “campaign” contributions, however, DNC “soft” money could be
raised from wealthy donors in unlimited quantities. By diverting
DNC funds to campaign advertising controlled by the White House,
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the Democrats had the best of all possible worlds: de facto “hard”
money from key donors in unlimited quantities.

Senior White House and DNC staff developed new ways to use
the Presidency to raise campaign money. Among the favors mer-
chandised were access to senior decision makers, perks such as
“overnights” at the White House, Presidential coffees at the White
House (even in the Oval Office), flights on Air Force One, seats in
the President’s box at Kennedy Center, and use of the White House
pool and tennis courts.

In this stampede to use the White House for every conceivable
variety of fundraiser, a number of alarmingly unsavory characters
gained access to the President in return for campaign contribu-
tions. One was Chinese arms dealer Wang Jun. Roger Tamraz, a
major DNC donor, was allowed to meet with the President on sev-
eral occasions despite the NSC’s opposition and clear warnings that
Tamraz might damage U.S. foreign policy interests in Central Asia.
As noted, Ted Sioeng, a foreign national with suspiciously close ties
to the Chinese government, sat at the head table with the Presi-
dent or Vice President at several fundraisers and lunched with
Vice President Gore at the Hsi Lai Temple.

White House Coffees

Perhaps nothing illustrates this merchandising of the Presidency
better than the DNC’s White House “coffees”—fundraising events
at which major donors were provided access to the President in ex-
change for their campaign contributions.

Between January 11, 1995 and August 23, 1996, the White
House hosted 103 coffees. Most lasted at least an hour, and the
President attended the vast majority of them. Approximately 60 of
these were DNC-sponsored coffees, 92 percent of the guests at
which were major Democratic Party contributors. These guests
made contributions during the 1996 election cycle of $26.4 million,
an average contribution of over $54,000 per person, with one-third
of their total donations, some $7.7 million, given within a month
of the donor’s attendance at a White House coffee. For example, the
five persons attending a coffee on May 1, 1996, in the Oval Office
itself each contributed $100,000 to the DNC one week later.

White House and DNC officials have strenuously denied that the
coffees were “fundraisers.” Numerous DNC documents, however,
including detailed memoranda Ickes prepared for the President and
Vice President, tell a different story, referring to these White
House events as “political/fundraising coffees.” These documents
carefully track the “projected revenue” that would be raised by
each event—to the point of specifying amounts “in hand” (i.e., col-
lected to date) and the proportion of each coffee’s projected revenue
that would be placed in the party’s “hard money” and “soft money”
bank accounts. While not every White House coffee was a fundrais-
ing event, most clearly were.

The coffees also demonstrate the extensive amount of time the
President was willing to spend with small groups of major donors,
and the extraordinary influence such donors had over the White
House and the President’s schedule. The June 18, 1996 coffee orga-
nized by John Huang is a case in point. The only guests who were
originally to attend this coffee were three foreign nationals from
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the CP Group, a Thai conglomerate. They were clients of Pauline
Kanchanalak, a DNC fundraiser and lobbyist from Thailand. When
DNC officials raised concerns about the propriety of such a coffee,
“some people that might be potential [legal] donors, [i.e.,/ American
citizens,” were invited at the last moment. It is clear that the cof-
fee’s essential purpose was to sell the President’s time to
Kanchanalak—who, with her mother-in-law, donated $235,000 in
to the DNC the next day—to make her look good in front of her
clients.® Even worse, the only guests professing to have any mem-
ory of the event recall Huang openly soliciting DNC contributions,
in the presence of the President. This was clearly illegal.

Telephone solicitations

In addition to attending many major fundraisers and innumer-
able smaller events such as coffees, the President—and, particu-
larly, the Vice President—were willing to use the power of their of-
fices to make direct telephone solicitations for money. Vice Presi-
dent Gore made approximately 45 phone solicitations from his
White House office. These calls may have raised as much as
$800,000 for the DNC.

Based upon the premise that these telephone calls raised only
“soft” money, the Attorney General has rejected suggestions that
she recommend the appointment of an independent counsel to in-
vestigate whether these calls violated a federal criminal law pro-
hibiting the solicitation of campaign contributions on federal prop-
erty. The Committee disagrees with her view that raising “soft
money” on federal property is permitted, but significantly, even
under the Attorney General’s view, the solicitation of “hard” money
on federal property is a crime. As DNC general counsel Joe Sandler
revealed to the Committee, of the money raised by Vice President
Gore’s telephone solicitations from the White House, more than
$100,000 was deposited into the DNC’s “hard money” accounts. In-
deed, the Vice President continued to make telephone solicitations
even after being advised by a DNC memorandum in February 1996
that it was DNC policy to place a certain proportion of the money
thus raised into “hard money” accounts.”

The all-consuming fundraising effort

In some ways, the most troubling result of the White House’s and
DNC'’s ceaseless quest for campaign funding is the great amount of
time the President and the Vice President themselves actually
spent raising money. As Vice President Gore himself noted, “we

can raise the [necessary] money . . . ONLY IF—the President and
I actually do the events, the calls, the coffees, etc. . . . And we will
have to lose considerable time to the campaign trail to do all of this
fundraising.”

Simply put, 25 years after Congress passed election reform laws
intended to insulate the President from an unseemly and poten-
tially corrupting involvement with campaign money, President

6 Kanchanalak has since fled to Thailand, has refused to cooperate with the Committee, and
is under investigation by the Department of Justice for possible obstruction of justice in connec-
tion with evidence subpoenaed by the Committee.

7Indeed, the DNC improperly allocated money between “soft” and “hard” accounts without
seeking the express permission of donors, as is required by federal law.
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Clinton spent enormous amounts of time during the 1996 election
cycle raising money. In the ten months prior to the 1996 election,
President Clinton attended more than 230 fundraising events,
which raised $119,000,000. The President maintained such a pace
for over a year before the election, often attending fundraisers five
and six days each week. According to Presidential campaign advi-
sor Dick Morris, President Clinton “would say ‘I haven’t slept in
three days; every time I turn around they want me to be at a fund-
raiser . . . I cannot think, I cannot do anything. Every minute of
my time is spent at these fundraisers.’” This frenzied pursuit of
campaign contributions raises obvious and disturbing questions.
Can any President who spends this much time raising money focus
adequately upon affairs of state? Is it even possible for such a
President to distinguish between fundraising and policymaking?

OTHER IMPROPER OR ILLEGAL FUNDRAISING ACTIVITIES

The unfortunate results of the DNC’s chase for money were not
limited to its receipt of illegal foreign money and the merchandis-
ing of the White House itself. DNC pressures to change govern-
ment policy developed in response to the wishes of major party do-
nors.

The Roger Tamraz affair

Lebanese-American businessman Roger Tamraz tenaciously pur-
sued his agenda with the U.S. Government. “If they kicked me
from the door,” Tamraz told the Committee, “I will come through
the window.” Unfortunately, his eagerness to promote his business
schemes and enlist the government’s support against the vehement
protests of U.S. national security experts found itself an ally in the
cash-hungry DNC. The story of Tamraz demonstrates, perhaps bet-
ter than any other episode of the Democratic fundraising scandals,
that nothing was sacred in the President’s desperate search for
campaign funds: no corner of the U.S. Government—not even the
Central Intelligence Agency (“CIA”) or the NSC—was off limits.

An international businessman with significant involvement in
the oil business, Tamraz was wanted by French police and faces an
Interpol arrest warrant for embezzlement in Lebanon. Tamraz was
willing to invest great energy, and significant sums of money, to se-
cure U.S. backing for his oil pipeline project in the Caucasus.
Rebuffed by officials at the NSC who regarded his schemes as un-
tenable and harmful to U.S. foreign policy interests, he began mak-
ing huge contributions to the DNC. As Tamraz had intended—and
as he admitted to the Committee in his remarkably candid testi-
mony—these contributions enabled him to enlist senior party offi-
cials like Fowler in helping Tamraz gain the access to senior U.S.
officials that a high-level inter-agency working group had deter-
mined to deny him. His contributions—both directly to the DNC
and to various state Democratic campaigns at Fowler’s personal di-
rection—also won Tamraz the DNC chairman’s intercession in a se-
ries of highly inappropriate contacts with CIA officials. In at least
two conversations with a CIA clandestine operative named “Bob,” 8

8 At the request of the CIA, the full name of this clandestine officer (Whlch is classified) had
been withheld. In this report, he will be described simply by his first name, “Bob.”
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to whom he had been referred by Tamraz and who had already
been “lobbying” the NSC on Tamraz’s behalf, Fowler asked the CIA
officer to help him “clear Tamraz’s name.” Fowler even telephoned
NSC staffer Sheila Heslin to inform her that “Bob” would soon be
sending her information about Tamraz. (Despite taking notes of his
discussions with Tamraz about Bob, despite talking with “Bob” on
at least two occasions, and discussing the CIA officer with NSC
staffers Nancy Soderberg and Heslin, Fowler continued to deny any
memory of his CIA contacts). After Tamraz was “disinvited” from
an October 1995 event with Vice President Gore by the NSC, his
DNC allies arranged for him to attend a dinner with the Vice
President at the home of Senator Edward Kennedy. Despite the
NSC’s determined efforts to deny him access to President Clinton,
Tamraz’s DNC contributions bought him no fewer than six private
meetings with the President.

Tamraz took the opportunity to discuss his pipeline with Presi-
dent Clinton at a White House dinner on March 27, 1996. The
President assured Tamraz that someone would “follow-up” with
him, and detailed Presidential advisor Thomas F. “Mack” McLarty
to look into the matter the next day. Tamraz next met the Presi-
dent at a White House coffee on April 1, 1996, at which, Tamraz
discussed his pipeline ideas with McLarty. McLarty asked Energy
Department employee Kyle Simpson whether some reason could be
found to support Tamraz’s pipeline. When Simpson conveyed
McLarty’s instructions to his colleague John Carter, he told Carter
that Tamraz had donated $200,000 to the DNC and was consider-
ing giving an additional $400,000.

The nadir of the Tamraz episode occurred with Carter’s subse-
quent call to NSC staff member Heslin, who chaired the inter-agen-
cy working group that had sought to deny Tamraz access to senior
government officials and who had determined that the U.S. should
not support his pipeline. Carter told Heslin that if she reconsidered
her opposition to Tamraz, it “would mean a lot of money for the
DNC” because “he’s already given $200,000, and if he got [what he
wanted] he would give the DNC another $400,000.” Heslin refused,
despite Carter’s claim that “the President really wanted” this and
threats that McLarty might exact reprisals against her.

The Indian Casino decision

The DNC also targeted the Interior Department’s Bureau of In-
dian Affairs (“BIA”) to influence a decision whether three bands of
Wisconsin Indian tribes would be allowed to open a casino in Hud-
son, Wisconsin. A wealthy group of neighboring tribes in Min-
nesota, who operated a nearby casino that would face competition
if the Hudson application were approved, opposed the proposal.
Significantly, the opposing tribes had given large sums of money to
the DNC, while the applicants had not.

After the BIA’s Minneapolis office approved the applicant tribes’
plan in late 1994, the opposing tribes hired Patrick O’Connor, a
prominent lobbyist and former DNC treasurer, who spoke person-
ally with President Clinton about this matter. Four days later,
O’Connor, accompanied by other lobbyists and opposition tribal
leaders, met with Fowler. As one participant recalled it, Fowler
“got the message: it’s politics and the Democrats are against [the
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new casino] and the people for it are Republicans.” Fowler prom-
ised that he would contact Ickes and have him talk with Secretary
of Interior Bruce Babbitt, which he did a few days later.

After making several calls herself to the Interior Department,
Ickes’ assistant Jennifer O’Connor, in June 1995 asked a White
House intern to get an update on the Hudson casino. Heather
Sibbison, special assistant to Secretary Babbitt, told the intern “it
was 95% certain that the application would be turned down.” Just
two days later, however, a career BIA employee, wrote a 17-page
analysis recommending approval of the Hudson application. Never-
theless, the assurances that Secretary Babbitt’s staff conveyed to
Ickes’ office were correct: despite the BIA’s recommendation that it
be approved, a draft letter rejecting the application was prepared
on June 29, 1995, and the Interior Department formally denied the
application on July 14.

The opposing tribes apparently had little doubt as to how to
show their gratitude for the Interior Department’s decision to pro-
tect them from gaming competition. According to FEC records, in
the four months following the Department’s denial of the Hudson
application, the opposition tribes contributed $53,000 to the DNC
and the DSCC; they donated an additional $230,000 to the DNC
and the DSCC during 1996, and gave more than $50,000 in addi-
tional money to the Minnesota Democratic Party.

Another suspicious aspect of the Hudson episode involves the in-
consistent positions taken by Secretary Babbitt when asked about
the matter. According to Paul Eckstein, a longtime friend of Sec-
retary Babbitt who had been retained by the applicant tribes, when
Eckstein tried to persuade Secretary Babbitt to delay making a de-
cision on the Hudson matter, Secretary Babbitt replied that Ickes
had directed him to issue a decision that very day. Later in their
conversation, Eckstein told the Committee, Secretary Babbitt
turned the subject to political contributions, declaring to Eckstein:
“Do you have any idea how much these Indians, Indians with gam-
ing contracts . . . have given to Democrats? . . . [H]alf a million
dollars.”

When asked about these comments by Senator John McCain,
who then chaired the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs, Sec-
retary Babbitt denied that he had ever told Eckstein anything
about Ickes seeking a prompt decision on the Hudson matter. Nev-
ertheless, several months later, in response to this Committee’s in-
quiry, Secretary Babbitt changed his story, admitting that he prob-
ably did make such a remark to Eckstein about Ickes’ request. Sec-
retary Babbitt still claims to have “no recollection” of making the
comment Eckstein recalls about the opposing tribes’ political con-
tributions.?

The Hudson casino matter is, if anything, more sordid than the
Tamraz story, as political donations to the DNC apparently suc-
ceeded in purchasing government policy concessions. In light of the
opposing tribes” DNC contributions, the DNC’s lobbying effort
against the casino, the involvement of Ickes’ staff in drawing Sec-
retary Babbitt’s attention to this issue, and Secretary Babbitt’s re-

9The Attorney General has requested the appointment of an independent counsel to inves-
tigate Secretary Babbitt’s contradictory statements.
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markable comments to Eckstein, the Hudson casino matter raises
serious questions about the propriety—and the legality—of the In-
terior Department’s decision. And the DNC also took advantage of
two Oklahoma tribes that sought the return of their former lands,
and made contributions in the belief that their prospects for favor-
able action would be enhanced.

FOREIGN EFFORTS TO INFLUENCE THE U.S. ELECTIONS

The DNC’s eagerness to raise unprecedented sums for President
Clinton’s re-election, its recklessness in ceasing to check the origin
of such funds, and its entrusting its fundraising efforts among
Asian-Americans to lawbreakers such as Huang, Trie, and Hsia led
to numerous abuses. Among them, the DNC’s heedless pursuit of
contributions allowed wealthy and well-connected foreign nationals
to arrange almost unlimited access to the President and other top
U.S. policymakers. Time after time, figures such as Johnny Chung,
who used access to the President to advance his private business
interests, Ted Sioeng, Ng Lap Seng, Wang Jun, and Eric Hotung
met privately or in small groups with the President, Vice Presi-
dent, or other senior Administration officials. Since this con-
troversy began, concerns have been expressed that the flood of for-
eign money to the DNC during the 1995-96 election cycle and the
access it purchased might have permitted interested foreign parties
to influence the U.S. political process. Thus, the Committee made
it a pc{iority of its investigation to determine whether this had oc-
curred.

PRC efforts

The Committee’s attempt to examine this issue was difficult.
Many knowledgeable witnesses invoked the Fifth Amendment and
refused to cooperate with the inquiry. Others fled the country, or
were foreign nationals who remained abroad and refused to cooper-
ate. Finally, much of the information relevant to this subject is
classified and cannot be publicly disclosed.

Despite these limitations, at the outset of the Committee’s hear-
ings, based on information gathered from law enforcement and in-
telligence agencies and open sources, Chairman Thompson reported
that the PRC government had undertaken efforts to influence the
U.S. electoral process during the 1995-96 election cycle. Owing to
the sensitive nature of the subject, it has not been possible until
now to elaborate publicly upon this matter in any detail. The full
version of the Committee’s public findings are detailed elsewhere
in this report.1© In brief, while the Committee cannot determine
conclusively whether the PRC government funded, directed, or en-
couraged certain illegal contributions made in connection with the
1996 election cycle, there is strong circumstantial evidence that the
PRC was involved. The basis for this conclusion is in summary:

o Ties between the PRC and prominent figures in the campaign
finance investigation: The Committee has received information that
several individuals who provided donations from foreign sources
(principally in the greater China area) to the DNC and other

10 See the section of this report on “The China Connection.” In addition, the Committee has
prepared a separate, more detailed, and classified version of that chapter that will be main-
tained in secure environs.
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causes have ties to the PRC. The Committee has learned that
Maria Hsia has been an agent of the Chinese government, that she
has acted knowingly in support of it, and that she has attempted
to conceal her relationship with the Chinese government. The Com-
mittee has also learned that Ted Sioeng has worked, and perhaps
still works, on behalf of the Chinese government. The Committee
has further learned from recently-acquired information that James
and Mochtar Riady have had a long-term relationship with a Chi-
nese intelligence agency. Finally, an unverified single piece of infor-
mation shared with the Committee indicates that John Huang him-
self may possibly have had a direct financial relationship with the
PRC government.

» Evidence of a “China Plan” and Other, Possibly Related Efforts:
Against this backdrop, the Committee has received other informa-
tion that high-level PRC government officials devised plans to in-
crease China’s influence over the U.S. political process and to be
implemented by diplomatic posts in the U.S. Some of Beijing’s ef-
forts appear relatively innocuous, involving learning more about
Members of Congress, redoubling PRC lobbying efforts in the U.S.,
establishing closer contacts with the U.S. Congress, and funding
from Beijing. But the Committee has learned that Beijing expected
more than simply increased lobbying from its diplomatic posts in
the U.S. Indeed, as the Committee examined the issue in greater
detail, it found a broad array of Chinese efforts designed to influ-
ence U.S. policies and elections through, among other means, fi-
nancing election campaigns.

» Evidence of Implementation: The Committee has identified spe-
cific steps taken in furtherance of the these plans. Although some
of the efforts were typical, appropriate steps foreign governments
take to communicate their views on United States policy, others ap-
pear illegal under U.S. law. Among these efforts were the devising
of a seeding strategy of developing viable candidates sympathetic
to the PRC for future federal elections; the creation of a “Central
Leading Group for U.S. Congressional Affairs” to coordinate Chi-
na’s lobbying efforts in this country; and PRC officials discussing
financing American elections through covert means.

In addition, the Committee notes that this report is being issued
at a time in which there have been, and are likely to continue to
be, significant developments in the ongoing investigation being con-
ducted by the DOJ/FBI task force. If the Committee receives sig-
nificant new information that it can disclose to the public, it may
issue a supplemental report.

John Huang

Because of his central role in raising so much of the foreign
money returned to date by the DNC, and because of his long rela-
tionship to the Lippo Group, the Committee examined in detail
John Huang’s fund-raising activities and his service at the Depart-
ment of Commerce. Huang began involving himself in U.S. politics
in 1988 while an official at LippoBank, working with James Riady,
Hsia, and others to found the Pacific Leadership Council (“PLC”),
an Asian-American interest group and political fund-raising organ,
which organized a trip to Taiwan (and the Fo Kuang Shan temple
there) for then-Senator Gore. Huang’s colleagues at LippoBank—
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where he served as President and Director—never understood his
corporate duties and described him as a “mystery man.”

After the election of 1992, with Riady’s encouragement, the
White House placed Huang on its list of “high priority” candidates
for political appointment. In a letter to Deputy Director of Presi-
dential Personnel John Emerson, Democratic activist Maeley Tom
recommended Huang for a government position, describing him as:

the political power that advises the Riady family on issues
and where to make contributions. [The Riadys] invested
heavily in the Clinton campaign. John is the Riady fami-
ly’s top priority for placement because he is like one of
their own.

Huang was hired in 1993 as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Inter-
national Economic Policy at the Department of Commerce.

The work Huang actually performed in his new job, however, was
apparently as perplexing to his colleagues at the Commerce De-
partment as it had been to his associates at LippoBank. During the
18 months that Huang worked at the Department, in fact, he left
virtually no mark; many of his colleagues found themselves wholly
at a loss to explain what he did.

Despite his superiors’ attempt to “wall off” Huang from matters
relating to China, Huang received regular classified briefings that
included the greater China area. Without his superiors’ knowledge,
Huang received 37 intelligence briefings, viewing 10 to 15 intel-
ligence reports at each session—a total of 370 to 500 items of “raw
intelligence” during his tenure. Also unbeknownst to his superiors,
Huang made multiple visits and telephone calls to the Chinese Em-
bassy while at Commerce. And despite Huang’s status as only a
mid-level official at Commerce, he made at least 67 visits to the
White House, often meeting with top officials and receiving brief-
ings on trade policy.

Equally mysterious were the over 400 contacts Huang had with
Lippo officials while he worked at Commerce: 237 phone calls to
LippoBank and affiliated entities in the United States, 29 calls and
fax transmissions to Lippo’s Indonesian headquarters, and an addi-
tional 107 calls to such countries as China, Indonesia, Taiwan, and
Hong Kong. Huang may have made more such calls from the
Washington office of Stephens, Inc.—an investment banking firm
based in Little Rock, partly owned by the Riady family, which had
extended loans to help finance President Clinton’s 1992 cam-
paign—Ilocated across the street from the Commerce Department.
Huang secretly used this Stephens office two or three times a week
to make calls, pick up or deliver faxes, and send packages. Jeffrey
Garten, Huang’s superior at Commerce, and John Dickerson, the
CIA liaison to Commerce who provided Huang’s numerous classi-
fied briefings, were unaware of Huang’s continuing contacts with
Lippo.

The full scope and import of Huang’s activities while at Com-
merce may never be known: he has invoked the Fifth Amendment
and refused to cooperate with the Committee, Riady has left the
country, and many of his former LippoBank colleagues have re-
turned to Indonesia. The volume of Huang’s contacts with Lippo
and the Chinese embassy, however, is cause for concern. The Com-
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mittee has found no direct evidence that Huang passed classified
information, but he had the opportunity to do so and his activities
have not otherwise been adequately explained.

THE ABUSE OF SOFT MONEY

As part of its inquiry, the Committee had intended to investigate
the role of nonprofit groups in the 1995-96 federal election cycle,
particularly whether such nonprofit organizations were genuinely
nonpartisan and acted independently of political parties or can-
didates, as required by federal law. In addition, the Committee
planned to investigate whether political action committees evaded
statutory limits on political contributions, and whether nonprofit
organizations coordinated so-called “issue advocacy” advertising
with political candidates to be considered in-kind campaign con-
tributions limited and regulated under federal election law.

To this end, the Committee subpoenaed 32 nonprofit organiza-
tions, not including the principal party committees and presidential
campaigns. Although a number of these organizations did begin
prompt compliance with the Committee’s subpoenas, most of them,
led by the AFL-CIO, refused to produce any documents or wit-
nesses. Indeed, some groups simply cited the AFL-CIO’s non-com-
pliance as justification for their own non-compliance. Though the
AFL-CIO ostensibly based its refusal upon various legal and “con-
stitutional” grounds, its clear purpose was to obstruct and impede
the Committee’s investigation—as indeed the imposition of the De-
cember 31, 1997 deadline virtually invited it to do by preventing
the Committee from relying upon judicial contempt procedures, the
usual means to assure compliance with subpoenas.

In light of the poor cooperation received from most of these orga-
nizations, the Committee believes that it is generally inappropriate
to draw conclusions about the role of non-profit groups in the 1995—
96 election cycle. For the most part, the information available was
insufficient to permit meaningful analysis: few documents were
produced, witnesses were unavailable to explain the meaning and
context of what documents did arrive, and key individuals with
knowledge of the matters in question refused to testify before the
Committee.

Despite these obstacles, however, the Committee received infor-
mation that the AFL—CIO coordinated its political activities with
both the DNC and the Clinton/Gore campaign. Testimony from
White House and DNC officials made clear that White House aides
and the AFL-CIO carefully reviewed each other’s advertisements
and coordinated their timing and placement.

With regard to conservative organizations, the Committee’s in-
vestigation uncovered no evidence that Triad Management Services
engaged in such coordination with the Republican Party, although
Triad may have coordinated with individual candidates. The Com-
mittee also determined that while the Republican National Com-
mittee (“RNC”) donated funds to certain non- profit groups, this
was in no way illegal or improper: no evidence existed that the re-
cipients spent this money to influence federal elections at the
RNC’s request or direction.

Finally, the Committee held extensive hearings on the National
Policy Forum (“NPF”), a think-tank established by the RNC. The
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Committee was particularly concerned by allegations that the RNC
knew that a loan it made to the NPF—and upon which the NPF
later defaulted amid much acrimony—had been guaranteed by for-
eign money through Hong Kong businessman Ambrose Young. Ad-
ditionally, the Committee attempted to determine whether the loan
guarantee proceeds were improperly funneled into federal election
campaigns in 1994. Ultimately, however, the Committee deter-
mined that it is neither illegal nor improper for nonprofit organiza-
tions to receive money from foreign sources, provided that no such
funds enter federal campaigns. No foreign money involved in NPF’s
loan guarantee was so used: none of these funds were diverted to
Republican “hard money” accounts, and their expenditure was not
coordinated with political candidates; rather, the NPF used the
money to repay a valid, pre-existing debt.1!

11Nor, it should be added, did the Committee find any reason to conclude that testimony on
this matter by RNC Chairman Haley Barbour was anything less than truthful. Witnesses who
testified to the contrary all made inconsistent statements themselves, and Barbour’s version of
events is corroborated by contemporary documents.
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THE THIRST FOR MONEY

The 1994 election results were a major setback for Democrats.
For the first time in 40 years, Republicans controlled both houses
of Congress. The Democrats’ loss of Congress, along with the Presi-
dent’s concern that he might face a primary challenge, fueled an
urgent need for political money. The President and his top advisors
decided to raise money early for his re-election campaign. To ac-
complish their goal, the President and his top advisors took control
of the DNC and designed a plan to engage in a historically aggres-
sive fund-raising effort, utilizing the DNC as a vehicle for getting
around federal election laws. The DNC ran television advertise-
ments, created under the direct supervision of the President, which
were specifically designed to promote the President’s re-election. To
fund this early advertising for the President’s benefit, the DNC had
to raise more than three times what it raised during the 1991-92
election cycle—and nearly three times what was raised during the
1993-94 cycle.

The panoply of DNC fund-raising irregularities in the 1996 elec-
tion derived, directly or indirectly, from the unprecedented need for
money to finance this ambitious advertising strategy.

THE PRESIDENT’S PRECARIOUS POLITICAL POSITION IN LATE 1994

In the wake of the 1994 congressional elections, the President
was politically vulnerable. The President himself recognized as
much when he was reduced to defending his “relevance” in the po-
litical process during an extraordinary prime-time news conference,
which was covered by only one network.! The President’s close po-
litical confidantes were also keenly aware of his weakened political
state.

Terence R. McAuliffe, the DNC’s National Finance Chairman
from March 1994 to January 31, 1995, and later National Finance
Chairman for Clinton-Gore ’96, testified that “for the Democrats, it
was not a very optimistic time.”2 McAuliffe was in a unique posi-
tion to assess the mood of both the Democratic Party and its in-
cumbent President. As DNC Finance Chairman, McAuliffe testified
that he “had a better feeling for the mood of the donors . . . than
anybody else in the country.”3

During his deposition, McAuliffe offered a candid assessment of
the President’s political position in December 1994:

I had just finished up as Finance Chairman of—told the
President I was leaving the party, and we had just lost the
House and the Senate for the first time in a long time. So

1See Todd S. Purdum, “Undertones of Relevance,” The New York Times, April 20, 1995, p.
A18.

2Deposition of Terence R. McAuliffe, June 6, 1997, p. 13.
31d. at pp. 13-14.
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there was a general mood out there that the President was
in serious trouble. A lot of people wondered if the Presi-
dent was even going to run again. I can tell you the politi-
cal mood at the time clearly was that he had no chance of
winning again, clearly would not win re-election and would
have a very tough time with a primary. And there was a
lot of talk that people would run against him in a primary.
It was a very tough political time.4

McAuliffe’s concern was shared by Harold Ickes, the Deputy Chief
o{' Staff to the President from January 1994 until after the 1996
election:

Q: Now, as we move forward—as you move forward
from, say, November [1994] through early 1995, did you
have a major concern about the ability of the President to
be re-elected for a second term because of what happened
in the November elections?

A: If you're a Democrat, you're always concerned about
primaries, and having played a fairly significant role in
the Kennedy-Carter primary of 1980, I appreciated what a
divisive primary in connection with a sitting President
could do that, even if you were to win the primaries, i.e.,
win the nomination—“win the primaries” is sort of short-
hand for that—y[ou] could be damaged enough to lose the
general election. So the answer is yes, I was concerned at
that time because I think it was—it’s fair to say that there
were people within the party—using the party writ broad
now—the Democratic Party family who were questioning
whether the President could win re-election in a general
election, and there was certainly some loose talk around
about some people mounting a primary against him. So
the answer is—the short answer, after a long answer, is I
was concerned.>

This was the bleak outlook for the President as he contemplated
his re-election campaign.

AN EARLY EMPHASIS ON MONEY TO STAVE OFF PRIMARY
CHALLENGERS

Two days after Christmas 1994, the President and McAuliffe ate
breakfast in the President’s personal study on the second floor of
the White House.® The breakfast lasted about two hours.” The gen-
eral discussion concerned what the President and McAuliffe needed
to do to get “ready for the '96 election.” 8

When asked whether he and the President discussed the possibil-
ity of a primary challenge to the President, McAuliffe answered:

You know, I can’t recall if he talked about a primary
challenge, but, I mean, just pick up the newspapers, I
mean, I don’t think we would have had to have talked

4Id. at pp. 11-12.

5Deposition of Harold Ickes, June 26, 1997, pp. 21-22; see also infra, notes 28-29 and accom-
panying text.

6Deposition of Terence R. McAuliffe, June 6, 1997, pp. 10-11.

71d. at p. 14.

8Id. at p. 12.
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about it. I mean, it was evident that the President was in
a very precarious political situation. I think his poll num-
bers, he was in the low thirties.®

Nevertheless, McAuliffe, who by his own admission is “not negative
by nature,” was “optimistic and thought [the President] should be
re-elected.” 10 McAuliffe testified that he was “willing to lead that
fight.” 11

Of course, the President would require money to wage that fight,
a topic which he discussed with McAuliffe. In his deposition,
McAuliffe tried to downplay the discussion of fund-raising at the
breakfast, stating that “the fund-raising discussion probably took
32 seconds.”12 When they first sat down for breakfast, the Presi-
dent and McAuliffe talked about the mood of the donors. McAuliffe
described them as “depressed” and “demoralized.” 13 Nonetheless,
McAuliffe volunteered to “put this operation together,” telling the
President, “Let’s not talk about fund-raising here, sir, I'll handle all
that for you.” 14 McAuliffe continued:

Mr. President, you have broad support out there in the
donor community, which is what I represented as the Fi-
nance Chair of the party. I'm going to be able to put this
operation together for you. The support of the people will
be there for you. Don’t worry about it. I'll handle it.

And he—I think it took a tremendous burden off his
shoulders. I think he was worried. I think he was probably
worried that I wouldn’t be his Finance Chairman. I mean,
they worry about—see, what you worried about at the time
is a lot of the donors and political supporters would leak
off and go to other candidates. That was a big concern.

Q: And when you say other candidates, you mean other
Democratic candidates?

A: Yeah. You know, that potentially—you know, there
was talk out there that Bradley was looking at it, that
Gephardt was looking at it, that Jesse Jackson might look
at it. You know, the names you normally hear, you hear
them again today.

Q: Did you commit to raise a specific amount of money
for the President in that meeting?

A: T said I’d take care of the money, it would be no prob-
lem: Don’t you worry about it, sir, I'll take care of it. I
don’t think I knew at the time what the limits were.15

According to McAuliffe, most of the remaining two hours were de-
voted to discussing “issues,” such as “where this country was
going.” 16

At the end of the breakfast, the topic of fund-raising arose again.
The discussion centered on what the President needed to do to help

oId. at p. 13.

10]d. at pp. 12, 13.
1]d. at p. 13.
12]d.

13]d. at p. 14.
14]d.

15]d. at pp. 15-16.
16]d. at p. 14.
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raise funds. The conversation helped set the stage for, among other
things, the White House coffees:

Q: Did you discuss with the President what his involve-
ment would be in the fund-raising operation?

A: The only thing I discussed with him, I think at the
end of the meeting he said, What do I need to do? And I
said, Mr. President, you know, I need to get some time
with you to meet with some of the key supporters who are
demoralized out there so that you can get them re-ener-
gized and ready for the '96 election.1”

McAuliffe left the meeting knowing that he would be the Finance
Chairman for the President’s re-election effort. As McAuliffe put it,
the President “never said, Terry, will you be my Finance Chair-
man? It was clear that I was going to be the guy.” 18

McAuliffe did go on to lead Clinton/Gore’s fund-raising effort;
however, Clinton/Gore was limited by law to raising funds in cer-
tain increments (no more than $1,000 from an individual),1® and
there was an overall spending limit. By the end of the summer of
1995, the re-election campaign had raised “a good chunk” of all the
funds it could legally raise.20 No doubt, a strong motivating factor
in quickly raising this money was the need to discourage potential
primary challengers. Indeed, no additional funds could be raised for
the general election due to federal restrictions.2! In any event, all
of the re-election campaign’s funds were expected to be raised by
the end of 1995.22

DICK MORRIS’ EARLY ADVERTISING BLITZ—THE NEED FOR MORE
MONEY

Still, a formidable re-election treasury, by itself, would not resus-
citate the President’s moribund political position. After the dev-
astating 1994 mid-term Congressional elections, the President
reached out to his old friend and former political consultant, Dick
Morris, for political advice. Morris, one of the President’s closest
political consultants,?? explained to the President that, even to con-

17]d. at p. 16; see also the section of this report on White House coffees.

18 Deposition of Terence R. McAuliffe, June 6, 1997, p. 11.

192 U.S.C. §441(a)(6).

20Deposition of Terence R. McAuliffe, June 6, 1997, p. 50.

2126 U.S.C. §§9003(b)(2) & 9012(b).

22Deposition of Terence R. McAuliffe, June 6, 1997, pp. 50-51.

23 After Morris graduated from Columbia College, he became involved in New York politics
and worked for the Citizen’s Budget Commission as a research analyst. Deposition of Richard
Morris, August 20, 1997, p. 6. His first political consulting company was the Public Affairs Re-
search Organization, which provided issue consulting for New York Democrats. Id. at pp. 6-7.
In 1977, he began a new political consulting firm, Dresner, Morris, which later changed names
tz)l Dresner, Morris, Tortorello, and has remained a full time political consultant since that time.
Id. at p. 7.

In 1977, when President Clinton was the Attorney General of Arkansas, he first engaged Mor-
ris to perform a variety of political consulting tasks, including polling, advertisement design,
and speech-writing. Id. at p. 8. Morris also assisted President Clinton with his failed 1980 re-
election campaign for Governor of Arkansas and his successful 1982 bid for Governor. Id. at p.
13. Morris consistently performed consulting work for Governor Clinton from 1982 through Jan-
uary 1991. Id. at p. 14. In 1991, Morris terminated his consulting services for Governor Clinton
and testified as follows:

I had become more of a Republican at that point, and I had handled his 1990 cam-
paign as the only Democrat that I was working for. And I told—I grandfathered him
in, in a sense, because I had a long relationship with him, and he asked me to handle
his 1990 campaign.
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sider a chance at re-election in 1996, he must begin in 1995 an ad-
vertising campaign unprecedented in scope, timing, and cost. The
President ultimately seized upon Morris’s plan, thereby creating a
tremendous need for huge amounts of money to finance this media
crusade.?4

In the spring of 1995, Morris explained to the President that he
needed to advertise early to improve his approval ratings and give
him a chance to win re-election.2> The President agreed to some
initial advertisements to determine if Morris’ views were correct.
The first “flight” of advertising released in July 1995 was paid for
by the Clinton/Gore 96 re-election committee (hereinafter referred
to as “Clinton/Gore”).26 The results of the July media “showed very
significant movement” for the President, which Morris used to con-
vince the President to undertake the unprecedented advertising
campaign Morris had proposed.2”

As noted, Ickes, the White House deputy chief of staff in charge
of the President’s re-election campaign, was concerned that the
President could face a primary contest.28 Ickes believed that the
President needed to save Clinton/Gore funds (which Morris wanted
to spend on advertising) in the event that they were needed for a
primary fight.2® For precisely this reason, Ickes opposed Morris’
early advertising campaign. When Ickes was asked whether he and
Morris disagreed about spending money on advertising in 1995—
rather than closer to the election in 1996—Ickes testified:

There was a debate about that running over a period of
months, and different people had different positions. My
own position was that, depending upon what money you
were talking about—there are different kinds of money, as
I'm sure you know by now—that if it were going to be
Clinton-Gore campaign money, that I was very reluctant to
see that money spent that early.30

Morris, however, was convinced that without a massive advertising
campaign prior to the primaries, the President would be so weak
in the polls that he definitely would face a primary fight.3!
Although Morris was initially unaware of the financial condition
of Clinton/Gore and the DNC at the time he was pressing for sig-
nificant advertising expenditures, he learned that the Clinton/Gore
Primary Committee was limited to spending approximately $30

Id. at p. 14. Morris did not conduct any professional consulting services for Governor Clinton
throughout his 1992 Presidential campaign. Id. at p. 15.

24Though familiar with the media blitz that gave rise to the White House’s thirst for money,
Morris had extremely limited knowledge of the DNC’s and Clinton/Gore’s fund-raising activity.
He testified as follows: “I had no involvement nor have I ever had with fund-raising for him
[the President].” Id. at p. 8. Morris also denied any knowledge of John Huang, Charlie Trie or
James Riady other than what he had read in newspaper articles beginning in late 1996. Id. at

pp. 8-9.

25]d. at pp. 97-98, 271-72.

26]d. at pp. 130-31. These expenditures occurred prior to any discussions concerning “the pos-
sibility of funding ads or running specific ads or the text of ads that would be run under the
DNC label.” Id. at p. 131.

27]d. at p. 132.

28]d. at p. 126; see also supra, text accompanying note 5 (quoting from Ickes’ deposition before
the Committee).

29 Morris deposition, p. 126.

30 Deposition of Harold Ickes, June 26, 1997, p. 31.

31 Morris deposition, p. 127.
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million.32 Morris shared Ickes’ concern that the media campaign
likely would exceed the $30 million limit placed on the Clinton-
Gore Primary Committee.3® Confronted with these funding limita-
tions, Morris searched for alternative methods to finance the Presi-
dent’s re-election campaign.

Morris suggested that the President reject federal matching
funds so as to increase the amount of contributions that could be
legally accepted by Clinton/Gore (and provide the desperately need-
ed additional funds for advertising).34 Morris presented this con-
cept to the President and his top advisors in the March 2 and 16,
and April 27, 1995 weekly agendas.®® In dJuly 1995, Erskine
Bowles, then Ickes’ counterpart as White House deputy chief of
staff, told Morris that the President had decided not to reject fed-
eral matching funds.3¢6 Bowles told Morris to come up with a “plan
B,” i.e., a method for accomplishing his advertising objectives with-
in the limits of the federal matching funds expenditures.37 Initially,
Morris did not know how he would fund the advertising plan be-
cause the Clinton/Gore funds would have to be used for other cam-
paign expenditures.38

HATCHING A SCHEME TO EVADE FEDERAL ELECTION LAWS

Ultimately, the White House found a “Plan B”: running the ad-
vertisements through the DNC under the guise of issue advertis-
ing. Unlike Clinton/Gore, the DNC could raise unlimited amounts
of non-federal, “soft” money, although such money can only be
spent for “party-building” activities, such as voter registration and
“get out the vote” efforts.3° During the 1996 federal election cycle,
these restrictions on the use of “soft” money were ignored; the DNC
became a shadow re-election campaign, allowing the President to
spend more than the federal limits to which he had agreed in ac-
cepting partial public financing for his campaign. In short, the
President used the DNC for an end-run around restrictive federal

32]d. at pp. 129-30.

33See id. at p. 132.

34]d. at pp. 97-100, 262-63. A presidential candidate who accepts federal matching funds
agrees in return to limit campaign expenditures in primaries and in the general election. 2
U.S.C. §441a(b)(1).

35Morris deposition, pp. 262—63; see March 2 and 16, and April 27, 1995 agendas (Exs. 1, 2
and 3). Morris produced portions of written agendas for the weekly strategy meetings beginning
in February or March of 1995. See Morris deposition, p. 256. The meetings were chaired by Mor-
ris, and were regularly attended by the President, the Vice President, Chief of Staff Leon Pa-
netta, Ickes, Bowles, and other top White House, Clinton/Gore, and DNC officials. Dick Morris,
Behind the Oval Office, p. 26 (1997) (hereinafter “Behind the Oval Office”). The weekly agendas
were summaries of the advice Morris gave the President during those meetings. Morris deposi-
tion, p. 258.

36]d. at p. 133.

371d.

381d.

39Justice Breyer, writing for the Supreme Court, described the limited uses of “soft money”:

We recognize that FECA permits individuals to contribute more money ($20,000) to
a party than to a candidate ($1,000) or to other political committees ($5,000). 2 U.S.C.
§441a(a). We also recognize that FECA permits unregulated “soft money” contributions
to a party for certain activities, such as electing candidates for state office, see
§431(8)(A)(), or for voter registration and “get out the vote” drives, see §431(8)(B)(xii).
But the opportunity for corruption posed by these greater contributions is, at best, at-
tenuated. Unregulated “soft money” contributions may not be used to influence a fed-
eral campaign, except when used in the limited, party-building activities specifically
designated in the statute. See §431(8)(B).

Colorado Republican Fed. Campaign Comm. v. FEC, U.S.
(1996).

, 116 S. Ct. 2309, 2316
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campaign laws. Both Morris and Ickes claimed credit for this idea
in their testimony before this Committee.

Morris testified that he first “became aware of the existence of
issue advocacy advertising” in the spring or summer of 1995.40 Jo-
seph Sandler, the DNC general counsel, and Lyn Utrecht, counsel
for Clinton/Gore, provided Morris with his understanding of issue
advocacy advertising.4l He testified that “all the impressions that
[he had] as to what you could or couldn’t do and still qualify for

. issue advocacy advertising comes from their legal opinion.” 42
Morris explained his understanding of the legal guidelines concern-
ing issue advocacy advertising as follows:

issue advocacy advertising had to relate to . . . a legisla-
tive issue that was pending before Congress, that was ac-
tively in play and in discussion before Congress. It had to
express a point of view on that issue which was held by
the President, the administration in general . . . and the
leadership of the Democratic Party; that it had to be an
issue position in which the Republican Party leadership
took a generally different point of view, period. The adver-
tisement had to be related to the substantive disagree-
ments between the two camps and had to urge a sub-
stantive point of view in connection—calling for the adop-
tion of the Presidential/Democratic views on those issues

. . [tlhe advertisements . . . could not overly [sic] urge
the re-election of the President or the defeat of any par-
ticular Republican candidate . . . that there were con-

straints on the extent to which the President’s picture
could be used in the advertisements or the picture of pos-
sible Republican opponents . . . that there were restric-
tions on the proximity to primary dates that such adver-
tisements could be run in different states . . . that there
was a cut-off date of Memorial Day '96 after which all ad-
vertising . . . had to come from the campaign.43

Morris did not perform any independent research to determine the
accuracy of Sandler’s and Utrecht’s advice.44 Indeed, Morris relied
heavily upon Sandler’s advice regarding both DNC and Clinton/
Gore advertisements, as evidenced by Sandler’s presence during all
media planning meetings.45

Morris provided the following examples of how he used DNC
funded issue advocacy advertising to further his advertising plan.
From January through April 1996, Morris testified that advertise-
ments concerning family and medical leave had to be done by Clin-

40 Morris deposition, p. 134.

41]d. at pp. 140—41. Morris did not recall who first informed him of issue advocacy advertis-
ing, but he believed it was Utrecht, Sandler or Bill Knapp, a consultant with the firm Squier
Knapp & Ochs. Id. at p. 134.

42]d. at p. 140.

43]d. at pp. 142-43.

44]d. at p. 145.

45]d. at p. 160. Morris argued that his understanding of one instance where the RNC may
have used issue advocacy advertising created a “precedent” for the DNC to run his massive
media campaign. Id. at p. 298. His knowledge of RNC issue advocacy advertising was limited
to second-hand information that, in 1983, “the Republican Party ran extensive ads on its success
in combating inflation” unrelated to President Reagan’s re-election. Id. at p. 296.
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ton/Gore because the issue currently was not before Congress.46 Ad-
vertisements on Medicare, however, could be paid for by either the
DNC (through issue advocacy advertising) or Clinton/Gore because
“it was in play before the Congress.”4’ Moreover, from August
through December of 1995, all advertising funds came from the
DNC because the advertisements allegedly pertained to the “budget
fight” pending before Congress.48 During the period of the Repub-
lican primaries (approximately January through April of 1996),
however, the funds for advertising were split between the DNC and
Clinton/Gore depending upon the issue.4® Indeed, once Morris un-
derstood the concept of issue advocacy advertising, he regretted
“having spent the $2.4 million of campaign money on the crime
ads” Clinton/Gore ran in the spring of 1995.50 Morris admitted,
however, that irrespective of the method of payment for these dif-
ferent advertisements, their ultimate goal was the President’s re-
election.5!

Ickes, however, also wished to claim credit for using DNC “issue”
advertising to circumvent federal election laws. He testified that he
conceived of financing Morris’ advertising campaign with “soft”
money to run so-called “issue ads” on which unlimited money could
be spent.52 Ickes volunteered that, “Basically, it was my idea.” 53

Regardless of whether Ickes or Morris deserves the “credit” for
hatching a scheme to violate the laws, there is no doubt that this
early spending of “soft” money was driven by the President’s re-
election. In testifying about the purpose of the early “soft” money
advertising, Ickes offered another glimpse into a nervous Presi-
dent’s thought process—a President bent on avoiding a repeat of
the 1994 election debacle, deterring prospective primary chal-
lengers, and winning re-election:

The idea was to try to—to use paid media, in addition
to what the President was saying publicly, to used paid
media to reinforce what he was saying publicly, and I
think that the theory was that through well-placed, well-
designed paid media, that you could get more—you could
educate the public more on what the President had done
and what he was trying to do in an unfiltered way so that
you could have direct contact with potential voters as op-
posed to having it filtered through the media. I think a les-
son had been learned—well. . . .

Q: And was part of the goal of this idea to successfully
avoid a primary in ’96, a primary challenge?

A: T don’t think there was a concern at that point, but
it depends what point you’re talking about. Where are we
in terms of time frame?

Q: In the 95, say from February through August, time
period.

46]d. at p. 158.

47]d. at pp. 158-59.

48]d. at pp. 152, 154.

49]d. at p. 153.

S0]d. at pp. 134-35.

51]d. at p. 293.

5255e Deposition of Harold Ickes, June 26, 1997, p. 31.
53[ .



61

A: The focus was more—was less on avoiding a primary,
much more on the general election.

Q: The 1996 general election?

A: Yes. The use of—the use of paid media was focused
much more on the 96 general election, but the basic focus
was the President was concerned in ’94, he had not been
able to reach, get through, or break through, to use a cam-
paign term, with the public about the issues that he had
been prosecuting in his agenda in ’93 and ’94. He was very
concerned about that, and I think early on the basic
thought was that the use of paid money could help break
through and you’d have direct communication with voters
on particular issues, whether it be crime, welfare reform,
or what have you.54

To a President wishing to avoid repetition of the 1994 debacle, the
strategy of using unregulated DNC “soft” money to ensure that his
re-election message resonated with the voting public must have
been welcome.

THE SEPTEMBER 10, 1995 WHITE HOUSE MEETING: UNVEILING THE
SCHEME

The scheme for spending DNC “soft” money to run early adver-
tising in support of the President’s re-election under the control of
the White House was unveiled to the DNC’s National Chairman at
a significant meeting at the White House. The meeting took place
on Sunday, September 10, 1995, at 9:00 PM.55 Those present in-
cluded: the President, the Vice President, White House Chief of
Staff Leon Panetta, Ickes, DNC National Chairman Don Fowler,
and one of the President’s pollsters.56 In addition, the First Lady
may have been present.5” DNC General Chairman Christopher
Dodd was supposed to participate by telephone, but did not, as he
could not be located.s8

Ickes ran the meeting.5° The first topic of conversation concerned
the need to communicate the President’s accomplishments through
an advertising campaign.®©© The White House’s plan was for the
DNC to buy this advertising. The advertising “was to be funded by
the party, but it would focus on the President’s program for the
party and what he had done.”61 According to Fowler, “there was a
general consensus that this was a good idea.” 62

The meeting then focused on whether there was enough money
to pay for the proposed advertisements. As Fowler put it, “The dis-
cussion was mostly could we raise enough money to do it, and the
initial plan was 10 weeks at a million dollars a week or there-
abouts, and the discussion was we could raise it.” 63 Everybody in

54]d. at pp. 36-37 (emphasis added).

55 Deposition of Donald L. Fowler, May 21, 1997, pp. 290-92.
56]d. at p. 292.

571d.

s8]d.

S9]d. at p. 293.

60]d.

61]d.

62]d. at p. 294.

63]d.
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the room discussed whether that amount of money could be
raised.54

Although no “serious doubts” were expressed in the meeting
about the ability to raise the money, “a number of people said it
was going to take a lot of work and stuff like that.”65 Apparently,
the meeting’s participants also discussed the need for the President
and Vice President to devote more time and effort to fund-raising
if the plan was to be fulfilled.¢ The meeting concluded sometime
around 10:30 or 11:00 in the evening.6” The strategy was set in mo-
tion.

IN HIS OWN WORDS: THE PRESIDENT'S KNOWING SUBVERSION OF
FEDERAL ELECTION LAW

Clearly, the President and his aides devised a strategy to subvert
the spending limits imposed by federal law on presidential can-
didates who agree to accept public financing. “Soft” money was
used for the express purpose of promoting the President’s re-elec-
tion. As documented elsewhere in this report, the money was raised
and spent under the supervision of White House officials.68 The
money was spent on ads that were produced by the firm handling
the re-election campaign’s ads, ads that the President himself edit-
ed and revised.

The President knew that he was using DNC “soft” money to sup-
port his re-election campaign. He told a group of major contributors
to the DNC:

[W]e even gave up one or two of our fundraisers at the
end of the year to try to get more money to the Democratic
Party rather than my campaigns. My original strategy had
been to raise all the money for my campaign this year, so
I could spend all my money next year being president, run-
ning for president, and raising money for the Senate and
House Committee and for the Democratic Party.

And then we realized that we could run these ads
through the Democratic Party, which meant that we could
raise money in twenty and fifty and hundred thousand dol-
lar lots, and we didn’t have to do it all in thousand dollars.
And run down—you know what I can spend which is lim-
ited by law. So that’s what we’ve done. But I have to tell
you I'm very grateful to you. The contributions you have
made in this have made a huge difference.®®

THE “BOTTOM LINE”: PRESSURE ON THE DNC TO SATISFY THE
CAMPAIGN’S NEED FOR MONEY

The President’s massive media plan, combined with the DNC’s
operating costs, required Democrats to raise an unprecedented
amount of money.70 Morris testified that the media team constantly

64]d.

65]d. at pp. 294-95.

66]d. at p. 295.

67]1d. at pp. 295-96.

68 See the section of this report on the White House’s control of the DNC.

6 Transcribed Statement of President Bill Clinton, White House Communications Agency Vid-
eotape, Dec. 7, 1995 (Hay-Adams Dinner).

70 Morris stated in his book that “[n]o president had ever advertised even remotely this far
in advance of an election. . . . Ten million dollars was about equal to what most president or
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needed additional money to fund fully the planned weekly media
purchases. For example, the media team would plan $1.2 million
in paid advertising for a week, but the DNC would have only $1
million available.” Consequently, Morris appealed to the President
to hold additional fund-raising events on at least ten occasions, and
to the Vice President on two or three occasions.”2 When Morris
learned from Doug Sosnik 73 that the President was not giving
fund-raisers enough priority on his schedule, he made open appeals
at the weekly strategy meetings “for more time to be spent on
scheduling fund-raisers.” 74

In November and December 1995, the DNC “spent a vast amount
of money” on advertising to boost the President’s poll numbers dur-
ing the government shutdown.”s Ickes or Bowles informed Morris
that the extended advertising that fall had “functionally cleaned
out the DNC money,” and that there were insufficient funds to ad-
vertise in January.”¢ In the agenda for the December 7, 1995 White
House political strategy meeting, Morris informed the participants:
“Need to do phone calls and fund raising to turn around media as
soon in January as possible—or as soon after deal is cut as pos-
sible.” 77 Morris testified that, in the agenda, he was requesting the
DNC to “redouble” its fund-raising efforts because it was critical
that the advertising campaign on the President’s behalf continue.”8
Morris’ concern over the lack of funding for advertising is empha-
sized in the agenda for the February 22, 1996 White House politi-
cal strategy meeting, which warned participants that the “[flailure
to advertise is, once again catching up with us.”7 In the agenda
for the March 6, 1996 meeting, Morris wrote that “DNC fund rais-
ing is not now equipped to cope with the money needs. . . . We have
had trouble getting this week’s DNC money together. . . . Fund
raising at DNC level must be improved.” 80

Morris testified that the Vice President “tended to favor the ad-
vertising that we were doing and . . . worked fairly hard at trying
to raise the money.”8! In his book, however, Morris wrote that the
President “complained bitterly” at having to raise the money re-
quired to run the advertisements.82 The fund-raising became so
consuming that the President told Morris:

“I can’t think. I can’t act. I can’t do anything but go to
fund-raisers and shake hands. You want me to issue exec-
utive orders; I can’t focus on a thing but the next fund-

candidates for the presidency spent on media ads for the entire primary season, from Iowa
through the convention—yet here we were spending it on issue ads more than a year before
the election began.” See Behind the Oval Office, p. 150.

71 Morris deposition, p. 241.

72]d. at pp. 241, 244. Either Marvin Rosen, Democratic Finance Chairman, or Terry McAuliffe
once even asked Morris to meet with a potential donor. Id. at p. 249.

73Sosnik was the White House political affairs director.

74]d. at pp. 241-42.

7s1d. at p. 324.

76]d. at pp. 324-25.

77 See December 7, 1995 agenda, p. 2 (Ex. 4).

78See Morris deposition, p. 324.

7 February 22, 1996 agenda, p. 3 (Ex. 5).

80March 6, 1996 agenda (Ex. 6); see Morris deposition, p. 347.

81]d. at p. 245.

82See Behind the Oval Office, p. 150. Morris testified that all the statements in his book, Be-
hind the Oval Office, were true; “everything in the book is, as far as I know, true.” See Morris
deposition, pp. 28, 36-37.
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raiser. Hillary can’t, Al can’t—we’re all getting sick and
crazy because of it.” 83

The DNC also felt unprecedented pressure to raise money. As
discussed at some length later in this report, Ickes took control of
the DNC’s Finance Division, and held weekly “Wednesday Money
Meetings” beginning in 1995 to control the DNC’s fund-raising and
budgeting.84 In these meetings, Ickes’ emphasis on money was
clear. DNC National Finance Director Richard Sullivan remem-
bered well Ickes’ concern with fund-raising. In discussing the regu-
lar money meetings, Sullivan recalled Ickes’ questioning of DNC
Chief Financial Officer Brad Marshall—and even employed some of
Ickes’ well-known profanity: “All Harold cared about was the bot-
tom line . . . Harold just cared about the bottom line as they ap-
plied to Brad [Marshall]’s numbers of spending projections. He just
cared about what, you know, []Goddamn it, just tell me what’s in
the bank, Brad.[]”85 Ickes himself agreed that he had a “bottom
line” focus on the DNC: “My focus . . . was the bottom line, as they
like to say in the finance business.” 86

Ickes wrote memoranda summarizing what went on at these
“money meetings,” and these memoranda prove the White House’s
intense involvement in all aspects of DNC fund-raising, and pro-
vide some glimpse into the pressure the DNC was under to raise
funds.8”

In fact, the amount raised by the DNC during the 1996 election
cycle vastly exceeded that raised in earlier years. McAuliffe charac-
terized his 1994 DNC fund-raising effort as a much “smaller oper-
ation” when compared to the DNC’s fund-raising during the 1996
election cycle.88 The numbers support McAuliffe’s description. In
1994, the DNC raised approximately $37 million.8® By December
1995, a DNC draft budget for 1996 reflected a revenue projection
of $110 million.®° Revenue from major donors alone in that draft
budget was expected to total $80 million—more than twice the en-
tire amount raised by the DNC during 1994.91

But even that ambitious draft budget was not enough. In a Feb-
ruary 9, 1996, memorandum from Ickes to the President and the
Vice President, Ickes reported that Marvin Rosen, the DNC’s Fi-
nance Chairman, was “confident that $125 million can be raised
during the first 10 months of 1996.” 92 By July 5, 1996, Ickes could
report in another memorandum to the President and Vice Presi-

8 Behind the Oval Office, p. 151. A recent study of the President’s rigorous fund-raising sched-
ule confirms that the President was severely taxed by these fund-raising demands. See Glenn
F. Bunting, “A Hard and Fast Ride on Donation Trail,” Los Angeles Times, December 21, 1997,
Al. The President’s zeal for fund-raising placed a “strain . . . on both the presidency and the
operation of the White House.” Id.

84 See Deposition of Harold Ickes, June 26, 1997, p. 55; see also the section of this report on
White House control of the DNC.

8 Deposition of Richard Sullivan, June 4, 1997, p. 90.

86 Deposition of Harold Ickes, June 26, 1997, p. 62.

87 See the section of this report on White House control of the DNC.

88Deposition of Terence R. McAuliffe, June 6, 1997, pp. 20-21.

8]d. See also Deposition of Richard Sullivan, June 5, 1997, p. 147 (estimating amount raised
by the DNC in 1994 at $38 million).

9 Democratic National Committee Proposed 1996 Budget, December 21, 1995, p. 9 (Ex. 7).
When DNC National Chairman Don Fowler first told Sullivan to plan to raise $120 million, Sul-
livan told Fowler that he (Sullivan) “was expecting a request for a plan of 90 to 100, and I
thought 100 was kind of best case.” Deposition of Richard Sullivan, June 5, 1997, p. 154.

91See Ex. 7 at p. 9.

92Memorandum to The President and The Vice President from Harold Ickes, February 9,
1996, p. 1 (Ex. 8).
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dent that the DNC’s fund-raising was “on target,” and that the
DNC was projecting revenue of $136.6 million by the end of Octo-
ber 1996.93

The pressure to raise such enormous amounts of money was per-
vasive. DNC National Finance Director Richard Sullivan character-
ized the DNC in 1996 as engaged in “an historic effort in terms of
the aggressiveness of the fund-raising.”94 Sullivan told the Com-
mittee that the DNC “raised an enormous amount of money,” add-
ing that, in the 1995-96 period, the DNC “almost tripled the
amount raised in the 1991-92 election cycle.”9 DNC National
Chairman Don Fowler stated that there were “pressing needs dur-
ing the campaign to raise large sums of money. . . .” 9

CONCLUSION

The many scandals that will be chronicled elsewhere in this re-
port flow, directly or indirectly, from this “historic effort in terms
of the aggressiveness of the fund-raising.”97 The coordinated issue
advertising campaign proposed by Dick Morris, managed by the
President, and funded by the DNC to promote the President’s re-
election, set the stage for the scandals that became the Commit-
tee’s investigatory focus. To promote the President’s re-election,
Morris devised the issue advertising scheme. To pay for this project
became the consuming passion of the President, his staff, and the
DNC. Due to the DNC’s need to feed the advertising beast, it dis-
mantled its process for vetting contributions to ensure their legal-
ity. From the thirst for advertising dollars developed the DNC’s
search to tap new veins for money, such as emerging political
groups. From the need for funds to pay for issue advertising arose
the willingness to sell access to senior government officials and to
use government property to raise funds. The White House and the
Presidency were reduced to tools for fund-raising. In sum, Morris
wrote the script. It was now up to the President and his cast of
supporting actors to implement it. Tales from its implementation
follow.

93Memorandum to The President and The Vice President from Harold Ickes, July 5, 1996, p.
2 (Ex. 9).

94 Deposition of Richard Sullivan, June 25, 1997, p. 120.

95 Testimony of Richard Sullivan, July 9, 1997, p. 8.

9% Testimony of Donald L. Fowler, Sept. 9, 1997, p. 6.

97 See Deposition of Richard Sullivan, June 25, 1997, p. 120.
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THE WHITE HOUSE CONTROLLED THE DNC AND IMPROPERLY
COORDINATED THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DNC AND CLINTON/GORE ’96

“That was the other campaign that had problems with that, not
mine.”—President Clinton, November 8, 19961

In the wake of the President’s re-election, questions were raised
about allegations of improper fund-raising. The President’s re-
sponse was to shift blame away from himself (and his re-election
campaign) and to the DNC. This response was disingenuous. Dur-
ing the 1996 election cycle, the White House, in its thirst for
money, took control of the DNC.

First, the White House took control of the DNC’s finances, micro-
managing how the DNC raised and spent money. Harold Ickes,
Deputy Chief of Staff to the President, simply seized the reins of
financial power at the DNC. The DNC could not spend any money
without prior White House approval. Ickes also exerted direct con-
trol over the DNC’s Finance Division, the division charged with
fund-raising. DNC National Chairman Don Fowler was unsuccess-
ful in contesting Ickes’ assumption of power and asserting control
over the DNC.

The White House’s financial control of the DNC was designed to
fund the advertising strategy developed by Dick Morris. Yet White
House control was not limited to financial control of the DNC;
using the DNC as an adjunct to the re-election campaign led to un-
precedented coordination between the DNC, Clinton/Gore 96, and
the White House over the content, placement, and production of ad-
vertisements. This unprecedented coordination violated the letter
and spirit of existing federal campaign laws.

In short, the White House took control of the DNC, particularly
its fund-raising apparatus, to squeeze as much money out of the
DNC as it could. The purpose of this money was to fuel the White
House’s massive advertising campaign, which itself was the result
of unprecedented illegal coordination. By the end of the campaign,
any distinctions remaining between the White House, the DNC,
and Clinton/Gore had been obliterated.

ICKES TAKES CHARGE OF THE DNC AS THE PRESIDENT’S “DESIGNEE”

Despite his being a federal employee, Harold Ickes simply took
control of the DNC and ran it from 1995 through the 1996 election.
In particular, he micro-managed the DNC’s budget, deciding how
much DNC money would be spent and on what projects. Moreover,
he exercised independent control of the DNC’s Finance Division,
which controls fund-raising. Ickes did so with the approval of the
President; indeed, Ickes was the President’s “designee” for handling

1News Conference of President Bill Clinton, November 8, 1996, CNN Special Event, Tran-
script # 96110801V06.
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DNC issues. Ickes’ control led to friction with the DNC’s nominal
head, Fowler.

Fowler’s involvement with the DNC began in 1971,2 and as time
passed and he remained involved, he developed “an interest in
being Chairman of the National Committee.” 3 After the Democrats’
devastating defeat in the 1994 elections, Fowler was given the
chance. At that time, Ickes called Fowler and asked him if he
would be interested in serving as the DNC’s National Chairman.4
The position being offered to Fowler was unusual; he was to be
part of a “bifurcated” chairmanship, the brain child of Harold
Ickes.5 Senator Christopher Dodd (D-CT) would serve as the DNC’s
“General Chairman,” and be a spokesman for the party. Fowler, as
“National Chairman,” would be responsible for managing the day-
to-day operations of the DNC.6 Fowler was initially uncertain about
serving in this arrangement, but after several subsequent en-
treaties from Ickes and at least one meeting with the President,
Fowler agreed.” He began his tenure as National Chairman on Jan-
uary 21, 1995.8

Fowler quickly learned the limits of his power as “National
Chairman.” He realized immediately that he and Ickes “had dif-
ferences of opinion about how things should be run” at the DNC.®
They disagreed on an entire range of significant issues from “budg-
et matters” to “the operational thrust of the party.” 10 Fowler testi-
fied that the disagreements “generally [were] about budget mat-
ters.” 11 According to Fowler, these disagreements arose as early as
the spring or summer of 1995, and persisted until the very end of
his service as National Chairman in January 1997.12

Fowler vividly remembered once such instance of his disagreeing
with Ickes concerning the DNC’s fund-raising, an incident in which
Fowler was more cautious than Ickes. In the summer of 1995, the
Chicago Sun-Times reported that the DNC was selling access to
the President and to the White House.13 In response to this report,
Fowler proposed that the DNC limit the contributions it would ac-
cept to $2,000 per person.14 Ickes, however, disagreed with Fowler’s
proposal, and Fowler’s recommendation was never implemented by
the DNC, despite his nominal control over the organization.'®> In

2Deposition of Donald L. Fowler, May 21, 1997, p. 12.

31d. at p. 26.

4]d. at p. 27.

5Deposition of Harold Ickes, June 26, 1997, p. 26.

6See generally Fowler deposition, pp. 26-27; Testimony of Donald L. Fowler, Sept. 9, 1997,
pp. 9-10.

7Fowler deposition, pp. 27-32.

81d. at p. 12.

oId. at p. 38.

10]d. at pp. 38-39; Fowler testimony, p. 20.

11 Fowler deposition, p. 38.

12]d. at pp. 38-39. Although Fowler’s deposition testimony about his disagreements and prob-
lems with Ickes was strongly worded and candid, Fowler tried to hedge his testimony during
public hearings. For example, he preferred not to associate himself with his deposition testimony
that he and Ickes had differences of opinion that started soon after Fowler arrived and contin-
ued until Fowler left. Instead, Fowler testified that he and Ickes had a relationship of “dynamic
tension.” Fowler testimony, p. 20. In fact, Fowler even quibbled with some of the terms he used
in his own deposition. See Fowler testimony, pp. 13-15 (disputing that the Finance Division “ig-
nored” his directives, though such was his deposition testimony, and asserting that he “might
quibble a little bit with the use of that term on my part”).

BLynn Sweet, “The President’s Price List,” Chicago Sun-Times, June 30, 1995, p. 1; see
Fowler deposition, pp. 344-45;

14Fowler deposition, p. 343; Fowler testimony, p. 7.

15Fowler deposition, p. 346.
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this instance, Ickes demonstrated more enthusiasm than Fowler for
raising large sums of money.

Ickes’ enthusiasm was not limited to raising money in large
sums; he was also enthusiastic about controlling DNC expendi-
tures. In fact, the extent of Ickes’ control over the DNC is evident
from an April 17, 1996 memorandum from Ickes to Fowler, which
addresses the DNC’s expenditures. The entire text of that memo-
randum reads:

This confirms the meeting that you and I and [White
House political affairs director] Doug Sosnik had on 15
April 1996 at your office during which it was agreed that
all matters dealing with allocation and expenditure of
monies involving the Democratic National Committee
(“DNC”) including, without limitation, the DNC’s operating
budget, media budget, coordinated campaign budget and
any other budget or expenditure, and including expendi-
tures and arrangements in connection with state splits, di-
rected donations and other arrangements whereby monies
from fundraising or other events are to be transferred to
or otherwise allocated to state parties or other political en-
tities and including any proposed transfer of budgetary
items from DNC related budgets to the Democratic Na-
tional Convention budget, are subject to the prior approval
of the White House. It was agreed that a small working
committee would be established which would include
Chairman Fowler (or his representative), Chairman Dodd
(or his representative), B.J. Thornberry, Brad Marshall,
Marvin Rosen, Doug Sosnik, and others as may be agreed
to, to meet at least once weekly, and more often if nec-
essary, to implement this agreement.16

Although Ickes was “not sure” whether he sent the memorandum
to Chairman Fowler, he did affirm that it reflected the process in
place during 1996 concerning the expenditure of funds by the
DNC.17” The memorandum itself purports to memorialize an agree-
ment struck in a conversation between Fowler, Ickes, and Sosnik.
It is difficult to conceive of any more explicit evidence of Ickes’ level
of control over the DNC than the agreement memorialized in this
memorandum.18

Fowler, as nominal head of the party, thought that Ickes was
usurping his authority. Fowler testified that, although he wouldn’t
necessarily describe Ickes’ involvement as “micro-management,”

I did feel that he was involved in the managem