AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

106TH CONGRESS }

DOCUMENT
1st Session

SENATE 1063

IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON

THE EVIDENTIARY RECORD
PURSUANT TO S. RES. 16

VOLUME XIII

Submission by Counsel for President Clinton to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Committee Print No. 16, Decem-
ber 1998

Printed at the direction of Gary Sisco, Secretary of the Senate, pursuant
to S. Res. 16, 106th Cong., 1st Sess. (1999)

JANUARY 8, 1999.—Ordered to be printed

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
53-452 WASHINGTON : 1999




105th
05th Congress } COMMITTEE PRINT

Ser. No. 16
2d Session

SUBMISSION BY COUNSEL FOR PRESIDENT
CLINTON TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY PURSUANT TO
H. RES. 581

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS

HENRY J. HYDE, Chairman

DECEMBER 1998

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
52-643 WASHINGTON : 1998







COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

HENRY J. HYDE,

F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JRr.,
Wisconsin

BILL McCOLLUM, Florida

GEORGE W. GEKAS, Pennsylvania

HOWARD COBLE, North Carolina

LAMAR SMITH, Texas

ELTON GALLEGLY, California

CHARLES T. CANADY, Florida

BOB INGLIS, South Carolina

BOB GOODLATTE, Virginia

STEPHEN E. BUYER, Indiana

ED BRYANT, Tennessee

STEVE CHABOT, Ohio

BOB BARR, Georgia

WILLIAM L. JENKINS, Tennessee

ASA HUTCHINSON, Arkansas

EDWARD A. PEASE, Indiana

CHRISTOPHER B. CANNON, Utah

JAMES E. ROGAN, California

LINDSEY O. GRAHAM, South Carolina

MARY BONO, California

Illinois, Chairman

JOHN CONYERS, JRr., Michigan
BARNEY FRANK, Massachusetts
CHARLES E. SCHUMER, New York
HOWARD L. BERMAN, California
RICK BOUCHER, Virginia

JERROLD NADLER, New York
ROBERT C. SCOTT, Virginia
MELVIN L. WATT, North Carolina
ZOE LOFGREN, California

SHEILA JACKSON-LEE, Texas
MAXINE WATERS, California
MARTIN T. MEEHAN, Massachusetts
WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT, Massachusetts
ROBERT WEXLER, Florida

STEVEN R. ROTHMAN, New Jersey
THOMAS BARRETT, Wisconsin

(I1D)



MAJORITY STAFF

THOMAS E. MOONEY, SR., General Counsel-Chief of Staff
JoN W. Dupas, Deputy General Counsel-Staff Director
DiANA L. ScHACHT, Deputy Staff Director-Chief Counsel
DANIEL M. FREEMAN, Parliamentarian-Counsel
PauL J. McNuvrty, Director of Communications-Chief Counsel
JosePH H. GIBSON, Chief Counsel
Rick FILKINS, Counsel
SHAREE M. FREEMAN, Counsel
PETER J. LEVINSON, Counsel
JOHN F. MauTz, IV, Counsel
WiLLiAM E. MOSCHELLA, Counsel
STEPHEN PINKOS, Counsel

GEORGE M. FisHMAN, Chief Counsel
MitcH GLAZIER, Chief Counsel
JOHN H. LADD, Chief Counsel
RAYMOND V. SMIETANKA, Chief Counsel
LAURA ANN BAXTER, Counsel
DANIEL J. BRYANT, Counsel
CATHLEEN A. CLEAVER, Counsel
VINCE GARLOCK, Counsel

JAMES W. HARPER, Counsel

SusAN JENSEN—-CONKLIN, Counsel
DEBRA K. LAaMAN, Counsel

BLAINE S. MERRITT, Counsel
NicoLE R. NasoN, Counsel

GLENN R. ScHMITT, Counsel

JmM Y. WiLoN, Counsel

DaviD P. ScHIPPERS, Chief Investigative
Counsel

SusAN BOGART, Investigative Counsel

JOoHN C. Kocoras, Counsel

BERLE S. LITTMANN, Investigator

STEPHEN P. LYNCH, Professional Staff
Member

CHARLES F. MARINO, Counsel

JEFFERY J. PAVLETIC, Investigative Counsel

THOMAS M. SCHIPPERS, Investigative Counsel

ALBERT F. TRACY, Investigator

PETER J. WACKS, Investigator

DiaNA L. WozNICKI, Investigator

MINORITY STAFF

JULIAN EPSTEIN, Minority Chief Counsel-Staff Director

PERRY H. APELBAUM, Minority General
Counsel

DAvID G. LACHMAN, Counsel

CYNTHIA A. R. MARTIN, Counsel

STEPHANIE J. PETERS, Counsel

SAMARA T. RYDER, Counsel

BRrIAN P. WOOLFOLK, Counsel

ABBE D. LoWELL, Minority Chief Investigative
Counsel

SAMPAK P. GARG, Investigative Counsel

STEVEN F. REICH, Investigative Counsel

DEBORAH L. RHODE, Investigative Counsel

KEvIN M. SIMPSON, Investigative Counsel

Lis W. WIEHL, Investigative Counsel

(Iv)



SUBMISSION BY COUNSEL FOR PRESIDENT CLINTON TO
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY OF THE UNITED
STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, DECEMBER 8,
1998

David E. Kendall, Nicole K. Seligman, Emmet T. Flood, Max Stier,
Alicia L. Marti, Williams & Connolly, 725 12th Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20005

Gregory B. Craig, Special Counsel to the President, The White
House, Washington, D.C. 20502

Charles F.C. Ruff, Cheryl D. Mills, Lanny A. Breuer, Office of the
White House Counsel, The White House, Washington, D.C.
20502

8%






PREFACE

In addition to the factual, legal and Constitutional defenses we
present in this document, the President has asked us to convey a
personal note: What the President did was wrong. As the President
himself has said, publicly and painfully, “there is no fancy way to
say that I have sinned.”

The President has insisted that no legalities be allowed to ob-
scure the simple moral truth that his behavior in this matter was
wrong; that he misled his wife, his friends and our Nation about
the nature of his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. He did not want
anyone to know about his personal wrongdoing. But he does want
everyone—the Committee, the Congress and the country—to know
that he is profoundly sorry for the wrongs he has committed and
for the pain he has caused his family, his friends, and our Nation.

But as attorneys representing the President in a legal and Con-
stitutional proceeding, we are duty-bound to draw a distinction be-
tween immoral conduct and illegal or impeachable acts. And just
as no fancy language can obscure the fact that what the President
did was morally wrong, no amount of rhetoric can change the legal
reality that the record before this Committee does not justify
charges of criminal conduct or impeachable offenses.

The Framers, in their wisdom, left this Body the solemn obliga-
tion of determining not what is sinful, but rather what is impeach-
able. The President has not sugar-coated the reality of his wrong-
doing. Neither should the Committee ignore the high standards of
the Constitution to overturn a national election and to impeach a
President.

(VID)
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SUBMISSION BY COUNSEL FOR PRESIDENT CLINTON TO
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY OF THE UNITED
STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

I. INTRODUCTION

The President of the United States has not committed impeach-
able offenses. He repeatedly has acknowledged that what he did
was wrong, he has apologized, and he has sought forgiveness. But
his apologies, his acceptance of responsibility, and his contrition do
not mean either that the President committed criminal acts or that
the acts of which he is accused are impeachable offenses. Counsel
for President Clinton respectfully submit this memorandum to
demonstrate and document this contention.

We offer this memorandum mindful of the fact that this body
now confronts one of the most difficult questions our Constitution
poses to Congress: whether to invalidate the popular will expressed
in the election of the President. “Voting in the presidential elec-
tion,” as Professor Charles Black wrote, “is certainly the political
choice most significant to the American people.” 1 Accordingly, “[n]o
matter can be of higher political importance than our considering
whether, in any given instance, this act of choice is to be undone.”2
Consideration both wise and deliberate must precede any decision
to report articles of impeachment. For “the power of impeachment
and removal is a drastic one, not to be lightly undertaken . . . and
gspecially sensitive with reference to the President of the United

tates.” 3

We previously have submitted three memoranda4 to this Com-
mittee, addressing various issues arising out of the Independent
Counsel’s September 11, 1998, Referral.5 In this submission, we
comprehensively set out our response to the Referral based on the
evidence now available to us; address certain questions stemming
from the testimony of the Committee’s sole witness, Independent
Counsel Kenneth W. Starré and correct fundamental misconcep-
tions about this matter arising from deeply unfair or unsupported
inferences drawn in the Referral and significant misstatements

1Charles L. Black, Impeachment: A Handbook 1 (1974).
2]d

3Committee on Federal Legislation of the Bar Ass’n of the City of New York, The Law of Pres-
idential Impeachment 44 (1974) (hereinafter “New York Bar Report”).

4 Preliminary Memorandum Concerning Referral of Office of Independent Counsel (September
11, 1998)(73 pages); Initial Response to Referral of Office of Independent Counsel (September 12,
1998)(42 pages); Memorandum Regarding Standards of Impeachment (October 2, 1998)(30
pages).

SReferral from Independent Counsel Kenneth W. Starr in Conformity with the Requirements
of Title 28, United States Code, Section 595(c), House Doc. 105-310 (Sept. 11, 1998)(105th Cong.
2d. Sess.)(hereinafter “Ref.”).

6The Committee has heard from certain other witnesses on legal questions, but the Independ-
ent Counsel has been the only witness called by the Committee who even attempted to address
the allegations in the Referral. As the Independent Counsel conceded, however, he had almost
no first-hand knowledge of the facts, since the President was the only witness he interviewed.
Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 339-40.

o)
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about the evidence in the press and elsewhere. For example, it is
widely alleged among those favoring impeachment that the Presi-
dent “lied under oath” to the grand jury. But a review of the avail-
able evidence proves that this allegation often is based not on what
the President actually said under oath but rather on what some of
his accusers claim he said—such as that in the grand jury he cat-
egorically denied having a sexual relationship with Ms. Lewinsky,
or that he denied being alone with her, when in fact he explicitly
acknowledged to the grand jury both that he had had an inappro-
priate intimate relationship with Ms. Lewinsky and that he had
been alone with her. There are numerous other examples of allega-
tions, now commonly believed, that are wholly—not just some-
what—unsupported even by the evidence presented to the Commit-
tee in the OIC referral. It is in part the purpose of this memoran-
dum to separate fact and fiction and demonstrate why the record
supports neither the charges made nor impeachment. We ask that
readers set aside their preconceptions of what they think the evi-
dence is, based on the biased presentation in the Starr Referral
and subsequent inaccurate coverage, and look instead at the evi-
dence itself.

At the outset, let us be clear. Extraordinary as it must seem in
a matter of this gravity, the President has not been specifically no-
tified what allegations are at issue here. The Referral itself cites
“eleven possible grounds for impeachment” of the President, Ref. at
129, although it does not identify the rationale for including these
grounds.” In his presentation to the Committee, Mr. Schippers
identified a somewhat different set of “fifteen separate events di-
rectly involving [the] President” which “could constitute felonies
which, in turn, may constitute grounds to proceed with an im-
peachment inquiry.” 8 The Chairman apparently has indicated that
the Committee may consider only two charges,® while recent news-
paper articles variously state that the Committee staff is drafting
three charges or four charges.’®© We have been provided only the
most limited and in some instances no access to significant evi-
dence in the Committee’s possession, elliptically referred to by
Members at the November 19, 1998, testimony of the Independent
Counsel.11 Without knowing what this evidence is, and being able
to analyze and quote it, we cannot fairly or adequately rebut every

7The Referral states that “[ilt is not the role of this Office to determine whether the Presi-
dent’s actions warrant impeachment by the House,” Ref. at 5, but, tellingly, the Referral no-
where recites the standard that the Independent Counsel in fact used to determine that there
should be eleven (but not twelve, or three, or zero) grounds, a tacit acknowledgement of the im-
possibility of stating a constitutional or precedential standard that would justify impeachment
on the basis of such alleged facts.

8Schippers Presentation at 11. Mr. Schippers’ analysis was based entirely upon the documen-
tary materials submitted by the Independent Counsel, and he acknowledged to the Committee
that “we did not seek to procure any additional evidence or testimony from any other source.
55 [M]y staff and I did not deem it necessary or even proper to go beyond the submission itself.”

. at 5-6.

9“Hyde, according to informed sources, may consider streamlining those [fifteen Schippers al-
legations] into as few as two counts. . . . ‘I frankly don’t see how we can deal with all 15 charges
adequately,” Hyde said.” “Hyde May Narrow List Of Impeachment Charges,” The Washington
Post (Oct. 14, 1998) at Al.

10“As the House Judiciary Committee moves into the final stages of its inquiry, Representa-
tive Henry J. Hyde’s senior staff is beginning to draw up three articles of impeachment against
President Clinton.” “Impeachment Panel Starts Work On 3 Articles Against President,” The New
York Times (Nov. 26, 1998) at Al; “The committee could consider up to four articles of impeach-
ment covering perjury, obstruction of justice, and abuse of power, committee Republicans said
yesterday.” “Clinton Defense Is Given 2 Days; Panel May Vote Late in Week to Impeach,” The
Washington Post (Dec. 7, 1998) at Al.

11 See Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 233-35 (remarks of Rep. Watt).
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allegation the Committee may later choose to bring forward from
the Referral or elsewhere.

Moreover, the Committee has recently launched new investiga-
tive forays in areas not covered by the Referral. It has taken depo-
sitions related to Ms. Kathleen Willey, and it has authorized (but
now apparently withdrawn) subpoenas for depositions and docu-
ments related to fundraising for the 1996 Presidential campaign.
Simple fairness entitles us to an adequate opportunity to receive,
review, and use the information in the Committee’s possession (for
example, the transcripts of depositions from which we were ex-
cluded), be apprised of the specific charges the Committee is con-
sidering, and have a fair chance to discover and present evidence
in rebuttal.

The present memorandum is thus necessarily limited in scope,
and we will make a further submission to address any new or re-
vised allegations the Committee may decide to pursue.

II. THE FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Certain undisputed facts are relevant to the legal analysis in this
memorandum, in addition to those set forth in previous submis-
sions.

A. THE WHITEWATER INVESTIGATIVE DEAD-END

The Lewinsky investigation had its antecedent in the long-run-
ning Whitewater investigation. On August 5, 1994, Kenneth W.
Starr was appointed Independent Counsel by the Special Division
to conduct an investigation centering on two Arkansas entities,
Whitewater Development Company, Inc., and Madison Guaranty
Savings and Loan Association. The Office of Independent Counsel’s
(“OIC”) investigation dragged on slowly 12 and inconclusively, with-
out any charges being lodged against either the President or Mrs.
Clinton. The Independent Counsel himself announced his resigna-
tion in February 1997 to become Dean of the Pepperdine Law
School 13 but, after a firestorm of media criticism,# he backtracked
and resumed his duties.15

12For example, the OIC did not issue its report on the 1993 death of Deputy White House
Counsel Vincent Foster until October 10, 1997. It concluded, as had several other earlier (and
speedier) investigations, that Foster’s death was a suicide.

13See Labaton, “Special Counsel Intends to Leave Whitewater Case—White House Is Hope-
ful—Starr’s Decision to Take Post in August Raises Questions About Status of Inquiry,” The
New York Times (Feb. 18, 1997) at Al; Galvin, “Clinton’s Lucky Starr: Prober to Call It Quits—
Ex-prosecutors Said They Think Starr’s Decision Is a Sign That His Probe Will End With a Fiz-
zle, Not a Bang,” The New York Post (Feb. 18, 1997) at 3.

14See, e.g., Shapiro, “Starr Bails Out Of a Probe That’s Adrift,” USA Today (Feb. 19, 1997)
at 2A; Safire, “The Big Flinch: Ken Starr Betrays His Trust,” The New York Times (Feb. 20,
1997) at A33; Editorial, “Ken Starr’s Flip-Flops,” The Washington Times (Feb. 24, 1997) at A16.
The Washington Post editorialized, “What Mr. Starr owes, before he goes anywhere, is a report
on the propriety of the President’s behavior. That’s the subject he was hired to address,” Edi-
torial (Feb. 19, 1997) at A20, and it quoted James McKay, a former Independent Counsel, as
stating: “I'm just amazed someone given a specific job to do leaves before it is completed. It’s
like the captain jumping off the ship before everyone else gets off,” Schmidt, “Some Starr Allies
Say Departure Means No Clinton Charges” (Feb. 19, 1997) at A7. The New York Times asserted
that the Independent Counsel’s decision reflected “a selfish indifference to [his] civic obliga-
tions”; he “never fully appreciated the gravity of [his] role,” “should not have taken [the job]
unless [he] were willing to see it through,” and was “behaving as if [he] had no greater respon-
Zibility than to tend to [his] career.” Editorial, “Just a Minute, Mr. Starr” (Feb. 19, 1997) at

26

15“Starr seemed unprepared for and taken aback by the furor his departure announcement
has generated.” Schmidt, “Starr Appears to Waver on Timing of Departure,” The Washington
Post (Feb. 20, 1997) at Al.
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Without any expansion of his jurisdiction, Mr. Starr then began
to conduct an investigation into rumors of extramarital affairs in-
volving the President. In the Spring of 1997, Arkansas state troop-
ers who had once been assigned to the Governor’s security detail
were interviewed, and “[t]he troopers said Starr’s investigators
asked about 12 to 15 women by name, including Paula Corbin
Jones. . . .” Woodward & Schmidt, “Starr Probes Clinton Personal
Life,” The Washington Post (June 25, 1997) at Al (emphasis
added). “The nature of the questioning marks a sharp departure
from previous avenues of inquiry in the three-year old investiga-
tion. . . . Until now, . . . what has become a wide-ranging inves-
tigation of many aspects of Clinton’s governorship has largely
steered clear of questions about Clinton’s relationships with
women. . . .”16 One of the most striking aspects of this new phase
of the Whitewater investigation was the extent to which it focused
on the Paula Jones case. One of the troopers interviewed declared,
“‘They asked me about Paula Jones, all kinds of questions about
Paula Jones, whether I saw Clinton and Paula together and how
many times.’” 17

At his testimony before this Committee on November 19, 1998,
Mr. Starr conceded that his agents had conducted these interroga-
tions and acknowledged that he had not sought expansion of his ju-
risdiction from the Attorney General or the Special Division of the
Court of Appeals,’® but he contended that these inquiries were
somehow relevant to his Whitewater investigation: “we were, in
fact, interviewing, as good prosecutors, good investigators do, indi-
viduals who would have information that may be relevant to our
inquiry about the President’s involvement in Whitewater, in Madi-
son Guaranty Savings and Loan and the like.”1® However, the OIC
was obviously engaged in an effort to gather embarrassing informa-
tion concerning the President. Indeed, a recent article in the New
York Times Magazine notes that Deputy Independent Counsel
Jackie Bennett was “known among fellow prosecutors as the office
expert on the President’s sex life long before anyone had heard of
Monica Lewinsky.” 20

B. THE PAULA JONES LITIGATION

In January 1998, the OIC finally succeeded in transforming its
investigation from one focused on long-ago land deals and loans in
Arkansas into one involving a different topic (sex) and more recent
events in Washington, D.C. The Lewinsky investigation grew out
of the pretrial discovery proceedings in the civil suit Ms. Paula
Corbin Jones had filed against the President in May 1994, making
certain allegations about events three years earlier when the Presi-
dent was Governor of Arkansas. Discovery had been stayed until
the Supreme Court’s decision on May 27, 1997, denying Presi-

16]bid. Trooper Roger Perry, a 21-year veteran of the Arkansas state police, stated that he
“was asked about the most intimate details of Clinton’s life:” “I was left with the impression
that they wanted me to show he was a womanizer. . . . All they wanted to talk about was
women.” Ibid. (ellipsis in original).

17]1bid.

18Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 377-378.

197bid. at 378.

20Winerip, “Ken Starr Would Not Be Denied,” The New York Times Magazine (Sept. 6, 1998)
at 64.
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dential immunity. 2! Shortly thereafter, Ms. Jones selected a new
spokesperson, Ms. Susan Carpenter-McMillan, and retained new
counsel affiliated with the conservative Rutherford Institute,22 who
began a public relations offensive against the President. “I will
never deny that when I first heard about this case I said, ‘Okay,
good. We're gonna get that little slimeball,” said Ms. Carpenter-Mc-
Millan, a staunch Republican.”23 While Ms. Jones’ previous attor-
neys, Messrs. Gilbert Davis and Joseph Cammarata, had largely
avoided the media, public personal attacks now became the order
of the day as the Jones civil suit became a partisan vehicle to try
to savage the President.24 Ms. Jones’ husband, Steve, even an-
nounced his intention to use judicial process to obtain and dissemi-
nate pejorative personal information concerning the President:

In a belligerent mood, Steve [Jones] warned that he was going to use subpoena
power to reconstruct the secret life of Bill Clinton. Every state trooper used by the
governor to solicit women was going to be deposed under oath. “We’re going to get
names; we're going to get dates; we're going to do the job that the press wouldn’t

do,” he said. “We're going to go after Clinton’s medical records, the raw documents,
not just opinions from doctors, . . . we’re going to find out everything.” 25

As is now well known, this effort led ultimately to the Jones law-
yers being permitted to subpoena various women, to determine
their relationship, if any, with the President, allegedly for the pur-
pose of determining whether they had information relevant to the
sexual harassment charge. Among these women was Ms. Lewinsky.

By mid-January 1998, Ms. Tripp had brought to the attention of
the OIC certain information she believed she had about Ms.
Lewinsky’s involvement in the Jones case and, as noted above, the
OIC investigation then began to reach formally into the Jones case.
The OIC met with Ms. Tripp through the week of January 12, and
with her cooperation taped Ms. Lewinsky discussing the Jones case
and the President. During the week, Ms. Tripp alerted the OIC
that she had been taping Ms. Lewinsky in violation of Maryland
law, and the OIC promised Ms. Tripp immunity from federal pros-
ecution, and assistance in protecting her from state prosecution, in
exchange for her cooperation. The OIC formalized that agreement
in writing on Friday, January 16, after it had received jurisdiction
to do so from the Attorney General.

21Clinton v. Jones, 526 U.S. 681 (1997).

22Ms Jones was described as havmg ‘accepted financial support of a Virginia conservative
group,” which intended to “raise $100,000 or more on Jones’s behalf, although the money will
go for expenses and not legal fees.” “Jones Acquires New Lawyers and Backing,” The Washing-
ton Post (October 2, 1998) at Al. Jones’ new law firm, the Dallas-based Rader, Campbell, Fisher
and Pyke, had “represented conservatives in antiabortion cases and other causes.” Ibid. See also
“Dallas Lawyers Agree to Take on Paula Jones’ Case”—Their Small Firm Has Ties to Conserv-
ative Advocacy Group The Los Angeles Times (Oct. 2, 1997) (Rutherford Institute a “conserv-
ative advocacy group,” a “conservative religious-rights group”).

2?"‘Cause Celebre: An Antiabortion Activist Makes Herself the Unofficial Mouthpiece for Paula
Jones,” The Washington Post (July 23, 1997) at C1. Ms. Carpenter-McMillan, “a cause-oriented,
self-defined ‘conservative feminist’ 7, described her role as “flaming the White House” and de’
clared ‘Unless Clinton wants to be terribly embarrassed, he’d better cough up what Paula needs.
Anybody that comes out and testifies against Paula better have the past of a Mother Teresa,
because our investigators will investigate their morality.” “Paula Jones’ “Team Not All About
Teamwork,” USA Today (Sept. 29, 1997) at 4A.

24 After Ms. Jones’ new team had been in action for three months, one journalist commented:
“In six years of public controversy over Clinton’s personal life, what is striking in some ways
is how little the debate changes. As in the beginning, many conservatives nurture the hope that
the past will be Clinton’s undoing. Jones’s adviser, Susan Carpenter-McMillan, acknowledged
on NBC’s ‘Meet the Press’ yesterday that her first reaction when she first heard Jones’s claims
about Clinton was, ‘Good, we’re going to get that little slime ball’ (Harris, “Jones Case Tests
Political Paradox,” The Washington Post (Jan. 19, 1998) at Al.)

25Evans-Pritchard, The Secret Life of Bill Clinton 363 (1997).
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The President’s deposition in the Jones case was scheduled to
take place the next day, on Saturday, January 17. As we now
know, the night before that deposition Ms. Tripp had briefed the
lawyers for Ms. Jones on her perception of the relationship between
Ms. Lewinsky and the President—doing so based on confidences
Ms. Lewinsky had entrusted to her.26 (She was permitted to do so
even though, having received immunity from the OIC, the OIC
could have barred her from talking to any one about Ms. Lewinsky
but failed to do so.) At the deposition the next day, the President
unexpectedly was asked numerous questions about Ms. Lewinsky,
even before he was questioned about Ms. Jones.

The Jones case, of course, was not about Ms. Lewinsky. She was
a peripheral player and, since her relationship with the President
was concededly consensual, an irrelevant one. Shortly after the
President’s deposition, Chief Judge Wright ruled that evidence per-
taining to Ms. Lewinsky would not be admissible at the Jones trial
because “it is not essential to the core issues in this case.”2? The
Court also ruled that, given the allegations at issue in the Jones
case, the Lewinsky evidence “might be inadmissible as extrinsic
evidence” under the Federal Rules of Evidence because it involved
merely the “specific instances of conduct” of a witness.28

C. THE PRESIDENT’S GRAND JURY TESTIMONY ABOUT MS. LEWINSKY

On August 17, 1998, the President specifically acknowledged to
the grand jury that he had had a relationship with Ms. Lewinsky
involving “improper intimate contact.” He described how the rela-
tionship began, and how it had ended early in 1997—Ilong before
any public attention or scrutiny. He acknowledged this relationship
to the grand jury, and he explained how he had tried to get
through the deposition in the Jones case months earlier without
admitting what he had had to admit to the grand jury—an im-
proper relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. He further testified that
the “inappropriate encounters” with Ms. Lewinsky had ended, at
his insistence, in early 1997, and he stated: “I regret that what
began as a friendship came to include this conduct, and I take full
responsibility for my actions.” Id. at 461. He declined to describe,
because of personal privacy and institutional dignity consider-
ations, certain specifics about his conduct with Ms. Lewinsky,2° but
he indicated his willingness to answer,2° and he did answer, the
other questions put to him about his relationship with her. No one
who watched the videotape of this grand jury testimony had any
doubt that the President was admitting to an improper physical re-
lationship with Ms. Lewinsky.

26 Baker, “Linda Tripp Briefed Jones Team on Tapes: Meeting Occurred Before Clinton Deposi-
tion,” The Washington Post (Feb. 14, 1998) at Al.

27%1‘381‘ at 2, Jones v. Clinton, No. LR—-C-94-290 (E.D. Ark.) (Jan. 29, 1998).

281 1

29“While I will provide the grand jury whatever other information I can, because of privacy
considerations affecting my family, myself, and others, and in an effort to preserve the dlgmty
of the office I hold, this is all I will say about the spemﬁcs of these particular matters.” App.
at 461.

30¢] will try to answer, to the best of my ability, other questions including questions about
my relatlonshlp with Ms. Lewinsky, questions about my understanding of the term ‘sexual rela-
tions,” as I understood it to be defined at my January 17th, 1998 deposition; and questions con-
Zermng alleged subornation of perjury, obstruction of Justlce, and intimidation of witnesses.”

pp. at 461.
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III. THE CONSTITUTION REQUIRES PROOF OF OFFICIAL MISCONDUCT
FOR IMPEACHMENT

To date, the Judiciary Committee has declined to articulate or
adopt standards of impeachable conduct. Its inquiry has proceeded
and (it appears) its vote will occur with no consensus among Com-
mittee members as to the constitutional meaning of an impeach-
able act. That is regrettable. For even if the constitutional standard
against which the Referral must be measured lacks the precision
of a detailed statute, it nonetheless has a determined and limited
content. The Committee’s failure to define the applicable standard
has necessarily created the perception that an ad hoc “standard”
is being devised to fit the facts. A constitutional standard does in
fact exist, and were the Committee to confront the question di-
rectly, it would be evident that the Constitution’s rigorous showing
has not been made here.

A. UNDER THE CONSTITUTION THE CONDUCT ALLEGED IN THE REFER-
RAL DOES NOT REACH THE LEVEL OF “HIGH CRIMES AND MIS-
DEMEANORS”

The Constitution provides that the President shall be removed
from office only upon “Impeachment for, and Conviction of, Trea-
son, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” U.S. Const.
Art. II, § 4. The legal question confronting the Committee is wheth-
er the acts of the President alleged in the Starr Referral could con-
ceivably amount to “high Crimes and Misdemeanors.”

The answer is that they could not. The syntax of the Constitu-
tion’s formulation “Treason, Bribery or other high Crimes and Mis-
demeanors” (emphasis added) strongly suggests that, to be im-
peachable offenses, high crimes and misdemeanors must be of the
seriousness of “Treason” and “Bribery.” Yet the Referral alleges
nothing remotely similar in gravity to those high crimes.

Moreover, both the historical background of the “high Crimes
and Misdemeanors” concept and the Constitution itself make clear
that the conduct alleged does not constitute an impeachable of-
fense. To the contrary, cognizant that the impeachment process up-
sets the electoral will of the people, the Framers made the stand-
ard of impeachable offenses an especially high one, requiring a
showing of injury to our very system of government.

1. Historical Background of “High Crimes and Misdemeanors”

The English precedents illustrate that impeachment was under-
stood to apply only to fundamental offenses against the system of
government. In English practice, the term “high crimes and mis-
demeanors” had been applied to offenses, the common elements of
which were their severity and the fact that the wrongdoing was di-
rected against the state.3! The English cases included misappropria-
tion of public funds, interfering in elections, accepting bribes, and
various forms of corruption. Ibid. These offenses all affected the
discharge of public duties by public officials. In short, under the

31 See Raoul Berger, Impeachment: The Constitutional Problems 67-73 (1973).
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English practice, “the critical element of injury in an impeachable
offense was injury to the state.” 32

The notion that “injury to the state” was the hallmark of the im-
peachable offense was also shared by the Staff of the Impeachment
Inquiry when it researched the issue in connection with the inves-
tigation of President Richard Nixon in 1974. In early English im-
peachments, the Staff concluded, “the thrust of the charge was
damage to the state. . . . Characteristically, impeachment was used
in individual cases to reach offenses, as perceived by Parliament,
against the system of government.” 33

The constitutional and ratification debates confirm that impeach-
ment was limited to only the gravest political wrongs. The Framers
plainly intended the impeachment standard to be a high one. They
rejected a proposal that the President be impeachable for “mal-
administration,” for, as James Madison pointed out, such a stand-
ard would “be equivalent to a tenure during the pleasure of the
Senate.” 3¢ The Framers plainly did not intend to permit Congress
to debilitate the Executive by authorizing impeachment for some-
thing short of the most serious harm to the state. In George Ma-
son’s apt language, impeachment was thought necessary to remedy
“great and dangerous offenses” not covered by “Treason” or “Brib-
ery” such as “[a]ttempts to subvert the Constitution.” 35

That is why, at the time of the ratification debates, Alexander
Hamilton described impeachment as a “method of National Inquest
into the conduct of public men.” 36 No act touches more fundamen-
tal questions of constitutional government than does the process of
Presidential impeachment. No act more directly affects the public
interest. No act presents the potential for greater injustice—injus-
tice both to the Chief Executive and to the people who elected
him—and the Framers were fully aware of this.

The specific harms the Framers sought to redress by impeach-
ment are far more serious than those alleged in the Starr Referral.
During the ratification debates, a number of the Framers ad-
dressed the Constitution’s impeachment provisions. The following
is a list of wrongs they believed the impeachment power was in-
tended to address:

receipt of emoluments from a foreign power in violation of
Article I, section 9;37

summoning the representatives of only a few States to ratify
a treaty; 38

32 Gerhardt, The Constitutional Limits to Impeachment and Its Alternatives, 68 Tex. L. Rev.
1, 82 (1989) (emphasis added). In fact, the first draft of what became Article II Section 4’s im-
peachment provision actually set the standard of impeachment, in addition to treason and brib-
ery, as “other high crimes and misdemeanors against the State.” 2 Farrand, The Records of the
Federal Convention of 1787 550 (Rev. ed. 1966) (emphasis added). That phrase was ultimately
deleted, however, by the Committee on Style and Arrangement, which was charged with making
only such changes as did not affect the meaning of the original language.

33 Impeachment of Richard M. Nixon, President of the United States, Report by the Staff of
the Impeachment Inquiry, House Comm. on the Judiciary, 93d Cong. 2d Sess. at 5 (Feb. 1974)
(hereinafter “Impeachment Inquiry”) (emphasis added).

34?bF;rrand, The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787 550 (Rev. ed. 1966).

35 l )

36 The Federalist No. 65 at 331 (Gary Wills ed. 1982).

37Edmund Randolph, 3 Elliot, The Debate in the Several State Conventions on the Adoption
of the Federal Constitution 486 (reprint of 2d ed.) (Virginia Convention).

38 James Madison, 3 Elliot at 500 (Virginia Convention).
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concealing information from or giving false information to
the Senate so as to cause it to take measures it otherwise
would not have taken which were injurious to the country;3°
general failure to perform the duties of the Executive.40
Impeachment provisions in a number of late eighteenth century
state constitutions reaffirm that the Framers’ generation believed
that impeachment’s purpose was redress of official wrongdoing.
The New dJersey Constitution’s impeachment provision for “mis-
behavior” was interpreted to permit impeachment not for personal
wrongdoing but for acts by public officials performed in their public
capacity.4l Delaware’s first Constitution authorized impeachment
for “offending against the state by maladministration, corruption,
or other means, by which the safety of the commonwealth may be
endangered.” 42 And Virginia’s Constitution of 1776 provided for im-
peachment of those public officers who “offend[ ] against the state,
either by maladministration, corruption or other means, by which
the safety of the State may be endangered.” 43
The history on which they relied, the arguments they made in
Convention, the specific ills they regarded as redressable, and the
State backgrounds from which they emerged—all these establish
that the Framers believed that impeachment must be reserved for
only the most serious forms of wrongdoing. They believed, in short,
that impeachment “reached offenses against the government, and
especially abuses of constitutional duties.” 44
The Referral alleges no wrongs of that magnitude.

2. The Framers Believed That Impeachment Redresses Wrongful
Public Conduct

The remedy of impeachment was designed only for those very
grave harms not otherwise politically redressable. As James Wilson
wrote, “our President . . . is amenable to [the laws] in his private
character as a citizen, and in his public character by impeach-
ment.” 45

That is why Justice Story described the harms to be reached by
impeachment as those “offensive acts which do not properly belong
to the judicial character in the ordinary administration of justice,
and are far removed from the reach of municipal jurisprudence.” 46

For these reasons, impeachment is limited to certain forms of po-
tential wrongdoing only, and it is intended to redress only certain
kinds of harms. Again, in Hamilton’s words:

The subjects of [the Senate’s impeachment] jurisdiction are those offenses which
proceed from the misconduct of public men, or in other words from the abuse of vio-
lation of some public trust. They are of a nature which may with peculiar propriety

be denominated Political, as they relate chiefly to injuries done to the society
itself.47

39 James Iredell, 4 Elliot at 127 (North Carolina Convention).

40 Abraham Baldwin (Georgia), 1 Annals of Cong. 535-36 (debates on the President’s removal
power).

41N.J. Const., Art. XII (1776); Hoffer & Hull, Impeachment in America 1635-1805 80 (1984).

42Del. Const., Art. XXIII.

43See Hoffer & Hull at 70; Va. Const. of 1776, {15.

44Impeachment Inquiry at 14-15.

452 Elliot at 480 (emphasis in original).

462 Story, Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States §762 at 234 (reprint of 1st
ed. 1833).

47Federalist 65 at 330-31.
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Early commentators on the Constitution are in accord on the
question of impeachment’s intended purpose. In Justice James Wil-
son’s words, impeachments are “proceedings of a political nature

. . confined to political characters” charging only “political crimes
and misdemeanors” and culminating only in “political punish-
ments.” 48 And as Justice Story put the matter, “the [impeachment]
power partakes of a political character, as it respects injuries to the
society in its political character.”4® In short, impeachment was not
thought to be a remedy for private wrongs—or even for most public
wrongs. Rather, the Framers “intended that a president be remov-
able from office for the commission of great offenses against the
Constitution.” 50 Impeachment therefore addresses public wrong-
doing, whether denominated a “political crime[] against the
state,”51 or “an act of malfeasance or abuse of office,”52 or a “great
offense[] against the federal government.”53 Ordinary civil and
criminal wrongs can be addressed through ordinary judicial proc-
esses. And ordinary political wrongs can be addressed at the ballot
box and by public opinion. Impeachment is reserved for the most
serious public misconduct, those aggravated abuses of executive
power that, given the President’s four-year term, might otherwise
go unchecked.

Private misconduct, or even public misconduct short of an offense
against the state, is not redressable by impeachment because that
solemn process, in Justice Story’s words, addresses “offences which
are committed by public men in violation of their public trust and
duties.” 54 Impeachment is a political act in the sense that its aims
are public; it attempts to rein in abuses of the public trust commit-
ted by public officeholders in connection with conduct in public of-
fice. The availability of the process is commensurate with the grav-
ity of the harm. As one scholar has put it, “[t]he nature of [im-
peachment] proceedings is dictated by the harms sought to be re-
dressed—the misconduct of public men’ relating to the conduct of
their public office—and the ultimate issue to be resolved—whether
they have forfeited through that conduct their right to continued
public trust.” 55

3. Our Constitution’s Structure Does Not Permit Impeachment for
Reasons of the Sort Alleged in the Referral

a. Impeachment Requires a Very High Standard Because
Ours Is a Presidential and Not a Parliamentary System

Ours is a Constitution of separated powers. In that Constitution,
the President does not serve at the will of Congress, but as the di-

48Wilson, Works 426 (R. McCloskey, ed. 1967).

49Story, Commentaries on the Constitution §744. And as a contemporary scholar has ex-
pressed it, “[clognizable “high Crimes and Misdemeanors” in England . . . generally concerned
perceived malfeasance—which may or may not be proscribed by common law or statute—that
damaged the state or citizenry in their political rights.” O’Sullivan, The Interaction Between Im-
peachment and the Independent Counsel Statute, 86 Geo. L.J. 2193, 2210 (1998) (emphasis
added).

S0 Labovitz, Presidential Impeachment at 94.

51Berger, Impeachment at 61.

52Rotunda, An Essay on the Constitutional Parameters of Federal Impeachment, 76 Ky. L.J.
707, 724 (1987/1988).

53 Gerhardt, 68 Tex. L. Rev. at 85.

54 Story, Commentaries § 744 (emphasis added).

56 ()’Sullivan, 86 Geo. L.J. at 2220.
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rectly elected,5¢ solitary head of the Executive Branch. The Con-
stitution reflects a judgment that a strong Executive, executing the
law independently of legislative will, is a necessary protection for
a free people.

These elementary facts of constitutional structure underscore the
need for a very high standard of impeachable offenses. It was em-
phatically not the intention of the Framers that the President
should be subject to the will of the dominant legislative party. Our
system of government does not permit Congress to unseat the
President merely because it disagrees with his behavior or his poli-
cies. The Framers’ decisive rejection of parliamentary government
is one reason they caused the phrase “Treason, Bribery or other
high Crimes and Misdemeanors” to appear in the Constitution
itself. They chose to specify those categories of offenses subject to
the impeachment power, rather than leave that judgment to the
unfettered whim of the legislature.

Any just and proper impeachment process must be reasonably
viewed by the public as arising from one of those rare cases when
the Legislature is compelled to stand in for all the people and re-
move a President whose continuation in office threatens grave
harm to the Republic. Impeachment for wrongdoing of lesser grav-
ity involves a legislative usurpation of a power belonging only to
the people (the power to choose and “depose” Presidents by election
and a Legislative encroachment on the power of the Executive.

The current process appears bent on “mangling the system of
checks and balances that is our chief safeguard against abuses of
public power.”57 Impeachment of the President on the grounds al-
leged in the Referral would ignore this intentionally imposed limit
on legislative power and would thereby do incalculable damage to
the institution of the Presidency. Whether “successful” or not, the
current drive “will leave the Presidency permanently disfigured
and diminished, at the mercy as never before of the caprices of any
Congress.” 58 The undefined, but broad and lenient, standard under
which the Committee is implicitly proceeding converts the impeach-
ment power into something other than the drastic removal power
of last resort intended by the Framers. This new impeachment
weapon would be a permanent, extra-constitutional power of Con-
gress, a poison arrow aimed permanently at the heart of the Presi-
dency. The inevitable effect of such a threat would be the weaken-
ing of that Office and an improper subservience of the President to
the Congress, that was wholly unintended by the Framers.

That is not the impeachment power enshrined in the Constitu-
tion and defined by two hundred years of experience. The Constitu-
tion permits a single justification for impeachment—a dem-
onstrated need to protect the people themselves.

56 Of course, that election takes place through the mediating activity of the Electoral College.
See U.S. Const. Art. II, §1, cl. 2-3 and Amend. XII.

57Statement of Historians in Defense of the Constitution (Oct. 28, 1998); see also Schmitt,
“Scholars and Historians Assail Clinton Impeachment Inquiry,” The New York Times (Oct. 19,
1998) at A18.

58 Statement, ibid.
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b. Impeachment Requires a Very High and Very Clear Stand-
ard Because It Nullifies the Popular Will

The Framers made the President the sole nationally elected pub-
lic official, responsible to all the people. He is the only person
whose mandate is country-wide, extending to all citizens, all places,
and all interests. He is the people’s choice.

Therefore, when the Congress raises the issue of impeachment,
the House (and ultimately the Senate) confront this inescapable
question: is the alleged misconduct so profoundly serious, so malev-
olent, that it justifies undoing the people’s decision? Is the wrong
alleged of a sort that not only demands removal of the President
before the ordinary electoral cycle can do its work, but also justifies
the national trauma that accompanies the impeachment process
itself?

The wrongdoing alleged here does not remotely meet that stand-
ard.

B. AMERICAN PRESIDENTIAL IMPEACHMENT PRACTICE AND CONTEM-
PORARY SCHOLARSHIP CONFIRM THAT IMPEACHMENT IS ONLY FOR
POLITICAL OFFENSES AGAINST THE STATE ITSELF, NOT FOR PRIVATE
WRONGS

1. Prior Impeachment Proceedings Against American Presidents

Three American Presidents have been the subject of impeach-
ment proceedings. Each was impeached (or threatened with im-
peachment) for allegedly wrongful official conduct and not for al-
leged misdeeds unrelated to the exercise of public office.

John Tyler. In 1841, President Tyler succeeded William Henry
Harrison after the latter’s death in office. He immediately ran into
political differences with the Whig majority in Congress. After
Tyler vetoed a Whig-sponsored tariff bill, a Whig Congressman of-
fered a resolution of impeachment against President Tyler. The res-
olution proffered nine impeachment articles, each alleging high
crimes and misdemeanors constituting crimes against the govern-
ment in the performance of official duties. The allegations included
withholding assent to laws indispensable to the operation of gov-
ernment and assuming to himself the whole power of taxation,
abuse of the appointment and removal power, and abuse of the veto
power.>°

The resolution was rejected. But the fundamental premise of
each charge was that the President had committed crimes against
the United States in the exercise of official duties.

Andrew Johnson. President Johnson is, of course, the only presi-
dent actually to have been impeached. President Johnson ran afoul
of the Reconstruction Congress after the death of President Lin-
coln. After President Johnson notified Secretary of War Stanton
that he was removed from office, the Congress voted an impeach-
ment resolution in 1868 based on the President’s supposed viola-
tion of the Tenure of Office Act. Ultimately, eleven articles were
adopted against him and approved by the House.5°

59 See Rehnquist, Grand Inquests: The Historical Impeachments of Justice Samuel Chase and
President Andrew Johnson 256-58 (1992).
60]d. at 202-216.
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As in the case of President Tyler, all the allegations concerned
allegedly wrongful official conduct said to be harmful to the proc-
esses of government. The leading House manager in the Senate trial
was Rep. Benjamin Butler, who defined impeachable offenses as
follows: “We define, therefore, an impeachable high crime and mis-
demeanor to be one in its nature or consequences subversive of some
fundamental or essential principle of government, or highly preju-
dicial to the public interest. . . .”61

On May 26, 1868, President Johnson was acquitted by a single
vote.62 Although the vote was overwhelmingly partisan, seven Re-
publican Senators broke with the party and voted for acquittal.
Sen. William Pitt Fessenden was one of those seven. He did not
vote for impeachment because, as he put it, an impeachable offense
must be “of such a character to commend itself at once to the
minds of all right thinking men, as beyond all question, an ade-
quate cause for impeachment. It should leave no reasonable ground
of suspicion upon the motives of those who inflict the penalty.” 63

Richard Nixon. Five articles of impeachment were proposed
against then-President Nixon by this Committee in 1974. Three
were approved. Two were not.64 As with the charges against Presi-
dents Tyler and Johnson, the approved articles alleged official
wrongdoing. Article I charged President Nixon with “using the
powers of his high office [to] engage[ ]. . . in a course of conduct
or plan designed to delay, impede and obstruct” the Watergate in-
vestigation.65 Article II described the President as engaging in “re-
peated and continuing abuse of the powers of the Presidency in dis-
regard of the fundamental principle of the rule of law in our system
of government” thereby “usling] his power as President to violate
the Constitution and the law of the land.” 66 Article III charged the
President with refusing to comply with Judiciary Committee sub-
poenas in frustration of a power necessary to “preserve the integ-
rity of the impeachment process itself and the ability of Congress
to act as the ultimate safeguard against improper Presidential con-
duct.” 67

The precedents speak clearly. The allegation against President
Tyler and the articles actually approved against Presidents John-
son and Nixon all charged serious misconduct amounting to misuse
of the authority of the Presidential office. As Professor Sunstein ex-
pressed it in his testimony before this body’s Subcommittee on the
Constitution, American presidential impeachment proceedings have
targeted “act[s] by the President, that amount[ ] to large-scale
abuse of distinctly Presidential authority.” 68 The Referral contains
nothing of the kind.

61Trial of Andrew Johnson, v.1, 88 (March 30, 1868) (emphasis added).

62Cong. Globe (Supp.) 412 (May 26, 1868).

63Congressional Quarterly: Impeachment and the U.S. Congress, March 1974.

64 See discussion of the Income Tax Count against President Nixon in Part II1.C.2, infra.

65 Impeachment of Richard M. Nixon, President of the United States, Report of the Comm. on
the Judiciary, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess., H. Rep. No. 93-1305 (Aug. 20, 1974) (hereinafter “Nixon
Report”) at 133.

66 Nixon Report at 180.

67]d. at 212-13.

68 Statement of Cass R. Sunstein to the House Subcommittee on the Constitution of the House
Judiciary Committee, dated November 9, 1998, at 15.
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2. Contemporary Views Confirm That Impeachment Is Not Appro-
priate Here

a. Contemporary Scholarship Confirms That Impeachment Is
Appropriate for Offenses Against Our System of Govern-
ment

Impeachable acts need not be criminal acts. As Professor Black
has noted, it would probably be an impeachable act for a President
to move to Saudi Arabia so he could have four wives while propos-
ing to conduct the Presidency by mail and wireless from there; or
to announce and adhere to a policy of appointing no Roman Catho-
lics to public office; or to announce a policy of granting full par-
dons, in advance of indictment or trial, to federal agents or police
who killed anyone in the line of duty in the District of Columbia.6?
None of these acts would be crimes, but all would be impeachable.
This, because they are all “serious assaults on the integrity of gov-
ernment.” 70 And all of these acts are public acts having public con-
sequences.

Holders of public office should not be impeached for conduct
(even criminal conduct) that is essentially private. That is why
scholars and other disinterested observers have consistently framed
the test of impeachable offenses in terms of some fundamental at-
tack on our system of government, describing impeachment as
being reserved for:

“offenses against the government”; 71

“political crimes against the state”; 72

“serious assaults on the integrity of the processes of govern-
ment”; 73

“wrongdoing convincingly established [and] so egregious that
[the President’s] continuation in office is intolerable”; 74

“malfeasance or abuse of office,” 75 bearing a “functional rela-
tionship” to public office; 76

“great offense[s] against the federal government”; 77

“acts which, like treason and bribery, undermine the integ-
rity of government.” 78

b. Recent Statements by Historians and Constitutional Schol-
ars Confirm that No Impeachable Offense Is Present Here

In a recent statement, 400 historians warned of the threat to our
constitutional system posed by these impeachment proceedings.
The Framers, they wrote, “explicitly reserved [impeachment] for
high crimes and misdemeanors in the exercise of executive power.” 79
Impeachment for anything short of that high standard would have
“the most serious implications for our constitutional order.” 80

69 Black, Impeachment at 34-35.

70]d. at 38.

71 Labovitz, Presidential Impeachment at 26.

72Berger, Impeachment at 61.

73Black, Impeachment at 38-39.

74Labovitz, Presidential Impeachment at 110.

75Rotunda, 76 Ky. L.J. at 726.

76 Ibid.

77 Gerhardt, 68 Tex. L. Rev. at 85.

78 New York Bar Report at 18.

;zISbtgﬁement of Historians in Defense of the Constitution (Oct. 28, 1998) (emphasis added).
id.
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That view accords with the position expressed by 430 legal schol-
ars and communicated by letter to the House leadership and the
leadership of this Committee.8! The legal scholars’ letter under-
scores that high crimes and misdemeanors must be of a seriousness
comparable to “treason” and “bribery” that are distinguished by a
“grossly derelict exercise of official power.” That standard, as the
law professors note, is simply not met here even on the facts al-
leged. “If the President committed perjury regarding his sexual
conduct, this perjury involved no exercise of Presidential power as
such.”82 In other words, “making false statements about sexual im-
proprieties is not a sufficient basis to justify the trial and removal
from office of the President of the United States.” 8 To continue an
impeachment inquiry under such circumstances would pose a
hieavy cost to the Presidency with no return to the American peo-
ple.

Thus, as Professor Michael Gerhardt summarized the matter in
his recent testimony before a subcommittee of this body, there is
“widespread recognition [of] a paradigmatic case for impeach-
ment.” 84 In such a case, “there must be a nexus between the mis-
conduct of an impeachable official and the latter’s official duties.” 85
The Referral presents no such case.

C. RELEVANT HISTORICAL PRECEDENTS DEMONSTRATE THAT NO
IMPEACHABLE OFFENSE HAS BEEN ALLEGED HERE

1. Alexander Hamilton

That impeachment was reserved for serious public wrongdoing of
a serious political nature was no mere abstraction to the authors
of the Constitution. The ink on the Constitution was barely dry
when Congress was forced to investigate wrongdoing by one of the
Framers. In 1792-93, Congress investigated then-Secretary of the
Treasury Alexander Hamilton for alleged financial misdealings
with James Reynolds, a convicted securities swindler.86 Secretary
Hamilton was interviewed by members of Congress, including the
House Speaker and James Monroe, the future President. He admit-
ted to making secret payments to Mr. Reynolds, whose release from
prison the Treasury Department had authorized. Mr. Hamilton ac-
knowledged that he had made the payments but explained that he
had committed adultery with Reynolds wife; that he had made pay-
ments to Mr. Reynolds to cover it up; that he had had Mrs. Rey-
nolds burn incriminating correspondence; and that he had prom-
ised to pay the Reynolds’ travel costs if they would leave town.8”

The Members of Congress who heard Secretary Hamilton’s con-
fession concluded that the matter was private, not public; that as
a result no impeachable offense had occurred; and that the entire
matter should remain secret. Although President Washington,

81 Letter of 430 Law Professors to Messrs. Gingrich, Gephardt, Hyde and Conyers (released
Nov. 6, 1998).

82]d. at 3.

83 Ibid.

84 Statement of Professor Michael J. Gerhardt Before the House Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution of the House Judiciary Committee Regarding the Background and History of Impeach-
ment, dated November 9, 1998, at 13.

85 [bid. (emphasis added).

86 See generally Rosenfeld, “Founding Fathers Didn’t Flinch,” Los Angeles Times (Sept. 18,
193781)1)3}2 All.

id.
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Vice-President Adams, Secretary of State Jefferson and House Mi-
nority leader James Madison (two of whom had signed the Con-
stitution) all eventually became aware of the affair, they too main-
tained their silence. And even after the whole matter became pub-
lic knowledge some years later, Mr. Hamilton was appointed to the
second highest position in the United States Army and was speed-
ily confirmed by the Senate.88

It is apparent from the Hamilton case that the Framers did not
regard private sexual misconduct as creating an impeachable of-
fense. It is also apparent that efforts to cover up such private be-
havior, including even paying hush money to induce someone to de-
stroy documents, did not meet the standard. Neither Hamilton’s
very high position, nor the fact that his payments to a securities
swindler created an enormous “appearance” problem, were enough
to implicate the standard. These wrongs were real, and they were
not insubstantial, but to the Framers they were essentially private
and therefore not impeachable.

Some have responded to the argument that the conduct at issue
in the Referral is private by contending that the President is
charged with faithfully executing the laws of the United States and
that perjury would be a violation of that duty. That argument,
however, proves far too much. Under that theory, any violation of
federal law would constitute an impeachable offense, no matter
how minor and no matter whether it arose out of the President’s
private life or his public responsibilities. Lying in a deposition in
a private lawsuit would, for constitutional purposes, be the equiva-
lent of lying to Congress about significant conduct of the Executive
Branch—surely a result those advocates do not contemplate. More
importantly, as the next section demonstrates, we know from the
bipartisan defeat of the tax fraud article against President Nixon
that the “faithfully execute” theory has been squarely rejected.

2. The Failure of the Proposed Article of Impeachment Against
President Nixon Alleging Fraudulent Tax Filings

As previously indicated, this Committee’s investigation of Presi-
dent Nixon in 1973-74 had to confront the question of just what
constitutes an “impeachable offense.” That investigation resulted in
the Committee’s approval of three articles of impeachment alleging
misuse of the Presidential Office and rejection of two others. Those
decisions constitute part of the common law of impeachment, and
they stand for the principle that abuse of the Presidential Office is
at the core of the notion of impeachable offense.

That conclusion was no happenstance. It resulted from a concord-
ance among Committee majority and minority views as to the
standard of impeachable offenses. One of the first tasks assigned
to the staff of the Judiciary Committee when it began its investiga-
tion of President Nixon was to prepare a legal analysis of the
grounds for impeachment of a President. The staff concluded that:

Impeachment is a constitutional remedy addressed to serious offenses against the
system of government. . . . It is not controlling whether treason and bribery are
criminal. More important, they are constitutional wrongs that subvert the structure

of government, or undermine the integrity of office and even the Constitution itself,
and thus are ‘high’ offenses in the sense that word was used in English impeach-

88 Ibid.
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ments. . . . The emphasis has been on the significant effects of the conduct—under-
mining the integrity of office, disregard of constitutional duties and oath of office,
arrogation of power, abuse of the governmental process, adverse impact on the sys-
tem of government. . . . Because impeachment of a President is a grave step for
the nation, it is to be predicated only upon conduct seriously incompatible with either
the constitutional form and principles of our government or the proper performance
of constitutional duties of the president office.89

A memorandum setting forth views of certain Republican Members
similarly emphasized the necessarily serious and public character
of any alleged offense:

It is not a fair summary . . . to say that the Framers were principally concerned
with reaching a course of conduct, whether or not criminal, generally inconsistent
with the proper and effective exercise of the office of the presidency. They were con-
cerned with preserving the government from being overthrown by the treachery or
corruption of one man. . . . [I|t is our judgment, based upon this constitutional his-
tory, that the Framers of the United States Constitution intended that the President
should be removable by the legislative branch only for serious misconduct dangerous
to the system of government established by the Constitution.®©

Notwithstanding their many differences, the Judiciary Committee
investigating President Nixon was in substantial agreement on the
question posed here: an impeachable wrong is an offense against
our very system, a constitutional evil subversive of the government
itself.

Against that backdrop, it is clear that the Committee’s vote not
to approve a proposed tax-fraud type article was every bit as sig-
nificant a precedent as the articles it did approve. The proposed ar-
ticle the Committee ultimately declined to approve charged that
President Nixon both “knowingly and fraudulently failed to report
certain income and claimed deductions [for 1969-72] on his Federal
income tax returns which were not authorized by law.”9! The
President had signed his returns for those years under penalty of
perjury, 92 and there was reason to believe that the underlying facts
would have supported a criminal prosecution against President
Nixon himself. 93 Yet the article was not approved. And it was not
approved because the otherwise conflicting views of the Committee
majority and minority were in concord: submission of a false tax re-
turn was not so related to exercise of the Presidential Office as to
trigger impeachment.

Thus, by a bipartisan vote greater than a 2—1 margin, the Judici-
ary Committee rejected the tax-evasion article.94 Both Democrats
and Republicans spoke against the idea that tax evasion con-
stituted an impeachable offense. Congressman Railsback (R-IL) op-
posed the article saying that “there is a serious question as to
whether something involving his personal tax liability has any-

89 Impeachment Inquiry at 26 (emphasis added).

90Nixon Report at 364-365 (Minority Views of Messrs. Hutchinson, Smith, Sandman, Wiggins,
Dennis, Mayne, Lott, Moorhead, Maraziti and Latta) (final emphasis added).

91 Nixon Report at 220. The President was alleged to have failed to report certain income, to
have taken improper tax deductions, and to have manufactured (either personally or through
his agents) false documents to support the deductions taken.

92Given the underlying facts, that act might have provided the basis for multiple criminal
charges; conviction on, for example, the tax evasion charge, could have subjected President
Nixon to a 5-year prison term.

93 See Nixon Report at 344 (“the Committee was told by a criminal fraud tax expert that on
the evidence presented to the Committee, if the President were an ordinary taxpayer, the gov-
ernment would seek to send him to jail”) (Statement of Additional Views of Mr. Mezvinsky, et
al.).
94 Nixon Report at 220.
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thing to do with [the] conduct of the office of the President.” 95 Con-
gressman Owens (D-UT) stated that, even assuming the charges
were true in fact, “on the evidence available, these offenses do not
rise, in my opinion, to the level of impeachment.”9¢ Congressman
Hogan (R-MD) did not believe tax evasion an impeachable offense
because the Constitution’s phrase “high crime signified a crime
against the system of government, not merely a serious crime.” 97
And Congressman Waldie (D-CA) spoke against the article, saying
that “there had not been an enormous abuse of power,” notwith-
standing his finding “the conduct of the President in these in-
stances to have been shabby, to have been unacceptable, and to
have been disgraceful even.” 98

These voices, and the overwhelming vote against the tax evasion
article, underscore the fact that the 1974 Judiciary Committee’s
judgment was faithful to its legal conclusions. It would not (and did
not) approve an article of impeachment for anything short of a fun-
damental offense against our very system of government. In the
words of the Nixon Impeachment Inquiry Report:

Because impeachment of a President is a grave step for the nation, it is to be
predicated only upon conduct seriously incompatible with either the constitutional

form and principles of our government or the proper duties of the presidential of-
fice.99

This Committee should observe no less stringent a standard. If this
Committee is faithful to its predecessor, it will conclude that the
Referral’s allegations (and the perjury allegations in particular) do
not satisfy the high threshold required to approve articles of im-
peachment.

IV. THE CONSTITUTION REQUIRES CLEAR AND CONVINCING
EVIDENCE To APPROVE ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT

Even if a Member of Congress should conclude that “high Crimes
and Misdemeanors” have actually and properly been alleged, that
conclusion alone is not sufficient to support an article of impeach-
ment. In addition, the Member must conclude that the allegations
against the President have been established by “clear and convinc-
ing” evidence. This is a legal term of art requiring evidence greater
than in the ordinary civil case. The suggestion that a vote for im-
peachment of a democratically elected President represents no
more, and requires no more, than the threshold showing necessary
for a grand jury indictment reflects a serious disregard for the sig-
nificance of this process.

A. THIS COMMITTEE SHOULD APPLY THE SAME CLEAR AND CONVINC-
ING STANDARD OBSERVED BY ITS PREDECESSOR IN THE WATERGATE
PROCEEDINGS

This Committee should follow the lead of its predecessor in the
Watergate proceedings. Twenty-four years ago, this Committee con-
fronted the very same question presented here: what threshold of

95 Debate on Articles of Impeachment: Hearings on H. Res. 803 Before the House Comm. on
the Judiciary, 93d Cong. 2d Sess., 524 (1974).

96 Jd. at 549.

97]d. at 541 (quoting with approval conclusion of Impeachment Inquiry).

98]d. at 548.

99 Impeachment Inquiry at 27.
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proof is required to approve articles of impeachment? Then, it was
the consensus of all parties—majority and minority counsel, as well
as the attorney for the President—that approval of an article must
rest on clear and convincing evidence.

In the Watergate hearings, the President’s counsel, Mr. St. Clair,
put the threshold-of-proof question in this way:

I think the American people will expect that this committee would not vote to rec-
ommend any articles of impeachment unless this committee is satisfied that the evi-
dence to support it is clear, is clear and convincing. Because anything less than that,

in my view, is going to result in recriminations, bitterness, and divisiveness among
our people.100

Majority counsel to this Committee, Mr. Doar, concurred that the
clear-and-convincing measure was the appropriate gauge:
Mr. St. Clair said to you you must have clear and convincing proof. Of course there

must be clear and convincing proof to take the step that I would recommend this
committee to take.101

Emphasizing the political nature and consequences of impeach-
ment, Mr. Doar reiterated that “as a practical matter, proof must
be clear and convincing.” 102

Minority counsel, Mr. Garrison, told the Committee that “when
a member of the committee or a Member of the House votes to im-
peach, he should do so having made a judgment that the evidence
convinces him that the President should be removed from office.” 103
And in their “Standard of Proof for Impeachment by the House”
section of the Impeachment Inquiry, the Republican authors of the
Minority Views formulated the standard as follows:

On balance, it appears that prosecution [of articles of impeachment by the House]
is warranted if the prosecutor believes that the guilt of the accused is demonstrated
by clear and convincing evidence. . . .

[W]e therefore take the position that a vote of impeachment is justified if, and
only if, the charges embodied in the articles are proved by clear and convincing evi-
dence. Our confidence in this proposition is enhanced by the fact that both the Presi-

dent’s Special Counsel and the Special Counsel to the Committee independently
reached the same conclusion.104

Finally, this Committee expressly found clear and convincing evi-
dence supporting the obstruction-of-justice and abuse-of-power
charges against President Nixon.195 See, e.g., Impeachment Inquiry
at 33 (“[tlhis report. . . contains clear and convincing evidence
that the President caused action. . .to cover up the Watergate
break-in”); id. at 136 (“[tlhe Committee finds, based upon of [sic]
clear and convincing evidence, that thle] conduct[ ] detailed in the
foregoing pages of this report constitutes ‘high crimes and mis-
demeanors’”); id. at 141 (“[tlhe Committee finds clear and convinc-
ing evidence that a course of conduct was carried out [by President

100 Statement of James St. Clair, III Impeachment Inquiry Hearings on H. Res. 803 Before the
House Comm. on the Judiciary, 932 Cong., 2d Sess., 1889 (1974). (emphasis added).

101 Statement of John Doar, id. at 1927 (emphasis added).

102 Jbid.

103 Statement of Samuel Garrison, II1, id. at 2040.

104 Impeachment Inquiry (Minority Views of Messrs. Hutchinson, Smith, Sandman, Wiggins,
Dennis, Mayne, Lott, Moorhead, Maraziti, and Latta) at 381 (emphasis added).

105 The third Watergate article of impeachment, based on President Nixon’s refusal to comply
with this Committee’s subpoenas, was based on “undisputed facts,” Impeachment Inquiry at 213,
so there was no need to articulate or apply an evidentiary standard to the factfinding process
on which that article was based.
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Nixon and his subordinates] to violate the constitutional rights of
citizens”).106

B. THE CLEAR AND CONVINCING STANDARD IS COMMENSURATE WITH
THE GRAVE CONSTITUTIONAL POWER VESTED IN THE HOUSE

As the Watergate precedent indicates, this Committee should not
approve an article of impeachment for which the record evidence,
taken as a whole, is anything less than clear and convincing. Put
differently, each member must have a firm conviction, clearly and
convincingly grounded in record evidence, that the President is
guilty of the wrongdoing alleged. As former Attorney General El-
liott Richardson warned on December 1, “[a] vote to impeach is a
vote to remove. If members of the Committee believe that should
be the outcome, they should vote to impeach. If they think that is
an excessive sentence, they should not vote to impeach because if
they do vote to impeach the matter is out their hands, and if the
Senate convicts, out of its hands.” 107

This clear-and-convincing standard is not the highest degree of
proof known to our law,198 but the substantial showing it demands
is commensurate with the gravity of impeachment itself. Exercise
of the House’s accusatory impeachment power is itself an act that
weakens the Presidency. Unlike the grand juror’s vote to indict,
which affects a sole individual, affirmative votes on articles of im-
peachment jeopardize an entire branch of our national government
and threaten the political viability of the single person (except for
the Vice President) elected by the entire electorate. The clear-and-
convincing requirement ensures that this momentous step is not
lightly taken. Lower standards (probable cause or apparent prepon-
derance of the evidence) are simply not demanding enough to jus-
tify the fateful step of an impeachment trial. They pose a genuine
risk of subjecting the President, the Senate, and most of all the
people who elected the President to a trial “on the basis of one-
sided or incomplete information or insufficiently persuasive evi-
dence.” 10® Moreover, those lower standards would be particularly
inappropriate here, where this Committee has itself neither inde-
pendently investigated the evidence nor heard from a single wit-
ness with first-hand knowledge of such facts. The respected im-
peachment scholar Michael Gerhardt has declared: “This idea that
all [this Committee] need[s] to have is probable cause is in my
mind ahistorical . . . . I do think that members, at least histori-
cally, have demanded more in terms of the kind of evidence that
has to exist to initiate formal impeachment proceedings against the
President and also to trigger a trial.” 110

Exercise of the impeachment power by the House is a matter of
the utmost seriousness. No member of this Committee or of the

106 Representative Caldwell Butler (R-Va.) explicitly applied the clear and convincing standard
when he announced in Committee he would vote for impeachment. “Butler said . . .[tlhe evi-
dence was ‘clear, direct, and convincing—St. Clair’s words—that Richard Nixon had abused
power.” Kutler, the Wars of Watergate 522 (1990).

A 107 Marcus, “Panel Unclear About Impeachment Role,” The Washington Post (Dec. 6, 1996) at

8.

108]n criminal cases, proof beyond a reasonable doubt is required to convict. In re Winship,
397 U.S. 358, 363-64 (1970).

109 Labovitz, Presidential Impeachment at 192.

A 110 Marcus, “Panel Unclear About Impeachment Role,” The Washington Post (Dec. 6, 1996) at

8.
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House as a whole should approve articles of impeachment unless
that member is personally persuaded that a high crime or mis-
demeanor has been proven to have occurred by clear and convinc-
ing evidence.! The precedent created in the Watergate proceed-
ings could not be clearer. To break with that precedent and proceed
on something less demanding would properly be viewed as a par-
tisan effort to lower the impeachment bar. The President, the Con-
stitution, and the American people deserve more. Proof by clear
and convincing evidence, and nothing less, is necessary to justify
each member’s affirmative vote for articles of impeachment.

V. THE COMMITTEE SHOULD NOT RELY ON THE REFERRAL’S
ACCOUNT OF THE EVIDENCE

The Committee is now in the process of completing its delibera-
tions on this question of the utmost national gravity: whether to
approve articles of impeachment against the President of the
United States. Voting in favor of such articles would commence the
somber process of annulling the electoral choice of the people of
this country. Before analyzing, in the next three sections, with as
much specificity as possible the charges the Committee apparently
is considering, it is appropriate to examine the evidentiary record
that serves as the basis for these grave judgments.

The record here is strikingly different from that on which the
Committee acted twenty-four years ago in the Watergate proceed-
ings. There, over several months of investigation, the Committee
examined numerous fact witnesses and obtained and analyzed doc-
uments and other evidence; while it received a transmission of tes-
timony and documents from the Watergate grand jury, it made its
own independent evaluation of the evidence it had gathered. See
Nixon Report at 9 (Judiciary Committee received statements of in-
formation from inquiry staff in which “a deliberate and scrupulous
abstention from conclusions, even by implication, was observed”).112

Here, however, the Committee is almost wholly relying on the
work of the Independent Counsel. Neither the Committee, its staff,
nor counsel for the President have had the opportunity to confront
the witnesses who have appeared before the OIC’s grand jury: to
cross-examine them, assess their credibility, and elicit further in-
formation that might affect the testimony the witnesses gave. In-
deed, the very genesis of this impeachment inquiry differs radically
from the Watergate proceedings. Twenty-four years ago, this Com-
mittee itself made a decision to embark upon an impeachment in-
quiry.113 In the present case, however, this inquiry was generated
by the judgment of Mr. Starr that he had identified “substantial
and credible information . . . that may constitute grounds for im-
peachment.” 28 U.S.C. § 595(c).

The Referral represents Mr. Starr’s effort to support that conclu-
sion. The grand jury never authorized the transmission of or even

111Thus, a member would act in derogation of a solemn constitutional duty if he or she ap-
proved an article of impeachment without having concluded that the President had been shown,
by clear and convincing evidence, to have performed an impeachable act. The House has its own
independent constitutional obligation to weigh the evidence presented. It is not a matter of
merely voting for the article on the theory that the Senate will determine the truth.

112 See also Kutler, The Wars of Watergate 477-89 (1990); Labovitz, Presidential Impeachment
at 189.

113]d. at 471.
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reviewed the Referral, November 19, 1998 Testimony at 324-25
(Testimony of Mr. Starr) and, while Mr. Starr declined to address
the question in his public testimony, we do not believe that the Re-
ferral itself was ever presented for substantive approval to Chief
Judge Johnson or the Special Division of the Court of Appeals for
the Purpose of Appointing Independent Counsels.114 Instead, the
Referral reflects Mr. Starr’s own version of the vast amount of evi-
dence gathered by the grand jury and the conclusions he draws
from that evidence.

Unlike the impartial presentation to the Watergate committee
from Special Prosecutor Jaworski, the Referral is a document advo-
cating impeachment. It sets forth Mr. Starr’s best case for impeach-
ment, not a neutral presentation of the facts. It reflects a careful
selection and presentation of the evidence designed to portray the
President in the worst possible light. It is being presented as a
good faith summary of reliable evidence when it is in fact nothing
of the kind. While we will address the specific allegations of per-
jury, obstruction of justice, and abuse of office (as best we can dis-
cern them) in the next sections, it is appropriate here to sketch out
the untested nature of the underlying evidence, the material omis-
sions in the Referral, and the indications of bias and overreaching
that have characterized the OIC’s investigation. To demonstrate
this is not to make an irrelevant ad hominem attack on the Inde-
pendent Counsel but to point out how unreliable is the record be-
fore this Committee, and the caution and skepticism with which
the n(allrrative and conclusions of the Referral must therefore be
viewed.

A. THE INFORMATION PRESENTED TO THE COMMITTEE IN THE REFER-
RAL HAS NOT BEEN SUBJECTED TO THE MOST BASIC ADVERSARIAL
TESTING

The Referral is based on grand jury information and as such has
not been subjected to cross-examination—the adversarial testing
our system of justice employs for assessing the reliability of evi-
dence. As the Supreme Court has stated, “Cross-examination is ‘the
principal means by which the believability of a witness and the
truth of his testimony are tested.”” Kentucky v. Stincer, 482 U.S.
730, 736 (1987) (citations omitted). Absent such testing, it is ex-
tremely difficult to make necessary judgments about the credibility
of grand jury witnesses and the weight to be given their testimony.

B. THE REFERRAL DIFFERS VASTLY FROM THE PRECEDENT OF THE
WATERGATE “ROAD MAP”

Instead of transmitting to the Committee the information gath-
ered by the OIC, Mr. Starr chose to give it his own spin. Had he
sat across the table from the witnesses, it might have been that he
based his judgments on such scrutiny. Since he did not, the
grounds on which he credited some evidence and rejected other evi-

114 We are not privy to all of the relevant documentation, but it appears that Mr. Starr se-
cured from the Special Division in early July a general authorization to disseminate grand jury
information in a referral which would later be drafted and submitted to Congress. App. at 10
(July 7, 1998 Order of Special Division). The OIC also apparently “advised” Chief Judge Johnson
that it was submitting the Referral, Ref. at 4 n.18, but as we point out in the text above, this
is quite a different procedure from the careful review that Chief Judge Sirica performed in 1974
before the Watergate grand jury information was submitted to this Committee.
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dence are unknown. The decision to proceed in this way was a
sharp departure from Special Prosecutor Leon Jaworski’s submis-
sion to Congress of “a simple and straightforward compilation of in-
formation gathered by the Grand Jury, and no more.” In re Report
and Recommendation of June 5, 1972 Grand Jury, 370 F. Supp.
1219, 1226 (D.D.C. 1974).115 As drafted, the Referral impedes the
search for truth by cherry-picking the evidence and presenting (as
we demonstrate in the next sections) a deeply misleading portrait
of the record.

C. THE RESULTING REFERRAL OMITTED A WEALTH OF DIRECTLY
RELEVANT EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE

The Referral repeatedly and demonstrably omitted or
mischaracterized directly relevant evidence that exonerates the
President of the very allegations leveled by the OIC. For example:

The concealment-of-gifts-accusation. The Referral claims that the
President and Ms. Lewinsky “discussed” concealing gifts at their
December 28 visit, and that the President therefore orchestrated
the pick-up of those gifts. The Referral ignores evidence to the con-
trary, such as: Asked if President Clinton discussed concealment
with her, Ms. Lewinsky said, “[H]e really didn’t—he didn’t really
discuss it.” App. at 1122 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky). As to who first conceived of the idea of involving Ms.
Currie, the Referral omitted the key passage:

“A Juror: Now, did you bring up Betty’s name or did the President bring up Bet-
ty’s name?

[Ms. Lewinsky]: I think I brought it up. The President wouldn’t have brought up
Betty’s name because he really didn’t—he didn’t really discuss it.”

App. at 1122 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky). And
as to who broached the idea of actually picking up the gifts, the Re-
ferral again omitted this important testimony by Ms. Currie:

Q. . . . Just tell us from moment one how this issue first arose and what you did
about it and what Ms. Lewinsky told you.

A. The best I remember it first arose with a conversation. I don’t know if it was
over the telephone or in person. I don’t know. She asked me if I would pick up a
box. She said Isikoff had been inquiring about gifts.

S:llé)pd)at 582 (5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie) (emphasis
added).

The jobs-for-silence-accusation. The allegation that the President
obstructed justice by procuring a job for Ms. Lewinsky in exchange
for silence or false testimony rests on the Referral’s account of Ms.
Lewinsky’s job search that simply excluded the contradictory evi-
dence. Both Ms. Lewinsky and Mr. Jordan flatly denied that the
job assistance had anything at all to do with Ms. Lewinsky’s testi-
mony:

“I was never promised a job for my silence.” App. at 1161 (8/20/98 grand jury tes-
timony of Ms. Lewinsky).

“As far as I was concerned, [the job and the affidavit] were two very separate mat-
ters.” Supp. at 1737 (3/5/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon Jordan).

Q. Did [Ms. Lewinsky] ever directly indicate to you that she wanted her job in
New York before she could finish [her affidavit] up with Mr. Carter?

115The Jaworski report was “[olnly 55 pages long, . . . set forth the relevant evidence without
any commentary, made no conclusions about whether the President had committed ordinary
crimes or impeachable offenses, and contained a single piece of evidence on each page.” Jeffrey
Rosen, “Starr Crossed,” The New Republic (Dec. 14, 1998).
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A. Unequivocally, no.

Q. . . . Is there anything about the way she acted when speaking with you . . .
that, as you sit here now, makes you think that perhaps she was attempting not
to finalize whatever she was doing with Mr. Carter until she had a job in New
York?

A. Unequivocally, indubitably, no.

Supp. at 1827 (5/5/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon Jordan). And
as to the circumstantial evidence, we demonstrate in Part VI.B.2
that the Referral omitted a host of probative and exculpatory facts
that negate the existence of any improper quid pro quo.

The influencing-Betty-Currie-accusation. The Referral asserts
that the President’s January 18 conversation was an attempt to in-
fluence Ms. Currie’s testimony. But the Referral omitted Ms. Cur-
rie’s clear testimony that this discussion did no such thing:

Q. Now, back again to the four statements that you testified the President made
to you that were presented as statements, did you feel pressured when he told you
those statements?

A. None whatsoever.

Q. Did you feel any pressure to agree with your boss?
A. None.

Supp. at 668 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie) (empha-
sis added).

Q. You testified with respect to the statements as the President made them, and,
in particular, the four statements that we’'ve already discussed. You felt at the time
that they were technically accurate? Is that a fair assessment of your testimony?

A. That’s a fair assessment.

Q. But you suggested that at the time. Have you changed your opinion about it
in retrospect?

A. T have not changed my opinion, no.

Supp. at 667 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie).

The false-affidavit-accusation. The OIC accused the President of
obstructing justice by suggesting that Ms. Lewinsky file an affida-
vit that he knew would be false. Ref. at 173. However, the OIC
inexplicably never once quoted Ms. Lewinsky’s repeated, express
denials that anyone had told or encouraged her to lie:

“Neither the Pres[ident] nor Mr. Jordan (or anyone on their behalf) asked or en-
couraged Ms. L[ewinsky] to lie.” App. at 718 (2/1/98 Proffer).

“I think I told [Tripp] that—you know, at various times the President and Mr.
Jordan had told me I had to lie. That wasn’t true.” App. at 942 (8/6/98 grand jury
testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

“I think because of the public nature of how this investigation has been and what
the charges aired, that I would just like to say that no one ever asked me to lie
and I was never promised a job for my silence.” App. at 1161 (8/20/98 grand jury
testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

“Neither the President nor Jordan ever told Lewinsky that she had to lie.” App.
at 1398 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

“Neither the President nor anyone ever directed Lewinsky to say anything or to
lie. . .” App. at 1400 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

The denying-knowledge-of executive-privilege-accusation. The Re-
ferral states that the President deceived the public by feigning ig-
norance of the executive privilege litigation. According to the Refer-
ral, while in Africa, the President “was asked about the assertion
of Executive Privilege, he responded ‘You should ask someone who
knows.” He also stated, ‘T haven’t discussed that with the lawyers.
I don’t know.””

To achieve the desired effect, the Referral first misstates the ac-
tual question posed. This is the actual exchange:



25

Q. Mr. President, we haven’t yet had the opportunity to ask you about your deci-
sion to invoke executive privilege, sir. Why shouldn’t the American people see that
as an effort to hide something from them?

The PRESIDENT. Look, that’s a question that’s being answered back home by the
ﬁeople who are responsible to do that. I don’t believe I should be discussing that

ere.

Q. Could you at least tell us why you think the first lady might be covered by
that privilege, why her conversation might fall under that?

The President. All I know is—I saw an article about it in the paper today. I
gaverll’lt6 discussed it with the lawyers. I don’t know. You should ask someone who

oes.

The foregoing are just examples of a technique employed
throughout the Referral, which systematically omits or
mischaracterizes material evidence that would have undermined its
allegations.

D. MR. STARR’S CONDUCT IN THE LEWINSKY INVESTIGATION HAS BE-
TRAYED A BIAS THAT HELPS EXPLAIN THE LACK OF NEUTRALITY IN
THE REFERRAL

Mr. Starr’s conduct in the Lewinsky investigation has dem-
onstrated a bias against the President. Understanding that bias is
critical to evaluating the Referral—to inform a proper weighing of
the judgments Mr. Starr has made in selecting the evidence, pre-
senting the evidence, and drawing conclusions from it.

Mr. Starr actively sought jurisdiction in the Lewinsky matter, de-
spite his representations to the contrary

After four years of fruitless investigation of the President and
Mrs. Clinton on a variety of topics generically referred to in the
news media as “Whitewater,” the Starr investigation was at a
standstill in early 1998 (the Independent Counsel himself had
sought to resign in 1997). However, a telephone call from Ms. Tripp
with allegations of obstruction and witness tampering in the Paula
Jones case (which turned out to be false) offered Mr. Starr a dra-
matic way to vindicate his long, meandering, and costly investiga-
tion. Mr. Starr seized his chance energetically, promising Ms. Tripp
immunity and using her to surreptitiously tape Ms. Lewinsky even
before he made his request for jurisdiction to the Department of
Justice.

Mpr. Starr misrepresented how far he was willing to go in his at-
tempts to obtain evidence against the President

The fervor with which Mr. Starr has pursued President Clinton
is manifest in his denial, under oath, that his agents sought on
January 16th to have Ms. Lewinsky wear a wire to surreptitiously
record the President and Mr. Jordan. See, e.g., Transcript of No-
vember 19, 1998 Hearing at 286 (testimony of Mr. Starr). Mr.
Starr’s vehement denials notwithstanding, the evidence the OIC
submitted with the Referral runs very much contrary to his version
of the facts. Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony plainly contradicts Mr.
Starr’s account, see App. at 1147 (“they told me that . . . I'd have
to place calls or wear a wire to see—to call Betty and Mr. Jordan
and possibly the President”); id. at 1159 (“I didn’t allow him [Presi-

116 White House Press Release: Remarks by the President in Photo Opportunity with Presi-
dent Museveni of Uganda (March 21, 1998).
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dent Clinton] to be put on tape that night”), as does statements by
her attorneys, Time (Feb. 16, 1998) at 49, and an interview memo-
randum of an FBI agent working for Mr. Starr himself, see App.
at 1379 (1/16/98 FBI 302 Form Interview of Ms. Lewinsky). It is
evident that Mr. Starr wanted Ms. Lewinsky to help set up the
President or those close to him, but denied doing so in an effort to
maintain a semblance of impartiality.

Mpr. Starr gave immunity to anyone he thought could help him go
after the President

He granted immunity to one witness who had admitted engaging
in illegal activity over a period of several months (Ms. Tripp), and
another witness who was, as he stated, “a felon in the middle of
committing another felony” (Ms. Lewinsky), Transcript of Novem-
ber 19, 1998 Hearing at 140 (testimony of Mr. Starr), all in an ef-
fort to gather information damaging to the President.

The OIC leaked grand jury information hurtful to the President

The OIC investigation has been characterized by a flagrant and
highly prejudicial (to the President) campaign of grand jury leaks.
Mr. Starr and his office have been ordered by Chief Judge Johnson
to “show cause” why they should not be held in contempt in light
of “serious and repetitive prima facie violations of Rule 6(e).” Order
(September 25, 1998) at 20. Leaks are significant not simply be-
cause they are illegal, but also because the leaks themselves were
often inaccurate and represented an effort to use misinformation to
put pressure on the President. For example, early leaks discussed
the OIC’s view that the “talking points” were an effort to obstruct
justice coming out of the White House:

[S]ources in Starr’s office have told NBC News that the information Lewinsky’s
lawyers were offering was simply not enough. . . . Sources in Starr’s office and close

to Linda Tripp say they believe the instructions (or talking points) came from the
White House. If true, that could help support a case of obstruction of justice.

NBC Nightly News (Feb. 4, 1998) (emphasis added). The Referral
barely mentions the “Talking Points” and makes no allegation that
the President in fact had anything to do with this document.117

The flaws in the Referral and the evidentiary record before the
Committee are not academic. They reveal in concrete terms the
weaknesses of the charges of perjury, obstruction of justice, and
abuse of office that have been presented to the Committee. These
charges are addressed in detail in the sections that follow.

117The absence of the “Talking Points” from the Referral is particularly striking given that
that document was considered to be “the backbone of the independent counsel’s inquiry into
whether anyone lied or obstructed justice over Ms. Lewinsky’s relationship with the President.”
The New York Times (June 11, 1998). As emphasized by OIC press spokesman Charles Bakaly:
TiM RUSSERT: How important is it that we find out who is the author of those talking
points?
CHARLES BAKALY: Well, in the grant of jurisdiction that the special division of the
D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals gave to Judge Starr after the request of the Attorney
General, that was the key mandate to look into, those kinds of issues of subornation of
perjury and obstruction of justice.
NBC Meet the Press (July 5, 1998) (emphasis added). The document was also described as “the
only known physical evidence of witness tampering,” Chicago Tribune (April 3, 1998), and the
“smoking gun,” NBC News (Jan. 22, 1998).
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IV. THE PRESIDENT DID NoT COMMIT PERJURY

Will Rogers is reported to have said of a contemporary: “It’s not
what he doesn’t know that bothers me, it’s what he knows for sure
that just ain’t so.” Defending what the President actually said
under oath is much easier than defending phantom allegations
based on what some claim the President said. In analyzing the al-
legation of perjury, we urge the Committee and the Congress to
focus only on what is actually in the record, not on popular mythol-
ogy, conventional (but incorrect) wisdom, or political spin.

For example, it has variously been asserted that in the grand
jury the President denied that he had a “sexual relationship” with
Ms. Lewinsky and that he broadly reaffirmed his earlier deposition
testimony. In fact, in the grand jury, the President admitted to an
“inappropriate intimate relationship” with Ms. Lewinsky that was
physical in nature. In other words, any consideration of charges of
perjury requires a focused look at the actual statements at issue.
Again, we ask the Committee: Please, do not assume the conven-
tional wisdom. Look, instead, at the actual record.

A. ELEMENTS OF PERJURY

Given the difficulties of testifying under oath with precision,
proof of perjury requires meeting a very high standard. A vast
range of testimony that is imprecise, unresponsive, vague, and lit-
erally truthful, even if it is not completely forthcoming, simply is
not perjury. The law is aware of human foibles and shortcomings
of memory. Dissatisfaction with the President’s answers because
they may be narrow, “hair splitting,” or formalistic does not con-
stitute grounds for alleging perjury.

Perjury requires proof that a defendant, while under oath, know-
ingly made a false statement as to material facts.11® See, e.g.,
United States v. Dunnigan, 507 U.S. 87, 94 (1993). The “knowingly”
requirement is a high burden: the government must prove the de-
fendant had a subjective awareness of the falsity of his statement
at the time he made it. See, e.g., United States v. Dowdy, 479 F.2d
213, 230 (4th Cir. 1973); United States v. Markiewicz, 978 F.2d
786, 811 (2d Cir. 1992). Moreover, it is (of course) clear that a
statement must be false in order to constitute perjury. It is equally
beyond debate that certain types of answers are not capable of
being false and are therefore by definition non-perjurious, no mat-
ter how frustrating they may be to the proceeding in which they
are given: literally truthful answers that imply facts that are not
true, see, e.g., United States v. Bronston, 409 U.S. 352, 358 (1973);
truthful answers to questions that are not asked, see, e.g., United
States v. Corr, 543 F.2d 1042, 1049 (2d Cir. 1976); and answers
that fail to correct misleading impressions, see, e.g., United States
v. Earp, 812 F.2d 917, 919 (4th Cir. 1987). The Supreme Court has
made abundantly clear that it is not relevant for perjury purposes
whether the witness intends his answer to mislead, or indeed in-

118 There are two basic federal perjury statutes: 18 U.S.C. §1621 and 18 U.S.C. §1623. Sec-
tion 1621 applies to all material statements or information provided under oath “to a competent
tribunal, officer, or person, in any case in which a law of the United States authorizes an oath
to be administered,” Section 1623, in contrast, applies only to testimony given before a grand
jury and other court proceedings. Although there are differences between the two statutes, the
four basic elements of each are substantially the same.
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tends a “pattern” of answers to mislead, if the answers are truthful
or literally truthful.

In explaining the law of perjury, the Supreme Court and numer-
ous lower federal courts have set forth four clear standards. These
core principles, discussed below in some detail, must inform the
Committee’s analysis here. First, the mere fact that recollections
differ does not mean one party is committing perjury. Few civil
cases arise where testimony about events is not in conflict—even
as to core matters at the heart of a case. When one party wins a
case, the other is not routinely indicted for perjury. Common sense
and the stringent requirements of perjury law make clear that
much more is needed. Second, a perjury conviction under 18 U.S.C.
§ 1621 cannot rest solely on the testimony of a single witness and,
at the very least as a matter of practice, no reasonable prosecutor
would bring any kind of perjury case based on the testimony of one
witness without independent corroboration—especially if the wit-
ness is immunized, or is of questionable credibility. As the Su-
preme Court has made clear, a perjury case “ought not to rest en-
tirely upon ‘an oath against an oath.’” United States v. Weiler, 323
U.S. 606, 608-09 (1945). Third, answers to questions under oath
that are literally true but unresponsive to the questions asked do
not, as a matter of law, fall under the scope of the federal perjury
statute. That is so even if the witness intends to mislead his ques-
tioner by his answer and even if the answer is false by “negative
implication.” And fourth, answers to questions that are fundamen-
tally ambiguous cannot, as a matter of law, be perjurious.

B. CONTRADICTORY TESTIMONY FROM TWO WITNESSES DOES NOT
INDICATE THAT ONE HAS COMMITTED PERJURY

1. It Must Be Proven that a Witness Had the Specific Intent to Lie

The “knowingly” element of perjury is not satisfied by the mere
showing that the testimony of two witnesses differs, or that the tes-
timony of a witness is, in fact, not correct. Rather, it must be prov-
en that a witness had a subjective awareness that a statement was
false at the time he provided it. See, e.g., United States v. Dowdy,
479 F.2d 213, 230 (4th Cir. 1973); United States v. Markiewicz, 978
F.2d 786, 811 (2d Cir. 1992). This is an extremely high standard.
That standard is not satisfied when incorrect testimony is provided
as a result of confusion, mistake, faulty memory, carelessness, mis-
understanding, mistaken conclusions, unjustified inferences testi-
fied to negligently, or even recklessness. See, e.g., Dunnigan, 507
U.S. at 94; United States v. Dean, 55 F.3d 640, 659 (D.C. Cir.
1995); see also Department of Justice Manual, 1997 Supplement, at
9-69.214. As Professor Stephen A. Saltzburg testified to this Com-
mittee on December 1, 1998, “American judges and lawyers . . .
know that [perjury] is a crime that we purposely make difficult to
prove. We make it difficult to prove because we know that putting
any person under oath and forcing that person to answer ‘under
penalty of perjury’ is a stressful experience. . . . Honest mistakes
are made, memories genuinely fail, nervous witnesses say one
thing and in their minds hear themselves saying something dif-
ferent, and deceit in answers to questions about relatively trivial
matters that could not affect the outcome of a proceeding but that
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intrude deeply into the most private areas of a witness’s life causes
little harm.” Perjury Hearing of December 1, 1998 (Statement of
Professor Stephen A. Saltzburg at 1). Indeed, Mr. Starr has recog-
nized that people who have experienced the same event—even the
same significant event—may emerge with conflicting recollections,
and that that does not necessarily mean one of them is committing
perjury:

Mr. LOWELL. . . . do you not think it would have been a less distorted picture,
to use your words, to know that when [Ms. Lewinsky] left the room, she was fol-
lowed by agents, and that she swore under an oath that she, quote, “felt threatened
that when she left, she would be arrested,” end quote? Don’t you think that com-
pletes the picture a little bit?

Mr. STARR. I think her perception was incorrect.

Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 139 (emphasis added).

Mr. STARR . . . we talked at a high level of generality, as I understand it, not
in a person-specific way, with respect to what a cooperating witness would do.

Representative DELAHUNT. You realize that Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony contradicts
you.

Mr. STARR. I am aware that there may be other perceptions, but that is what we,
in fact, asked.

Id. at 288 (emphasis added). The OIC’s press spokesman Charles
Bakaly, appearing on a television program immediately after Mr.
Starr’s testimony, attempted to explain this conflict between Ms.
Lewinsky’s sworn testimony and Mr. Starr’s sworn testimony this
way: “Well, you know, again, people have different versions of
things.” ABC Nightline, November 19, 1998 (emphasis added). The
law, in short, gives ample breathing space to conflicting testimony
or recollection before leaping to allegations of perjury.

2. A Perjury Case Must Not Be Based Solely Upon the Testimony
of a Single Witness

In a perjury prosecution under 18 U.S.C. § 1621, the falsity of a
statement alleged to be perjurious cannot be established by the tes-
timony of just one witness. This ancient common law rule, referred
to as the “two-witness rule,” has survived repeated challenges to its
legitimacy and has been judicially recognized as the standard of
proof for perjury prosecutions brought under §1621. See, e.g.,
Weiler v. United States, 323 U.S. 606, 608—610 (1945) (discussing
the history and policy rationales of the two-witness rule); United
States v. Chaplin, 25 F.3d 1373, 1377-78 (7th Cir. 1994) (two-wit-
ness rule applies to perjury prosecutions). The Department of Jus-
tice recognizes the applicability of the two-witness rule to perjury
prosecutions brought under § 1621. See Department of Justice Man-
ual, 1997 Supplement, at 9-69.265.

The crux of the two-witness rule is that “the falsity of a state-
ment alleged to be perjurious must be established either by the tes-
timony of two independent witnesses, or by one witness and inde-
pendent corroborating evidence which is inconsistent with the inno-
cence of the accused.” Department of Justice Manual, 1997 Supple-
ment, at 9-69.265 (emphasis in original). The second witness must
give testimony independent of the first which, if believed, would
“prove that what the accused said under oath was false.” Id.;
United States v. Maultasch, 596 F.2d 19, 25 (2d Cir. 1979). Alter-
natively, the independent corroborating evidence must be inconsist-
ent with the innocence of the accused and “of a quality to assure
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that a guilty verdict is solidly founded.” Department of Justice
Manual, 1997 Supplement, at 9-69.265; United States v. Forrest,
639 F.2d 1224, 1226 (5th Cir. 1981). It is therefore clear that a per-
jury conviction under § 1621 cannot lie where there is no independ-
ent second witness who corroborates the first, or where there is no
independent evidence that convincingly contradicts the testimony
of the accused.

Section 1623 does not literally incorporate the “two-witness rule,”
but it is nonetheless clear from the case law that perjury prosecu-
tions under this statute require a high degree of proof, and that
prosecutors should not, as a matter of reason and practicality, even
try to bring perjury prosecutions based solely on the testimony of
a single witness. In Weiler v. United States, 323 U.S. 606, 608-09
(1945), the Supreme Court observed that “[t]he special rule which
bars conviction for perjury solely upon the evidence of a single wit-
ness is deeply rooted in past centuries.” The Court further observed
that “equally honest witnesses may well have differing recollections
of the same event,” and hence “a conviction for perjury ought not
to rest entirely upon “an oath against an oath.”” Id. at 609 (empha-
sis added). Indeed, the common law courts in seventeenth-century
England required the testimony of two witnesses as a precondition
to a perjury conviction, when the testimony of a single witness was
in almost all other cases sufficient. See Chaplin, 25 F.3d at 1377
(citing Wigmore on Evidence §2040(a) at 359—60 (Chadbourne rev.
1978)). The common law courts actually adopted the two-witness
rule from the Court of Star Chamber, which had followed the prac-
tice of the ecclesiastical courts of requiring two witnesses in perjury
cases. Id. The English rationale for the rule is as resonant today
as it was in the seventeenth century: “[IIn all other criminal cases
the accused could not testify, and thus one oath for the prosecution
was in any case something as against nothing; but on a charge of
perjury the accused’s oath was always in effect evidence and thus,
if but one witness was offered, there would be merely . . . an oath
against an oath.” Id. And, as noted above, no perjury case should
rest merely upon “an oath against an oath.” As a practical matter,
the less reliable the single witness, the more critically the inde-
pendent corroboration is required.

C. “LITERAL TRUTH” AND NON-RESPONSIVE ANSWERS DO NOT
CONSTITUTE PERJURY

A third guiding principle is that literal truth, no matter how
frustrating it may be, is not perjury. In United States v. Bronston,
409 U.S. 352 (1973), the leading case on the law of perjury, the Su-
preme Court addressed “whether a witness may be convicted of
perjury for an answer, under oath, that is literally true but not re-
sponsive to the question asked and arguably misleading by nega-
tive implication.” Id. at 352. The Court directly answered the ques-
tion “no.” It made absolutely clear that a literally truthful answer
cannot constitute perjury, no matter how much the witness may
have intended by his answer to mislead.

Bronston involved testimony taken under oath at a bankruptcy
hearing. At the hearing, the sole owner of a bankrupt corporation
was asked questions about the existence and location of both his
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personal assets and the assets of his corporation. The owner testi-
fied as follows:

Q: Do you have any bank accounts in Swiss banks, Mr. Bronston?

A: No, sir.

Q: Have you ever?

A: The company had an account there for about six months in Zurich.

Q: Have you any nominees who have bank accounts in Swiss banks?

A: No, sir.

Q: Have you ever?

A: No, sir.

Id. at 354. The government later proved that Bronston did in fact
have a personal Swiss bank account that was terminated prior to
his testimony. The government prosecuted Bronston “on the theory
that in order to mislead his questioner, [Bronston] answered the
second question with literal truthfulness but unresponsively ad-
dressed his answer to the company’s assets and not to his own
—thereby implying that he had no personal Swiss bank account at
the relevant time.” Id. at 355.

The Supreme Court unanimously rejected this theory of perjury.
It assumed for purposes of its holding that the questions referred
to Bronston’s personal bank accounts and not his company’s assets.
Moreover, the Court stated, Bronston’s “answer to the crucial ques-
tion was not responsive,” and indeed “an implication in the second
answer to the second question [is] that there was never a personal
bank account.” Id. at 358. The Court went so far as to note that
Bronston’s answers “were not guileless but were shrewdly cal-
culated to evade.” Id. at 361. However, the Court emphatically held
that implications alone do not rise to the level of perjury, and that
Bronston therefore could not have committed perjury. “[W]e are not
dealing with casual conversation and the statute does not make it
a criminal act for a witness to willfully state any material matter
that implies any material matter that he does not believe to be
true.” Id. at 357-58. The Court took pains to point out the irrele-
vance of the witness’s intent: “A jury should not be permitted to
engage in conjecture whether an unresponsive answer, true and
complete on its face, was intended to mislead or divert the exam-
iner.” Id. at 359.

The Supreme Court in Bronston provided several rationales for
its holding that literally true, non-responsive answers are by defini-
tion non-perjurious, regardless of their implications. First, the
Court noted that the burden always rests squarely on the interro-
gator to ask precise questions, and that a witness is under no obli-
gation to assist the interrogator in that task. The Court
“perceive[d] no reason why Congress would intend the drastic sanc-
tion of a perjury prosecution to cure a testimonial mishap that
could readily have been reached with a single additional question
by counsel alert—as every counsel ought to be—to the incongruity
of petitioner’s unresponsive answer.” Id. at 359. Moreover, the
Court noted that because of the adversarial process, perjury is an
extraordinary and unusual sanction, since “a prosecution for per-
jury is not the sole, or even the primary safeguard against errant
testimony.” Id. at 360. The perjury statute cannot be invoked “sim-
ply because a wily witness succeeds in derailing the questioner—
so long as the witness speaks the literal truth.” Id.
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Bronston is just one of scores of cases across the federal circuits
that make clear that the definition of perjury must be carefully
limited because perjury prosecutions are dangerous to the public
interest since they “discourage witnesses from appearing or testify-
ing.” Id. at 359.119 For instance, in United States v. Earp, 812 F.2d
917 (4th Cir. 1987), the defendant, a member of the Ku Klux Klan,
had stood guard during the attempted burning of a cross on the
lawn of an interracial couple, and further evidence demonstrated
that he had personally engaged in other attempts to burn crosses.
During questioning before a grand jury, however, he denied ever
having burned crosses on anyone’s lawn. He was convicted of per-
jury, but the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit
reversed his conviction, because “like the witness in Bronston, [the
defendant’s] answers were literally true although his second an-
swer was unresponsive.” Id. at 919. That is, the defendant had not
actually succeeded in his cross-burning attempts, so it was literally
true that he had never burned crosses on anyone’s lawn. The court
noted that “while he no doubt knew full well that he had on that
occasion tried to burn a cross, he was not specifically asked either
about any attempted cross burnings.” Id. Every federal court of ap-
peals in the nation concurs in this reading of Bronston.120

D. FUNDAMENTALLY AMBIGUOUS QUESTIONS CANNOT PRODUCE
PERJURIOUS ANSWERS

A fourth guiding principle is that ambiguous questions cannot
produce perjurious answers. When a question or a line of question-
ing is “fundamentally ambiguous,” the answers to the questions
posed are insufficient as a matter of law to support a perjury con-
viction.” See, e.g., United States v. Finucan, 708 F.2d 838, 848 (1st
Cir. 1983); United States v. Lighte, 782 F.2d 367, 375 (2d Cir.
1986); United States v. Tonelli, 577 F.2d 194, 199 (3d Cir. 1978);
United States v. Bell, 623 F.2d 1132, 1337 (5th Cir. 1980); United
States v. Wall, 371 F.2d 398, 400 (6th Cir. 1967); United States v.
Williams, 552 F.2d 226, 229 (8th Cir. 1977). In other words, when
there is more than one way of understanding the meaning of a
question, and the witness has answered truthfully as to his under-

119While Bronston involved a perjury conviction under the general perjury statute, 18 U.S.C.
§ 1621, lower federal courts have uniformly relied on it in reviewing perjury convictions under
§ 123(a), which makes it unlawful to make any false material declaration “in any proceeding be-
fore or ancillary to any court or grand jury of the United States,” See e.g., United States v. Por-
ter, 994 F.2d 470, 474n.7 (8th Cir. 1993), United States v. Reverson Martinez, 836 F.2d 684, 689
(1st Cir. 1988), United States v. Lighte, 782 F.2d 367, 372 (2d Cir.1985).

120See also United States v. Finucan, 708 F.2d 838, 847 (1st Cir. 1983) (intent to mislead is
insufficient to support conviction for perjury); United States v. Lighte, 782 F.2d 367, 374 (2d Cir.
1986) (literally true answers by definition non-perjurious even if answers were designed to mis-
lead); United States v. Tonelli, 577 F.2d 194, 198 (3d Cir. 1978) (perjury statute is not to be
invoked because a “wily witness succeeds in derailing the questioner”); United States v. Abroms,
947 F.2d 1241, (5th Cir. 1991) (unambiguous and literally true answer is not perjury, even if
there was intent to mislead); United States v. Eddy, 737 F.2d 564, (6th Cir. 1984) (“An ‘intent
to mislead’ or ‘perjury by implication’ is insufficient to support a perjury conviction,”), United
States v. Williams, 536 F.2d 1202, 1205 (7th Cir 1976) (literally true statement cannot form
basis of perjury conviction even if there was intent to mislead); United States v. Robbins, 997
F.2d 390, 394 (8th Cir. 1993), United States v. Boone, 951 F.2d 1526, 1536 (9th Cir. 1991) (lit-
erally true statement is not actionable); United States v. Larranaga, 787 F.2d 489, 497 (10th
Cir. 1986) (no perjury where answer literally truthful and prosecutor’s questioning imprecise);
United States v. Shotts, 145 F.3d 1289, 1297 (11th Cir. 1998) (“An answer to a question may
be non-responsive, or may be subject to conflicting interpretations, or may even be false by im-
plication. Nevertheless, if the answer is literally true, it is not perjury.”); United States v. Dean,
55 F.3d 640, 662 (D.C. Cir. 1995) (perjury charge cannot be based upon evasive answers or even
misleading answers so long as such answers are literally true).
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standing, he cannot commit perjury. Many courts have emphasized
that “defendants may not be assumed into the penitentiary” by
“sustain[ing] a perjury charge based on [an] ambiguous line of
questioning.” Tonelli, 577 F.2d at 199.

United States v. Lattimore, 127 F. Supp. 405 (D.D.C. 1955), is the
key case dealing with ambiguous questions in the perjury context.
In Lattimore, a witness was questioned before the Senate Internal
Security Subcommittee about his ties to the Communist party. He
was asked whether he was a “follower of the Communist line,” and
whether he had been a “promoter of Communist interests.” He an-
swered “no” to both questions, and was subsequently indicted for
committing perjury. The United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia found that the witness could not be indicted on
“charges so formless and obscure as those before the Court.” Id. at
413. The court held that “‘follower of the Communist line’ is not
a phrase with a meaning about which men of ordinary intellect
could agree, nor one which could be used with mutual understand-
ing by a questioner and answerer unless it were defined at the
time it were sought and offered as testimony.” Id. at 110. As the
court explained further:

[The phrase] has no universally accepted definition. The Government has defined
it in one way and seeks to impute its definition to the defendant. Defendant has
declined to adopt it, offering a definition of his own. It would not necessitate great
ingenuity to think up definitions differing from those offered either by the Govern-

ment or defendant. By groundless surmise only could the jury determine which defi-
nition defendant had in mind.

Id. at 109.

Many other cases stand for the proposition that a witness cannot
commit perjury by answering an inherently ambiguous question.
For instance, in United States v. Wall, 371 F.2d 398 (6th Cir.
1967), a witness was asked whether she had “been on trips with
Mr. X,” and she answered “no.” The government could prove that
in fact the witness, who was from Oklahoma City, had been in
Florida with “Mr. X.” However, the government could not prove
that the witness had traveled from Oklahoma City to Florida with
“Mr. X.” The court noted (and the government conceded) that the
phrase “been on trips” could mean at least two different things:
“That a person accompanied somebody else travelling with, or it
can mean that they were there at a particular place with a person.”
The court then stated that “[t]he trouble with this case is that the
question upon which the perjury charge was based was inarticu-
lately phrased, and, as admitted by the prosecution, was suscep-
tible of two different meanings. In our opinion, no charge of perjury
can be based upon an answer to such a question.” Id. at 399-400.

Similarly, in United States v. Tonelli, 577 F.2d 194 (3d Cir.
1978), the defendant answered negatively a question whether he
had “handled any pension fund checks.” The government then
proved that the defendant had actually handled the transmission
of pension fund checks by arranging for others to send, mail, or de-
liver the checks. The government charged the defendant with per-
jury. The court held that perjury could not result from the govern-
ment’s ambiguous question. The court explained:

It is clear that the defendant interpreted the prosecutor’s questions about ‘han-

dling’ to mean ‘touching’ . . . To sustain a perjury charge based on the ambiguous
line of questioning here would require us to assume [defendant] interpreted ‘handle’
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to include more than ‘touching.” The record will not allow us to do so and as the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit has observed ‘[e]specially in perjury cases de-
fendants may not be assumed into the penitentiary.’

Id. at 199-200.

United States v. Bell, 623 F.2d 1132, 1137 (5th Cir. 1980), is yet
another example of this doctrine. In Bell, a witness was asked be-
fore a grand jury, “Whether personal or business do you have
records that are asked for in the subpoena,” and the witness an-
swered, “No, sir, I do not.” It was later established that the
witness’s files clearly contained relevant records. Nonetheless, the
court held that the question was ambiguous, and therefore incapa-
ble of yielding a perjurious answer. The witness interpreted the
question to ask whether he had brought the records with him that
day,ldand not whether he had any records anywhere else in the
world.121

E. IT IS EXPECTED AND PROPER FOR A WITNESS TO BE CAUTIOUS
WHEN UNDER OATH

Every lawyer knows that in preparing a witness for a deposition
one important task is to counsel the witness to be cautious in an-
swering questions under oath, not to guess or give an answer as
to which the witness is not sure, and not to volunteer information
to opposing counsel that is not specifically sought by the question.
For example, one legal text advises, “[Clounsel will want to drill
the deponent to answer questions as she would at the deposition:
short and to the point, with nothing volunteered.” 122 Lawyers are
advised they should instruct a client: “If you do not know or do not
remember, say that. You do not get extra points by guessing. If you
are pretty sure of the answer but not 100% sure, say that. . . . You
do not get extra points for giving perfectly clear and complete an-
swers. Normally if there is some ambiguity in your answer, that
will be a problem for the opposing party, not for you.” Id. at 222.
As Mr. Starr testified to the Judiciary Committee at one point, “I
have to be careful of what I say, because of not having universal
facts.” Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 386. And Mr.
Starr declined repeatedly to answer questions under oath, stating
on numerous occasions that he would have to “search his recollec-
tion,” and qualifying many of the answers he did give with such
phrases as “to the best of my recollection” and “if my recollection
serves me.” See, e.g., Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at
107 (“But the letter, if my recollection serves me, goes to the cir-
cumstances with respect to the events of the evening of January

121 Many other cases as well hold that ambiguous questions cannot produce perjurious an-
swers. See, e.g., Lighte, 782 F.2d at 376 (questions fundamentally ambiguous because of impre-
cise use of “you,” “that,” and “again”); United States v. Farmer, 137 F.3d 1265, 1270 (10th Cir.
1998) (questmn “Have you talked to Mr. McMahon, the defendant about your testlmony here
today?” ambiguous because phrase “here today” could refer to “talked” or to “testimony”; convic-
tion for perjury could not result from the question); United States v. Ryan, 828 F.2d 1010 1015—
17 (3d Cir. 1987) (loan application question asking for “Previous Address (last 5 years)” fun-
damentally ambiguous because unclear whether “address” refers to residence or mailing ad-
dress, and “previous” could mean any previous address, the most recent previous address, or
all previous addresses; based on ambiguity, perjury cannot result from answer to question);
United States v. Markiewicz, 978 F.2d 786, 809 (2d Cir. 1992) (question “[Dlid you receive any
money that had been in bmgo hall” amblguous, and incapable of producing perjurious answer,
when it did not differentiate between witness’s personal and business capacities). See also
United States v. Manapat, 928 F.2d 1097, 1099 (11th Cir. 1991); United States v. Eddy, 737 F.2d
564, 565—71 (6th Cir. 1984); United States v. Hilliard, 31 F.3d 1509 (10th Cir. 1994).

122 Dennis R. Suplee and Diana S. Donaldson, The Deposition Handbook at 161 (2d ed.).
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16th.”) (emphasis added); Id. at 122 (“. . . But they were only con-
versations, and it never ripened—I'm talking about with Mr.
Davis—and it never ripened into an arrangement, an agreement,
to the best of my recollection, to do anything because of the cir-
cumstances that then occurred.”) (emphasis added); Id. at 247 (“I'm
unable to answer that question without—you know, I will have to
approach—you’re saying any information relating to any—and [
would have to search my recollection. I've prepared today for ques-
tions that go to this referral. So I will have to search my recollec-
tion.”) (emphasis added); Id. at 343 (“With respect to the travel of-
fice I would frankly have to search my recollection to see exactly
where we were and when we were there.”) (emphasis added); Id.
at 358 (“We discussed with Sam [Dash] a variety of issues. I would
have to search my recollection with respect to any specific observa-
tions that Sam gave us with respect to this.”) (emphasis added).
This is what a well-prepared witness does when testifying under
oath. No amount of pressure should force a witness to assert recall
where there is none, or to answer a question not asked. A failure
to do so is neither remarkable nor criminal.

F. SPECIFIC CLAIMS OF PERJURY

With these principles in mind, it is apparent that there is no
basis for a charge of perjury here, either with respect to the Presi-
dent’s Jones deposition or his subsequent grand jury testimony.

1. Civil Deposition of January 17, 1998

a. Nature of Relationship

The primary allegation of perjury arising from President Clin-
ton’s deposition testimony of January 17, 1998, appears to be that
he lied under oath about the nature of his relationship with Ms.
Lewinsky when he denied in that civil case that he had a “sexual
affair,” a “sexual relationship,” or “sexual relations” with Ms.
Lewinsky. See Ref. at 131; Schippers Presentation at 25. In the
deposition, President Clinton asserted: (1) that he did not have a
“sexual affair” with Ms. Lewinsky within the undefined meaning of
that term, Dep. at 78; (2) that Ms. Lewinsky was correct in her
statement that she did not have a “sexual relationship” with the
President within the undefined meaning of that term, id. at 204;
and (3) that he did not have “sexual relations” with Ms. Lewinsky
as that term was defined by the Jones lawyers and limited by Judge
Wright, ibid. The allegation that President Clinton perjured him-
self with respect to any of these deposition statements is without
merit.

First, it is by now more than clear that the undefined terms “sex-
ual affair,” “sexual relations” and “sexual relationship” are at best
ambiguous, meaning different things to different people, and that
President Clinton’s belief that the terms refer to sexual intercourse
is supported by courts, commentators, and numerous dictionaries—
a point ignored in the Referral and Mr. Schippers’ presentation to
the Committee despite the obvious problem with premising a per-
jury claim on such ambiguous terms. As one court has stated, “[iln
common parlance the terms “sexual intercourse” and “sexual rela-
tions” are often used interchangeably.” J.Y. v. D.A., 381 N.E.2d



36

1270, 1273 (Ind. App. 1978). Dictionary definitions make the same
point. For example,

» Webster’s Third New International Dictionary (1st ed. 1981) at
2082, defines “sexual relations” as “coitus;”

 Random House Webster’s College Dictionary (1st ed. 1996) at
1229, defines “sexual relations” as “sexual intercourse; coitus;”

* Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary (10th ed. 1997) at
1074, defines “sexual relations” as “coitus;”

» Black’s Law Dictionary (Abridged 6th ed. 1991) at 560, defines
“Intercourse” as “sexual relations;” and

 Random House Compact Unabridged Dictionary (2d ed. 1996)
at 1755, defines “sexual relations” as “sexual intercourse; coitus.”

The President’s understanding of these terms, which is shared
even by several common dictionaries, could not possibly support a
prosecution for perjury. How would a prosecutor prove these dic-
tionaries “wrong?” 123

Irrespective of the view that “sexual relations” means inter-
course, the evidence is indisputable that this is indeed what Presi-
dent Clinton believed. Perjury requires more than that a third
party believes President Clinton was wrong about the meaning of
these terms (a point on which the allegation plainly founders); it
also requires proof that President Clinton knew he was wrong and
intentionally lied about it. But the evidence demonstrates that the
President honestly held that belief well before the Jones deposition.
The genuineness of President Clinton’s beliefs on this subject is
even supported by the OIC’s account of Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony
during an interview with the FBI:

[Alfter having a relationship with him, Lewinsky deduced that the President, in

his mind, apparently does not consider oral sex to be sex. Sex to him must mean
intercourse.

App. at 1558 (8/19/98 FBI 302 Form Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

And finally, Ms. Lewinsky herself took the position that her con-
tact with the President did not constitute “sex” and reaffirmed that
position even after she had received immunity and began cooperat-
ing with the OIC. For example, in one of the conversations surrep-
titiously taped by Ms. Tripp, Ms. Lewinsky explained to Ms. Tripp
that she “didn’t have sex” with the President because “[h]aving sex
is having intercourse.” Supp. at 2664; see also Supp. at 1066 (grand
jury testimony of Neysa Erbland stating that Ms. Lewinsky had
said that the President and she “didn’t have sex”). Ms. Lewinsky
reaffirmed this position even after receiving immunity, stating in
an FBI interview that “her use of the term ‘having sex’ means hav-
ing intercourse. . . .” App. at 1558 (8/19/98 FBI 302 Form Inter-
view of Ms. Lewinsky). Likewise, in her original proffer to the OIC,
she wrote, “Ms. Llewinsky] was comfortable signing the affidavit
with regard to the “sexual relationship” because she could justify
to herself that she and the Pres[ident] did not have sexual inter-
course.” App. at 718 (2/1/98 Proffer). In short, the evidence sup-
ports only the conclusion that the President’s responses with re-
spect to these undefined terms were truthful and at worst good

123For the same reason as that set forth herein, the allegation by Mr. Schippers that the
President’s sworn answers to interrogatories—in which he denied a “sexual relatiosnip”—were
false is without merit.
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faith responses to indisputably ambiguous questions. 12¢ The Refer-
ral and the Committee have adduced no evidence to the contrary.

Second, the President’s statement in his deposition that he had
not had “sexual relations” with Ms. Lewinsky as that term was de-
fined by the Jones lawyers and substantially narrowed by Judge
Wright also is correct. Neither the OIC in its Referral nor Mr.
Schippers in his presentation to the Committee laid out the se-
quence of events that led to the limited definition of “sexual rela-
tions” which was ultimately presented to President Clinton and
which he was required to follow. At the deposition, the J ones attor-
neys presented a broad, three-part definition of the term “sexual
relations” to be used by them in the questlomng Judge Wright
ruled that two parts of the definition were “too broad” and elimi-
nated them. Dep. at 22. The President, therefore, was presented
with the following definition (as he understood it to have been
amended by the Court): 125

DEFINITION OF SEXUAL RELATIONS

For the purposes of this deposition, a person engages
in “sexual relations” when the person knowingly engages
in or causes—

(1) contact with the genitalia, anus, groin, breast,
inner thigh, or buttocks of any person with an intent
to arouse or gratify the sexual desire of any person;

contact between any part of the person’s body or

(—39ee&ta&ete19e1'rvs=ee1cxt-hegenﬂ:—a—l—sefetfmseft-lﬁreiaeiL

This definition substantially narrowed the meaning of the term
as it was used by the Jones lawyers. It rendered an overly broad
definition bizarrely narrow and contorted. But despite that narrow-
ing, and the resulting peculiarity of what was and was not covered,
the Jones lawyers chose to stick with it rather than ask direct
questions, see Dep. at 23, as they were invited to do by the Presi-
dent’s counsel. Dep. at 25. When they asked the President about
“sexual relations” with Ms. Lewinsky in the deposition, they did so
with explicit reference to this definition. See Dep. at 78 (“And so
the record is completely clear, have you ever had sexual relations
with Monica Lewinsky, as that term is defined in Deposition Ex-
hibit 1, as modified by the Court?”) (emphasis added).

It is plain that this narrow definition did not include certain
physical acts—an interpretation shared by many commentators,
journalists, and others. See, e.g., Perjury Hearing of December 1,
1998 (Statement of Professor Stephen A. Saltzburg at 2) (“That def-

124 For the sake of clarity, it should be understood that the President’s affirmation of para-
graph eight of Ms. Lewinsky’s affidavit, Dep. at 204, was made many hours after his counsel,
Mr. Bennett, characterized the affidavit as “saying there is absolutely no sex of any kind.” Dep.
at 54.

125 Counsel for Ms. Jones stated, “Mr. President, in light of the Court’s ruling, you may con-
sider subparts two and three of the Deposition Exhibit 1 [the definition of sexual relations] to
be stricken, and so when in my questions I use the term ‘sexual relations,” sir, I'm talking only
about part one in the definition of the body.” Dep. at 23 (emphasis added).
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inition defined certain forms of sexual contact as sexual relations
but, for reasons known only to the Jones lawyers, limited the defi-
nition to contact with any person for the purpose of gratification.”);
MSNBC Internight, August 12, 1998 (Cynthia Alksne) (“[W]hen the
definition finally was put before the president, it did not include
the receipt of oral sex”); “DeLay Urges a Wait For Starr’s Report,”
The Washington Times (August 31, 1998) (“The definition of sexual
relations, used by lawyers for Paula Jones when they questioned
the president, was loosely worded and may not have included oral
sex”); “Legally Accurate,” The National Law Journal (August 31,
1998) (“Given the narrowness of the court-approved definition in
[the Jones] case, Mr. Clinton indeed may not have perjured himself
back then if, say, he received oral sex but did not reciprocate sexu-
ally”). This interpretation may be confusing to some. It may be
counter-intuitive. It may lead to bizarre answers. But it certainly
was not objectively wrong. And it was not the President’s doing.
Moreover, the Jones lawyers had the opportunity to ask ques-
tions which would have elicited details about the President’s rela-
tionship with Ms. Lewinsky but chose not to develop the issue. As
an alternative to relying on the definition provided by the Jones
lawyers, the President’s counsel invited the Jones lawyers to “ask
the President what he did, [and] what he didn’t do. . . .” Dep. at
21. The Jones lawyers ignored the invitation and stuck with their
definition even as it was limited. As the Supreme Court has ex-
plained, “[ilf a witness evades, it is the lawyer’s responsibility to
recognize the evasion and to bring the witness back to the mark,
to flush out the whole truth with the tools of adversary examina-
tion.” Bronston v. United States, 409 U.S. 352, 358-59 (1973).126

b. Being Alone with Ms. Lewinsky

President Clinton’s deposition testimony regarding whether he
was alone with Ms. Lewinsky at various times and places does not
constitute perjury. The fundamental flaw in the charge is that it
is based on a mischaracterization of the President’s testimony—the
President did not testify that he was never alone with Ms.
Lewinsky.

Both the Starr Referral and Mr. Schippers’ presentation to the
Committee start from the incorrect premise that the President tes-
tified that he was never alone with Ms. Lewinsky. See Ref. at 154
(“[TThe President lied when he said “I don’t recall” in response to
the question whether he had ever been alone with Ms.
Lewinsky.”); 127 Schippers Presentation at 29 (“[T]he President may
have given false testimony under oath . . . regarding his statement
that he could not recall being alone with Monica Lewinsky.”). In
fact, the President did not deny that he had been alone with Ms.
Lewinsky. For example, the President answered “yes” to the ques-

126 A specific allegation is made with respect to a difference between the President’s and Ms.
Lewinsky’s recollection of the precise nature of the physical contract in their admittedly inappro-
priate intimate relationship. That issue is addressed below in the context of the allegation that
th}? President committed perjury in his August 17 grand jury testimony. See Section VI.F.2
infra.

127The Referral’s mischaracterization of the President’s testimony appears to come from Mr.
Starr’s transformation of a question about being alone with Ms. Lewinsky in the Oval Office,
Dep. at 52 into being alone more generally.
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tion “your testimony is that it was possible, then, that you were
alone with her . . . ?”. Dep. at 53.128

Whatever confusion or incompleteness there may have been in
the President’s testimony about when and where he was alone with
Ms. Lewinsky cannot be charged against the President. The Jones
lawyers failed to follow up on incomplete or unresponsive answers.
They were free to ask specific follow-up questions about the fre-
quency or locale of any physical contact, but they did not do so.
This failure cannot be used to support a charge of perjury.
Bronston, 409 U.S. at 360.

c. “Minimizing” Gifts that Were Exchanged

A separate perjury charge is based on the assertion that in his
deposition the President “minimized” the number of gifts he ex-
changed with Ms. Lewinsky. Ref. at 151; Schippers Presentation at
29. Again, the evidence simply does not support this allegation. To
start with, even the charge of “minimizing” the number of gifts con-
cedes the only potentially material issue—the President acknowl-
edged that he did exchange gifts with Ms. Lewinsky. There is not
much that is safe from a perjury prosecution if mere “minimiza-
tion” qualifies for the offense.

As weak as the “minimization” charge is, it is also wrong. A fair
reading of the President’s deposition testimony makes clear that,
when asked about particular gifts, the President honestly stated
his recollection of the particular item. See Dep. at 75 (“Q. Do you
remember giving her an item that had been purchased from The
Black Dog store at Martha’s Vineyard? A. I do remember that

.”). Moreover, when the President could not recall the precise
items that he had exchanged, he asked the Jones lawyers to tell
him so that he could confirm or deny as the facts required.129 See
ibid.

In essence, this allegation is yet another complaint that Presi-
dent Clinton was not more forthcoming (or that he did not have a
more precise memory on these issues), which is plainly not a
ground for alleging perjury.

d. Conversations with Ms. Lewinsky About Her Involvement
in the Jones Case

Both the Referral and Mr. Schippers’ presentation allege perjury
in the Jones deposition with respect to President Clinton’s con-

128Tn his grand jury testimony the President stated that he had been alone with Ms.
Lewinsky. See, e.g., App. at 481. The term “alone” is vague unless a particular geographic space
is identified. For example, Ms. Currie testified that “she considers the term alone to mean that
no one else was in the entire Oval Office area,” Supp. at 534-35 (1/24/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Ms. Currie; see also Supp. at 665 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie) (“I inter-
pret being ‘alone’ as alone . . . [W]e were around, so they were never alone.”). Ms. Currie also
acknowledged that the President and Ms. Lewinsky were “alone” on certain occasions if alone
meant that no one else was in the same room. Supp. at 552-53 (1/27/98 grand jury testimony
of Ms. Currie).

129 The videotape of the President’s January 17 deposition makes clear that the cold transcript
can be somewhat misleading. When the President is asked, “Well, have you ever given any gifts
to Monica Lewinsky?”, the transcript records his response as, “I don’t recall. Do you know what
they were?” Dep. at 75. The videotape reveals the President’s response, however, was run-on
sentence, as though the punctuation were omitted, for the real communicative gist of his quoted
response (as it appears on the videotape) was, “Yes—I know there were some—please help re-
mind me.” In succeeding questions, the President states that he “could have” given her a hat
pin and a book, does not believe he gave her a “gold broach,” and does recall giving her some
Black Dog memorabilia. Dep. at 75-76.
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versations with Ms. Lewinsky about her involvement in the Jones
case. See Ref. at 160; Schippers Presentation at 32. Specifically, it
is alleged that the President committed perjury in his deposition
when he failed to (1) acknowledge that he knew that Ms. Lewinsky
had been subpoenaed at the time he had last seen and spoken to
her; and (2) acknowledge that he had spoken to Ms. Lewinsky
about the possibility that she would testify in the Jones case. Ibid.
Once again, the charge of false testimony is based on a wholly inac-
curate reading of the President’s deposition. The President ac-
knowledged that he knew that Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed,
that he was not sure when was the last time he had seen and spo-
ken with her (but that it was sometime around Christmas), and
that he had discussed with her the possibility that she would have
to testify.

(1) The allegation that the President denied knowing that Ms.
Lewinsky had been subpoenaed the last time he spoke to her illus-
trates the problem of taking selected pieces of testimony out of con-
text. Messrs. Starr and Schippers isolate the following exchange in
the deposition:

Q. Did she tell you she had been served with a subpoena in this case?
A. No. I don’t know if she had been.

Dep. at 68. From this incomplete excerpt, they claim that the Presi-
dent perjured himself by denying that he knew that Ms. Lewinsky
had been subpoenaed the last time he had spoken with her. See
Ref. at 163.

The charge is unsupported by the evidence. First, the testimony
immediately following this exchange demonstrates both that the
President was not hiding that he knew Ms. Lewinsky had been
subpoenaed by the time of the deposition and that the Jones law-
yers were well aware that this was the President’s position:

Q. Did anyone other than your attorneys ever tell you that Monica Lewinsky had

been served with a subpoena in this case?
A. I don’t think so.

* * * * * * *

A. Bruce Lindsey, I think Bruce Lindsey told me that she was, I think maybe
that’s the first person [who] told me she was. I want to be as accurate as I can.
Q. Did you talk to Mr. Lindsey about what action, if any, should be taken as a
reiﬂt of her being served with a subpoena?
. No.

Dep. at 68-70. It is evident from the complete exchange on this
subject that the President was not generally denying that he knew
that Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed in the Jones case.130 The
questions that the Jones lawyers were asking the President also
make clear that this is what they understood the President’s testi-
mony to be.

Second, the President’s testimony cannot fairly be read as an ex-
press denial of knowledge that Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed
the last time he had spoken to her before the deposition. Most im-
portantly, the President was not asked whether he knew that Ms.
Lewinsky had been subpoenaed on December 28th, which was the
last time he had seen her. When the President answered the ques-

130Tt also is not clear why he would want to deny such knowledge, since parties to a lawsuit
generally and properly are aware of the witnesses in the case.
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tion, “Did she tell you she had been served with a subpoena in this
case?”, he plainly was not thinking about December 28th. To the
contrary, the President’s testimony indicates that he was totally
confused about the dates of his last meetings with Ms. Lewinsky,
and he made that abundantly clear to the Jones lawyers:

Q. When was the last time you spoke with Monica Lewinsky?

A. I'm trying to remember. Probably sometime before Christmas. She came by to
see Betty sometime before Christmas. And she was there talking to her, and I stuck
my head out, said hello to her.

Q. Stuck your head out of the Oval Office?

A. Uh-huh, Betty said she was coming by and talked to her, and I said hello to
her.

Q. Was that shortly before Christmas or—

A. I'm sorry, I don’t remember. Been sometime in December, I think, and I be-
lieve—that may not be the last time. 1 think she came to one of the, one of the
Christmas parties.

Dep. at 68 (emphasis added). His statement that he did not know
whether she had been subpoenaed directly followed this confused
exchange and was not tied to any particular meeting with her. By
that time it is totally unclear what date the answer is addressing.

The Referral ignores this confusion by selectively quoting the
President as testifying “that the last time he had spoken to Ms.
Lewinsky was in December 1997 . . . ‘probably sometime before
Christmas.”” Ref. at 163 (quoting Dep. at 68).131 Given his confu-
sion, which the Jones lawyers made no attempt to resolve, it is dif-
ficult to know what was being said, much less to label it false and
perjurious.

(2) The claim that President Clinton did not acknowledge speak-
ing with Ms. Lewinsky about whether she might have to testify
similarly is not a fair or accurate reading of the deposition. In re-
sponse to the question, “Have you ever talked to Ms. Lewinsky
about the possibility that she might have to testify in this law-
suit?”, the President’s answer did not end with the statement “I'm
not sure.” Instead, the President continued with the statement
“and let me tell you why I'm not sure,” at which point he described
his recollection of having spoken with Ms. Lewinsky about how Ms.
Jones’ lawyers and the Rutherford Institute were going to call
every woman to whom he had ever talked. Ibid. It is evident the
President’s answer referred to the time period before Ms. Lewinsky
was on a witness list—i.e., when her participation was still a “pos-
sibility” only. Indeed, Ms. Lewinsky confirmed the accuracy of the
President’s recollection of this conversation in her testimony, a fact
that also is missing from the Referral. See App. at 1566 (8/24/98
FBI 302 Form Interview of Ms. Lewinsky) (“LEWINSKY advised
CLINTON may have said during this conversation that every
woman he had ever spoken to was going to be on the witness list.”).

Thus, the President did in fact accurately describe a conversation
with Ms. Lewinsky about potential testimony. That the Jones law-
yers failed to follow-up with questions that would elicit whether
that was the only conversation, or whether there were additional
conversations once Ms. Lewinsky was on the witness list and her
testimony was no longer a mere possibility, is not perjury. It is

131Tn fact, Ms. Lewinsky did come to the White House for a Christmas party on December
5, 1997, well before she was subpoenaed. See App. at 125 (OIC log of Ms. Lewinsky’s visits);
App. at 3140 (photo of Ms. Lewinsky at Christmas party).
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simply a confused deposition record that could have been clarified
contemporaneously.

e. Conversations with Mr. Jordan About Ms. Lewinsky

The pattern of mischaracterizing the President’s deposition testi-
mony to construct a perjury charge is repeated in a final perjury
allegation regarding the President’s deposition answers to ques-
tions about conversations with Mr. Jordan about Ms. Lewinsky.
The Referral alleges that the President was “asked during his civil
deposition whether he had talked to Mr. Jordan about Ms.
Lewinsky’s involvement in the Jones case” and that he “stated that
he knew Mr. Jordan had talked to Ms. Lewinsky about her move
to New York, but stated that he did not recall whether Mr. Jordan
had talked to Ms. Lewinsky about her involvement in the Jones
case.” Ref. at 186; see also Schippers Presentation at 40. The prob-
lem with this allegation is that President Clinton was never asked
“whether he had talked to Mr. Jordan about Ms. Lewinsky’s in-
volvement in the Jones case,” and he did not deny doing so.

In support of the charge, the Referral quotes the following ex-
change from the President’s deposition about who told the Presi-
dent that Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed:

Q. Did anyone other than your attorneys ever tell you that Monica Lewinsky had

been served with a subpoena in this case?
A. I don’t think so.

Ref. at 186 (emphasis added in Referral). This exchange does not
address whether the President spoke with Mr. Jordan about Ms.
Lewinsky’s involvement in the Jones suit. And the excerpt is itself
misleading. The Referral omits the President’s next answer, even
though it is obvious from the text, and the OIC was told by the
President in his grand jury testimony, App. at 518-19, that this
answer was intended to finish the President’s response to the pre-
vious question:

A. Bruce Lindsey, I think Bruce Lindsey told me that she was, I think maybe
that’s the first person told me she was. I want to be as accurate as I can.

Plainly, the President was not testifying that no one other than his
attorneys had told him that Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed.
The Jones lawyers did not pursue this by asking logical follow-up
questions, such as whether, if Mr. Lindsey was the first person
were there others, or whether Mr. Jordan had subsequently shared
that information with him. The bottom line is that President Clin-
ton did not deny, in the quoted passage or elsewhere, knowing that
Mr. Jordan had spoken to Ms. Lewinsky about the Jones matter.

Nor do the other two cited passages of the President’s deposition
testimony help the OIC’s case. In response to a question about
whether in the two weeks before January 17 anyone had reported
to him that they had had a conversation with Ms. Lewinsky about
the Jones case, the President replied “I don’t believe so.” Dep. at
72. The President was not questioned specifically about whether he
had ever spoken to Mr. Jordan or anyone else about Ms.
Lewinsky’s involvement in the Jones case. The President’s re-
sponse, accordingly, did not rule out all conversations with Mr. Jor-
dan about Ms. Lewinsky’s involvement in the case, as the Referral
suggests, but only in the two-week period prior to the deposition
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and only conversations relaying accounts of conversations with Ms.
Lewinsky. Even conversations with Mr. Jordan about her involve-
ment in the case would not have been covered. The Referral does
not identify any reports to the President about any conversation
that Mr. Jordan had with Ms. Lewinsky in that time period—in-
stead, it recounts only that, ten days before the deposition, Mr. Jor-
dan may have told the President that the affidavit was signed. See
Ref. at 187.

Finally, the President’s answer to the question whether it had
been reported to him that Mr. Jordan had “met with Monica
Lewinsky and talked about [the Jones] case,” Dep. at 72 (emphasis
added), obviously cannot be read to support this charge of perjury.
In response to this question, the President acknowledged that he
knew that Mr. Jordan and Ms. Lewinsky had met. The President’s
further response—that he believed Mr. Jordan met with Ms.
Lewinsky to give her advice about her move to New York was fully
accurate. Again, the President was not asked whether he was
aware that Mr. Jordan had talked to Ms. Lewinsky about her in-
volvement in the Jones case. Since he was not asked the question,
it is implausible to suggest that he lied in the answer.

2. Grand Jury Testimony of August 17, 1998

Proponents of impeachment repeatedly contend in the most gen-
eral terms that President Clinton committed perjury in the grand
jury on August 17, 1998. When this allegation is framed in specific
terms, it is often based on the false belief that President Clinton
denied in the grand jury having had any sexual contact with Ms.
Lewinsky. For example, in the Committee’s perjury hearing held
last week, Chairman Hyde discounted the Referral’s charge that
President Clinton had lied to the grand jury about the commence-
ment date of his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky and then stated,
“I don’t rank that up with lying to the grand jury, saying he didn’t
have a sexual relationship.” Remarks of Chairman Hyde at Perjury
Hearing of December 1, 1998; see also Statement of Judge Charles
Wiggins at 2 (“the President was called as a witness before the
grand jury and he repeated his story that he did not have a sexual
relationship with Monica Lewinsky. Subsequently the President ac-
knowledged that his story was false or misleading and that he in
fact had such a relationship with Ms. Lewinsky.”)

These accounts of President Clinton’s grand jury testimony are
not accurate. In his August 17, 1998 grand jury testimony, Presi-
dent Clinton acknowledged that he had engaged in “inappropriate
intimate contact” with Ms. Lewinsky. Section I1.C, supra. He also
acknowledged that his conduct was “wrong.” Ibid. What the Presi-
dent denied in the grand jury was having “sexual relations” with
Ms. Lewinsky only as that term was defined by the Jones lawyers
and substantially restricted by Judge Wright. He did not go into
the details of those encounters because of privacy considerations,
although he did testify that they did not involve either sexual
intercourse or “sexual relations” as defined at the Jones deposition
after Judge Wright struck two-thirds of it. Ms. Lewinsky, on the
other hand, was forced by the OIC to describe in graphic detail her
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recollection of these encounters. See Schippers Presentation at
97 132

This simply is not a case of perjury. In addition to the incon-
sequential subject matter of the allegation—the precise nature of
the admitted physical contact between the President and Ms.
Lewinsky—the factual record would not support a prosecution for
perjury. That record is one essentially of “oath against oath,” a for-
mula that centuries of common law jurisprudence has rejected as
the basis for perjury. As the Supreme Court has stated, “equally
honest witnesses may well have differing recollections of the same
event,” and hence “a conviction for perjury ought not to rest en-
tirely upon “an oath against an oath.” United States v. Weiler, 323
U.S. 606, 609 (1945); see also Griswold v. Hazard, 141 U.S. 260,
280 (1891) (Harlan, dJ.) (“The difference in recollection of gentlemen

. often happens, without any reason to suspect that any of them

would intentionally deviate from the line of absolute truth.”). Mr.
Starr admitted in his testimony before the Judiciary Committee on
November 19, 1998, that the OIC credited Ms. Lewinsky’s testi-
mony only where there was corroboration. Transcript of November
19, 1998 Hearing at 235-36. On the narrow point at issue here,
however, there can be no independent corroboration.133

In sum, the facts do not support a perjury count based on the
President’s grand jury testimony. It is hard to imagine how what
is at most a difference of recollection over the precise details of the
admitted physical contact between President Clinton and Ms.
Lewinsky could be considered grounds for a perjury charge, much
less grounds for impeachment.

VII. THE PRESIDENT DIiD NOT OBSTRUCT JUSTICE
A. THE ELEMENTS OF OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE

The term “obstruction of justice” usually refers to violations of 18
U.S.C. §1503, the “Omnibus Obstruction Provision,” which pro-
hibits the intimidation of and retaliation against grand and petit
jurors and judicial officers and contains a catch-all clause making
it unlawful to “influence, obstruct, or impede the due administra-
tion of justice.” It may also refer to 18 U.S.C. § 1512, which pro-

132 Mr. Schippers analyzed the Referral and cited a discrepancy between the testimony of
President Clinton and Ms. Lewinsky over the precise nature of the physical contact involved
in their relationship as the basis for an allegation that President Clinton perjured himself before
the grand jury. Schippers Presentation at 27. Mr. Starr, in his Referral, advocated two addi-
tional bases: first, explaining his deposition testimony as based on his belief that the terms “sex-
ual relationship” “sexual affair,” and “sexual relations” required intercourse; and second, testify-
ing that he recalled his inappropriate relationship with Ms. Lewinsky beginning early in 1996,
rather than in mid-November of 1995 as Ms. Lewinsky recalled. As Mr. Schippers evidently con-
cluded, these alternative claims have no merit. One need look no further than the common dic-
tionary definition of terms such as “sexual relations” to find the President’s views validated, see
supra at Section VI.F.la, and it is not credible to believe that the slim difference between the
President’s and Ms. Lewinsky’s recollections of the commencement date of their relationship
(mid-November 1995 as opposed to early 1996) was in any way material to the grand jury’s in-
vestigation whatsoever. As Chairman Hyde himself stated in reference to this latter allegation,
“It doesn’t strike me as a terribly serious count.” Remarks of Chairman Hyde at Perjury Hear-
ing of December 1, 1998.

133Ms. Lewinsky’s statements to her friends about the nature of the contact between herself
and the President do not constitute independent corroboration. These statements obviously are
not independent as they were made by Ms. Lewinsky. They also appear to be inconsistent, a
fact which is even noted, albiet quietly, in Mr. Starr’s Referral. See Ref. at 17 n.39 (noting con-
flicting accounts of oral sex); see also Supp. at 1083 (statement by Kathleen Estep that Ms.
Lewinsk}; told her that President Clinton was brought to her apartment by the Secret Service
at 2 a.m.).
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scribes intimidating, threatening, or corruptly persuading, through
deceptive conduct, a person in connection with an official proceed-
ing.

For a conviction under § 1503, the government must prove that
there was a pending judicial proceeding, that the defendant knew
of the proceeding, and that the defendant acted “corruptly” with
the specific intent to obstruct or interfere with the proceeding or
due administration of justice. See, e.g., United States v. Bucey, 876
F.2d 1297, 1314 (7th Cir. 1989); United States v. Smith, 729 F.
Supp. 1380, 1383-84 (D.D.C. 1990). Thus, if a defendant is un-
aware of a pending grand jury proceeding, he cannot be said to
have obstructed it in violation of § 1503. See, e.g., United States v.
Brown, 688 F.2d 1391, 1400 (9th Cir. 1992). Perhaps more signifi-
cant is the “acting corruptly” element of the offense. Some courts
have defined this term as acting with “evil and wicked purposes,”
see United States v. Banks, 942 F.2d 1576, 1578 (11th Cir. 1991),
but at the very least to “act corruptly” under the statute, a defend-
ant must have acted with the specific intent to obstruct justice. See
United States v. Moon, 718 F.2d 1219, 1236 (2d Cir. 1983); United
States v. Bashaw, 982 F.2d 168, 170 (6th Cir. 1992); United States
v. Anderson, 798 F.2d 919, 928 (7th Cir, 1986); United States v.
Rasheed, 663 F.2d 843, 847 (9th Cir. 1981). That is, it is not
enough to prove that the defendant knew that a result of his ac-
tions might be to impede the administration of justice, if that was
not his intent.

It is critical to note which actions cannot fall under the ambit of
§ 1503. First, false statements or testimony alone cannot sustain a
conviction under §1503. See United States v. Thomas, 916, F.2d
647, 652 (11th Cir. 1990); United States v. Rankin, 870 F.2d 109,
111 (3d Cir. 1989).134 Moreover, § 1503 does not apply to a party’s
concealing or withholding discoverable documents in civil litiga-
tion.135 Most cases that have found § 1503 applicable to civil cases
do not involve the production or withholding of documents. See
United States v. London, 714 F.2d 1558 (11th Cir. 1983) (attorney
forged court order and attempted to enforce it), cited in Richmark,
730 F. Supp. at 1532; Sneed v. United States, 298 F. 911 (5th Cir.
1924) (influencing juror in civil case); cited in Richmark, 730 F.
Supp at 1532. While § 1503 can apply to concealment of subpoe-
naed documents in a grand jury investigation, the defendant must
have knowledge of the pending grand jury investigation, must
know that the particular documents are covered by a subpoena,
and must willfully conceal or endeavor to conceal them from the

134 For instance, in United States v. Wood, 6 F.3d 692, 697 (10th Cir. 1993), the United States
Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit found that a defendant’s false statements to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation during a grand jury investigation did not violate § 1503, because they
did not have the natural and probable effect of impeding the due administration of justice.

135 See, e.g., Richmark v. Timber Falling Consultants, 730 F. Supp. 1525, 1532 (D. Ore. 1990)
(because of the remedies afforded by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, §1503 does not cover
party discovery in civil cases, and “[t]he parties have not cited and the court has not found any
case in which a person was charged with obstruction of justice for concealing or withholding
discovery in a civil case”) See also United States v. Lundwall, 1 F. Supp. 2d 249, 251-54
(S.D.N.Y. 1998) (noting that “[c]ases involving prosecutions for document destruction durlng civil
pre-trial discovery are notably absent from the extensive body of reported § 1503 case law,” and
that “there are a great many good reasons why federal prosecutors should be reluctant to brmg
criminal charges relating to conduct in ongoing civil litigation,” but concluding that systematic
destruction of documents sought during discovery should satisfy § 1503).
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grand jury with the specific intent to interfere with its investiga-
tion. See United States v. McComb, 744 F.2d 555 (7th Cir. 1984).

Section 1512 specifically applies to “witness tampering.” To ob-
tain a conviction under § 1512, the government must prove that a
defendant knowingly engaged in intimidation, physical force,
threats, misleading conduct, or corrupt persuasion with intent to
influence, delay, or prevent testimony or cause any person to with-
hold objects or documents from an official proceeding. It is clear
that a defendant must also be aware of the possibility of a proceed-
ing and his efforts must be aimed specifically at obstructing that
proceeding, whether pending or not; § 1512 does not apply to de-
fendants’ innocent remarks or other acts unintended to affect a pro-
ceeding. See United States v. Wilson, 565 F. Supp. 1416, 1431
(S.D.N.Y. 1983).

Moreover, it is important to define the terms “corruptly per-
suade” and “misleading conduct,” as used in §1512. The statute
itself explains that “corruptly persuades” does not include “conduct
which would be misleading conduct but for a lack of a state of
mind.” 18 U.S.C. §1515(a)(6). It is also clear from the case law that
“misleading conduct” does not cover scenarios where the defendant
urged a witness to give false testimony without resorting to coer-
cive or deceptive conduct. See, e.g., United States v. Kulczyk, 931
F.2d 542, 547 (9th Cir. 1991) (no attempt to mislead; witnesses
knew defendant was asking them to lie); United States v. King, 762
F.2d 232, 237 (2d Cir. 1985) (defendant who attempts to persuade
witness to lie but not to mislead trier of fact does not violate
§1512).

Subornation of perjury is addressed in 18 U.S.C. § 1622. The ele-
ments of subornation are that the defendant must have persuaded
another to perjure himself, and the witness must have actually
committed perjury. See, e.g. United States v. Hairston, 46 F.3d 361,
376 (4th Cir. 1959), rev’d on other grounds, 361 U.S. 529 (1960).
If actual perjury does not occur, there is simply no subornation. See
id. at 376 (reversing conviction for subornation because of conclu-
sion that, in applying Bronston, witness did not commit perjury
due to his literally truthful testimony). Moreover, §1622 requires
that the defendant know that the testimony of witness will be per-
jurious—i.e., knowing and willful procurement of false testimony is
a key element of subornation of perjury. See Rosen v. NLRB, 735
F.2d 564, 575 n.19 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (“a necessary predicate of the
charge of subornation of perjury is the suborner’s belief that the
testimony sought is in fact false”).

B. SPECIFIC CLAIMS OF OBSTRUCTION

The Referral alleges various actions that it claims amount to ob-
struction of justice. Evidence that is contained in the Appendices
and Supplements—although omitted from the Referral—thoroughly
undermines each of these claims.

1. There Is No Evidence that the President Obstructed Justice in
Connection with Gifts Given to Ms. Lewinsky

“The President and Ms. Lewinsky met and discussed what
should be done with the gifts subpoenaed from Ms. Lewinsky.”
(Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr 11/19/98 Statement Before
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the) Committee on the Judiciary U.S. House of Representatives at
15.

[Hle really didn’t—he really didn’t discuss it.” (Monica
Lewinsky’s 8/20/98 grand jury testimony. App. at 1122.)

The Referral claims that President Clinton endeavored to ob-
struct justice by engaging in a pattern of activity to conceal evi-
dence, particularly gifts, regarding his relationship with Monica
Lewinsky. Ref. at 165. See also Schippers Presentation at 34-35.

The Appendices and Supplements contain a wealth of informa-
tion contradicting this claim. Upon review, it is clear that the full
record simply does not support an obstruction-by-gift-concealment
charge at all.

First, among Ms. Lewinsky’s ten different accounts of the meet-
ing at which she and the President allegedly “discussed” concealing
gifts, the Referral selectively and prejudicially chooses to cite the
version most hurtful to the President (without disclosing the exist-
ence of other, exculpatory accounts of the same events). Second, the
Referral omits other relevant statements by Ms. Lewinsky that
would place the OIC’s account in a sharply different light. Third,
the Referral suppresses uncontested statements made by the Presi-
dent and by Ms. Betty Currie that contradict the OIC’s conceal-
ment theory. Fourth, the Referral appropriates for itself the role of
factfinder and—by misleading characterizations of testimony—at-
tempts to deceive the Committee into adopting Ms. Lewinsky’s ver-
sion of events where it appears to conflict with Ms. Currie’s ver-
sion. Finally, the Referral suppresses the OIC’s doubts about its
own theory—doubts manifest in grand jury questioning but not ac-
knowledged in the Referral itself.

Two events form the core of the OIC’s allegation that the Presi-
dent orchestrated the concealment of gifts he had given Ms.
Lewinsky. The first is Ms. Lewinsky’s December 28, 1997, early
morning meeting with the President. The second is Ms. Currie’s re-
ceipt of a box of gifts from Ms. Lewinsky, supposedly on the after-
noon of that day.

The Referral presents these events in a manner that is grossly
one-sided and deeply prejudicial to the President.

a. Ms. Lewinsky’s December 28 Meeting with the President

On December 28, 1997, Ms. Lewinsky came to the White House
and met with the President to pick up her holiday gifts. According
to Ms. Lewinsky, that was the only occasion on which an issue of
the gifts’ relation to her subpoena was raised. See App. at 1130 (8/
20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky); see also App. at 1338
(8/26/98 deposition of Ms. Lewinsky).

Ms. Lewinsky was asked several times by the OIC about her De-
cember 28, 1997, meeting with the President, and in particular
about discussions she may have had with the President about gifts
she had received from him. In response, Ms. Lewinsky made at
least ten distinct statements 36 during the course of her original
proffer, interviews, grand jury testimony and deposition. Although
the OIC claims that there was a discussion between Ms. Lewinsky

136 Ms. Lewinsky herself explicitly made nine such statements and the tenth (number 8 in the
sequence listed above in the text) was made by a juror restating Ms. Lewinsky’s earlier state-
ment. Ms. Lewinsky appeared to agree with, and did not correct, that restatement.
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and the President on this subject,13” the actual testimony does not
support the OIC’s contention.

Ms. Lewinsky’s statements are set forth below, listed in the order
in which they were given, from earliest to latest in time:

1. Proffer (2/1/98): “Ms. L then asked if she should put away (out-
side her home) the gifts he had given her, or maybe, give them to
someone else.” App. at 715

2. Lewinsky 7/27/98 Interview Statement: “LEWINSKY ex-
pressed her concern about the gifts that the President had given
LEWINSKY and specifically the hat pin that had been subpoenaed
by PAULA JONES. The President seemed to know what the
JONES subpoena called for in advance and did not seem surprised
about the hat pin. The President asked LEWINSKY if she had told
anyone about the hat pin and LEWINSKY denied that she had, but
may have said that she gave some of the gifts to FRANK CARTER.
. . . LEWINSKY asked the President if she should give the gifts
to someone and the President replied ‘I don’t know.” App. at 1395.

3. Lewinsky 8/1/98 Interview Statement: “LEWINSKY said that
she was concerned about the gifts that the President had given her
and suggested to the President that BETTY CURRIE hold the
gifts. The President said something like, ‘I don’t know,” or ‘I'll think
about it.” The President did not tell LEWINSKY what to do with
the gifts at that time.” App. at 1481.

4. Lewinsky 8/6/98 Grand Jury Testimony: “[A]t some point I
said to him, ‘Well, you know, should I—maybe I should put the
gifts away outside my house somewhere or give them to someone,
maybe Betty.” And he sort of said—I think he responded, I don’t
know’ or ‘Let me think about that.’ And left that topic.” App. at
872.

5. Lewinsky 8/13/97 Interview Statement: “During their Decem-
ber 28, 1997 meeting, CLINTON did not specifically mention which
gifts to get rid of.” App. at 1549.

6. Lewinsky 8/20/98 Grand Jury Testimony: “It was December
28th and I was there to get my Christmas gifts from him. . . . And
we spent maybe about five minutes or so, not very long, talking
about the case. And I said to him, ‘Well do you think’ . . . And at
one point, I said, ‘Well, do you think I should—' I don’t think I said
‘get rid of,’ I said, ‘But do you think I should put away or maybe
give to Betty or give to someone the gifts?” And he—I don’t remem-
ber his response. I think it was something like, I don’t know,” or
‘Hmm,” or—there really was no response.” App. at 1121-22.

7. Lewinsky 8/20/98 Grand Jury Testimony: “A JUROR: Now, did
you bring up Betty’s name [at the December 28 meeting during
which gifts were supposedly discussed] or did the President bring
up Betty’s name? THE WITNESS: I think I brought it up. The
President wouldn’t have brought up Betty’s name because he really
didn’t—he really didn’t discuss it . . .” App. at 1122.

8. Lewinsky 8/20/98 Grand Jury Testimony: “A JUROR: You had
said that the President had called you initially to come get your
Christmas gift, you had gone there, you had a talk, et cetera, and

137Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr (Nov. 19, 1998) Statement Before the Committee on
the Judiciary U.S. House of Representatives at 15.
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there was no—you expressed concern, the President really didn’t
say anything.” App. at 1126.

9. Lewinsky 8/24/98 Interview Statement: “LEWINSKY advised
that CLINTON was sitting in the rocking chair in the Study.
LEWINSKY asked CLINTON what she should do with the gifts
CLINTON had given her and he either did not respond or re-
sponded ‘I don’t know.” LEWINSKY is not sure exactly what was
said, but she is certain that whatever CLINTON said, she did not
have a clear image in her mind of what to do next.” App. at 1566.

10. Lewinsky 9/3/98 Interview Statement: “On December 28,
1997, in a conversation between LEWINSKY and the President,
the hat pin given to LEWINSKY by the President was specifically
discussed. They also discussed the general subject of the gifts the
President had given Lewinsky. However, they did not discuss other
specific gifts called for by the PAULA JONES subpoena.
LEWINSKY got the impression that the President knew what was
on the subpoena.” App. at 1590.

These statements contain certain striking inconsistencies with
the version of events presented by the OIC—that the President and
Ms. Lewinsky “met and discussed what should be done with the
gifts subpoenaed from Ms. Lewinsky”:

* In none of the statements did the President initiate a discus-
sion relating to concealment of gifts.

e In none of the statements did the President tell Ms. Lewinsky
to conceal gifts.

* In none of the statements did the President suggest to Ms.
Lewinsky that she conceal gifts.

* In none of the statements is the President alleged to have
mentioned any gift other than a hat pin.

The statements also display numerous internal inconsistencies
and anomalies that are significant in light of the charge and that
caution against selecting any particular one:

e In seven of the ten statements (numbers 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and
10) the President either did not respond at all to Ms. Lewinsky’s
concealment concerns or was described by Ms. Lewinsky as having
given “no response” or “didn’t really say anything” about what to
do with the subpoenaed gifts.

* In two statements (numbers 6 and 9), Ms. Lewinsky described
the President as both responding to her concealment comments
(“saying something like ‘I don’t know’ or ‘Hmm,” 6; “responded ‘I
don’t know,”” 9) and as not responding (there really was no re-
sponse,” 6; “he . . . did not respond,” 9).

e In five of the ten statements (numbers 2, 3, 4 and 6 and 9) the
President responded “I don’t know” to a Lewinsky suggestion that
she give someone the gifts.

e In two of the ten statements (numbers 3 and 4), the President
was made to appear to contemplate further thought by saying in
response to a suggestion of possible action that he will “think about
it” or “Let me think about that.”

* In one statement (number 6), Ms. Lewinsky said that “I don’t
remember his response” to her suggestion that she conceal gifts.

o In Ms. Lewinsky’s first statement (the 2/1/98 Proffer), she did
not describe the President as having made any response to her sug-
gestion of possible action or as having mentioned Ms. Currie.
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* In Ms. Lewinsky’s final statement (her 9/3/98 interview), she
described no statement by the President whatsoever pertaining to
any possible action with respect to the gifts.

With all these statements to draw on, the Starr Referral relied
on number 4 above as if it were Ms. Lewinsky’s only statement on
the matter and thus characterized this pivotal conversation as fol-
lows: According to Ms. Lewinsky, she and the President discussed
the possibility 138 of moving some of the gifts out of her possession:

[A]t some point I said to him, “Well, you know, should I—maybe I should put the
gifts away outside my house somewhere or give them to someone, maybe Betty.”

And he sort of said—I think he responded “I don’t know” or “Let me think about
that.” And [we] left that topic.

Ref. at 166 (quoting App. at 872 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of
Ms. Lewinsky)). In making the above statement the centerpiece of
the President’s supposed assent to engage in concealment, the OIC
selected one 139 of only two (of Ms. Lewinsky’s ten) accounts in
which the President’s alleged comments might support the infer-
ence that he was even contemplating further thought (though not
action) in response to Ms. Lewinsky’s suggestion.

In so doing, the Referral failed to inform Congress that, in more
than two-thirds of the different accounts given by Ms. Lewinsky,
Ms. Lewinsky either described no response by the President at all
or described his comment as “no response” or “didn’t really say
anything.” 240 In other words, to the best of Ms. Lewinsky’s recollec-
tion he evidenced no intent to give the subject any thought. The
OIC also failed to acknowledge that in one of her accounts, Ms.
Lewinsky stated that she did not really remember the President’s
response. The OIC did not tell Congress that in several accounts,
Ms. Lewinsky reported that the President both did and did not re-
spond to her suggestion. The OIC did not tell Congress that the
only person ever to link Betty Currie’s name with the idea of con-
cealment (and that in only three of her ten accounts) in the Decem-
ber 28 conversation was Ms. Lewinsky herself. The OIC did not tell
Congress that in none—not one—of Ms. Lewinsky’s accounts did
the President initiate discussion relating to concealment of gifts.
The OIC did not tell Congress that in none of Ms. Lewinsky’s ac-
counts did the President ask or tell Ms. Lewinsky to conceal gifts.
The OIC did not tell Congress that in none of Ms. Lewinsky’s ac-
counts does the President suggest to Ms. Lewinsky that she conceal
gifts. The OIC did not tell Congress that in only two of Ms.
Lewinsky’s ten accounts was there even the suggestion that the
President wanted even to “think about it.” And finally, the OIC did
not tell Congress that in Ms. Lewinsky’s earliest and latest ac-
counts of the December 28, 1997 meeting, she never mentioned any
statement by the President suggesting any concealment of gifts
from the Jones subpoena. Instead the OIC simply picked the one

138This statement contains a subtle, but important (and illustrative) distortion. Ms. Lewinsky
might possibly be said to have “discussed” concealment of the gifts (at least in some of her ac-
counts of the December 28 meeting). But there is no evidence that the President himself ever
“discussed” concealment.

139 Number 4 above.

140The Referral’s concealment discussion (Ref. at 165-172) makes but a single mention of any
of Ms Lewinsky’s other accounts of the December 28 conversation. See Ref. at 166 n.226 (quoting
App. at 1122 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony Ms. Lewinsky) (number 6 in the list above)).
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account it liked best, misrepresented it, and presented it as though
it were the whole truth.

Those omissions and the resulting account of this “concealment”
meeting result in a skewed version of events that professional pros-
ecutors would not condone. Yet the Starr Referral not only presents
a distorted picture of the evidence, it recommends that this Com-
mittee vote to impeach the President of the United States on this
demonstrably thin record.

b. Betty Currie’s Supposed Involvement in Concealing Gifts

The other incident said to support the obstruction-by-conceal-
ment theory was Ms. Currie’s receipt of a box of gifts from Ms.
Lewinsky. Again, to support its position the Starr Referral presents
a highly selective and deceptively one-sided account of the evi-
dence. That account is distinguished by: (1) minimization of evi-
dence favorable to the President concerning the origin of the idea
of picking up gifts; (2) an outright falsehood as to the date of the
gift pickup—a falsehood obviously intended to suggest deep Presi-
dential involvement in the events; and (3) a deceptive attempt to
elevate the Referral’s theory through misleading and improper bol-
stering of one witness’s credibility.

(1) Whether Gifts Were Picked Up at the Suggestion of Ms.
Lewinsky or the President. Mr. Starr takes the position that the
President told or suggested to Ms. Currie that she contact Ms.
Lewinsky and pick up the gifts. Ref. at 167. But the President
twice denied ever telling Ms. Currie to contact Ms. Lewinsky about
the gifts. App. at 502 (President’s 8/17/98 grand jury testimony);
App. at 56566 (same). Ms. Currie herself has repeatedly said that
it was Ms. Lewinsky (not the President) who asked her to pick up
the gifts. Supp. at 581 (5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Betty
Currie); Supp. at 582 (same); Supp. at 706 (7/22/98 grand jury tes-
timony of Betty Currie); Supp. at 531 (1/24/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Betty Currie). In short, the only two parties who could pos-
sibly have direct knowledge of such an instruction by the President
have denied it.

Ms. Lewinsky stated that Ms. Currie told her that the President
had told her to contact Ms. Lewinsky. See App. at 715 (2/1/98 Prof-
fer): “Ms. Currie called Ms. L later that afternoon and said that the
Pres. had told her Ms. L. wanted her to hold onto something for
her.” 141 But this statement was contradicted by Ms. Currie’s re-
peated statements that Ms. Lewinsky called her and asked her to
pick up the gifts because people were asking “questions about stuff
she had gotten.” Supp. at 557 (1/27/98 grand jury testimony of Ms.
Currie). The Referral does acknowledge one occasion on which Ms.
Currie contradicted Ms. Lewinsky on this point, see Ref. at 167 (cit-
ing Supp. at 557 (1/27/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie)):

Q. Did Ms. Lewinsky tell you why she wanted to give you this box of items?

A. T think she was just getting concerned. I think people were asking questions
about stuff she had gotten.

But the Referral fails to quote Ms. Currie’s repeated contradicting
of Ms. Lewinsky on this point. First, in her January 24 interview

141See also App. at 874 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky); App. at 1127 (8/20/
98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).
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Ms. Currie said that: LEWINSKY called CURRIE and advised she
had to return all the gifts CLINTON had given LEWINSKY as
there was talk going around about the gifts.” Supp. at 531 (1/24/
98 FBI 302 Form Interview of Ms. Currie). Then, before the grand
jury:

Q. What exactly did Monica say when—

A. The best I remember she said that she wanted me to hold these gifts—hold

this—she may have said gifts, I'm sure she said gifts, box of gifts—I don’t remem-
ber—because people were asking questions. And I said, “Fine.”

Supp. at 581 (5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie). And then
again before the grand jury:

Q. . . . Just tell us from moment one how this issue first arose and what you
did about it and what Ms. Lewinsky told you.

A. The best I remember it first arose with a conversation. I don’t know if it was
over the telephone or in person. I don’t know. She asked me if I would pick up a
box. She said Isikoff had been inquiring about gifts.

Supp. at 582 (5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie). This
fact—that Ms. Currie early on and then thereafter repeatedly in-
sisted that Ms. Lewinsky raised the issue of the gifts—is not to be
found in the Referral.

The Referral also omits Ms. Lewinsky’s own testimony that it
was she, and not the President, who first raised the prospect of Ms.
Currie’s involvement.

A JUROR: Now, did you bring up Betty’s name or did the President bring up Bet-
ty’s name?

[Ms. LEWINSKY]: I think I brought it up. The President wouldn’t have brought up
Betty’s name because he really didn’t—he didn’t really discuss it. . . .

App. at 1122 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky); see
also App. at 1481 (8/1/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky)
(“LEWINSKY . . . suggested to the President that Betty Currie
hold the gifts.”) This fundamental and important fact—that Ms.
Lewinsky herself testified that the idea of Ms. Currie’s involvement
originated with Ms. Lewinsky (and not with the President)—is no-
where to be found in the Referral’s obstruction discussion.

Finally, as to whether Ms. Currie ever spoke of gifts to the Presi-
dent after she had picked up the gifts, the President denied ever
speaking with Ms. Currie and as to Ms. Currie, she recalled only
one circumstance relevant to this issue. In the course of question-
ing Ms. Currie about a January 21, 1998 telephone call she re-
ceived from the President, a juror (not the OIC) put the following
question to Ms. Currie:

A JUROR: During this conversation with the President, did you discuss the fact
that you had a box of Monica’s belongings under your bed?

THE WITNESS: I'm sure not.

By [THE OIC]: Why didn’t you tell him that.
A. T didn’t see any reason to. . . .

Supp. at 705 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie). This ex-
change, and the fact that Ms. Currie stated her recollection with
palpable certainty, are also entirely missing from the Referral.

In view of the foregoing distortions and omissions, no fair-minded
factfinder could conclude from the evidence that the President in-
structed Ms. Currie to retrieve gifts from Ms. Lewinsky.142

142The Referral’s further musings on the subject of the gifts, Ref. at 170-71, are based on
conjecture, not evidence. See, e.g., Ref. at 170. (“lm]ore generally, the person making the extra
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(2) Whether Gifts Were Picked Up on December 28. The Referral
implies that the President told Ms. Currie to retrieve the gifts on
Sunday, December 28, 1997, Ref. at 166 (and that she in fact re-
trieved the gifts on December 28), the same day he supposedly dis-
cussed the gifts issue at a morning meeting with Ms. Lewinsky.
Ref. at 167. The plain purpose of this allegation is to suggest
prompt action by the President to effectuate a concealment plan
supposedly hatched with Ms. Lewinsky at that morning’s visit.

In support of that theory, the Referral makes the following asser-
tion: According to both Ms. Currie and Ms. Lewinsky, Ms. Currie
drove to Ms. Lewinsky’s home [to pick up the box of gifts] later on
December 28. Ref. at 167 & n.237. This assertion—that “[a]ccording
to . . . Ms. Currie” she picked up gifts on December 28—is not
true. The Referral’s (only) authority is page 108 of Ms. Currie’s
May 6, 1998 grand jury testimony. That page of transcript reads
as follows:

A. . . . [108] I drove to her—outside of her residence and picked up the box.

Q. How many times had you been to her residence before?

A. Twice. I took her home one day after work, but never inside her residence. I
just dropped her off in front of the Watergate. And then when I picked up the box.
So twice, that I remember, just twice.

Q. Did you go with anyone to pick up the box?

A. It was after work and I was by myself.

Q. So it would be fair to say it was pretty important to pick it up.

A. I wouldn’t say that.

Q. And it was the only other time you’d ever been to her apartment.

A. T could have picked it up probably any time, but I was—she called me and
asked me to come by on my way home and pick it up.

Q. And then what did you do with it?

A. Put it under my bed?

Q. What was the occasion when you took Monica home?

A. What was the occasion?

Q. Yes.

A. After one of her meetings. The best I remember, if she was leaving and I was
leaving at the same time, I'd offer [109] to give her a ride home.

Supp. at 581 (5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie). Nowhere
on that page or anywhere else does Ms. Currie say that she picked
up the gifts on December 28.

This was no mere typographical error. For in Ms. Currie’s first
interview with the OIC, she recalled that Ms. Lewinsky called her
to pick up the gifts sometime in December. Supp. at 531 (1/24/98
FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Currie). And just a few pages ear-
lier in her grand jury testimony, Ms. Currie told the grand jury
that her best estimate was that she had retrieved the gifts “a cou-
ple weeks” after Ms. Lewinsky’s December 28 visit to the Presi-
dent. Supp. at 581 (5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie). Ad-
ditionally, in her first (late-January 1998) appearance before the
grand jury, Ms. Currie’s best recollection was that the gifts were
picked up sometime within the previous six months. Supp. at 556—
57 (1/27/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie). Finally, Ms. Currie
told the grand jury that she picked up the gifts on a workday,
Supp. at 582, and December 28 was a Sunday. Although Ms.
Currie never pinpointed a date, the record is clear that—contrary
to the Referral’s false assertion—she never placed the date of the
gift pickup on December 28.

effort [here, picking up the gifts] . . . is ordinarily the person requesting the favor”). As to the
Referral’s credibility judgments, see Part V.B.1.b.3 below.
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The Referral’s deceptive attempts to bind Ms. Currie to its ver-
sion of events—effected by misstatement and omission—are signifi-
cant. They are explainable only by a willful attempt to bend the
facts to fit the Referral’s theory. Other than Ms. Lewinsky’s own
(as shown below, uncertain) accounts, the notion that the gifts were
picked up on December 28 has no foundation in the record.

(3) The Referral’s Deceptive Attempt to Bolster the Credibility of
One Witness to the Detriment of Others Is Improper. The Referral
usurps the role of the fact-finder and substitutes its judgment for
Congress’ by resolving evidentiary conflicts in favor of Ms.
Lewinsky’s recollection and against Ms. Currie’s where that resolu-
tion hurts the President. The Referral states that Ms. Currie’s
memory of the crucial conversation “generally has been hazy and
uncertain,” Ref. at 170, while Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony “is consist-
ent and unequivocal.” Ref. at 169. The statement that Ms.
Lewinsky’s testimony was consistent and unequivocal is just not
true. Indeed, Ms. Lewinsky actually told the grand jurors at one
point that she could not remember Ms. Currie saying that the
President told her to call about the gifts:

A JUROR: At the top of page 7 [of the 2/1/98 Proffer, App. 715], where you say
in your proffer that when Ms. Currie called later that afternoon she said, at least
I think you mean that she said that the President had told her Ms. L. wanted her
to hold on to something for her. Do you remember Betty Currie saying that the Presi-

dent had told her to call?
THE WITNESS: Right now. I don’t. I don’t remember. . . .

App. at 1141 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky) (em-
phasis added). The Referral’s assertion to the contrary—that “Ms.
Lewinsky’s testimony on the issue is consistent and unequivocal”—
is utterly untrue. Ms. Lewinsky simply did not have the unwaver-
ing conviction the Referral attributes to her.

Indeed Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony concerning her February 1,
1998 proffer (which was not, as the OIC characterizes it, “testi-
mony,” Ref. at 169) was fraught with uncertainty. As Ms. Lewinsky
herself told the grand jury:

The other thing, and this is something that I was thinking about this morning
in relation to the proffer, that I had written this proffer obviously being truthful,
but I think that when I wrote this, it was my understanding that this was to bring
me to the step of getting an immunity agreement, and so I think that sometimes
to—that I didn’t know this was going to become sort of this staple document, I think,
for everything, and so there are things that can be misinterpreted from in here, even
{rom tmc;tre—reading it, the conditions—some of the conditions maybe under which

wrote it.

App. at 1141 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky) (em-
phasis added). Yet neither the Referral, nor any of its supporting
materials, reflect any effort by the OIC to have Ms. Lewinsky clar-
ify the “things that can be misinterpreted” in her proffer. Nor did
the Referral inform the House of Ms. Lewinsky’s own doubts about
the February 1 proffer.

The Referral then aggravates its own deceptions and omissions
still further by twice quoting a statement of Ms. Currie to the ef-
fect that “[Ms. Lewinsky] may remember better than I. I don’t re-
member.” Ref. at 167, 170. That quotation is thoroughly misleading
in view of the foregoing statements by Ms. Lewinsky (omitted from
the Referral) which made clear that her memory was certainly no
better than Ms. Currie’s.
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Finally, the OIC’s account of the differences in Ms. Currie’s and
Ms. Lewinsky’s recollections is aggravated by another, very curious
fact. As the Referral once mentions, and as Ms Currie repeatedly
stated, Ms. Lewinsky had said that she “was uncomfortable retain-
ing the gifts” not because the President asked her to conceal them
from Paula Jones’ lawyers, but “because people were asking ques-
tions about the stuff she had gotten.” Ref. at 167 and citations in
Part VI.B.1.b.1, above. That statement presents a rather different
explanation then the one offered up in the Referral. Yet neither the
Referral, nor 3183 pages of Appendices, nor 4610 pages of Supple-
ment contain any evidence that Ms. Lewinsky has ever contra-
dicted Ms. Currie’s account of that statement. The absence of con-
tradictory evidence is itself a significant piece of evidence support-
ive of the view that Ms. Currie’s recollection is the correct one.

But the importance of this runs much deeper. Notwithstanding
that she testified twice before the grand jury, was deposed once,
and was interviewed by the OIC at least 18 different times,143 Ms.
Lewinsky was apparently never asked whether she ever stated to
Ms. Currie that people were asking questions about the President’s
gifts. Indeed, in all the time following Ms. Currie’s January 27 tes-
timony, the OIC apparently never asked Ms. Lewinsky to reconcile
the basic tensions in the conflicting accounts. Rather than attempt-
ing to determine the truth of this important issue, the OIC pre-
ferred to leave this crucial difference unexplored and then argue
the relative credibility of the witnesses to Congress and conclude
without reason that Ms. Lewinsky’s recollection “makes more
sense.” In view of the OIC’s statutory duty to provide any “substan-
tial and credible information” pertaining to impeachment, the in-
sidious refusal to elicit direct evidence on this sensitive point is ex-
traordinary—and wholly unfair.

c. The Referral Suppresses Other Evidence Casting Doubt on
Its Concealment-of-Gifts Obstruction Theory

The Referral says, and it is not disputed, that the President gave
Ms. Lewinsky a number of gifts during their December 28, 1997
meeting. Ref. at 166. This fact alone obviously undermines the Re-
ferral’s theory that he sought to conceal gifts to her on that same
day. The Referral goes on to say that Ms. Lewinsky was “asked
why the President gave her more gifts on December 28 when he
understood she was under an obligation to produce gifts in re-
sponse to the subpoena.” Ibid. But the actual question posed was
this: “What do you think the President was thinking when he is
giving you gifts when there’s a subpoena covering the gifts? I
mean, does he think in any way, shape or form that you're going
to be turning these gifts over?” App. at 886 (8/6/98 grand jury testi-
mony of Ms. Lewinsky).

In response, the Starr Referral inserted Ms. Lewinsky’s specula-
tion about why the President may have given her the gifts, quoting
from her August 6 testimony, and adding a certain emphasis:

You know, I can’t answer what [the President] was thinking, but to me, it was—

there was never a question in my mind and I—from everything he said to me, 1
never questioned him, that we were never going to do anything but keep this pri-

143 Summaries of Ms. Lewinsky’s 18 different interviews with the OIC appear at App. at
1389-1603.
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vate, so that meant deny it and that meant do—take whatever appropriate steps
needed to be taken, you know for that to happen.

Ref. at 166 (quoting App. at 886-87 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony
of Ms. Lewinsky) (emphasis added by OIC)).

This explanation of the December 28 gift-giving is severely un-
fair. First, the addition of the emphasis suggests that the President
had explained to Ms. Lewinsky that gifts, including gifts given on
December 28, were going to be concealed. There is no support for
this, and as we have established above, all the evidence is to the
contrary.

Second, the OIC’s account relies on Ms. Lewinsky’s speculation
when the President’s own testimony was available. In that testi-
mony, given before the grand jury on August 17, the President—
responding to questions about the December 28 meeting—stated
that “this gift business . . . didn’t bother me,” App. at 496, and
that “I wasn’t troubled by this gift issue,” App. at 497. The Presi-
dent went on to say that he “fe[lt] comfortable giving [Ms.
Lewinsky] gifts in the middle of discovery in the Paula Jones case”
because “there was no existing improper relationship at that time”
and that he “wasn’t worried about it [and] thought it was an all
right thing to do.” App. at 498. The Referral obscures these direct
statements in favor of Ms. Lewinsky’s speculation.

Strikingly absent from the Referral is any discussion of the fact
that, under its own misleading theory, the President was both giv-
ing gifts and taking them back on the very same day. The Referral
makes no effort to explain this dramatic anomaly and does not con-
vey to Congress any sense of the fact that such behavior is—and
must seem—very odd under the Referral’s theory.

That omission is all the more conspicuous in view of the OIC’s
questions and comments on this issue during the President’s and
Ms. Lewinsky’s grand jury testimony. Sensing the difficulty for its
own theory, the OIC asked: “Mr. President, if your intent was, as
you earlier testified, that you didn’t want anybody to know about
this relationship you had with Ms. Lewinsky, why would you feel
comfortable giving her gifts in the middle of discovery in the Paula
Jones case?” App. at 498. The President answered that he was not
troubled by the gifts because at the time he gave them there was
no improper relationship. App. at 498. No mention of this exchange
appears in the Referral.

Again, during Ms. Lewinsky’s first grand jury appearance the
OIC prosecutor remarks: “Although, Ms. Lewinsky, I think what is
sort of—it seems a little odd and, I guess really the grand jurors
wanted your impression of it, was on the same day that you're dis-
cussing basically getting the gifts to Betty to conceal them, he’s giv-
ing you a new set of gifts.” App. at 887-88 (emphasis added).144
And again, no mention is made in the Referral of the fact that the
OIC and the grand jurors regarded it as “odd” that there was gift-
giving on the same day the President allegedly caused his gifts to
be recovered. A fair prosecutor would have acknowledged this “odd-
ity” and reported the President’s answers to this “oddity,” answers

144 Ms. Lewinsky replies, “You know, I have come recently to look at that as sort of a strange
situation. . . .” App. at 888.
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which resolve the apparent “oddity,” and undermine the prosecu-
tor’s theory. The OIC did neither.

The Referral concludes that “[g]liven his desire to conceal the re-
lationship, it makes no sense that the President would have given
Ms. Lewinsky more gifts on the 28t unless he and Ms. Lewinsky
understood that she would not produce all of her gifts in response
to her subpoena.” Ref. at 171. This statement is directly contrary
to the only available evidence touching on this issue—namely the
President’s own testimony that he simply was not troubled by the
gifts. App. at 494-98. The OIC has suppressed relevant direct evi-
dence and then asked Congress to draw negative inferences from
circumstantial theorizing.

Ultimately, the Referral’s failure to include or even refer to the
President’s directly material testimony in the “impeachable acts”
discussion of supposed “concealment” of gifts has no legitimate ex-
planation. The obstruction-by-gift-concealment charge rests on an
unjustifiable six-prong strategy unworthy of any fair prosecutor.
The Referral first presents a highly argumentative and one-sided
account of disputed facts. Second, it flatly misrepresents certain
key dates and events in an effort to heighten that prejudicial effect.
Third, it suppresses numerous facts contradicting the Referral’s
concealment theory. Fourth, the Referral artificially engineers the
impression that one witness is more credible than the other—in
stark defiance of record facts and in the apparent hope that its
sophistries would go unnoticed by the factfinder. Fifth, the Referral
suggests a false clarity about important evidentiary issues which
are in fact fundamentally ambiguous. The Referral’s authors clear-
ly chose to leave these ambiguities unexplored where honest inves-
tigation would have resolved them. Finally, the Referral suppresses
record evidence reflecting its authors’ own doubts about the theory
advanced.

Impeachment on such distorted “evidence” of obstruction as the
Referral presents would be a travesty.

2. The President Did Not Obstruct Justice in Connection With Ms.
Lewinsky’s Job Search

a. The Direct Evidence Contradicts the Referral’s Jobs—QOb-
struction Theory and the Referral Presents a Misleading
Picture Based on Carefully Selected Circumstantial Evi-
dence

The OIC alleges that the President “endeavored to obstruct jus-
tice by helping [Ms.] Lewinsky obtain a job in New York at a time
when she would have been a witness against him were she to tell
the truth during the Jones case.” Ref. at 181. To support this claim,
the OIC has created a wholly misleading chronology of events that
omits crucial facts, presents only partial accounts of others, and
places artificial weight on selected events occurring in late Decem-
ber 1997 and early January 1998. The OIC’s account relies almost
exclusively on the testimony of one witness yet conceals that wit-
ness’ contradictory statements. The effect is to try to create a sense
that Ms. Lewinsky’s interest in a New York job arose in reaction
to her involvement in the Jones suit and that the President’s ef-
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forts to help her were excessive and performed with intent some-
how to buy her silence, when the actual evidence is to the contrary.

There is no direct evidence that the President or Mr. Jordan as-
sisted Ms. Lewinsky with her job search in exchange for silence or
false testimony. Indeed, all the direct evidence is to the contrary.
As Ms Lewinsky unequivocally stated: “[N]o one ever asked me to
lie and I was never promised a job for my silence.” App. at 1161
(8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky). Mr. Jordan’s testi-
mony was also clear and unequivocal:145 “As far as I was con-
cerned, [the job and the affidavit] were two very separate matters.”
Supp. at 1737 (3/5/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon Jordan).146
The Referral must therefore resort to selective citation to cir-
cumstantial evidence to try to make its case. But, as we establish
in detail below, the circumstantial “evidence” does not support the
notion that a job was procured for Ms. Lewinsky in an effort to ob-
struct justice in the Jones litigation. It supports the direct evidence
to the contrary.

The Referral poses the job-search issue as “whether the Presi-
dent’s efforts in obtaining a job for Ms. Lewinsky were to influence
her testimony or simply to help an ex-intimate without concern for
her testimony.” Ref. at 185. Mr. Starr acknowledges that there is
no direct evidence that the President assisted Ms. Lewinsky in ob-
taining a job in exchange for her lying or remaining silent. Ref. at
185 n.361. The OIC also acknowledges that the “case” is entirely
circumstantial; rests on an interpretation of selected circumstances
it describes as “key events.” Ref. at 181. The centerpiece of the
charge is the notion that the President employed Mr. Vernon Jor-
dan to place Ms. Lewinsky in an out-of-town job so as to induce Ms.
Lewinsky either to leave town, to file a false affidavit, or to remain
silent in such a way as to obstruct justice in the Jones case.147

Here is the Referral’s key passage, a chronology manifestly con-
structed to create a false impression of obstruction:

On January 5, 1998, Ms. Lewinsky declined the United Nations job. On January
7, 1998, Ms. Lewinsky signed the affidavit denying the relationship with President

Clinton (she had talked on the phone to the President on January 5 about it). Mr.
Jordan informed the President of her action.

145From his standpoint, Mr. Jordan’s assistance to Ms. Lewinsky was not in the least un-
usual. Mr. Jordan testified repeatedly that he is often asked to help people get jobs and often
provides such help. See Supp. at 1707 (3/3/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon Jordan) (Mr. Jor-
dan is “asked frequently by people to help . . . get jobs”); id. at 1711-12 (noting referring of
other individuals for jobs at Revlon, Young & Rubicam, American Express and other companies
and stating “to the extent you think [assisting Ms. Lewinsky was] out of the ordinary, it is not
out of the ordinary, given what I do”); see also January 22, 1998 Statement of Vernon Jordan:
(“For many years now . . . I am consulted by individuals, young and old, male and female, black
and white, Hispanic and Asian, rich and poor, cabinet members and secretaries, for assist-
ance.”).

146 See also Supp. at 1827 (5/5/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon Jordan):

Q. Did [Ms. Lewinsky] ever directly indicate to you that she wanted her job in New
York before she could finish [her affidavit] up with Mr. Carter?

A. Unequivocally, no.

Q. . . . Is there anything about the way she acted when speaking to you that, as you
sit here now, makes you think that perhaps she was attempting not to finalize what-
ever she was doing with Mr. Carter until she had a job in New York?

A. Unequivocally, indubitably, no.

147 As we will establish below, the omitted facts are flatly at odds with that theory. Had the
President intended to ensure Ms. Lewinsky’s silence concerning their relationship, it was surely
within his power—at any time—to secure a job for Ms. Lewinsky at the White House. It appears
from the record that she desperately wanted such a position. Given Ms. Lewinsky’s repeatedly
expressed desire for such a job, any jobs-for-silence scheme could have been readily implemented
by giving her a White Hoouse position. No such position was ever offered, because there was
never an effort to silence or buy off Ms. Lewinsky.
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The next day, on January 8, 1998, Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with MacAndrews
& Forbes, a company recommended by Vernon Jordan. The interview went poorly.
Mr. Jordan then called Ronald Perelman, the Chairman of the Board of
MacAndrews & Forbes. Mr. Perelman said Ms. Lewinsky should not worry, and that
someone would call her back for another interview. Mr. Jordan relayed this message
to Ms. Lewinsky, and someone called back that day.

Ms. Lewinsky interviewed again the next morning, and a few hours later received
an informal offer for a position. She told Mr. Jordan of the offer, and Mr. Jordan
then notified President Clinton with the news: “Mission accomplished.”

Ref. at 183-84 (footnotes omitted) (emphasis in original). As we
will show, this passage is woefully misleading. In fact, the timing
of Ms. Lewinsky’s January 8th interview had nothing to do with
the Jones matter. And the fact of Mr. Jordan’s January 8 call to
Mr. Perelman was never communicated to the Revlon executive
who scheduled Ms. Lewinsky’s January 9 interview and who de-
cided to hire her that very day.

Indeed, closer inspection of the evidence contained in the appendices and supple-
ments gives the lie to the Referral’s theory and makes the following facts absolutely
clear:

* Ms. Lewinsky’s desire to leave Washington arose long be-
fore her involvement in the Jones case;

* The President provided Ms. Lewinsky with only modest as-
sistance;

* The job assistance provided by friends and associates of
the President was in no way unusual;

No pressure was applied to obtain Ms. Lewinsky a job;

e There was no timetable for Ms. Lewinsky’s job search, let
alone any timetable linked to her involvement in the Jones
case; and

None of Ms. Lewinsky’s job-searching and job-obtaining
measures were in any way linked to her involvement in the
Jones case.

When the events leading up to Ms. Lewinsky’s job offer are recon-
structed in fuller detail, 148 when the one-sidedness of the Referral’s

148Tn addition to the many relevant facts omitted from the Referral altogether, see Part V.C.,
infra, the Referral also contains its own misleading “editing” of events it does include. For in-
stance, the Referral includes a number of exculpatory facts in its Narrative section, but then,
when it sets forth what it calls “substantial and credible evidence” of wrongdoing, it omits them
from its so-called summary of “key events and dates.” Ref. 181. The following is just a sampling
of facts the Referral’s authors did not regard as “key events” deserving consideration in the ac-
cusatory part of the Referral:

e That throughout the first half of 1997, Ms. Lewinsky had been hoping to return to a job
in the White House and that she had not succeeded in doing so; App. at 564 (President’s 8/17/
98 grand jury testimony);

¢ That the idea of a job at the United Nations originated with Ms. Lewinsky, not the Presi-
dent; see App. at 788 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky) (in July 3 letter, “I said
in New York at the United Nations”);

* That Ms. Lewinsky’s resolve to leave Washington was cemented by remarks reported to her
by Ms. Tripp on October 6, 1997 and that those remarks, by a Tripp acquaintance, “were ‘the
straw that broke the camel’s back.’” App. at 1460 (7/31/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms.
Lewinsky);

¢ That before she ever had had the October discussion with the President about a job, she
had discussed with Ms. Tripp whether Mr. Jordan would help with her job search; App. at 823—
24 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky);

e That Ms. Lewinsky first expressed a need for a White House reference on October 11, and
that she suggested that Mr. John Hilley was the appropriate person to provide the reference
because he had at one time been her supervisor; App. at 1544—-45 (8/13/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Ms. Lewinsky);

e That Ms. Lewinsky needed the reference not for any improper motive but because she had
worked at the White House in the Office of Legislative Affairs; App. at 934-35 (8/6/98 grand
jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky). Mr. Hilley was the appropriate person to provide the reference

Continued
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account is recognized, and when its crucial omissions are exposed,
it becomes plain that there was no impropriety and no obstruction
of justice in connection with her job search. The case for obstruc-
tion simply evaporates.

b. A More Complete Narrative of Events

Ms. Lewinsky worked in the White House from late 1995 until
early April 1996. In early April, she was advised by Mr. Tim
Keating that she was being transferred from the White House to
the Pentagon; Mr. Keating told her that she might be able to re-
turn to the White House after the November 1996 election. App. at
1503-04 (8/3/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky). Follow-
ing the 1996 election, Ms. Lewinsky tried for months throughout
1997 to get a job in the White House or in the Old Executive Office
Building. During that period, the President told her that Mr. Bob
Nash and later Ms. Marsha Scott were the people who could help
her get a job in the White House. App. at 1458 (7/31/98 FBI Form
302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky). Ms. Lewinsky wrote to and met
several times with Ms. Scott in 1997 about a White House job. App.
at 1458-59 (7/31/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky). The
President was aware of Ms. Lewinsky’s continuing efforts to work
in the White House. App. at 564—65 (President’s 8/17/98 grand jury
testimony). While still hoping for a White House job, Ms. Lewinsky
began to think about working in New York. Ultimately, Ms.
Lewinsky was never offered another White House job, and when (in
early October 1997) it became clear to her that she would not be
offered one, she turned her focus entirely to New York.

On July 3, 1997, Ms. Lewinsky notified the President that she
was thinking of moving to New York. App. at 1414 (7/29/98 FBI
302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky). She told him of her interest in a
United Nations job and explicitly asked for his help in getting a po-
sition in New York. App. at 788 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky). Ms. Lewinsky again raised the prospect of moving to
New York in a September 2, 1997 e-mail message to a friend. App.
at 2811. According to Ms. Lewinsky, by October 6, 1997, she was
“mostly resolved to look for a job in the private sector in New
York.” App. at 1544 (8/13/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms.
Lewinsky). On October 9th or 11th, Ms. Lewinsky asked the Presi-
dent if Mr. Vernon Jordan might be able to assist her with her
New York job search, App. at 822-24 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony
of Ms. Lewinsky); 1079 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky). The idea of obtaining Mr. Jordan’s assistance may have
originated with Ms. Tripp. App. at 822-24 (8/6/98 grand jury testi-
mony of Ms. Lewinsky).

Ms. Lewinsky believed that her discussions with the President
about a job were “part of her relationship with” the President. App.
at 1461 (7/31/98 FBI Form 302 Interview). According to Ms.
Lewinsky, she prepared a list of jobs she was interested in the pri-
vate sector in New York. App. at 824 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony

because he had been her boss there during the latter part of her tenure at the White House.
Ibid.

The omission of each of these facts from the accusatory portion of the Referral artificially bol-
sters the theory of the Referral by creating the effect that Ms. Lewinsky’s job search occurred
mostly in December and January.
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of Ms. Lewinsky); App. at 1585. In early November, Ms. Lewinsky
met with Mr. Jordan who agreed to help her at that time. App. at
824 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky). All of these
events took place long before Ms. Lewinsky’s name ever appeared
on any witness list in the Jones matter. Indeed, it could not be
clearer that Ms. Lewinsky’s wish to move to New York and her ef-
forts to involve the President and others in that search antedated
and were unrelated to the Jones matter.

As to the actual job interviews and offers Ms. Lewinsky later ob-
tained, no relevant circumstances reflect any attempt to obstruct
justice. A fuller account of Ms. Lewinsky’s job search makes this
absolutely plain.

(1) The United Nations Job. Ms. Lewinsky interviewed for and
was ultimately offered a job at the United Nations. That job inter-
view was arranged by Mr. John Podesta acting at the behest of Ms.
Betty Currie. Supp. at 3404 (4/30/98 grand jury testimony of Bill
Richardson). Ms. Currie testified that she was acting on her own
in undertaking these efforts. Supp. at 592 (5/6/98 grand jury testi-
mony of Betty Currie). In the course of a casual conversation with
Ambassador Richardson, Mr. Podesta suggested that Ambassador
Richardson interview a former White House employee who was
moving to New York. Supp. at 3395 (1/28/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Bill Richardson). It was not uncommon for Ambassador
Richardson to interview persons on a courtesy basis. Supp. at 3418
(4/30/98 grand jury testimony of Bill Richardson). He was im-
pressed with Ms. Lewinsky’s resume. Supp. at 3411 (4/30/98 grand
jury testimony of Bill Richardson). Ambassador Richardson never
spoke to the President about Ms. Lewinsky. He never spoke to Mr.
Jordan about Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 3422 (4/30/98 grand jury tes-
timony of Bill Richardson). Ambassador Richardson felt no pres-
sure to hire Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 3423 (4/30/98 grand jury testi-
mony of Bill Richardson). Ms. Lewinsky was interviewed on Octo-
ber 31, 1997, long before her name appeared on the witness list in
the Jones case. Supp. at 3718 (5/27/98 grand jury testimony of
Mona Sutphen).

She was offered a job at the U.N. and ultimately refused it.
There is no evidence that the job offer was related to the Jones
case and no suggestion that she was coerced or even encouraged to
take it. Moreover, there is no evidence that the U.N. job interview
and subsequent offer were part of any effort to silence Ms.
Lewinsky, or induce her to leave Washington, or cause her to lie
in connection with the Jones case.

(2) Private Sector Efforts. Ms. Lewinsky obtained help in finding
a private-sector job from several sources. In late October-early No-
vember 1997, Ms. Lewinsky informed her then-boss at the Penta-
gon, Mr. Kenneth Bacon, that she wanted to seek employment in
New York. Supp. at 11 (2/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ken-
neth Bacon). This was well before her name appeared on the wit-
ness list in the Jones case. She told Mr. Bacon that her mother was
moving to New York and that she wanted to work in public rela-
tions. Id. Mr. Bacon then had a conversation with Mr. Howard
Paster, the Chairman and CEO of Hill & Knowlton about Ms.
Lewinsky’s job search. Mr. Paster said that Ms. Connie Chung may
have been looking for a researcher. Id. On November 24, 1997, Mr.
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Bacon wrote to Mr. Paster enclosing Ms. Lewinsky’s resume and
thanking him for his willingness to talk to Ms. Chung about Ms.
Lewinsky. Id. Mr. Bacon’s involvement reflects several fundamen-
tal facts concerning Ms. Lewinsky’s search for a New York job: (1)
the effort was initiated by her; (2) the effort predated the relevant
period in the Jones matter; and (3) the effort proceeded on multiple
fronts—with, as we will see, only very limited involvement by the
President.

At the heart of the Referral’s obstruction charge is the notion
that the President used Mr. Jordan to obtain a job for Ms.
Lewinsky in New York in order to silence her or induce her to lie
in the Jones case. However, the person who contacted Mr. Jordan
on Ms. Lewinsky’s behalf was Ms. Currie. Supp. at 592-93 (5/6/98
grand jury testimony of Betty Currie); Supp. at 1704 (3/3/98 grand
jury testimony of Vernon Jordan); see also Supp. at 1755 (3/5/98
grand jury testimony of Vernon Jordan). Ms. Currie took an active
role with Mr. Jordan. They were old friends, and she felt com-
fortable approaching him to help Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 592-94
(5/6/98 grand jury testimony of Betty Currie).

The Referral says that Mr. Jordan contacted people from three
private companies with recommendations for Ms. Lewinsky. Ref. at
93. Those people were Mr. Peter Georgescu, the Chairman and
CEO of Young & Rubicam (the parent of Burson-Marsteller); Ms.
Ursula Fairbairn, the Executive Vice President of Human Re-
sources at American Express; and Mr. Richard Halperin, the Exec-
utive Vice President and Special Counsel at MacAndrews & Forbes,
the parent company of Revlon. Ms. Lewinsky applied for positions
with all three companies. As the record makes clear, neither the
President nor Mr. Jordan put any pressure on these companies to
hire Ms. Lewinsky or tried to engineer the timing of her hiring to
coincide with activity in the Jones case.

Burson Marsteller. Mr. Jordan telephoned Mr. Georgescu in early
December 1997, asking him to take a look at a young White House
person for a job. Mr. Jordan did not, in Mr. Georgescu’s words, en-
gage in a “sales pitch” about Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 1222 (3/25/
98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Peter Georgescu). Mr. Georgescu told
Mr. Jordan that the company “would take a look at Ms. Lewinsky
in the usual way,” Supp. at 1219 (1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Interview
of Peter Georgescu), and that his own involvement would be “arm’s
length,” Supp. at 1222 (3/25/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Peter
Georgescu). After Mr. Georgescu set up the initial interview, Ms.
Lewinsky would be “on [her] own from that point.” Ibid. Ms.
Lewinsky then interviewed with a Ms. Celia Berk of Burson-
Marsteller. According to Ms. Berk, her company’s actions in Ms.
Lewinsky’s interviewing process were handled “by the book.” Supp.
at 111 (3/31/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Celia Berk). Ms.
Lewinsky’s “recruitment process,” she said, “was somewhat acceler-
ated, but it went through the normal stops.” Ibid. Burson-
Marsteller never offered Ms. Lewinsky a job.

American Express. The person Mr. Jordan spoke with at Amer-
ican Express was Ms. Ursula Fairbairn, the head of Human Re-
sources. Ref. 93. According to Ms. Fairbairn, there was nothing un-
usual for board members or company officers to recommend tal-
ented people for work at American Express. Supp. at 1087 (1/29/
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98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ursula Fairbairn). Indeed Mr. Jor-
dan had recently made another employment recommendation to
Ms. Fairbairn at American Express. Supp. at 1087 (1/29/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Ursula Fairbairn). Ms. Fairbairn felt that
no pressure was exerted by Mr. Jordan. Supp. at 1087 (1/29/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Ursula Fairbairn).

The person Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with was an American Ex-
press official in Washington named Mr. Thomas Schick. Ref. at 95.
According to Mr. Schick, he never talked to Mr. Jordan at any time
during this process. He also said that he felt absolutely no pressure
to hire Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 3521 (1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Thomas Schick). Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with Mr. Schick
on December 23, 1997. According to Ms. Lewinsky’s account of that
interview, she was told that she lacked the qualifications necessary
for the position. App. at 1480 (8/1/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of
Ms. Lewinsky). Ms. Lewinsky was never offered a job at American
dExp)ress. Supp. at 1714 (3/3/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon Jor-

an).

MacAndrews & Forbes/Revlon. The person Mr. Jordan first con-
tacted at MacAndrews & Forbes was an Executive Vice President
named Mr. Richard Halperin. Ref. at 93. It was not unusual for
Mr. Jordan to call him with an employment recommendation.
Supp. at 1281 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Richard
Halperin); see also Supp. at 1294 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of
Richard Halperin) (same). In fact, Mr. Jordan had recommended at
least three other persons besides Ms. Lewinsky to MacAndrews &
Forbes. Supp. at 174647 (3/5/98 grand jury testimony of Vernon
Jordan). On this occasion, Mr. Jordan told Mr. Halperin that Ms.
Lewinsky was bright, energetic and enthusiastic and encouraged
him to meet with Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 1286 (3/27/98 Interview
of Richard Halperin). Mr. Halperin did not think there was any-
thing unusual about Mr. Jordan’s request. Id. In Mr. Jordan’s tele-
phone call, Mr. Halperin testified that Mr. Jordan did not “ask
[Halperin] to work on any particular kind of timetable,” Supp. at
1294 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Richard Halperin), and Mr.
Halperin said that “there was no implied time constraint or re-
quirement for fast action.” Supp. at 1286 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302
Interview of Richard Halperin).

Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with Mr. Halperin on December 18,
1997, in New York. Supp. at 1282 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview
of Richard Halperin). At the end of the Lewinsky interview, Mr.
Halperin thought Ms. Lewinsky would be “shipped to Revlon” for
consideration of opportunities there. Supp. at 1287 (3/27/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Richard Halperin). Earlier that week, Mr.
Halperin had sent Ms. Lewinsky’s resume to Mr. Jaymie Durnan
of MacAndrews & Forbes for his consideration. Ibid.

Mr. Durnan became aware of Ms. Lewinsky in mid-December
1997. Supp. at 1053 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie
Durnan). At that time, he reviewed her resume and decided to
interview her after the first of the year. Ibid. (He was going on va-
cation the last two weeks of December.) Ibid. When he returned
from vacation, he had his assistant schedule an interview with Ms.
Lewinsky for January 7, 1998, but, because of scheduling problems,
he rescheduled the interview for the next day January 8, 1998.
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Supp. at 1049 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan).
Mr. Durnan’s decision to interview Ms. Lewinsky was made inde-
pendently of the decision by Mr. Halperin to interview her. Indeed,
only when Mr. Durnan interviewed Ms. Lewinsky in January did
he discover that she had had a December interview with Mr.
Halperin. Ibid.

Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with Mr. Durnan on the morning of
January 8th. Mr. Durnan thought she was impressive for entry
level work. Supp. at 1049 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of
Jaymie Durnan). After that interview, Mr. Durnan concluded that
Ms. Lewinsky would have “fit in” at the parent company
(MacAndrews & Forbes), but that there was nothing available at
the time that matched her interest. He also thought she might be
suitable for MacAndrews & Forbes’ subsidiary Revlon. Supp. at
1054 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan). He de-
cided to send her resume to Revlon. He left a message for Ms.
Allyn Seidman (Senior VP of Corporate Communications) at Revlon
and forwarded Ms. Lewinsky’s resume to her. Supp. at 1049-50 (1/
26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan).

That same day, Mr. Jordan spoke to Mr. Ronald Perelman, CEO
of MacAndrews & Forbes, by telephone and mentioned to Mr.
Perelman that Ms. Lewinsky had interviewed with MacAndrews &
Forbes. However, Mr. Jordan made no specific requests and did not
ask Mr. Perelman to intervene. Supp. at 3273 (1/26/98 FBI Form
302 Interview of Ronald Perelman); Supp. at 3276 (3/27/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Ronald Perelman). Later that day, Mr.
Durnan spoke to Mr. Perelman, who mentioned that he had had
a call from Mr. Jordan about a job candidate. Mr. Perelman simply
told Mr. Durnan “let’s see what we can do,” and Mr. Perelman
later told Mr. Jordan that they would do what they could. Mr. Jor-
dan expressed no time constraint to Mr. Perelman. Ibid.

By the time Mr. Perelman spoke to Mr. Durnan, Mr. Durnan had
already passed on Ms. Lewinsky’s resume to Ms. Seidman at
Revlon. Supp. at 1049-50 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of
Jaymie Durnan). After speaking with Mr. Perelman, Mr. Durnan
actually spoke to Ms. Seidman about Ms. Lewinsky for the first
time. Supp. at 1054-55 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie
Durnan). Upon speaking to Ms. Seidman about Ms. Lewinsky, Mr.
Durnan did not tell Ms. Seidman that CEO Perelman had ex-
pressed an interest in Lewinsky. Supp. at 1055 (3/27/98 FBI Form
302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan). Rather, he simply told Ms.
Seidman that if she liked Ms. Lewinsky, she should hire her. Supp.
at 1050 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan).

According to Mr. Durnan, Mr. Perelman never said or implied
that Ms. Lewinsky had to be hired. Indeed, Mr. Durnan concluded
that Ms Lewinsky’s hiring was not mandatory. Supp. at 1055 (3/
27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan). According to
Ms. Seidman, Mr. Durnan told Ms. Seidman that he thought she
should interview Ms. Lewinsky because he thought she was a good
candidate. Supp. at 3634 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Allyn
Seidman). In fact, there is nothing in the record to suggest that
Ms. Seidman even knew that Mr. Perelman had any interest at all
in Ms. Lewinsky. Supp. at 3643 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of
Allyn Seidman). And there’s no evidence that Mr. Perelman in-
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structed or suggested to Ms. Seidman that she conduct that inter-
view. Supp. at 3642 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Allyn
Seidman). Having seen his name in Ms. Lewinsky’s application ma-
terials, Ms. Seidman was aware that Ms. Lewinsky had some con-
nection with Mr. Jordan, but there is no evidence that Ms.
Seidman was aware of Mr. Jordan’s January 8th call to Mr.
Perelman. Supp. at 3643 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Allyn
Seidman).

In fact, the next day when Ms. Seidman interviewed Ms.
Lewinsky, she liked her so well she decided to hire her that very
day. Supp. at 3643 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Allyn
Seidman). And when Ms. Seidman decided to hire Ms. Lewinsky,
there is no evidence that Mr. Perelman or Mr. Durnan or Mr.
Halperin told her to do that. Supp. at 3643 (4/23/98 grand jury tes-
timony of Allyn Seidman). The decision to hire Ms. Lewinsky was
made by Ms. Seidman completely unaware of Mr. Jordan’s January
8 telephone call.

c. The Referral Falsely Suggests Obstruction by Suppressing
Crucial Facts

As the foregoing narrative establishes, there was a great deal
more to Ms. Lewinsky’s job search that the Referral acknowledges.
Indeed, the events of December and January (upon which the Re-
ferral’s obstruction theory places such reliance) assume quite a dif-
ferent cast when the details are filled in. It becomes clear that the
Referral has completely suppressed a host of pertinent facts, every
one of them relevant to the question whether Ms. Lewinsky’s job
was procured at a crucial time in the Jones case in exchange for
a false affidavit or to buy her silence. Among those set forth in the
above narrative, those omitted facts include the following:

o That Ms. Lewinsky believed that her discussions with the
President about a job were “part of her relationship with” the
President. App. at 1461 (7/31/98 FBI From 302 Interview).

» That Ms. Lewinsky raised the prospect of moving to New York
in a September 2, 1997 e-mail message to a friend. App. at 2811;

e That the idea of obtaining Mr. Jordan’s assistance may have
originated with Ms. Tripp. App. at 822-24 (8/6/98 grand jury testi-
mony of Ms. Lewinsky);

e That Ms. Lewinsky was simultaneously pursuing New York
jobs through avenues other than the President and his associates,
Supp. at 11 (2/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Kenneth Bacon);

e That those efforts occurred well before her name appeared on
the witness list in the Jones case, Supp. at 11 (2/26/98 FBI Form
302 Interview of Kenneth Bacon);

e That Mr. Jordan put no pressure on Mr. Peter Georgescu of
Young & Rubicam/Burson Marsteller and that Mr. Georgescu told
Mr. Jordan that the company “would take a look at Ms. Lewinsky
in the usual way.” Supp. at 1219 (1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Interview
of Peter Georgescu), that Mr. Georgescu’s involvement would be
“arm’s length,” and that after he set up the initial interview, Ms.
Lewinsky would be “on [her] own from that point,” Supp. at 1222
(3/25/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Peter Georgescu);

* That Ms. Lewinsky’s interview with a Ms. Celia Berk of
Burson-Marsteller was handled “by the book”, Supp. at 111 (3/31/



66

98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Celia Berk), and that it “went
through the normal stops.” Ibid.;

e That Burson-Marsteller never offered Ms. Lewinsky a job;

o That Ms. Lewinsky’s initial contact with American Express
was not extraordinary because according to Ms. Ursula Fairbairn,
there was nothing unusual for board members or company officers
to recommend talented people for work at American Express, Supp.
at 1087 (1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ursula Fairbairn);

e That Mr. Jordan had recently made another employment rec-
ommendation to Ms. Fairbairn at American Express, Supp. at 1087
(1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ursula Fairbairn);

e That Ms. Fairbairn felt that no pressure was exerted by Mr.
Jordan, Supp. at 1087 (1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ursula
Fairbairn);

e That the person Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with at American
Express, an official named Mr. Thomas Schick, never talked to Mr.
Jordan at any time during this process, Supp. at 3521 (1/29/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Thomas Schick);

» That Mr. Schick stated that he felt absolutely no pressure to
hire Ms. Lewinsky, Supp. at 3521 (1/29/98 FBI Form 302 Interview
of Thomas Schick);

o That during Ms. Lewinsky’s interview with Mr. Schick on De-
cember 23, 1997, she was told that she lacked the qualifications
necessary for the position, App. 1480 (8/1/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Ms. Lewinsky);

e That Ms. Lewinsky was never offered a job at American Ex-
press;

* That the person Mr. Jordan first contacted at MacAndrews &
Forbes/Revlon was an Executive Vice President named Mr. Richard
Halperin who said that it was not unusual for Mr. Jordan to call
him with an employment recommendation, Supp. at 1281 (1/26/98
FBI Form 302 Interview of Richard Halperin), and that he did not
think there was anything unusual about Mr. Jordan’s request,
Supp. at 1286 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Richard
Halperin);

e That in Mr. Jordan’s call to Mr. Halperin, Mr. Jordan did not
“ask [Halperin] to work on any particular kind of timetable,” Supp.
at 1294 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Richard Halperin), and
that “there was no implied time constraint or requirement for fast
action,” Supp. at 1286 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Richard
Halperin);

e That Ms. Lewinsky’s interview with Mr. Halperin was sched-
uled for December 18, 1997 in New York at her request, Supp. at
1282 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Richard Halperin);

e That earlier that week, Mr. Halperin, with no input from Mr.
Jordan or MacAndrews and Forbes CEO Ronald Perelman, had
sent Ms. Lewinsky’s resume to Jaymie Durnan for his consider-
ation, Ibid.;

e That Mr. Durnan became aware of Ms. Lewinsky in mid-De-
cember 1997, Supp. at 1053 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of
Jaymie Durnan), and that at that time, he reviewed her resume
and decided to interview her after the first of the year, Ibid.;

e That when Mr. Durnan returned from vacation, he had his as-
sistant schedule an interview with Ms. Lewinsky for January 7,
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1998, but, because of scheduling problems, he rescheduled the
interview for the next day January 8, 1998, Supp. at 1049 (1/26/
98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan);

e That Mr. Durnan’s decision to interview Ms. Lewinsky was
}Iilade independently of the decision by Mr. Halperin to interview

er;

o That when Ms. Lewinsky interviewed with Mr. Durnan on the
morning of January 8th, Mr. Durnan thought she was impressive
for entry level work, Supp. at 1049 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Jaymie Durnan);

» That Mr. Durnan concluded that Ms. Lewinsky would have “fit
in” at the parent company (MacAndrews & Forbes Holdings) but
that there was nothing available at the time that matched her in-
terest and so, for that reason, he referred her to Revlon, thinking
she might be suitable for that company, Supp. at 1054 (3/27/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan). He decided to send her re-
sume to Revlon;

e That, as the Referral makes so much of, Mr. Jordan did speak
to CEO Ronald Perelman on January 8, 1998, but that Mr. Jordan
made no specific requests and did not ask Mr. Perelman to inter-
vene, Supp. at 3273 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ronald
Perelman); Supp. at 3276 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ron-
ald Perelman);

e That in that call, Mr. Jordan did not say that there was any
time constraint involved in considering Ms. Lewinsky for a job,
Supp. at 3276 (3/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ronald
Perelman);

* That on that same day, Mr. Perelman spoke to Mr. Durnan
about Ms. Lewinsky, but he simply told Mr. Durnan “let’s see what
we can do,” Ibid., and later told Mr. Jordan only that they would
do what they could, Ibid.;

e That at the time Mr. Perelman spoke to Mr. Durnan, Mr.
Durnan had already passed Ms. Lewinsky’s resume over to Ms.
Allyn Seidman (Senior VP Corporate Communications) at Revlon,
Supp. at 1049-50 (1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie
Durnan);

» That upon first speaking to Ms. Seidman about Ms. Lewinsky,
Mr. Durnan did not tell Ms. Seidman that CEO Perelman had ex-
pressed an interest in Lewinsky. Supp. at 1055 (3/27/98 FBI Form
302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan). Rather, he simply told Ms.
Seidman that if she liked ML, she should hire her, Supp. at 1050
(1/26/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan);

* That Mr. Perelman never said or implied that Ms. Lewinsky
had to be hired and that Mr. Durnan concluded that Ms.
Lewinsky’s hiring was not mandatory, Supp. at 1055 (3/27/98 FBI
Form 302 Interview of Jaymie Durnan);

* That according to Ms. Seidman, Mr. Durnan told Ms. Seidman
that he thought she should interview Ms. Lewinsky because he
thought she was a good candidate, Supp. at 3634 (4/23/98 grand
jury testimony of Allyn Seidman);

e That according to Ms. Seidman, when she interviewed Ms.
Lewinsky, she liked her a great deal and so decided to hire her
that very day, Supp. at 3643 (4/23/98 grand jury testimony of Allyn
Seidman);
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* And that when Ms. Seidman decided to hire Ms. Lewinsky,
there is no evidence that Mr. Perelman or Mr. Durnan or Mr.
Halperin told her to do that, Supp. at 3643 (4/23/98 grand jury tes-
timony of Allyn Seidman).

Every one of the foregoing facts is relevant to the case for ob-
struction of justice. Every one of them suggests that there was no
obstruction. And every one of them is missing from the Referral.

d. The Referral Omits Ms. Lewinsky’s Own Statement of Her
Reason for Seeking the President’s Help in Obtaining A
New York Job

Ms. Lewinsky expressly told the OIC that her principal reason
for moving to New York was her understanding—growing through-
out 1997 and confirmed on October 6, 1997—that she would never
work in the White House again:

“LEWINSKY advised that the main reason she looked for a job
in New York was because TRIPP said that ‘KATE at NSC’ said
LEWINSKY would never get a job in the White House . . .”
LEWINSKY advised TRIPP told LEWINSKY this in an October 6,
1997 telephone call. App. at 1419-20 (7/29/98 FBI Form 302 Inter-
view of Ms. Lewinsky).

Despite the fact that Ms. Lewinsky stated that this was her
“main reason for look[ing] for a job in New York,” that statement
is nowhere to be found in the Referral. And despite the fact that
she apparently reached this decision on October 6, 1997, that fact
too is not part of the Referral’s chronology of “key events.” These
two facts sharply undermine the OIC’s insistence that the Presi-
dent’s assistance to Ms. Lewinsky in obtaining a job in New York
was motivated by an intent to obstruct justice in the Jones case’s
December-January discovery proceedings, but they are missing
from the Referral.

e. The Referral Leaves Out Direct Evidence Contradicting the
Notion that Ms. Lewinsky’s Job Was Procured in Ex-
change for Silence or for a False Affidavit

The OIC’s chronology of key events plainly intends to suggest
that Ms. Lewinsky’s Jones affidavit was signed in exchange for a
New York job. What the chronology omits are the following state-
ments made by Ms. Lewinsky showing that there simply was no
Job-for-affidavit deal of any kind:

“[tIhere was no agreement with the President, JORDAN, or any-
one else that LEWINSKY had to sign the Jones affidavit before
getting a job in New York. LEWINSKY never demanded a job from
JORDAN in return for a favorable affidavit. Neither the President
nor JORDAN ever told LEWINSKY that she had to lie.” App. at
1398 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky); and that
the only person who suggested that she sign the affidavit in ex-
change for a job was Ms. Tripp: “TRIPP told LEWINSKY not to
sign the affidavit until LEWINSKY had a job.” App. at 1493 (8/2/
98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky);

Ms. Tripp made Ms. Lewinsky promise her not to sign an affida-
vit without first telling Jordan “no job, no affidavit.” App. at 900
(8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky);
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Ms. Tripp said to Ms. Lewinsky: “Monica, promise me you won’t
sign the affidavit until you get the job. Tell Vernon you won’t sign
the affidavit until you get the job because if you sign the affidavit
before you get the job they’re never going to give you the job.” App.
at 902 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky);

Ms. Lewinsky reiterated that, “as I mentioned earlier, she
[Tripp] made me promise her that I wouldnt sign the affidavit
until I got the job.” App. at 933 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky);

“I [Ms. Lewinsky] told Mr. Jordan I wouldn’t sign the affidavit
until I got a job. That was definitely a lie, based on something
Linda had made me promise her on January 9th.” App. at 1134 (8/
20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

Five distinct statements by Ms. Lewinsky make Ms. Tripp the
sole source of the job-for-affidavit notion which the OIC holds out
as the heart of the obstruction case. Ms. Lewinsky’s recitation of
Ms. Tripp’s statements are the only direct evidence contained in
the appendices bearing on that idea. Yet these statements are no-
where to be found in the Referral.

f- The Referral Suppresses Directly Exculpatory Statements of
Ms. Lewinsky

Finally, the OIC’s chronology of key events fails to include the
following three statements of Ms. Lewinsky bearing directly on the
core of this issue. The first was made in Ms. Lewinsky’s original
proffer on February 1, 1998:

“Neither the Pres[ident] nor Mr. Jordan (or anyone on their behalf) asked or en-
couraged me to lie.” App. at 718.

The second was made in her very first interview with the OIC:

[tlhere was no agreement with the President, JORDAN, or anyone else that
LEWINSKY had to sign the Jones affidavit before getting a job in New York.
LEWINSKY never demanded a job from JORDAN in return for a favorable affidavit.
Neither the President nor JORDAN ever told LEWINSKY that she had to lie.

App. at 1398 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).
The third was made at the close of Ms. Lewinsky’s grand jury testi-
mony in response to a question from a grand juror:

Q. Monica, is there anything that you would like to add to your prior testimony

. . anything that you think needs to be amplified on or clarified?

A

.. . . I would just like to say that no one ever asked me to lie and I was never
promised a job for my silence.

App. at 1161 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

From initial proffer to the last minutes of her grand jury appear-
ance, the testimony of Ms. Lewinsky (the OIC’s principal witness)
has been clear and consistent on this obstruction issue: she was
never asked or encouraged to lie or promised a job for silence or
for a favorable affidavit.

g. Conclusion

There was no obstruction of justice in connection with Ms.
Lewinsky’s job search. That search was undertaken long before her
involvement in the Jones case was known to anyone. It involved in-
dividuals other than the President and his friends. It resulted in
several dead ends. It was not conducted according to any timetable,
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explicit or tacit. It was completed without pressure of any kind and
without reference to the Jones case.

The Referral’s insinuations to the contrary are just that. When
the omissions and falsely suggestive juxtapositions are examined,
the truth becomes clear: The jobs-based obstruction charge lacks
even the most basic circumstantial support.

3. The President Did Not Have an Agreement or Understanding
with Ms. Lewinsky to Lie Under Oath

The Committee appears to be considering an article of impeach-
ment concerning the assertion in the Referral that President Clin-
ton and Ms. Lewinsky had an understanding or agreement that
they would lie under oath in the Jones case about their relation-
ship. Ref. at 173; see also Schippers Presentation at 13 (“the two
agreed that they would employ the same cover story in the Jones
case”). Both the Starr Referral and the Majority’s presentation sim-
ply ignore the fact that neither Ms. Lewinsky nor the President
testified that they had any such agreement regarding their testi-
mony in the Jones case. To the contrary, Ms. Lewinsky stated re-
peatedly that she was neither asked nor encouraged to lie, by the
President or anyone else on his behalf. And Ms. Lewinsky never
testified that the President ever discussed with her in any way the
substance or content of his own testimony. There simply was no
such agreement, and neither the OIC nor the majority have cited
any testimony by either of the supposed conspirators that supports
one. This allegation of obstruction of justice attempts to rest solely
on the shaky basis that the President and Ms. Lewinsky attempted
to conceal the improper nature of their relationship while it was
on-going.

In the Referral, Mr. Starr inexplicably never once quotes Ms.
Lewinsky’s repeated, express denials that anyone had told her to
lie in the Jones case and therefore does not even attempt to rec-
oncile them with his theory of obstruction:

* “Neither the Pres[ident] nor Mr. Jordan (or anyone on their be-
half) asked or encouraged Ms. L[ewinsky] to lie.” App. at 718 (2/
1/98 Proffer).

o “T think I told [Tripp] that—you know at various times the
President and Mr. Jordan had told me I had to lie. That wasn’t
true.” App. at 942 (Ms. Lewinsky’s 8/6/98 grand jury testimony).

* “T think because of the public nature of how this investigation
has been and what the charges aired, that I would just like to say
that no one ever asked me to lie and I was never promised a job
for my silence.” App. at 1161 (Ms. Lewinsky’s 8/20/98 grand jury
testimony).

e “Neither the President nor Jordan ever told Lewinsky that she
had to lie.” App. at 1398 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms.

Lewinsky).
e “Neither the President nor anyone ever directed Lewinsky to
say anything or to lie . . .” App. at 1400 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302

Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

The Referral alleges that during the course of their admittedly
improper relationship, the President and Ms. Lewinsky concealed
the nature of their relationship from others. This is hardly a re-
markable proposition. The use of “cover stories” to conceal such a
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relationship, apart from any proceeding, 1is, however
unpraiseworthy, not unusual and certainly not an obstruction of
justice. Ms. Lewinsky’s explicit testimony clearly indicates that the
conversations she said she had with the President about denying
the relationship had occurred long before her involvement in the
Jones case. The following exchange occurred between Ms. Lewinsky
and a grand juror:

Q. Is it possible that you had these discussions [about denying the relationship]
after you learned that you were a witness in the Paula Jones case?

A. T don’t believe so. No.

Q. Can you exclude that possibility?
A. T pretty much can. . . .

App. at 1119 (8/20/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

The Starr Referral cites only one specific statement that Ms.
Lewinsky claims the President made to her regarding the sub-
stance of her testimony. Ms. Lewinsky testified that “At some point
in the conversation, and I don’t know if it was before or after the
subject of the affidavit came up, [the President] sort of said, ‘You
know, you can always say you were coming to see Betty or that you
were bringing me letters.”” App. at 843 (8/6/98 grand jury testi-
mony of Ms. Lewinsky). As an initial matter, the President stated
in his grand jury testimony that he did not recall saying anything
like that in connection with Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony in the Jones
case:

Q. And in that conversation, or in any conversation in which you informed her
she was on the witness list, did you tell her, you know, you can always say that
yﬁut‘;zvere coming to see Betty or bringing me letters? Did you tell her anything like
that?

A. I don’t remember. She was coming to see Betty. I can tell you this. I absolutely
never asked her to lie.

App. at 568. The President testified that he and Ms. Lewinsky
“might have talked about what to do in a non-legal context at some
point in the past,” but that he had no specific memory of that con-
versation. App. at 569.

Even if that conversation did take place, neither of those two am-
biguous statements would be false, and neither statement was ever
made by Ms. Lewinsky in the Jones case. Ms. Lewinsky stated on
several occasions that the so-called “cover stories” were not false.
In her handwritten proffer, Ms. Lewinsky stated that the President
told her if anyone asked her about her visits to the Oval Office,
that she could say “she was bringing him letters (when she worked
in Legislative Affairs) or visiting Betty Currie (after she left the
White House).” App. at 709 (2/1/98 Proffer). Ms. Lewinsky ex-
pressly told the OIC: “There is truth to both of these statements.”
App. at 709 (2/1/98 Proffer) (emphasis added). Ms. Lewinsky also
said that this conversation took place “prior to the subpoena in the
Paula Jones case.” App. at 718 (2/1/98 Proffer) (emphasis added).
Ms. Lewinsky alleged that the President mentioned these expla-
nations again after the President told her she was on the witness
list and reiterated that “[n]either of those statements [was] untrue.”
App. at 712 (2/1/98 Proffer) (emphasis added). Ms. Lewinsky also
stated in her proffer that “[t]o the best of Ms. L’'s memory, she does
not believe they discussed the content of any deposition that Ms.
L might be involved in at a later date.” App. at 712 (2/1/98 Proffer).
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Ms. Lewinsky testified to the grand jury that she did bring pa-
pers to the Oval Office and that on some occasions, she visited the
Oval Office only to see Ms. Currie:

Q Did you actually bring [the President] papers at all?
A. Yes

Q All rlght And tell us a little about that.
A. Tt varied. Sometimes it was just actual copies of letters. . . .

App. at 774-75 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

“I saw Betty on every time that I was there . . . most of the time my purpose
was to see the President, but there were some times when I did just go see Betty
but the President wasn’t in the office.

App. at 775 (8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky).

Mr. Starr and the Schippers’ presentation ignore Ms. Lewinsky’s
assertion that the so-called “cover stories” were literally true, at-
tempting instead to build an obstruction case on the flimsy asser-
tions that (1) her White House job never required her to deliver pa-
pers for the President’s signature; and (2) her ¢rue purpose in visit-
ing the Oval Office was to see the President, and not Ms. Currie.
Ref. at 176-77. In other words, the OIC suggests that these re-
sponses might have been misleading. But literal truth is a critical
issue in perjury and obstruction cases, as is Ms. Lewinsky’s belief
that the statements were, in fact, literally true.

4. The President Did Not Obstruct Justice by Suggesting Ms.
Lewinsky Could File an Affidavit

The Starr Referral alleges that President Clinton endeavored to
obstruct justice based on Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony that the Presi-
dent told her, “Well maybe you can sign an affidavit” in the Jones
case. See App. at 843; Ref. at 173. The President never told Ms.
Lewinsky to file a false affidavit or otherwise told her what to say
in the affidavit—indeed the OIC makes no contention that the
President ever told Ms. Lewinsky to file a false affidavit. But a sug-
gestion that perhaps she could submit written testimony in lieu of
a deposition, if he made it, is hardly improper—let alone an ob-
struction of justice. The President was aware that other potential
deponents in the Jones case had filed affidavits in an attempt to
avoid the expense, burden, and humiliation of testifying in the
Jones case, and that there was a chance that doing so might enable
Ms. Lewinsky to avoid testifying. Even if the affidavit did not dis-
close every possible fact regarding their relationship, since the
Jones case concerned allegations of nonconsensual sexual solicita-
tion, a truthful albeit limited affidavit might have allowed her to
have avoided giving a Jones deposition.

The President’s testimony overwhelmingly indicates that he had
no intention that Ms. Lewinsky file a false affidavit—and no testi-
mony to the contrary has been presented. No fewer than eight times
in his testimony to the grand jury, the President explained that he
thought she could and would execute a truthful affidavit that
would establish she was not relevant to the Jones case:

q “9. Did you talk with Ms. Lewinsky about what she meant to write in her affi-
avit?

A. I didn’t talk to her about her definition. I did not know what was in this affida-
vit before it was filled out specifically. I did not know what words were used specifi-

cally before it was filled out, or what meaning she gave to them. But I'm just telling
you that it’s certainly true what she says here, that we didn’t have—there was no
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employment, no benefit in exchange, there was nothing having to do with sexual
harassment. And if she defined sexual relationship in the way that I think most
Americans do, meaning intercourse, then she told the truth.” App. at 474.

¢ “You know, I believed then, I believe now, that Monica Lewinsky could have
sworn out an honest affidavit, that under reasonable circumstances, and without the
benefit of what Linda Tripp did to her, would have given her a chance not to be
a witness in this case.” App. at 521.

ewhich, under reasonable circumstances with fair-minded, non-politically oriented
people, would result in her being relieved of the burden to be put through the kind
of testimony that, thanks to Linda Tripp’s work with you and with the Jones law-

yers, she Would have been put through. I don’t think that’s dishonest, I don’t think
that s illegal.” App. at 529.

e “But I also will tell you that I felt quite comfortable that she could have exe-
cuted a truthful affidavit, which would not have disclosed the embarrassing details
of the relationship that we had had, which had been over for many, many months
by the time this incident occurred.” App. at 568-69.

e “I said I thought this could be a truthful affidavit. And when I read it, since
that’s the way I would define it, since—keep in mind, she was not, she was not
bound by this sexual relations definition, which is highly unusual; I think anybody
would admit that. When she used a different term, sexual relationship, if she meant
by that what most people meant by it, then that is not an untruthful statement.”
App. at 474-75.

¢ “TI believe that the common understanding of the term, if you say two people
are having a sexual relationship, most people believe that includes intercourse. So,
if that’s what Ms. Lewinsky thought, then this is a truthful affidavit. I don’t know
what was in her mind. But if that’s what she thought, the affidavit is true.” App.
at 475.

* “Q. Did you tell her to tell the truth?

“A. Well, I think the implication was she would tell the truth. I've already told
you that I felt strongly that she could issue, that she could execute an affidavit that
would be factually truthful, that might get her out of having to testify. Now, it obvi-
ously wouldn’t if the Jones people knew this, because they knew that if they could
get this and leak it, it would serve their larger purposes, even if the judge ruled
that she couldn’t be a witness in the case. The judge later ruled she wouldn’t be
a witness in the case. The judge later ruled the case had no merit.

So, I knew that. And did I hope she’d be able to get out of testifying on an affida-
vit? Absolutely. Did I want her to execute a false affidavit? No, I did not.” App. at
571.

e “I believe at the time that she filled out this affidavit, if she believed that the
definition of sexual relationship was two people having intercourse, then this is ac-
curate. And I believe that is the definition that most ordinary Americans would give
it.

If you said Jane and Harry have a sexual relationship, and you’re not talking
about people being drawn into a lawsuit and being given definitions, and then a
great effort to trick them in some way, but you are just talking about people in ordi-
nary conversations, I'll bet the grand jurors, if they were talking about two people
they know, and said they have a sexual relationship, they meant they were sleeping
together; they meant they were having intercourse together.” App. at 473.

There is simply no evidence that contradicts the President’s stated
intention that the affidavit be limited but truthful. In other words,
there is simply no evidence that the President had any “corrupt”
intent, which is a requisite element of obstruction of justice.

Ms. Lewinsky’s repeated statements that she was not asked or
encouraged to lie similarly negate the allegation that the President
asked or encouraged her to file a false affidavit, and yet Mr. Starr
omitted these statements from his Referral:

e “Neither the Pres[ident] nor Mr. Jordan (or anyone on their behalf) asked or
encouraged Ms. Llewinsky] to lie.” App. at 718 (2/1/98 Proffer).

“I think I told [Tripp] that—you know at various times the President and Mr.
Jordan had told me I had to lie. That wasn’t true.” App. at 942 (8/6/98 grand jury
testimony).

¢ “I think because of the public nature of how this investigation has been and
what the charges aired, that I would just like to say that no one ever asked me to
lie and I was never promised a job for my silence.” App. at 1161 (8/20/98 grand jury
testimony).
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* “Neither the President nor Jordan ever told Lewinsky that she had to lie.” App.
at 1398 (7/27/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

e “Neither the President nor anyone ever directed Lewinsky to say anything or
to lie . . .” App. at 1400 (7/27/98 FBI 302 Form Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

Furthermore, Ms. Lewinsky states that she believed, when she
executed the affidavit, that it was accurate given what she believed
to be the definition of a “sexual relationship”:

e “Ms. Llewinsky] was comfortable signing the affidavit with regard to the sexual
relationship because she could justify to herself that she and the Pres[ident] did not
have sexual intercourse.” App. at 718 (2/1/98 Proffer).

¢ “Lewinsky said her use of the term “having sex” means having intercourse . .
.” App. at 1558 (8/19/98 FBI 302 Form Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

¢ “I never even came close to sleeping with [the President] . . . We didn’t have
sex . . . Having sex is having intercourse . . . Having sex is having intercourse.
That’s how most people would—" Supp. at 2664 (Linda Tripp tape of a conversation
between Ms. Lewinsky and Ms. Tripp).14°

Moreover, Ms. Lewinsky told the OIC that she believed the
President himself made such a distinction: “After having a relation-
ship with him, Lewinsky deduced that the President, in his mind,
apparently does not consider oral sex to be sex. Sex to him must
mean intercourse.” App. at 1558 (8/19/98 FBI 302 Form Interview
of Ms. Lewinsky).

In short, the President never told Ms. Lewinsky what to say in
the affidavit, he knew that Ms. Lewinsky had her own lawyer to
protect her interests, and he expressly declined the opportunity to
review the content of the affidavit, according to Ms. Lewinsky, see
App. at 1489 (8/2/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).
The President repeatedly testified that he did not intend Ms.
Lewinsky to file a false affidavit, and the above-referenced state-
ments of Ms. Lewinsky indicate that, at the time she executed it,
she believed her affidavit was literally true.

The OIC’s allegation depends on the argument that it somehow
was an obstruction of justice to fail to ensure that Ms. Lewinsky
volunteered in her affidavit all information that the Jones lawyers
might have used to attack the President in their politically moti-
vated lawsuit. There simply is no such duty under the law, nor
does the OIC cite any basis for such a duty. Civil litigation is based
upon an adversarial process of determining truth, and a party is
under no affirmative obligation to assist an opponent in every way
it can.

The OIC also claims that the President obstructed justice by al-
legedly suggesting a misleading answer to a hypothetical question
posed to him by Ms. Lewinsky. Ref. at 178. Ms. Lewinsky told the
grand jury that in a phone conversation with the President on Jan-
uary 5, she told him that Mr. Carter had asked her some sample
questions that she was unsure of how to answer. App. at 912-13
(8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky). One of the ques-
tions was how she got her job at the Pentagon. Id. Ms. Lewinsky
told the grand jury that “when I told him the questions about my
job at the Pentagon, he said, “Well, you could always say that the
people in Legislative Affairs got it for you or helped you get it.”
And there was a lot of truth to that. I mean, it was a generality,

149A friend of Ms. Lewinsky’s also testified that she believed that Ms. Lewinsky did not lie
in her affidavit based on her understanding that when Ms. Lewisnky referred to “sex” she
meant intercourse. Supp. at 4597 (6/23/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Dale Young).
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but that was—I said ‘Well that’s a good idea. Okay.”” App. at 917
(8/6/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Lewinsky) (emphasis added). In
her written proffer, Ms. Lewinsky also told the OIC that the Presi-
dent told her she could say “The people in Legislative Affairs
helped you.” App. at 717 (2/1/98 Proffer). She also stated, “this is,
in fact, part of the truth—but not the whole truth.” Id. A third
time, “Lewinsky advised [the OIC] that that explanation was true,
but it was not the entire truth.” App. at 1489 (8/2/98 FBI Form 302
Interview of Ms. Lewinsky).

The OIC claims that this conversation recounted by Ms.
Lewinsky was an obstruction of justice because the President en-
couraged Ms. Lewinsky to file a false affidavit. This conclusion ig-
nores the fact that the conversation recounted by Ms. Lewinsky
had nothing to do with her affidavit. But that is only the first prob-
lem with the OIC’s claim. The Referral also failed to include any
of Ms. Lewinsky’s three separate statements that what the Presi-
dent allegedly had told her to say had “a lot of truth” to it. And,
in claiming that that story was misleading because Ms. Lewinsky
“in fact had been transferred because she was around the Oval Of-
fice too much,” Ref. at 178, the OIC ignored the fact that the ques-
tion asked was not why Ms. Lewinsky was transferred out of the
White House but rather how she got her job at the Pentagon.

Finally, the OIC suggests that the President was “knowingly re-
sponsible” for a misstatement of fact to a federal judge because he
failed to correct a statement made by his lawyer to the court in the
Jones deposition. The President testified to the grand jury that the
lawyers’ argument at the start of the deposition “passed [him] by.”
There is of course no legal obligation imposed on a client to listen
to every word his attorney says, and there is no evidence that the
President focused on or absorbed his attorney’s remark. Without
any evidence whatsoever, the OIC asserts that the President knew
what was said, knew he was somehow responsible for it, knew it
was incorrect, and ignored a duty to correct it. Yet, again, this is
a wholly unsupported allegation of obstruction of justice.

5. The President Did Not Attempt To Influence Betty Currie’s Testi-
mony

The OIC charges that President Clinton obstructed justice and
improperly attempted to influence a witness when he spoke with
Ms. Currie the day after his deposition in the Jones case. The
OIC’s claims are the product of extraordinary overreaching and pej-
orative conjecture—a transparent attempt to draw the most nega-
tive inference possible about lawful conduct.

The President’s actions could not as a matter of law give rise to
either charge because Ms. Currie was not a witness in any proceed-
ing at the time he spoke with her; there was no reason to suspect
she would play any role in the Jones case; her name had not ap-
peared on any of the Jones witness lists; she had not been named
as a witness in the Jones case; and the discovery period in the case
was down to its final days. Nor did the President have any reason
to suspect that the OIC had embarked on a wholly new phase of
its four-year investigation, one in which Ms. Currie would later be
called by the OIC as a witness. To obstruct a proceeding or tamper
with a witness, there must be both a proceeding and a witness.
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Here, there was (as far as the President knew) neither. Further-
more, Ms. Currie testified that she felt no pressure to agree with
the questions that the President asked her. Despite the Referral’s
suggestion to the contrary, there was no reason the President
should not have spoken with Ms. Currie about Ms. Lewinsky.

Indeed, it is hardly surprising that the President would have
reached out to Ms. Currie after the deposition. As he knew, Ms.
Currie was Ms. Lewinsky’s friend. The President had just faced un-
expected, detailed, and hostile questioning from fierce political op-
ponents in the Jones case about Ms. Lewinsky. He was obviously
puzzled at being asked such precise, and in some cases such
bizarrely inaccurate, questions about a past secret relationship.
The President also explained that he was expecting media ques-
tions, based on the Drudge Report indicating that Newsweek was
pursuing the story of his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. The
President testified:

I do not remember how many times I talked to Betty Currie or when. I don’t. I
can’t possibly remember that. I do remember, when I first heard about this story

breaking, trying to ascertain what the facts were, trying to ascertain what Betty’s
perception was. I remember that I was highly agitated, understandably, I think.

App. at 593. He had no one to whom he could talk freely about the
relationship, but he nonetheless had a desire to find out what
might have transpired with Ms. Lewinsky (e.g., was she—to Ms.
Currie’s knowledge—aiding his opponents in the Jones case?) and
to test whether his recollection was accurate, since he had not an-
ticipated or prepared for such detailed questions.

The President explained to the grand jury, “[Wlhat I was trying
to determine was whether my recollection was right and that she
was always in the office complex when Monica was there. . . . I
was trying to get the facts down. I was trying to understand what
the facts were. . . . I was trying to get information in a hurry. I
was downloading what I remembered.” App. at 507—-08. It was his
belief that Ms. Currie was unaware that he had engaged in im-
proper activity with Ms. Lewinsky, since she had not been in the
White House complex when Ms. Lewinsky had visited on weekends
in 1995-96, and he wanted to reassure himself that that was so.
He also recalled that in 1997, after the improper relationship
ended, he had asked Ms. Currie to try always to be present when
Ms. Lewinsky visited. He wanted to inquire whether that was also
Ms. Currie’s recollection. The President testified “I was not trying
to get Betty Currie to say something that was untruthful. I was
trying to get as much information as quickly as I could.” App. at
508.

Ms. Currie was also asked about this conversation with the
President in the grand jury, and her testimony supports the Presi-
dent’s assertion that he was merely trying to gather information.
First, Ms. Currie stated in her first interview with the OIC that
“Clinton then mentioned some of the questions he was asked at his
deposition. Currie advised the way Clinton phrased the queries,
they were both statements and questions at the same time.” Supp.
at 534 (1/24/98 FBI Form 302 Interview of Ms. Currie). The inter-
view further reflects that “Currie advised that she responded ‘right’
to each of the statements because as far as she knew, the state-
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ments were basically right . . .” Id. Ms. Currie was asked in the
grand jury:

Q. You testified with respect to the statements as the President made them, and,
in particular, the four statements that we’ve already discussed. You felt at the time
that they were technically accurate? Is that a fair assessment of your testimony?

A. That’s a fair assessment.

Q. But you suggested that at the time. Have you changed your opinion about it
in retrospect?

A. T have not changed my opinion, no.

Supp. at 667 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie).

Q. Now, back again to the four statements that you testified the President made
to you that were presented as statements, did you feel pressured when he told you
those statements?

A. None whatsoever.

Q. What did you think, or what was going through your mind about what he was
doing?

A. At that time I felt that he was—I want to use the word shocked or surprised
that this was an issue, and he was just talking.

Q. That was your impression that he wanted you to say—because he would end
each of the statements with “Right?,” with a question.

A. T do not remember that he wanted me to say “Right.” He would say “Right”
and I could have said, “Wrong.”

Q. But he would end each of those questions with a “Right?” and you could either
say whether it was true or not true?

A. Correct.

Q. Did you feel any pressure to agree with your boss?

A. None.

Supp. at 668 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms. Currie) (empha-
sis added). Ms. Currie also testified, “I said ‘Right’ to him because
I thought they were correct, ‘Right, you were never alone with
Monica.” . . .” Supp. at 665 (7/22/98 grand jury testimony of Ms.
Currie).

Ms. Currie’s testimony supports the President’s assertion that he
was looking for information as a result of his deposition. Neither
the testimony of Ms. Currie nor that of the President—the only two
participants in this conversation—supports the inference that the
conversation had an insidious purpose. Furthermore, at the time he
discussed Ms. Lewinsky with Ms. Currie, Ms. Currie was not ex-
pected to be, nor was she, a witness. When the President became
aware that the OIC was investigating his relationship with Ms.
Lewinsky, he repeatedly told Ms. Currie to tell the truth: “I said,
Betty, just don’t worry about me. Just relax, go in there, and tell
the truth.” App. at 591. The President told the grand jury:

And then I remember when I knew she was going to have to testify to the grand
jury, and I, I felt terrible because she had been through this loss of her sister, this
horrible accident Christmas that killed her brother, and her mother was in the hos-
pital. I was trying to do—to make her understand that I didn’t want her to, to be

untruthful to the grand jury. And if her memory was different than mine, it was
fine, just go in there and tell them what she thought. So, that’s all I remember.

App. at 593. And when questioned by the OIC shortly thereafter,
Ms. Currie in fact recounted what she knew about Ms. Lewinsky,
unaffected by the conversation at issue. Neither participant in the
conversation intended that it affect her testimony, and it did not.
Again, the charge is without merit.
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6. The President Did Not Attempt To Influence the Testimony of
“Potential” Grand Jury Witnesses Through His Denials

The Referral also alleges that the President endeavored to ob-
struct justice by denying to several of his aides that he had a sex-
ual relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. Ref. at 197. The statements
made to the Presidential aides (Messrs. John Podesta, Erksine
Bowles, Harold Ickes, and Sidney Blumenthal) cited in the Referral
were made either on the day the Lewinsky story broke (January
21, 1998) or within a few days of that date. Those statements were
concurrent in time with the President’s repeated public statements
to the country denying “sexual relations” with Ms. Lewinsky and
were virtually identical in substance. Having made this announce-
ment to the whole country on television, it is simply absurd to be-
lieve that he was somehow attempting to corruptly influence the
testimony of aides when he told them virtually the same thing at
the same time.

The Supreme Court has stated that in order to constitute ob-
struction of justice, actions must be taken “with an intent to influ-
ence judicial or grand jury proceedings.” United States v. Aguilar,
515 U.S. 592, 599 (1995). There is no evidence that the President
had the intent to do so when he made the alleged statements to
these four individuals. The President spoke with the individuals re-
garding the allegations that had been made against him because
of the long-standing professional and personal relationships that he
shared with them and the responsibility that he felt to address the
concerns that he assumed they would have after hearing such alle-
gations. There is simply no evidence that he spoke with them for
any other reason, and certainly not that he spoke with them in-
tending to obstruct any proceeding.

The mere repetition of a public denial to these aides could not
possibly affect the grand jury process. The testimony elicited from
these aides in the grand jury regarding the President’s statements
was hearsay. The aides were not witnesses to any sexual activity,
and they had no first-hand knowledge pertinent to the denials. The
President never attempted to influence their testimony regarding
their own personal knowledge or observations. Any testimony about
the President’s remarks was merely cumulative of the President’s
own nationally broadcast statements. The suggestion that the
President violated section 1503’s prohibition on “influenc[ing],
obstructling], or imped[ing] the due administration of justice” is
groundless.

Furthermore, the Referral cites no evidence, and there is none,
for the assertion that the President knew these individuals were
going to be grand jury witnesses at that very early stage of the in-
vestigation. The Referral does not allege that any of them were
under subpoena when the statements were made—indeed they
were not. The Referral cites the President’s testimony that he knew
it was possible that if he provided people with factual details sur-
rounding the allegations that had been made that they might be
called as witnesses. But his point was that he did not want to
make them into witnesses through admissions, not that he believed
they would be. As the Supreme Court has made clear, the possibil-
ity that one may or may not be a witness is simply insufficient to
establish obstruction in this context. “[I]f the defendant lacks
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knowledge that his actions are likely to affect the judicial proceed-
ing, he lacks the requisite intent to obstruct.” United States v.
Aguilar, supra, 515 U.S. at 599 (emphasis added). Because of this
requirement, the Supreme Court has held that false statements
made to an individual who merely has the potential to be a wit-
ness, even if the individual is a federal investigative or law enforce-
ment agent, do not constitute obstruction of justice: “We do not be-
lieve that uttering false statements to an investigating agent who
might or might not testify before a grand jury is sufficient to make
out a violation of the catchall provision of § 1503 [of the obstruction
of justice statute].” Id. at 600. Thus, the Referral fails to allege the
most essential elements of obstruction.

Nor is there evidence that the President’s statements constituted
“witness tampering” in violation of section 1512. To make out such
a violation, the government must show that the behavior know-
ingly occurred through one of the specific means set forth in the
statute: intimidation, physical force, threats, misleading conduct or
corrupt persuasion—with intent to influence testimony in a legal
proceeding. None of those requisite means is present or even al-
leged in the Starr Referral. The efforts must be aimed specifically
at obstructing a known legal proceeding. See United States v. Wil-
son, 565 F. Supp. 1416, 1431 (S.D.N.Y. 1983). As explained above,
any statements made to those individuals were made for reasons
wholly separate from and unrelated to any legal proceedings.
Again, there is simply no evidence that when the President re-
peated to aides substantially the same statement he made to the
whole country that he had any thought whatsoever of the grand
jury proceedings, let alone the corrupt intent to influence the grand
jury through the testimony of Presidential aides who were not even
witnesses at that time. Under the Referral’s theory, the OIC could
have subpoenaed to the grand jury any citizen who heard the
President’s denial and thus have created a new violation of law.

In sum, the President’s statements to his aides could not have
obstructed justice as a matter of law. Their legal duty was to an-
swer the prosecutor’s questions and to tell the truth honestly as
they knew it, and the President’s comments in no conceivable way
affected that duty.

The OIC suggests that the President’s delay in acknowledging a
relationship with Ms. Lewinsky somehow contributed to an ob-
struction of justice because it affected how the prosecutors would
conduct the investigation. This claim is unfounded, as a matter of
law. The President had no legal obligation to appear before the
grand jury absent compulsion and every reason not to do so, given
the OIC’s tactics, illegal leaking, and manifest intent to cause him
damage.

VIII. THE PRESIDENT DID NOT ABUSE POWER

The Independent Counsel’s allegation that the President’s asser-
tions of privilege constituted an abuse of power is baseless and dis-
ingenuous. As the Framers recognized, impeachment is justified
only for “the abuse or violation of some public trust.” 150 The record
is devoid of any such improper conduct, a conclusion that Mr.

150 Federalist 65 at 331.
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Schippers apparently also reached as demonstrated by his not in-
cluding an abuse of office charge in his presentation to the Com-
mittee. To the contrary, the record demonstrates that the White
House acted at all times based upon a good faith belief that its nar-
row assertions of privilege were appropriate and its claims were
well founded in existing law. The OIC misstates the record with re-
spect to the litigation over privilege and entirely omits reference to
the occasions when the White House privilege claims were vindi-
cated.

From the inception of the Lewinsky investigation, the OIC’s ob-
jective was clear—to send Congress information that it believed
constituted grounds for impeachment. Public commentators and
members of Congress alike raised the issue of impeachment within
days of the investigation becoming public.151 Indeed, Congressman
Barr had already introduced a resolution on impeachment even be-
fore the Lewinsky investigation began.'52 Thus, from the outset,
the White House reasonably viewed impeachment proceedings as
an imminent possibility. With that in mind, the President con-
sulted with his lawyers and senior staff, and they consulted among
themselves, about political and strategic issues with the expecta-
tion that these conversations were, and would remain, confiden-
tial.1s3 The President had every right and institutional obligation
to seek to preserve the confidentiality of these strategic delibera-
tions.

At no time was executive privilege asserted with any intention
of preventing White House staff from providing the grand jury with
the facts surrounding the President’s relationship with Ms.
Lewinsky. Rather, it was asserted to protect the confidentiality of
conversations dealing with the President’s official functions as he
carried out his duties under the very real threat of impeachment.
These conversations included discussions about whether and to
what extent privileges should be asserted. White House Counsel
consistently attempted to ensure that the OIC had all of the infor-
mation necessary to complete its investigation. Because the OIC
adopted the wholly untenable and absolutist position that no execu-
tive privilege existed whatsoever with respect to its investigation,
the White House had no choice but to assert privilege as narrowly
as possible and allow the courts to uphold precedent and resolve
the legal dispute between the White House and the OIC.

In short, White House claims of privilege have always reflected
a fundamental and good faith disagreement over legal questions.
The sole reason for the assertion of privilege was to protect this
President and future Presidents from unwarranted intrusions into
confidential communications among senior staff.

151 See, e.g., “Bryant Suggests Clinton Should Consider Stepping Aside,” Gannett News Service
(January 27, 1998); “President Imperiled As Never Before,” The Washington Post (January 22,
1998); “Clinton Accused: Guide to Impeachment,” The Independent (January 23, 1998) at 8.

152H. Res. 304, 105th Cong., 1st Sess. (November 5, 1997). See “17 in House Want Clinton
Impeached,” The Washington Times (November 6, 1997) at A3.

153 Declaration of Charles F.C. Ruff (hereinafter, “Ruff Dec.”), at J19-22, 53 (dated March 17,
1998), filed in In re Sealed Case, Misc. No. 98-95 (D.D.C.); United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S.
683, 708 (1974).
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A. THE PRESIDENT PROPERLY ASSERTED EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE TO
PROTECT THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF COMMUNICATIONS WITH HIS STAFF

It is indisputable that the President of the United States, if he
is to perform his constitutionally assigned duties, must be able to
obtain the most candid, forthright, and well-informed advice from
a wide range of advisors on an even wider array of subjects on a
daily basis. Only last year, the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit reaffirmed that principle, empha-
sizing the importance of preserving the confidentiality of presi-
dential communications “to ensure that presidential decision-mak-
ing is of the highest caliber, informed by honest advice and full
knowledge.” In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 750 (D.C. Cir. 1997).
The subjects over which the President is entitled to receive con-
fidential advice include national security interests but—contrary to
the unsupported view of the OIC—are not limited to issues of na-
tional security.’® Under these well-established principles, the
OIC’s apparent belief that the assertion of executive privilege over
discussions about political and strategic decisions in the face of im-
pending impeachment proceedings is per se an abuse of power is lu-
dicrous. Indeed, Chief Judge Johnson upheld the White House’s
claim that the communications over which it was asserting privi-
lege were presumptively privileged and thus required the OIC to
make a showing of need sufficient to overcome the privilege.1%5 Al-
though she ultimately determined that the OIC had made that
showing, Chief Judge Johnson never suggested in any way that the
President’s assertion of executive privilege was groundless, im-
proper, made in bad faith, or in any way an “abuse of power.”

1. The White House Made Every Effort at Accommodation and Ulti-
mately Asserted the Privilege as Narrowly as Possible

From the outset, the White House Counsel believed that the
OIC’s invasion of the President’s confidential communications with
his advisors was both inappropriate and unnecessary. Counsel rea-
sonably relied upon the long-standing principle that a President is
entitled to receive the frank, candid, and confidential advice that
is essential to the execution of his constitutional, official, statutory,
and other duties.1%6 Nevertheless, White House Counsel recognized
its obligation to try to reach an accommodation with the OIC, as
it had on numerous other occasions in this and other Independent
Counsel investigations as well as Congressional inquiries. Thus,
the White House attempted in good faith to initiate a process by
which the OIC could obtain all of the information it deemed nec-
essary for a prompt resolution to its investigation, without unnec-
essarily intruding into the domain of confidential presidential com-
munications. This is precisely the process in which the White
House attempted to engage when the OIC subpoenaed Bruce
Lindsey, Assistant to the President and Deputy Counsel.157

Prior to Mr. Lindsey’s grand jury appearance, White House
Counsel met with the OIC on February 3, 1998, to discuss ways in

154n re Grand Jury Proceedings, 5 F. Supp.2d 21 (D.D.C. 1998); see also United States v.
Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 711 (1974); In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 745, 750-52 (D.C. Cir. 1997).

155 In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 5 F. Supp.2d at 28-29.

156United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 711; In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 750.

157 Ruff Dec. at { 31.
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which to ensure the OIC received all of the information it needed
without unnecessarily encroaching upon areas subject to executive
privilege.158 At that time and subsequently, the White House made
clear that no factual information regarding the President’s relation-
ship with Ms. Lewinsky would be withheld on the basis of privi-
lege. Unfortunately, the OIC refused all efforts to devise a work-
able compromise—insisting on an absolutist position that no privi-
lege applied.15® The White House sought to protect internal discus-
sions about how to handle press inquiries, what political strategies
to consider, and how to advise the President concerning available
political strategies.160 The White House also sought to protect the
discussions about legal strategy, i.e., whether and to what extent
to assert various privileges, and the political consequences of such
strategies.161 None of this information was critical to the OIC’s un-
derstanding of the President’s relationship with Ms. Lewinsky or
any of the factual allegations it was investigating. Rather, the dis-
cussions related to the President’s capacity to govern in the face of
an ongoing investigation—to pursue his legislative agenda, to en-
sure the continued leadership of the United States in the world
community, and to maintain the confidence and support of the peo-
ple who elected him.162

Despite the admittedly private nature of the Lewinsky allega-
tions, the White House Counsel’s Office was faced with strategic
decisions involving official duties of the Presidency. For example,
advisors had to deliberate among themselves and provide advice to
the President about responses to the daily press inquiries, the
State of the Union Address which was to be given within days of
the public disclosure of the investigation, and the visit by Prime
Minister Blair with its accompanying press conference.163 While
these deliberations were important to the functioning of the Presi-
dency and illustrated the President’s need for candid advice, they
were not relevant to the OIC’s investigation. The OIC’s concerted
effort to learn about the internal deliberations of White House
Counsel and other advisors on political and legal strategy—wheth-
er to assert privilege or not, how to handle the voluminous media
inquiries, whether to refer to the Lewinsky matter during the State
of the Union, and how to assure foreign leaders that the leadership
of the country would be stable—does not render the substance of
those deliberations relevant.

Shortly after this meeting with the OIC on February 3, the
White House reiterated its willingness to ensure that any facts—
as opposed to internal deliberations—would be made available to
the OIC.164 On March 4, the White House again proposed to allow
senior advisors to testify about any factual information they had
about the Lewinsky matter, including any information the Presi-
dent had communicated to them. Id. The only communication with
non-attorneys sought to be protected were strategic deliberations
and discussions. Id. The OIC flatly rejected this and all other over-

1581d, at 9 31-33.
159]d, at q 37.

160 [d, at 9 29-30.
161]d, at q9 26-30.
162[d, at 9 19-25.
1631d, at 9 23-25.
164]d, at 9 45-51.
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tgres aimed at resolving the sensitive issue of executive privilege.
Id.

White House Counsel had hoped to resolve potential privilege
issues related to Mr. Lindsey and other senior advisors by asking
the OIC to describe with particularity possible areas of inquiry so
that counsel could determine whether they would implicate privi-
leged information.165 Given Mr. Lindsey’s role as a key advisor and
counsel to the President on a variety of issues, as well as his serv-
ice as an intermediary between the President and his private coun-
sel, the White House was justified in raising its concerns with the
0OIC.166 As noted, however, the OIC flatly rejected the request.167
The OIC had no interest in resolving the issues of privilege with
the White House by a reasonable compromise.

Instead, the OIC filed motions to compel the testimony of Mr.
Lindsey and other senior staff. Id. In the face of this absolutist po-
sition by the OIC, White House Counsel believed it had no choice
but to proceed to seek a judicial resolution of the executive privi-
lege claims. This decision was not made lightly, but was made with
full recognition that it would not be politically popular and would
subject the White House to accusations of delay. Nevertheless, be-
cause of the grave institutional concerns, i.e., to protect the ability
of this President and future Presidents to receive confidential ad-
vice, White House Counsel felt obligated to recommend that the
President assert privilege over a few narrow conversations. Thus,
White House Counsel notified the President of the privilege issues,
explained the OIC’s unwillingness to engage in the traditional ac-
commodation process, and recommended that he invoke the presi-
dential communications privilege to protect the institutional needs
of the Presidency. The President accepted this recommendation and
authorized the Counsel to assert the privilege.168 Thus, contrary to
the OIC’s allegations, the President’s decision was not made on his
own initiative to delay the investigation, but was made on the rec-
ommendation of counsel to protect the Presidency as an institution.

It is important to note that the scope of the assertion was nar-
row: these communications ultimately involved the limited testi-
mony of only three senior Counsel’s Office lawyers. Each testified
fully with respect to issues that did not implicate confidential ad-
vice and decision-making. Many current and former White House
staff members, including many senior advisors, testified without
asserting any privilege whatsoever. The ensuing litigation on exec-
utive privilege was based on principles that were critical to the in-
stitution of the Presidency.

2. The Court’s Ruling Upholding the White House’s Assertion of Ex-
ecutive Privilege Squarely Rebuts the OIC’s Abuse of Power
Claim

Despite the narrowness of the privilege asserted by the White
House, the OIC took the position that executive privilege was inap-
plicable in the face of a grand jury subpoena because the discus-
sions the OIC sought related in some way to the President’s per-

165]d, at q 32.
166 Id, at q 41.
167]d, at q 51.
168]d, at q 56.
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sonal conduct. The OIC argued, therefore, that it did not have to
demonstrate any need for the information and that it was entitled
to immediate and full disclosure of all strategic and political com-
munications.16® This position, which was squarely at odds with de-
cisions of the Supreme Court and the D.C. Circuit, was rejected by
Chief Judge Johnson.

She upheld the White House’s claim that the communications
over which it was asserting privilege were indeed presumptively
privileged and flatly rejected the OIC’s absolutist position. In re
Grand Jury Proceedings, 5 F. Supp.2d 21, 25-27 (D.D.C 1998).
Having found that the communications were presumptively privi-
leged, the Court required the OIC to make a showing of need suffi-
cient to overcome the privilege. Id. at 28-29. After reviewing the
OIC’s factual proffer, the Court concluded that the OIC had met its
burden with respect to the areas identified to the Court. At no
time, however, did the Court suggest that the President’s assertion
of executive privilege was groundless, improper, made in bad faith,
or in any way an abuse of power.170

We respectfully suggest that the White House’s claim of execu-
tive privilege furnishes no ground for impeachment. The facts the
OIC selectively omits from the Referral, as recounted above, un-
equivocally support the legitimacy of the White House’s decision to
raise the issue of executive privilege. The OIC not only continues
to reiterate its claim that executive privilege is inapplicable in a
grand jury context but also omits the critical fact that Judge John-
son validated the White House’s assertion of the privilege and re-
quired the OIC to demonstrate a sufficient showing of need before
it obtained the information.

B. THE PRESIDENT WAS ENTITLED TO ASSERT ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVI-
LEGE TO PROTECT THE RIGHT OF PRESIDENTS TO REQUEST AND RE-
CEIVE CONFIDENTIAL AND CANDID LEGAL ADVICE FROM WHITE
HOUSE COUNSEL

Impeachment is, of course, the ultimate threat to a President’s
constitutional status. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the
President would need to consult with his staff to discuss how to ad-
dress that threat. Because impeachment implicates the interests of
the President in his official capacity as opposed to his personal ca-
pacity, he must rely on Counsel’s Office lawyers to advise him.
White House Counsel took the position that, in the impeachment
context, the government attorney-client privilege should apply to
communications between the President or his advisors and the
Counsel’s Office on matters relating to his official duties. This ad-
vice was based on sound policy: without an assurance of confiden-
tiality, the President’s access to official legal advice suffers because
both he and his lawyers necessarily avoid communicating candidly
if their discussions may be disclosed. It is hardly “abuse of office”

169Cf., In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 744-45 (explaining need requirement set forth in United
States v. Nixon).

170The Court of Appeals in dicta also validated the appropriateness of the executive privilege
claim, although the White House appeal was limited to the attorney-client privilege issue and
did not include the executive privilege claim. See In re Lindsey, 158 F.3d 1263, 1277 (D.C. Cir.
1998) (“information gathered in preparation for impeachement proceedings and conversations re-
garding strategy are presumably covered by exective, not attorney-client, privilege”).
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for a President to follow advice based on a well-founded interpreta-
tion of law and important institutional considerations.

1. The Governmental Attorney-Client Privilege Claim Was Ground-
ed in the Law of the D.C. Circuit and the Supreme Court

The OIC challenged sound legal authority recognizing the attor-
ney-client privilege in the governmental context and sought to com-
pel access to all confidential communications between the President
and his government lawyers. The White House Counsel’s decision
to assert the governmental attorney-client privilege was based
upon a careful consideration of the applicable law, the likelihood of
impeachment proceedings, and the important ethical and institu-
tional obligations of the Counsel’s Office to the Office of the Presi-
dent.

For centuries, the law has recognized that the attorney-client
privilege is absolute in protecting the confidentiality of attorney-cli-
ent communications. The D.C. Circuit has also upheld the attorney-
client privilege in the context of confidential communications be-
tween government lawyers and the government officials they rep-
resented. See, e.g., Mead Control, Inc. v. Dept. of the Air Force, 566
F.2d 242 (D.C. Cir. 1977). Courts recognize that a government offi-
cial, like every other citizen, must be able to provide information
to and seek advice from government lawyers without fear of public
disclosure to ensure well-advised and fully-informed decision-mak-
ing.

A recent Supreme Court case, which was decided during the
courts’ consideration of the White House’s privilege claims, rejected
the OIC’s sweeping attack on the attorney-client privilege and fur-
ther supported the White House’s position. In Swidler & Berlin v.
United States, __ U.S. __, 1998 U.S. Lexis 4214, *7 (1998), the OIC
argued that the personal attorney-client privilege should automati-
cally give way to the needs of a criminal investigation. The Court
rejected the OIC’s position and found “no case authority for the
proposition that the privilege applies differently in a criminal and
civil context,” id. at *7, thus supporting the principle that the privi-
lege remains absolute in a grand jury context. Accordingly, the
President’s position with respect to the absolute nature of govern-
mental attorney-client privilege had a substantial legal basis.

2. The Courts’ Rulings Squarely Rebut the OIC’s Claims of Abuse
of Power

The rulings of both the District Court and Court of Appeals belie
any notion that the claim of attorney-client privilege was an abuse
of power. The District Court rejected the OIC’s position that gov-
ernment attorneys and clients are not entitled to have confidential
communications. In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 5 F.Supp.2d 21,
31-32 (D.D.C. 1998). To the contrary, the Court held that such con-
versations are covered by the attorney-client privilege. Ibid. Per-
forming a need analysis similar to that which it employed with re-
spect to the executive privilege claim, the Court balanced the Presi-
dent’s interests against those of the grand jury and ultimately de-
termined that the grand jury was entitled to the information. Id.
at 32-39. Thus, despite the fact that the Court ultimately ruled in
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favor of the OIC, the Court never suggested—or even hinted—that
the privilege claim was anything but legitimate.

On appeal, a sharply divided D.C. Circuit ruled that the Presi-
dent had an attorney-client privilege with White House Counsel in
the civil context, but not in response to a grand jury subpoena. In
re Lindsey, 158 F.3d 1263, 1271-78 (D.C. Cir. 1998). Judge Tatel
dissented, finding that the Court’s opinion did not account for “the
unique nature of the Presidency, its unique need for confidential
legal advice, or the possible consequences of abrogating the attor-
ney-client privilege for a President’s ability to obtain such advice.”
Id. at 1286. Judge Tatel’s recognition of the validity of the privilege
demonstrates that the President’s position was not frivolous and
necessarily negates any claim that the President abused the power
of his Office by advancing such a claim. This point is brought home
by Justice Breyer’s dissent from the denial of certiorari, joined by
Justice Ginsburg, that “[tlhe divided decision of the Court of Ap-
peals makes clear that the question presented by this petition has
no clear legal answer and is open to serious legal debate.” Office
of the President v. Office of Independent Counsel, No. 98-316, 67
U.S.L.W. 3321 (Nov. 10, 1998).

One further point is worth noting. Conspicuously absent from the
Referral is any mention of the President’s personal attorney-client
privilege claim concerning the communications that Mr. Lindsey
had with the President’s private counsel, Robert Bennett. The
White House argued that these communications were covered by
the President’s personal attorney-client privilege because Mr.
Lindsey was acting as an intermediary between the President and
Mr. Bennett—a position rejected by the OIC. In re Lindsey, 158
F.3d at 1279-80.

The Court of Appeals rejected the OIC’s position. The Court rec-
ognized the “tradition of federal courts’ affording ‘the utmost def-
erence to Presidential responsibilities.”” Id. at 1280 (quoting Clin-
ton v. Jones, 117 S. Ct. 1636, 1652 (1997)). The Court also acknowl-
edged “the President’s undisputed right to have an effective rela-
tionship with personal counsel, consonant with carrying out his of-
ficial duties.” Id. at 1282. Given the “unavoidable, virtually full-
time demands of the office [of the President],” id. at 1280, the
Court found that the President’s use of Mr. Lindsey as an inter-
mediary was “at least reasonably necessary.” Ibid. Thus, the Court
held that “while acting in this capacity [Mr. Lindsey’s] communica-
tions came within the President’s personal attorney-client privi-
lege.” Ibid. The Court remanded the case to the District Court so
it could determine in which instances Mr. Lindsey was serving as
an intermediary so that he could claim privilege, on the President’s
behalf, over those communications.

C. THE PRIVILEGE LITIGATION DID NOT DELAY THE OIC’S
INVESTIGATION

The OIC also claims that the invocation of privilege was intended
to delay its investigation. Ref. at 207 n.473. If delay occurred, the
OIC has only itself to blame. First, the procedural history re-
counted above establishes that the White House attempted to reach
a reasonable accommodation before any witnesses testified. The
OIC rejected that offer, choosing instead to litigate these issues.
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Throughout the litigation, the Office of the President frequently
sought to avoid any delay by proposing and/or agreeing to expe-
dited briefing schedules involving privilege litigation, and the
courts ruled swiftly.

Second, privilege claims were advanced only as to a narrow por-
tion of the testimony of three witnesses. The OIC originally filed
motions to compel the testimony of two senior staff members and
one Counsel’s Office lawyer. The litigation only temporarily post-
poned the testimony of the two senior staff members; they both ap-
peared and testified fully. The privilege assertions ultimately in-
volved the testimony of only three senior Counsel’s Office lawyers.
Each of these individuals testified at length regarding any facts
they may have possessed about their knowledge of the President’s
relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. Moreover, the questions as to
which they asserted privilege were narrow in scope.

Finally, independent of any litigation, substantial delay in the
overall investigation has been self-inflicted. The OIC has called
presidential advisors before the grand jury as many as six times,
sometimes for only one- or two-hour sessions. Some witnesses ap-
peared to testify only to wait for hours and then be told to return
on another day.

The OIC also has expended substantial time and effort exploring
irrelevant subjects, such as White House contacts with the press or
matters of personal opinion. For example, the OIC asked Mr.
Lindsey, “[W]hat do you think about learning that the President
lied to you personally about this matter?” When Mr. Lindsey ques-
tioned the relevance of an inquiry into his personal feelings, the
OIC lawyer persisted and asked, “So are you just too embarrassed
to answer the question, sir?” Supp. at 2447 (8/28/98 grand jury tes-
timony of Bruce Lindsey). Such lines of inquiry serve no legitimate
purpose and appear designed simply to create a confrontation or
embarrass and humiliate a witness.

Another aspect of the OIC’s allegation is its claim that the Presi-
dent misused his presidential prerogative by asserting and then
withdrawing privilege claims in order to delay the investigation.
Ref. at 206-209. The OIC specifically cites to the privilege claim
raised, and subsequently withdrawn, relating to the testimony of
Nancy Hernreich, Director of Oval Office Operations, as a basis for
this contention. Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 197—
98. The OIC argues that an executive privilege claim with respect
to Ms. Hernreich was illegitimate because she “does have an impor-
tant function at the White House; she manages the Oval Office op-
erations . . . [B]ut that is not the kind of function that the prin-
ciple of executive privilege was meant to protect.” Id. at 198. This
contention is both legally and factually incorrect.

First, an individual’s title or job description does not determine
whether her communications fall within executive privilege. As set
forth in the Court of Appeals decision in In re Sealed Case, vir-
tually any individual who participates in the deliberative process
can take part in a communication or provide information that be-
comes subject to executive privilege; e.g., the information provided
by a paralegal that becomes part an advisor’s recommendation. In
re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 752-53. Thus, neither Ms. Hernreich’s
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role nor her title precludes her conversations from being subject to
executive privilege.

Moreover, the OIC disregards the unique events surrounding this
privilege claim. Ms. Hernreich was one of the first individuals sub-
poenaed by the OIC whose testimony would potentially raise privi-
lege concerns. Because the OIC refused to describe the areas of in-
quiry with respect to Ms. Hernreich, the White House was unable
to give her any guidance in advance of her testimony. Thus, at her
first grand jury appearance, Ms. Hernreich took the precautionary
step of preserving the privilege. Subsequently, the White House
voluntarily and unilaterally narrowed the scope of the communica-
tions over which privilege was being asserted and offered to allow
Ms. Hernreich, along with other non-lawyer advisors, to testify
fully about any factual information she possessed.171

On March 6, some ten days after Ms. Hernreich’s appearance,
and without notice to the White House, the OIC filed its motion to
compel her testimony, despite the fact that the White House had
already informally indicated to the OIC that no privilege would be
asserted with respect to her testimony. On March 17, in response
to the OIC’s motion (and before the Court had ruled on the issue),
the White House formally withdrew its privilege claims with re-
spect to Ms. Hernreich’s testimony. At that point, Ms. Hernreich
could have testified before the grand jury about those communica-
tions. Yet, the OIC waited two full months before requesting Ms.
Hernreich to return to the grand jury. Such conduct by the OIC il-
lustrates the hollowness of the OIC’s claim of delay caused by the
President.

D. MR. STARR MISREPRESENTS THE RECORD TO CLAIM THAT THE
PRESIDENT DECEIVED THE AMERICAN PUBLIC ABOUT THE EXECU-
TIVE PRIVILEGE LITIGATION

The OIC attempts to buttress its abuse of power claim by argu-
ing that the President deceived the American public by feigning ig-
norance of the executive privilege litigation. The OIC bases its con-
tention upon the following statement in its Referral:

On March 24, while the President was traveling in Africa, he was asked about

the assertion of Executive Privilege. He responded, “You should ask someone who
knows.” He also stated, “I haven’t discussed that with the lawyers. I don’t know.”

Ref. at 156; Transcript of November 19, 1998 Hearing at 611-62.
The OIC completely misstates the question posed to the President
and, by carefully selecting a portion of the President’s answer,
takes his response entirely out of context. The actual exchange fol-
lows, with the omitted portion in bold:

Q. Mr. President, we haven’t yet had the opportunity to ask you about
your decision to invoke executive privilege, sir. Why shouldn’t the Amer-
ican people see that as an effort to hide something from them?

The President. Look, that’s a question that’s being asked and answered
back home by the people who are responsible to do that. I don’t believe I
should be discussing that here.

Q. Could you at least tell us why you think the First Lady might be cov-
ered by that privilege, why her conversation might fall under that?

171 Ruff Dec., Exhibit 6.
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The President. All I know is—I saw an article about it in the paper today.
I haven’t discussed it with the lawyers. I don’t know. You should ask someone who
does.172

The full question and answer establish that the President was
not being asked about “the assertion of Executive Privilege,” but
about the very narrow issue of the privilege vis-a-vis the First
Lady, which was one of the many press rumors in circulation when
the story broke.

As the OIC well knows, at this time, the OIC had refused to de-
scribe the areas of its inquiry to determine which, if any, raised
privilege concerns. Consequently, the White House Counsel’s dis-
cussion with the President about possible privilege claims was lim-
ited to possible issues that might arise during a witness’s testi-
mony and did not identify particular individuals who might claim
privilege. Thus, the President could not possibly have known what
conversations the First Lady participated in, if any, which might
have fallen within the scope of executive privilege.

E. THE PRESIDENT’S DECISION NOT TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE GRAND
JURY VOLUNTARILY WAS NOT AN ABUSE OF POWER

The OIC also contends that it was an abuse of power for the
President, at a time when both his personal and official interests
were at stake, not to volunteer to testify before the grand jury until
August. Ref. at 159-61. This claim is wholly unfounded.

The OIC apparently believes that any government official who is
the subject of a criminal investigation must immediately testify or
risk impeachment. Because he was initially invited to appear vol-
untarily, the President had the right to decide the timing of his tes-
timony. It became clear early in the OIC’s investigation that this
was not a run-of-the-mill grand jury investigation but was instead
a focused effort to target the President himself. The President’s de-
cision to decline invitations to testify was entirely appropriate,
given the nature of the OIC’s investigation.

F. FALSE PUBLIC DENIALS ABOUT AN IMPROPER RELATIONSHIP DO NOT
CONSTITUTE AN ABUSE OF OFFICE

President Clinton has acknowledged that he misled the American
public when he denied having an improper relationship with
Lewinsky. However, his public denial of this relationship does not
warrant impeachment. A comparison to Watergate is illuminating,
for false statements allegedly made by President Nixon were an
important part of that inquiry.

Twenty-four years ago, Chairman Rodino stated that the Judici-
ary Committee’s approach during the Nixon inquiry would be to
consider “whether or not serious abuses of power or violations of
the public trust have occurred, and if they have, whether under the
Constitution, they are grounds for impeachment” 173 The Watergate
impeachment investigation focused on whether President Nixon’s
allegedly false public statements rose to the level of abuse of power,
but the subject matter was quite different. President Nixon’s state-
ments related to official matters of state and were allegedly part

172White House Press Release: Remarks by the President in Photo Opportunity with Presi-
dent Museveni of Uganda, 1 (March 24, 1998).
173Cong. Record 2350, February 6, 1974.
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of a comprehensive scheme to undermine the political process and
to obstruct justice by encouraging and condoning perjury by senior
members of his administration, paying hush money to criminal de-
fendants, and using the CIA to thwart the FBI investigation. This
Committee finally charged that his false statements were cal-
culated to lull the public into believing that the administration was
adequately investigating alleged governmental wrongdoing—in
other words, he lied about his official actions.

President Clinton’s misleading public denial of an improper rela-
tionship with Ms. Lewinsky, although admittedly wrong, is not
such an abuse of power. President Clinton did not misuse the FBI,
conceal governmental law-breaking, or misuse the official powers of
the President. To the contrary, the underlying conduct addressed
by his public statements was indisputably private.

1. Subjecting a President to Impeachment Would Disrupt Our Con-
stitutional Government

To consider the President’s misleading public denials of an im-
proper relationship impeachable would radically lower the constitu-
tional bar to impeachment. For better or worse, allegations of pub-
lic untruthfulness by Presidents—often on important matters of
state—have been levelled at most Presidents. President Reagan
faced accusations about his truthfulness regarding Iran-Contra.
President Bush confronted similar charges, with The New York
Times characterizing his statements on the subject as “incred-
ible.” 174 President Johnson faced a “credibility gap” regarding his
statements about the Viet Nam war. President Kennedy lied about
the Bay of Pigs, and President Eisenhower lied about Gary Powers
and the U2 incident. And many have suggested that Presidents
Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt were less than fully candid about
the prospective involvement of the United States in World Wars I
and II. These examples demonstrate how dangerous it would be to
make it an impeachable offense to lie to the public. All of these al-
leged misstatements related to public policy. If they were in fact
untrue, they denied the public and Congress an opportunity to ex-
ercise their democratic prerogative to affect those policies. Accord-
ingly, if false public statements are to satisfy the constitutional
standard for impeachment, it is difficult to conceive of a single
Presidency in the last century that would not have been subject to
potential impeachment proceedings.

In hotly contested policy disputes, accusations often fly regarding
the truthfulness of a President’s statements. Such accusations may
or may not be justified. But to devalue the impeachment currency
by making lack of truthfulness, real or perceived, an impeachable
offense would potentially inflate many policy disagreements into
impeachment inquiries.

This danger is compounded by the inevitable uncertainty regard-
ing the type of statements that would be penalized. Would it be im-
peachable to promise to take an action before an election, such as
raising taxes or staying out of war, and then to reverse position
after the election? Or to fail to disclose a physical infirmity? Would
all Presidential untruths be impeachable?

174 Editorial, “What the President Knew,” The New York Times (Oct. 19, 1992) at A16.
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Surely misstatements about public policy are more significant
than misstatements about private indiscretions. False public state-
ments about sexual indiscretions or other personal activities simply
do not affect policymaking and do not implicate the powers of the
presidency.

2. The President’s Denial of an Improper Relationship Is Not Com-
parable to President Nixon’s Denials of Involvement in the Wa-
tergate Burglary and Cover-up

President Clinton’s conduct differs markedly from the gross
abuses of power alleged by this Committee to have been committed
by President Nixon. The charges against President Nixon were
based upon his public misstatements involving official misconduct.
One of the nine means by which this Committee asserted that
President Nixon had violated his Oath of Office was by—

Making false or misleading public statements for the purpose of deceiving the people
of the United States into believing that a thorough and complete investigation had
been conducted with respect to allegations of misconduct on the part of personnel
of the executive branch of the United States and personnel of the Committee for the

Re-election of the President, and that there was no involvement of such personnel
in such misconduct.175

For more than two years, President Nixon repeatedly denied any
personal or White House involvement in or responsibility for (1) the
burglary of the DNC headquarters to obtain political intelligence
regarding the Presidential election, (2) the subsequent cover-up, in-
volving misuse of law enforcement, and (3) the scope of other illegal
activities involving presidential powers carried out by and for the
former President.17® The first such false statement was made on
June 22, 1972, when Nixon publicly characterized as accurate his
Press Secretary’s statement that “The White House has no involve-
ment whatever in this particular incident” (referring to the Water-
gate break-in).177

More than two months later, on August 29, 1972, the President
held another press conference, during which he discussed the var-
ious pending investigations. In attempting to persuade the public
that no special prosecutor was necessary, the President stated:

The other point I should make is that these investigations, the
investigation by the GAO, the investigation by the FBI, by the De-
partment of Justice, have, at my direction had the total cooperation
of the—not only the White House—but also of all agencies of the
Government. In addition to that, within our own staff, under my
direction, Counsel to the President, Mr. Dean, has conducted a
complete investigation of all leads which might involve any present
members of the White House Staff or anybody in the Government.
I can say categorically that this investigation indicates that no one
in the White House Staff, no one in this Administration, presently
employed was involve in this very bizarre incident. . . . I think
under these circumstances we are doing everything we can to take
this incident and to investigate it and not to cover it up.178

175 Nixon Report at 2.

176 Nixon Report at 27-34.
177 Nixon Report at 27, 47.
178 Nixon Report at 27.
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At the time he made this statement, the President knew that Mr.
Dean had conducted no investigation, had not concluded that mem-
bers of the White House or administration were beyond suspicion,
and in fact was working to thwart the FBI's investigation.179 In
other words, President Nixon used his Presidential powers to con-
ceal governmental law-breaking.

This Committee’s investigation ultimately revealed 180 that Presi-
dent Nixon engaged in an elaborate cover-up scheme that included
using his secret intelligence operation to pay both for illegal activi-
ties and subsequent blackmail money for the cover-up. On March
21, 1973, President Nixon urged the paying of hush money to Mr.
E. Howard Hunt, and instructed Administration witnesses on how
to commit perjury.181 He also used people within the Justice De-
partment to give him information about what was transpiring with-
in the grand jury, then passed that information along to Messrs.
Haldeman and Ehrlichman, whom he knew to be targets of the in-
vestigation, in violation of Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Crimi-
nal Procedure.182 He used his “plumbers” group to subvert the IRS
and CIA, authorized illegal intelligence gathering activities, at-
tempted to use CIA funds to pay off the Watergate burglars, di-
rectly interfered with the Justice Department’s ITT investigation,
and ordered the FBI to interfere with the Watergate Special Pros-
ecution Force by sealing the WSPF offices after the Saturday Night
Massacre. He also pressured the CIA to interfere with the FBI's in-
vestigation of the Watergate break-in—a conversation captured on
tape. And he used the IRS to investigate his “enemies” and the
FCC to try to take away the broadcasting licenses of press organi-
zations investigating him.183

These plain abuses of power cannot be equated with President
Clinton’s attempt to keep a private indiscretion secret. Unlike the
series of lies told by President Nixon, President Clinton’s denials
bore no relationship to his use of the powers of the presidency.
They did not deal with policy or governmental action but were de-
signed to protect himself and his family from embarrassment
caused by a purely personal indiscretion. Whereas President Nixon
used governmental agencies including the CIA and FBI to thwart
the investigation into his lies, President Clinton did nothing of the
sort. Thus, while the pervasive and persistent lies of President
Nixon to the American public about the nature and extent of offi-
cial law enforcement activities could reasonably have been viewed
as affecting the nature of our Constitutional government and thus
warranting impeachment, President Clinton’s denial of a private
indiscretion cannot.

IX. CONCLUSION

Short of committing force of arms in defense of the Nation, the
Framers of the Constitution did not contemplate a more solemn or
awesome responsibility than the impeachment of the President.
The Framers rejected amorphous and vague standards such as

179 Nixon Report at 59—60.

180 Nixon Report at 3—4.

181 Nixon Report at 98-99.

182 Nixon Report at 103.

183 Nixon Report at 161-70, 177-79.
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“maladministration” or “corruption” in favor of “Treason, Bribery or
other High Crimes and Misdemeanors,” which has always been
taken to mean offenses against the constitutional system itself. In-
deed, Benjamin Franklin once referred to impeachment as the con-
stitutional alternative to assassination. So it is with the utmost
gravity that we submit this brief. We believe a careful and fair re-
view of the real record of this case—not the political attacks, but
the real record—cannot justify the impeachment of the President.

Once again, we rely on the judgment of the House, as did the
Framers, to separate fact from myth, the record from the rhetoric,
and the sinful from the impeachable. On behalf of the President,
we thank the Committee for reviewing this brief.

Finally, we conclude where the President asked us to begin: by
conveying to you his profound and personal sense of contrition. Let
nothing in this brief, nothing in our defense, nothing in your analy-
sis of the facts or our arguments on the law confuse the reality that
what the President did was wrong. For his wrongs he has admitted
his regret, and he has sought the forgiveness of his family, friends,
and fellow Americans.

The sole duty, the solemn obligation of the House is not to sit
in judgment of the morality of the President’s conduct, but rather
to decide whether or not you will call upon the Senate to remove
from office the duly elected President of the United States. On that
issue, and that issue alone, we believe there is no cause—on the
facts, on the law, or under the Constitution—to overturn the na-
tional election and impeach the President.

Respectfully submitted,
Davip E. KENDALL
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677
STATEMENT

When 1 wes alone with MAs. Levinsky on sertain occasions
in early 1996 and once in early 1997, I engaged 4n conduct that
vas wrong. These encounters did not consist of sexusl intercourse;
they did not‘eoustituto “"sexual relstions” as I understood that ters to
be defined at my Janusry 17, 1998, deposition; but they did involve
inappropriste intimate contect. These inappropriste encounters ended,
at my 1n|1;ttneo, in early 1997, 1 slso had occasional telephone
conversations with Ns. Levinsky that included inappropriate sexual
banter.

1 regret that wvhat began as & friendship came to include
this conduct. I take full responsibility for my actions.

While 1 will provide the grand jury whatever other
informstion I can, becasuse of privecy considerations affecting
ay family, myself, and others, and in an effort to preserve the
dignity of the Office I hold, this is all I will ssy about the
soecifics.of these particular matters. I will try to answer to the
best of may ability other questions, including questions sbout sy
relationship with Ms. Lewinsky, questions about sy understanding
of the ters "sexual relations” as I understood that tera to
be defined at my January 17, 1998, deposition, and questions
concerning alleged subornation of perjury, obstruction of justice,

and intimfdation of vitnesses.
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1ST STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format.

Copyright 1998 Federal Information Systems Corporation
Federal News Service

SEPTEMBER 11, 1998, FRIDAY
SECTION: WHITE HOUSE BRIEFING
LENGTH: 1395 words

HEADLINE: REMARKS BY PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON
AT RELIGIOUS LEADERS' BREAKFAST

ALSO SPEAKING: VICE PRESIDENT AL GORE

THE WHITE HOUSE, THE STATE DINING ROOM
WASHINGTON, D.C.

BODY:

(Prolonged applause.)
VICE PRESIDENT GORE: Ladies and gentlemen, on behalf of the president and the
first lady, it is my honor to welcome all of you to the White House and to this
annual gathering. Every year at this time we look forward to this opportunity
to meet with leaders of all faiths and rededicate ourselves to our common
purposes, in our faith and trust in God.
I would like to, before presenting the president, on his behalf and behalf of
the first lady, acknowledge some of the Cabinet members who are here: Secretary
of Labor Alexis Herman, Secretary of HHS Donna Shalala, Secretary of HUD Andrew
Cuomo, Secretary of Transportation Rodney Slater, OMB Director Jack Lew, and
Chief of Staff Erskine Bowles.
We -- one of the reasons we all look forward to this is that this is kind of the
beginning of the school year, and for many families, that's kind of the
beginning of the year, in some sense. And it's the end of the summer period.
And so it always has the feeling of an ending and a beginning. And these
sessions have always been very interesting and enjoyable and healing.
And without any further ado, I have the honor of presenting the person who is at
the heart of all the manifest progress that we have seen in the United States of
America for the last five and a half years.
Along with the colleagues I mentioned in the Cabinet, I have had the honor of
working with President Clinton on a sweeping agenda for change in America. I've
stood with him as he has led this nation, and on a perscnal note, I would like
to tell you that he is not only a great president, he has been a great friend.
It is, therefore, a privilege as well as an honor for me to present to you the
president of the United States, William Jefferson Clinton. (Applause.)
PRESIDENT CLINTON: Thank you very much. Thank you. Thank you. (Off mike
greeting to someone on dais.) Thank you. Thank you very much. Thank you.
Thank you very much, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to the wWhite House and to
this day to which Hillary and the vice president and I look forward so much
every year. This is always an important.dayfor our country, for the reasons
that the vice president said; it is an ufiusudl and, I think, unusually important
day today.
I may not be quite as easy with my words today as I have been in years past.
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And I was up rather late last night thinking about and praying about what I
ought to say today. And rather unusually for me, I actually tried to write it
down. So if you will forgive me, I will do my best to say what it is I want
to say to you, and I may have to take my glasses out to read my own writing.
First, I want to say to all of you that, as you might imagine, I have been on
quite a journey these last few weeks to get to the end of this, to the
rock-bottom truth of where I am and where we all are. I agree with those who
have said that in my first statement after I testified, I was not contrite
enough. I don't think there is a fancy way to say that I have sinned.

It is important to me that everybody who has been hurt know that the sorrow I
feel is genuine: first, and most important, my family; also my friends; my
staff; my cabinet; Monica Lewinsky and her family, and the American people. I
have asked all for their forgiveness.

But I believe that to be forgiven, more than sorrow is required -- at least two
more things.

Pirst, genuine repentance. A determination to change and to repair breaches of
my own making. I have repented. Second, what my Bible calls a broken spirit.
An understanding that I must have God's help to be the person that I want to be.
A willingness to give the very forgiveness 1 seek. A renunciation of the pride
and the anger which cloud judgment, lead people to excuse and compare and to
blame and complain.

Now, what does all this mean, for me and for us? Pirst, I will instruct my
lawyers to mount a vigorous defense, using all available appropriate arguments,
but legal language must not obscure the fact that I have done wrong. Second,. I
will continue on the path of repentance, seeking pastoral support and theirs
{sic) of other -- and that of other caring people, so that they can hold me
accountable for my own commitment.

Third, I will intensify my efforts to lead our country and the world toward
peace and freedom, prosperity and harmony, in the hope that, with a broken
spirit and a still strong heart, I can be used for greater good, for we have
many blessings and many challenges, and so much work to do.

In this, I ask for your prayers and for your help in healing our nation.

And though I cannot move beyond or forget this -- indeed, I must always keep it
as a caution light in my life -- it is very important that our nation move
forward..

1 am very grateful for the many, many pecple, clergy and ordinary citizens
alike, who have written me with wise counsel. I am profoundly grateful for the
support of so many Americans who somehow, through it all, seem to still know
that I care about them a great deal, that I care about their problems and their
dreams. I am grateful for those who have stood by me and who say that in this
case and many others the bounds of privacy have been excessively and unwisely
invaded. That may be. Nevertheless, in this case, it may be a blessing,
because I still sinned. And if my repentance is genuine and sustained and .if I
can maintain both a broken spirit and a strong heart, then good can come of this
for our country as well as for me and my family. (Applause.)

I -- the children of this country, the children of this country can learn in a
profound way that integrity is important and selfishness is wrong. But God can
change us and make us strong at the broken places.

I want to embody those lessons for the children of this country, for that little
boy in Florida who came up to me and said that he wanted to grow up and be
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president and to be just like me. I want the parents of all the children in
America to be able to say that to their children.

A couple of days ago, when I was in Florida, a Jewish friend of mine gave me
this liturgy book called "Gates of Repentance." And there was this incredible
passage from the Yom Kippur liturgy. I would like to read it to you.

“Now is the time for turning. The leaves are beginning to turn from green to
red to orange. The birds are beginning to turn and are heading once more toward
the South. The animals are beginning to turn to storing their food for the
winter. Por leaves, birds, and animals, turning comes ingstinctively. But for
us, turning does not come so easily. It takes an act of will for us to make a
turn. It means breaking old habits. It means admitting that we have been
wrong, and this is never easy. It means losing face. It means starting all
over again, and this is always painful. It means saying, 'l am sorry.’' It means
recognizing that we have the ability to change. These things are terribly hard
to do.

But unless we turn, we will be trapped forever in yesterday's ways. Lord, help
us to turn from callousness to sensitivity; from hostility to love; from
pettiness to purpose; from envy to contentment; from carelessness to discipline;
from fear to faith. Turn us around, oh, Lord, and bring us back toward you.
Revive our lives as at the beginning, and turn us toward each other, Lord, for
in isolation, there is no life." .

I thank my friend for that. I thank you for being here. I ask you to share my
prayer that God will search me and know my heart, try me and know my anxious
thoughts, see if there is any hurtfulness in me, and lead me toward the life
everlasting.

I ask that God give me a clean heart. Let me walk by faith and not sight.

1 ask once again to be able to love my neighbor, all my neighbors, as myself, to
be an instrument of God's peace, to let the words of my mouth and the
meditations of my heart and, in the end, the work of my hands be pleasing.

This is what I wanted to say to you today. Thank you. God bless you.
(Sustained applause.)

Thank you. Bless you. Thank you.

I would -- (sustained applause) -- thank you. Thank you. Thank you. Thank
you. Thank you very much.

I would like to ask Reverend Gerald Mann (sp) now to lead us in a prayer, and
then we can sit down and enjoy our breakfasts.

Gerald.

END
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT eyl Aiesag
BASTHRN

DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS - .
WESTERN DIVISION: 29 1939
=y

PAULA CORBIN JONES, .
Phaigtt? .
.

" * Mo LR-C94250
.
WILLIAM JEPFEROON CLINTON .
and DAY FEROUSON, .
Defasdents. .

ORDER

Bufors the Court s & sotion by the Utsiied States, fhrough the Office of the
Tadependent Counesl ("0BC), for liculted intervetion aad a stay of discovery i the case of
Jones v. Cliwson, No. LR-C44-290 (A.D.Ak ). The Cout beld 2 seicpbons confirzace on.
#his motlon oa the morsing of Jeceary 29, 1998, during Which (e views of counsel Sor the:
plalntiff, counsel for the defiadans, and the OIC wezs cxprcased. Eving considesed the
matter, e Cout hersby graets in pact and desies In part GIC"s mofion.

In sceking Hmited intarventio and s stay of discovery, CIC states that counsel for the
plalatir, a 3 delibecate and cutculated manaer, a2 shadowing the grand jary’s nvestigation of
e Mowica Lewiogky matisr. Motion of GIC, at 2. OIC states that *the peadiag crimicsl
ivestigation is of sock gravicy eed parsmeunt impoctance that fhis Court would do a disservice
0 the Nation 1 3t wers 10 permt (he unfticred - wnd extraordinarily aggressive - soovery
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affoets curvntly underway © proceed tssbated,” K. 23,0 CHC's motion comes with less
than 48 hours Jeft in the pociod for conducting discovery, the cutof deic: being Jaouary 30,
1998, Given the timing of OIC’s motion and the possible impact that this motion could have
o the proocedings in this matter, the Court is required to rule st this time on the admissihillty
at txinl of ovidwnce concerning Monica Lowingky.

Rale 403 of the Fedenl Rukes of Civil Procudusc provides thes ovidence, although
relovant, *may be excluded if its probstive value is substantially cutweighod by the danger of
iy prejudics, confusion of the issust, or misieading the jury, or by considerations of wndue
delny, waste of time, or neodiess preseatation of cumnlative evidence.” ‘This weighing provess
compets the conchusion tat evidence concersing Minica Lewinsky should be excluded from
the teial of this matter.

The Coat acknowledges that cvidence concerning Morica Lowinsky might be selevant
10 the issaes in this case, This Court would awai resolution of the criminal investigation
curreatly snderway H the Lewiasky evidence were esseetial 10 the phaimtiffs case, The Court
determines, bowever, that it is not casential 1 the core issues in ais case. To fact, some of
this evidence might even be insdmissable &3 extrinsic evidoncs under Rule 508(b) of the
Federal Rules of Evidence. Mﬂmmwﬁwuf‘huﬁnﬁymmm
the timaly sesolution of this case 20d would wadoubtedly exuse mndue expemse and delay.

This Court's ruling #ésy does not precinde admission of say oftwer evidence of alleged
Improper conduct occurring in the White Honse,

1 Jor the vacerd, someisel, for the pleintil ukos yeest jese with OBC*s ch of thui discovery offorty.
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Tn addition, and perksps more importantly, the substanda) imterests of the Presidency
militate against any wndue delay in this matter that would be occasioned by allowing plaintiff
w prsus the Moaica Lewiacky matter. Under tho Sopreme Court's ruling i Clincor v.
Jomes, 117 8.Cr. 1636, 1651 (1997), *[he high Faspoct that is owed (o the Office of the
Chicf Executive ... i3 a matter that should inform the conduct of the eatire proceeding,
including the timing and scope of discovery.® Thees can be 20 doubt that 4 speody resolution
of this case is in everyonc’s best interests, including St of the Office of the President, and the
Coert will therefors diract that the case stxy on course,

One final basls for the Court’s ruling is the isegxity of the criminal investigation. This
Court niust consider the fact that the government's proceedings eould be impaired end
prejudioed were the Court $o permit inquiry iato the Lewinsky matter by-the pastics in this
civil caso, See, ¢.8,, Arden Way Associates v. Ivew F. Boesky, 660 F.Supp. 149¢ SDN.Y,
1987). Tn that regard, it would not be proper for s Coust, given that it must geacrally yield
to the interests of an ongoing grand jury investigation, to give counsel for the plsiaiff o the.
defendzats access to witnesses' statements in the povernmen:’s crimieal investigation. See
Fed R.Crim.P. 16(2)(2), which genezally probibits the discovery of government witnssess.
That being s, and becauss thit case can in any evest proceed without evidence conceraing
Monica Lewinsky, the Court will exclude evideace concerning her from the trial of this
maer.

In sum, the plaintiff and defendants may not continne with discovery of those matters
that concem Monica Lewintky. In thae regard, ORC's motion-for Emited inservention and stxy
of discovery is gramed.. Fuither, any evidence ooncemning Ms. Lewinsky shall be excinded

3
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from the trial of this matier, With soapect to maticrs that do 0% kavolve Monica Lewinsky,
QIC"s motion is deaied aad the yecties may cotinos with discovery. Beceuse the telephons
confenence undedylag wday’s relicg ivolved a discaasion of discovery matiers, the masectipt
of the conference shall remeia nader seal in ascanduace with the Coury's Coufidentialily Order
o Consent of aX Parties.

IT IS S0 ORDERED this 29° day of Jauary 1998.

ATES JODGE
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The Henerable Mewt Gingricn, Ricnarc Geshardt. Henry Hyde and Jeorn
Conyers; Speaker of the House. House Minority Laacer, Chair of the Judiciay
Committee, Ranking Member of the House Judiciary Committee

Urited States House of Representatives

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Speaker Mr.Gephardt, Mr. Hyde and Mr. Convers:

Did President Clirton commit *high Crimes and Misdemeancrs” warranting
impeachment under the Constitution? We, the undersigned professcrs of law,
believe that the misconduct alleged in the report of the Independent Gounsa,
and in the statement of Investigative Counsel David Schippers, does not cros
that threshold. ’

We write neither as Democrats nor as Republicans. Some of us believe that
the President has acted disgracefully, some that the Independent Counsel
has. This letter 7as nothing to do with any such judgments. Rather, it
expresses the one judgment on which we all agree: that the allegations
detailed in the Incependent Counsel's referral and summarized in Counsel
Schippers's statement do not justify presidential impeachment under the
Constitution. ] . .

No existing judicial precedents bind Congress’s determination of the meanirg
of “high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” But it is clear that Members of Congress
would violate their constitutional responsibilitiesif they sought to impeach and
remove the President for misconduct, even criminal misconduct, that fell shot
of the high constitutional standard required for impeachment.

The President’s incependence from Congress is fundamental to the American
structure of government. It is essential to the separation of powers. It is
essential to-the Prasident's ability to discharge such constitutional duties as
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& ZONSiCars CCREry 1T tne neuon s imtarssis. ~Arg
& wnenever the Whit2 Hcuse belorgs ©© @ gary
= ssnwels the Cacitct. The lcwer the thresiicid for
mceachment. thc weakar the Presicent. f the Prasidentcould be rameved
er any conduc: o~ wiich Ccngress disaccroved. ths fundeamental stlement cf
cur cemccracy - the President's ingecendences ircm Cengress — woulc ce
desiroved. It s nst enougn, therefere. thet Cengress strangly disaporeve of
the President's cancduct. Under the Constitution, the President cannct be
impeached unless he has committed "Treason, Sritery, or other high Crimes

and Misdemeano:s.”

Some of the charges raised against the Prasident fall so far shor: of this high
standard that they strain gocd sense: for example, the charge thai the
President repeatedly declined to testify voluntarily or pressed a debatatle
privilege claim thzt was later judicially rejected. Such litigation "ofienses’ ars
not remotely impeachable. With respect. however, toother allegaticns. carafu
consideration must be given to the kind of misconductthat renders a Presidert
constitutionally uriit to remain in office. E

Neither history nor legal definitions provide a precise list of high crimes anc
misdemeanors. Reasonable people have differed in interpreting these words.
We believe that t1e proper interpretation of the Impeachment Clause must
begin by recognizing treason and bribery as core or paradigmatic instances,
from which the maaning of “other high Crimes and Misdemeanors” is to be
extrapolated. The constitutional standard for impeachment would be very
different if diffarent offenses had been specified. The clausedoes not read,.
“Treason, Felony, or other Crime’(as does Article IV, Section 2 of the
Constitution), so that any violation of a criminal statute wouid be impeachable
Nor does it read, *Arson, Larceny, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors,”
implying that any serious crime, of whatever nature, would be impeachable.
Nor does it read, “Adultery, Fornication, or other high Crimes and
Misdemeanors,” implying that any conduct deemed to reveal serious moral
lapses might be z2n impeachable offense. .

When a Presidert commits treasoh, he exercises his executive powers, or
uses information cbtained by virtue of his executive powers, deliberately to ad
an enemy. When a President is bribed, he exercises or offersto exercise his
executive powers in exchange for corrupt gain. Both acts involve the criminal
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Much of the miscanduct of which e President is accused does not invoive
the exercise of extecutive powers at all. If the Prasident commitied perjury
regarding his sexual conduct, this perjury involved no exerciseof presidential
pewer as such.  If ne concealed evidence, this misdesd tco involved no
exercise of execuive authority. By contrast, if he sought wrongfully to piace
scmeone in a job at the Pentagon, cr lied 10 suterdinates hoping they would
repeat his false statements, these acts could have involved a wrongiul use &
presidential influence, but we cannct believe that the President's alleged
conduct of this nzture amounts to the grossly derelict exercise of executive
power sufficient fcr impeachment.

Perjury and obstrcting justice can without doubt be impeachable offenses.
A President who carruptly used the Federal Bureau of Investigation to abstrud
an investigation would have criminally exercised his presidential powers.
Moreover, covering up a crime furthers or aids the underlying crime. Thus a
President who committed perjury to cover up his subordinates' criminal

" exercise of executive authority would also have committed an impeachable
offense. -But making false statements about sexual improprieties is nota
sufficient constitutional basis to justify the frid and removal from office of the
President of the Lnited States.

It goes without saying that lying under oath is a verysarious offense. But even
if the House of Re Jresentatives had the constitutional authority to impeach for
any instance of perjury or obstruction of justice, a responsible House would
not exercise this awesome power on the facts alleged in this case. The
House's power to mpeach, like a prosecutor’s power toindict, is discretionary.
This power miust be exercised not for partisan advantage, but only when
circumstances genuinely justify the enormous price the nation will pay in
governance and stature if its President is put through a long, public,
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yoyeunisic g,  The American peorie uncerstand this crics.  Trey
semcnsirate the colitical wisdom that has helc the Constitution in giace for twe
~aniuries when, aven after the pubiication of Mr. Starr's reoort. with all its
sxtracrdinary revelations. they opoose impezchmentfor the cfienses ailegea

therein.

‘\We do not say that a “private® crime could never be so heinous as to warant
impeachment. Cengress might responsiblytake the.position that an individua
who by the law of *he fand cannot be permitted to remain at large, need not ke
permitted to remzin President. But if certain crimes such as murder wamant
removal of a Pres dent from office because of their unspeakable heinousness
the offenses allegad in the Independent Counse!'s report or the Investigative
Counsel's statement are not among them. Short of heinous criminality,
impeachment demands convincing evidence of grossly derelict exercise of
official authority. In our judgment, Mr. Starr’s report contains no such
evidence.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Abel, Connell Professor of Law, UCLA Law School

Alice Abreu, Profiassor of Law, Tempie University School of Law

Bruce Ackerman, Sterling Professor of Law and Political Science, Yale
University

Matthew Adler, Assistant Professor, University of Pennsylvania

T. Alex Aleinikoff, Professor of Law, Georgetown University Law Center
Akhil Reed Amar, Southmayd Professor of Law, Yale University

Alison Grey Anderson, Professor of Law, UCLA School of Law

Mark Anderson, Associate Professor of Law, Temple University

William R. Anderson, Professor of Law, University of Washington

Peter Arenella, P-ofessor of Law, UCLA School of Law

Barbara Allen Babecock, Judge John Crown Professor of Law, -Stanford
University Law Schaool

Hope Babcock, Associate Professor of Law, Georgetown University Law
Center

C. Edwin Baker, Nicholas F. Gallicchio Professor of Law, University of
Pennsylvania
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Jehn J. Barcelo 1ii, William Neiscn Cromwa Frefesscr of nternational anc
Comparative La'v, Comnell University

Mark Barenberg. Professor of Law, Columpia University

Stephen R. Bamett, Elizabeth J. Boalt Prefassor of Law University of
California at Berxeley

Katharine Bartlex, Professor of Law, Duke Uriversity Scncai of Law
Babette Barton, Adrian A. Kagan Professor of Law, Univesity of California at
Berkeley

Robert J. Bartow, Laura H. Camell Professor ¢f Law, Temgia University
Robert Batey, Professor of Law, Stetson University Ccllege of Law

Sara Sun Beale, Professor of Law, Duke University Schoal of Law

Mary Becker, Prafessor of Law, University of Chicago Law School

Peter A. Bell, Prafessor of Law, Syracuse University Collece of Law

Leslie Bender, Frofessor of Law, Syracuse University College of Law
Robert Bennett, Professor of Law, Northwestern University College of Law
Tom Berg, Professor of Law, Cumberfand Law School, Samford University
Vivian Berger, Nash Professor of Law, Columbia University School of Law
Merton . C. Bemstein, Walter D. Coles Professor Emeritus,
WashingtonUniversity

Louis Bilionis, Professor of Law, University of North Caralina

Walker J. Blakely, Professor of Law, University of North Caroling School
Susan Low Blaca, Professor of Law, Georgetown University Law Center
Gregg Bloche, Frofessor of Law, Georgetown University Law Center
Chery! Block, Professor of Law, George Washington University Law School
Larry E. Blount, Associate Professor of Law, University of Georgia

Grace Ganz Blumberg, Professor of Law, UCLA Law Schocl

John Charles Boger, Henry Brandis Professor of Law, University of North
Carolina School of Law -

Lloyd Bonfield, Professor of Law, Tulane University

Richard J. Bonn-e, John S. Battle Professor of Law, University of Virginia
Amelia H. Boss, Professor of Law, Temple University

Cynthia Grant Bowman, Professor of Law, Northwestern University



~msancan

Zrminal Junszrucsncs

Jcseon F. cr:c'ev Frank K. Keniscn Scnclar-ir-Law. Professcr of Law arne
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Oscar G. Chase. Vice Dean and Professor of Law, New York University
Erwin Chemerinsky, Professor of Law, University of Southern California
Alan Chen, Assistant Professor, University of Denver Law School.
Steven Alan Chiidress, Professor of Law, Tulane University
Gabriel J. Chin, Associate Professor of Law, University of Cincinnati
Sumi Cho, Asso:iate Professor, DePaul University College of Law
Carol Chomsky, Associate Professor of Law, University of Minnesota
Amy L. Chua, Associate Professor of Law, Duke University
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Andrzej Rapaczynski, Professor of Law, Columbia University School of Law
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Jed Rubenfeid
TYaie Law Scheoi ,
Jed Rubenteid s Prefestor of Law & Yale University. He is one of the naticn's isadicg schoiars
of construmional law, the author of ourzerous impertant articles on various constitutionsl law
subjects. He is a leading avthority on she right to arivacy, constitutional interpretation, and the
law of talcings.

Statement by Jed Rubenfeld

The letter in your bands. which we deiivered to Congress today, is  histotic docament. It marks
the first time in our kisnry, w my knowledge, that 430 law professors bave publicly agreed
sbout anything. You conlin’t get 400 law professors t agres on 3 3-page acalysis of a glass of
water, much less a mattrr of profound aational importancs.

But we have agreed on 2 3-page, detailed agalysis of presidential impeachment, and we bave
agreed on its conclusior: that the allegations contained in Starr Reporr don't justify fmpeschment
muums“cmm

This is a totally non-periisan leter. We are a totally non-pertisan group. We are from all aver
the country, from the Exst Coast to the West, from Texas to Chicago, and from the heartland.
Some of us ake 3 mare :opservative approsch to constinrtional law, some a mors Libéral
approsch. Some ere pretty famous, among the most prominent constitutional law scholars in the
coutry; some are more resecved, rarely taking public positions; some arc well-known to
Congress, like both Processor Bloch of Georgetown, who has been asked to testify aext week,
and Professor Laycock of Texas, who hss often testified before Congress in favar of matters

strongly supported by the Republican party.

The point is thit. You car; say that President Clinton acted absolutaly disgracetully; you can say
that the Indepeadent Counse] did. This letter puts all that aside. It concems law. It describes the
high threshold that muy: be crossed before impeachment is constitutionally warrasted, and it
concludes that the allegritions contained in the Starr Repoct just don't cross that threshold. The
levter testifics 1o the rerarkable degree of scholarly consensus on this point, and the House
Judiciary Committee will now be aware of thet consensns when it mests on Monday.

What is the basis of the letter’s conclusion? I won't bore you with all the legal details. But here
is the main thrust . . -

Everyone knows that th: Constitation authorizes impeschment only for “high Crimes and
Misdemeanars.” So-we need to know what counts as a high crime or misdemeanor. But people
often forget the words tiiat come before that phrase. They forget that the Constitution gives core
examples of what is memnt by “high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” The Coastinttion allows
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impeacheent aeiy et maamndomﬁigbmw Tae-words
“Traason” aod “Bribery’ are creciai hers. frwould be very ciSerent, Sor exampie, if the
Canstimtion said that 2 Fresicent could Se impeached %or “Adcitery. Famicatdon or other Higa
Crimes and Misdemearcrs.” Taen any critae desmed tw be of moral tursitude might be
immpeachsble. Or if the Coastinrtion said. “Sand, larceny 2nd other high srimes and
misdemesnors,” then an significant crimiral affese migint de impeachable. But Teason azd
bribery are the sxamples given.

Treason and bribery are ore cases of the gross abuse of o=cial power. A Prasident who
commits reason uses the swesomme power of his office 10 aid an enemy. A President who ukesa
bribe uses those powers for personal gain. The general mesuing is this: it mkes 2 grossly
derelict misuse of officiul power to warrant impeackment. Now some purely arivate crimmes ars
30 heinous that 2 person who commits them has to be removed from society, automaticaily
forfeiting all rights. But if some crimes such as murder requtire impeachment and imprisonment
because of their unspealable heinousness alons, the allegations in the Starr Report reaily aren't
in that eategory.

Two examples. When Congressmen discovered that Alexander Hamilton kad had an adultarous
affair, that he bad lied abxout it, and that he was paying blackmail because of it, they did zot -
impeach. Why? Becau:e the crime did not involve the misuse of his afficial powers. He was
paying the blackmail ou: of his own pocker. No evidence of any gross misuse of power was
found. Oragain, when Congressmen were drawing up articles of impeschment against President
Nixon, they found solid svidence thet he had lied — just lied ~ an a tax return, criminally
defrauding the govemm2nt of a very large amount of money. Sut they left that offease out of the
articles of impeachment. Why? Tax fraud is a form of crime against the government, isn't it?
Lying on a tax report is 3 crime, isn’tit. Agsin, we are told that they left out this charge because
it did not involve any gross abuse of the Presideat's official power.

In other words, our conclusion is that impeschument, to be constitutionally justified, demards
either grossly heinous ciminality or grossly derelict misuse of official power. And in our
judgment, the Starr Repart jusz doesn't contain evidencs of this sort.

Why is there so high a constitutional standard for impeschment? Impeschment inflict 8
tremendous constittional price on the nation. The biggest short-term cost is the ineapacitation
of the govamment for s substantial period of time. But the long-term price is higher. Just think
what will happen if this President is impeached on the basis of these allegations. The next time
the Democrats controf Congress and a Republican is President, what would the Democrats do?
Probably they would look for a way to spend $30 millien trying to uncover dirt in the privae life
orumdmcmﬂumwmwdmmwmwm-
of the President or his officers.

mmmmummmwummmmmmmuw
became a tool of mere partisan politics. Msmuwww

only for “high Crimes sad Misdemoanors.” In plain English: lying about a sexusl affair, sericus
wuwhmpumﬂamavloldcnafmnlmlmm:mﬂﬁ
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just isa’t encugh, under o Constitstion, to justify impeaching the elected President of the
Unized States,

And the American pecple seem to know this. [ would say they’ve shown considerable
constitutional wisdom thr3ughout this shameful affair, more than some paliticians. You mig=:
say that our letter, in sxsence, sxplains the lcgal basis, the constimtional besis, for what the
American people already seem to know.
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Susan Low Block
Georgetown University Law Cenrer

1 would liks to start by emphasizing how unusual it is o ger more tha= 400
law professors to agr:e on anything, much less to sign a 4 page lezter of legal
analysis that they did not persanaily draft. In fact, I believe we could have gorten
more signatures if we had had more time to circulate the letter and been more
systematic in our effurts to contact colleagues. The reality is that we are novices at
this and have full time obligations ar our law schools.

But notwithstsading these limitations, we were able to get the signatures of
moare than 430 law professors from all parts of the country who have different
political views, diffe:ing views about President Clinton, and diverse approaches 1o
legal philosophy. W3 have law professars from every major law school and many
smaller ones. The list includes some of the most well-respected scholars of
constitutional law, inzluding Laurence Tribe from Harvard Law School, John Hart
Ely, former Dean of 3tanford University Law School, Ronald Dworkin from New
York University Law School, CassSunstein from the University of Chicago Law
School, Kenneth Karst from UCLA, Martha Minow from Harvard, Bruce
Ackerman from Yale, Geoffrey Stone from the University of Chicago.

So to me the important question is why were we able to get the agreement of
so many usually conentious, difficult to unite, law professors. Why,
notwithstanding the divergent legal philosophies, differing political opinions as to
President Clintoq, ard general tendency toward being idiosyncratic, did these 430
plus law professors sign this letter? The answer is simple. We all agree that the
process underway is constitutionally flawed, that the actions alleged to have been
committed by President Clinton do not warrant impeachment under the
Constinntion, and that dangerous precedents are being set.

Specifically, weaaumuvmlﬂmdmnlpm

Fhs.muﬂ&dmﬂy&nﬁshpanhmmmmnywhmw
against the President of the United States, is enormously powerful end disruptive,
and should be initistsd only when clearly warranted. Impesching and removing a
president undermines the vote of the electarate of the country and should be
invoked prudendy and csutiously. Mmmcnlmdhw



125

eaind the text suggest Wat the ability o impeach a presicent was designed to dez!
orincipally with seriots abuses of aificial power that undermine the coastinutional
scaeme. It was defieitely et w0 be 2 punishment or a substitat= Sor criminal
prosecution. The Ceastiucon makes it ciear that even arter impeachment and
remcval from orfice. one can still be criminally prosecutss.

Secand, we believe that the precedent tw be set by this Houss of
Represenmatives will be enormously important. The House's decision whether o
impeach, like a prosecuter’s decision whether 1o indict, is discretionary. If the
House relaxes the stendard as o what is an impeachable offense or exercises its
discretionary powers irresponsibly, it will weaken the offics of the presidency for
the foreseeable futur2. After President Andrew Johnson was impeached in the
1860s, the office of the presidency was enormousty weakened, notwithstanding the
fact thet President Johnson was ultimately not canvicted by the Senate and
remained-in office. }Merely subjecting the President to this process, especially wher
it was a political, parsisan procsss, was enormously dsmaging to tke office.

In view of this understanding of the constittional definition of impeachment
and the House’s con:titutional responsibilities, the law professors signing this letter
have conciuded that te alleged misconduct of the president, while unfortunate and
inappropriate, does rot warrant impeachment under the Constitution.
Notwithstanding our different approaches to politics, to President Clinton, and to
legal philosophy, the signatories to this letter united because we fear that if the
House decides to impeach President Clinton for the conduct alleged in the Starr
Referral, it will lower the bar for what warrants impeachmenr, will make furure
presidents too beholden to the Congress, will move us precariously, and
unconstitutionally, toward 2 parliamentary system, and will dangerously weaken the
office of the presidenicy for the foresceable future.

In short, because we are all profoundly committed to our constitutional
system and because we believe that impeaching the president for the acts alleged in
the Starr referral would establish a dangerous precedent and would seriously
threaten the system, we falt compelled, notwithstanding our idiosyncracies, to join
together and to sign “his letter. Weeun&iyhnpeﬂutthemembersofﬂ:zﬁouse
Judiciary Committee hear our plea and Tespect our concerns.
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University of Taxzs. He has tsught constitutional law for many yesrs, acc de has
published on 8 wice range of constitutional wpics. He is one of the naticn's leading
authorities on the law of religious liberty and also oq the law of judicisl remedies. He has
frequently testified before Congressional committees on constinmional issues, often in
suppart of proposal; with broad support from Republicsns as well ss Dexmocrats.

Statement by Douglas Layeack

Impeschment and removal of the Preside=t of the United Stames is the ultimars
Congressional chetk on sbuse of Presidential power. Ay serious attempt &
impeachment brings most other Congressional and White House functions © 2 hait,
Actual removal of e President undoes the choice of the American people in the mast
important election we bold Impeachment must be reserved for official abuses
proportionate to the costs and gravity of its use.

The recommended impeachment of President Nixon is instructive on the ceatral issue
facing the House Rudiciary Committee todsy. In 1974, that Commites concluded: +Not
all -Prasidential misconduct is sufficieat to constitute grounds for impeachment. .
Bmmmihmhammhbmku&hm
only upon conduct seriously incompatible with either the coustitutional form and
principles of our govermment or the proper performancs of constitutional dutics of the
Presidential office.” Report of the House Committee on the Judiciary, Impeachment of
Richard M. Nixon, President of the United States 112-13 (New York Times od. 1975).

The Articles of Inipeachment sgainst President Nixon charged s pattemn of repested
misuse of law enfircament powers to harass and intimidate other perticipants in the
democratic process. mmubwmwmmh
concealed this offfcial misconduct.

ThCunﬂmchMlWAxﬁehdwwmeﬂuﬁmlm
fraud, in part becxase of the view that such personsl misconduct “was not the type of
abuse of power at which the remedy of impeschment is directed.” Id. st 320. The
minority who veted for this Article did'not dispute that judgment. Instead, they argued
that the President “iook advantage of his office % avoid peying bis proper taxes.” Id. at
463. No member o the Committes argued that personal misconduct should be a basis for
impeachment. .
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What is-charged agtinst President Clintou is personal misconduct-and lying. to zoncea!
tkat personal miscorduct. Petjury is the most serious cherge, but it is pajury abow: a

personal matter, pot about his conduct of the office. None of the charges against him ars
early 5o serious as the tax frand that was nor charped against President Nixon. Noze of
the charges against residert Clinton approach the constinational standsrd of “Treascr,
Bribery, ar other higi Crimes and Misdemeanors.”

Toe Lewinsky investigation revealed wrongful canduct in the President's personal
capacity. Far any other American exught in such s situsation, even the perjury would have
beeuduhwnhmdnavﬂhtm Only in the rarest of circumstances would civil
petjury, on a collateral matter of dukious relevance to the underlying lawsuit, become the
subject of a major ciminal investigation. The question is not whether the President did
something wrong, but of what is the sppropriatc and proportionsts constitutional
response. Penalizing personal misconduct is not the purpose of the power to impeach the
dem,mdteﬂomlmhmﬂ,uﬁ:dwmh?mdmfmmoul
misconduct. Invecation of the impeachment power hers, on the allegations that have
been reported, is an thuse of the constitutional authority of the House of Representatives.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 28
CONTACT: Scott Sutheriand or

Carole Fionman, Fenton Communications

(202) 822-5200. x217 or x220

NOTED AUTHOR, HISTORIAN STEPHEN AMBROSE JOINS COLLEAGUES TO DECRY
UHNECESSARY IMPEACHMENT PROCEEDINGS

Joins Arthur M. Schissinger, ->. Vann Woodward, More Than 400 Leading Historians and Constitutional
Schotars To Warn of ConstitL Sionaf Threat in Cliriion investigation

WASHINGTON, D.C  Ncied author and historian Stsphen Ambrose joined two cf America's
mast prominent historians and 400 of their collsagues today in issuing a statement waming of & grave
threat to the constitution if the House impeachment haarings go forward.

Earlier tday C. Vanr Woodward, dean of American historians, and Arthur M. Schiesinger, Jr., the
nation's pre-eminent scholar on the presidency, held a prass confersnce in Washington to criticize the
mmwmmmammamwuwmmwmmd
Prasident Clinton.

historical precedent and founistion, and could parmanently cripple the office of the presicency.

Woodward and Schiesinger issuad a statsment, signed by mare than 400 historians, that calls on
the American pecple to oppose the impeachment procesdings. Signators inciude such well known
scholers as Doris Kaams Gocdwin, Ganry Wills, Henry Louls Gates, Jr. of Harvard University, Hendrik
Hartog of Princeton Universits and Winthrop D. Jordan of the University of Mississippi, as well ag
scholars and professors from mors than 130 other institutions across the country.

LR

HISTORIANS IN DEFENSE OF THE CONSTITUTION

As historians as well as citize 18, we deplore the present drive 1o Impeach the President. We believe that
this drive, if successtul, will heve the most serious implications for our constitutional order.

Under our Constitution, impec.chment of the President is 3 grave and momentous step. The Framers
expiicitly reserved that step fc- high crimes and misdemeanors in the exarcise of executive power.
impeachment for anything eisa would, according 10 James Madiscn, leave the President to serve “during
pleasure of the Senate,” thereby mangiing the system of checks and baisnces that is our chief safeguard
against abuses of public power. -

Nmmhmdomm?mcﬁmmmm«mwmmm.
mmmmnmmmmnnﬁmwammuwmmm
dmmamanmmmmmnm-mwwm
any offense by which 0 remo ‘s a Prasident from office.

The theory of impeachment u derlying these efforts is unprecedented in our history. The new processes
mwmuum«wwmnmm,mumm
wmmmummuuw-mmduwaw
mmm,nmmwammwwmmnm
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cripeied in meeting the inevitzhie chalenges of the future.

Wchuademmhgi ormmhg'wm Do we want ©o estabiish &
precedent for the future haracsment of prasidents and to tie up our govermment with & probrected national
agony of ssarch and accusat :n? Or do we want o profact the Constitution and get back 1o the public
business?

We urge you, mmm-mlmcmmbmhm
new theory of impeachmant. and to demand the restoration of the normal aperstions of our
govemment.

Co-Sponsors;
Arthur M. Schiesinger Jr., C Linversity of New York
Sean Wilantz, Princeton Univarsity
C. Vann Wadward, Yale Univarsity

Signatories:

Richard M. Abrams, Universily of California, Berkeley

Robert H. Atzug, University ¢ f Taxas, Austin

Jean-Christophe Agnew, Yake University

John M Aliswang, Caiifornia £ tate University, Los Angeles
mamm Emaritus, Eisenhower Center, Univarslty of New

JohnAndruw Frankiin & Mas:hall Colege

Dee E. Andrews, Caiifornia S:ade University, Hayward
Ronald R, Atkinson, Universks of South Carclina
Edward L. Ayres, University ¢ Viginia
mmwmsmum
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Rebecca Boshiing, University of Maryiand. Balimore County
Virjinia

James MacGregor Burns, Un-versity of Maryland
Vernon Burton, University of iincis, Urbana-Champaign
Jon Butler, Yale University

Albert Camarillo, Stanford Un.versity

Charies Capper, Unwwamc:mcmpdul
Andrew R. . Cayton, Miami University of Ohio

Marty Kupiec Cayton, Miami |Jniversity of Ohio

Jane Tumer Censer, George Viason Universily
Gordon H. Chang, Stanford L niversity

Herrick Chapman, New York Jniversity

George Chauncey, University of Chicago

Robert W. Chemy, San Francisco State University
Clifford E. Clark, Jr., me

Miriam Caohen, Vassar Colleg®

Jeraid A. Combs, San Francitco State University

Rebecca Conard, Middie Tenessee Staie University

Staven Conn, Ohio State University

Carolyn C. Cooper, Yale Univarslty

Johin Mitton Cooper, Universily of Wisconsin, Madison
Cotkin, Caiffornia Pot-technic State University

Robert D. Cross, University o Virginia
Anthony D'Agostino, San Frarcisco State University
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Carl N. Degler, Stanford Univarsily
Jane S. DcHan,Umuwoanium.s-mm

Bruce Dorsey, Swarthmore Callege

Richard Drayton, University c: Virginia

Philtp Dreyfus, San Francisce State University
ﬂmeum.SﬂumuNnYak.&wm

David V. DuFault, San Diego 3tade University

Mary Maples Dunn, Schiesincar Library, Radcitle College
Mary L. Dudziak, University o/ Southern California
Elien Dwyer, incians Universiy

Jonathan Earle, University of <ansas

Laura F. Edwards. University of Cailfornia, Los Angeles
Rebecca Edwards, Vassar Crlage

Abraham Eisenstadt, Brookly 1 College

Joseph J. Ellis, Mount Holyoks College

Mustafa Emirbayer, New School for Socisi Research
James Epstein, Vanderbit Ur versily

Philip J. Ethington, University of Southern Callfornia
Harold Evans

Sara M. Evans, University of #innesota

Bret Eynon, Graduate Center Clty University of New York
Ann Fabian, Graduate Center. Clly University of New York
Alice Fahs, University of Califomis, kvine

John Mack Faragher, Yale Uriversity

David Farber, University of Now Mexico

Jamas J. Farrell, St Olaf Collage

Drew Glipin Faust, University 5f Pennsyivenia

Paul H. Fagetts, Jr., Arkansa:; State University

Heide Fehrenbach, Emory Ur.iversity

Daniel Fellar, University of New Mexico

Pater G. Filene, University of North Casoiina, Chapel Hill
Lisa M. Fine, Michigan Stats 'Jniversity

William Forbath, University of Texas, Austin
Maureen A, Flanagan, Michi:an Stale University
Stephen Fox, Humboldt State University

Jimmie Franidin, Vanderbilt University

John Hope Frankiin, Duke Ur:versity

George M. Fradrickson, Stanord University

Kari A, Fredrickson, Universit: of Central Florida
Estelie Freedman, Stanford L viversity

Jean E. Friedman, University >f Georgia

Syivia Fray, Tulane University

Jennifer Frost, University of M arthern Colorado

Kevin Gaines, Universily of T-xxas, Austin

Brett Gary, Drew University

Paul Gaston, University of Virginis
Henry Louis Gates, Jr., Harve rd Universily

Rochelle Gatfin, City College > San Francisco
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Egith Geiles, Stanford Univeriity

Gary Gerste, Catholic University of Americs
James B. Glibert, University ¢f Maryland

Jehn S. Gillkeson, Arizona Siete University, West
Glenda Gilmore, Yale Univertity

Todd Gitlin, New York Univeraity

Linda Gordon, Universily of V.leconsin, Madison
Robert W. Gordon, Yale Univarstty

Frances Gouda, American Us iveraity

Keilay Gove, Schiesinger Lirary, Radciiffe College
Hugh Davis Grzham, Vander it University

Susan Gray, Arizons State Uriversity

Amy Grsenberg, Penn Stats ! iniversity

Mott T. Greene, University of uget Sound

James N. Gregory, University of Washington
Katherine Grier, University of South Carolina

Carol Groneman, John Jay Cillege of Criminal Justice
Ariela Gross, University of Scuthem California

Jamas Grossman, The Newbarry Library

Joan R. Gunderson, Elon Coliege

Melanie Gustafson, Universit: of Vermont

Ramon Gutierrez, University of Cailifornéa, San Diego
Malachi Hacohen, Duke Univarsity

Sheidon Hackney, University of Pennsyivania
Timothy Haggerty, Middle Te:nessee Stats University
Jacquelyn D. Mall, University 3 North Carolina, Chepel Hill
William H. Harbaugh, Universly of Virginia

Lesfie M. Harris, Emory Universily

Wiliiam B. Hixson, Jr., Mn”um
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Graham R. Hodges, Coigate Jniversity

David A. Hollinger, University of California, Berkeley
Thomas C. Holt, University of Chicago

Asi Hoogenboom, Brooklyn C.ollege

June Hopkins, Armstrong Atientic Stste Universty
James Oliver Horton, George Washington Universly Lois €. Horton, George
Washington University

Pamaels Hranek, Arkansas St:te University
Margarst Humphreys, Duke L niversity .
Norris Hundley, University of Zailormia, Los Angeles



133

Alaine S. Hutson, Scuthwest Jisscun State University
Harold M. Hyman, Rice Unive rsity

Pauta E. Hyman. Yale University

Joseph llick, San Francisco State University

Stephen Innes, University of *irginia

Willam Issei, San Francisco State University
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Alan Karras, University of Calfomia at Berkeley
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Stanley N. Katz, Princeton Ur-iversity
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Michael Kammen, Cornell Un versity

Michael Kazin, American University

Frances Richardson Keller, San Francisco State University
David M. Kennedy, Stanford tniversily

Ross A. Kennedy, San Franc.sco State University
Linda K Kerber, University of lowa

Alice Kessier-Harris, Rutgers University

Jane A. Kimball, University of California, Davis
Wilma King, Michigan State L niversily

W. Dean Kinzley, University cf South Carolina
Richard S. Kirkendall, Univer: ity of Washington
Rachel Kiein, Universily of Czlifornia, San Diego
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Peter Koichin, University of D slaware

Jessica Kross, University of £ outh Carolina

Bruce Kuklick, University of Pannsyivania

Howard (. Kushner, San Dieg> State University

Ann J. Lane, University of Vinjinia

Perry Leavell, Drew Universit

Janica M. Leone, Middie Tenr:esse Stata University
Jill Lepore, Boston University

Gerda Lerner, Universily of Wisconsin, Madison

Paul Lemar, Univarsity of Sovthem Cafornia
Lawrence W. Levine, George Mason University

Jan Lewis, Rutpers University, Newark

Patricia Neison Limerick, University of Colorado, Boulder
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Kenneth Lipartito, Fbrlda Intemationsl University
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