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pages of documents. The Senator from
Maryland talked about this tremen-
dous, voluminous amount of material
that has been furnished to the com-
mittee, but have we received full co-
operation from the White House? Have
you received everything you have
asked for?

I yield to the Senator.

Mr. DPAMATO. The Senator raised a
very good point, because we have heard
‘60,000 pages of documents being pro-
duced in response to requests,” but the
fact of the matter is, as Senator MACK
pointed out yesterday that it is not the
sheer quantity of documents that mat-
ter, it is the quality and relevance; for
example, documents that were under
the jurisdiction of key people with the
so-called Whitewater defense team, the
group that was attempting to deal with
press inquiries and other inquiries,
headed by Mr. Ickes. We just received
about 200 pages, literally, last week.
Incredible.

Now, we have requested that—

Mr. LOTT. You received 200 pages
just last week?

Mr. D’AMATO. That is right.

Mr. LOTT. Where did those docu-
ments come from?

Mr. D’AMATO. It was indicated they
were in a box, a file. He thought he
maybe turned them over to his lawyer.

Mr. LOTT. Who is he?

Mr. DPAMATO. He is Mr. Ickes, dep-
uty chief at the White House, and in
charge of this task force dealing with
this Whitewater and Whitewater-re-
lated matters.

Let me say that the production of
those documents alone have raised
very interesting questions, and I have
to think that there are many more doc-
uments—because the produced records
contain information relating to Mr.
Ickes tasking assignments out to dif-
ferent people. You know something, we
have not gotten any of those docu-
ments or any of the task reports from
the other members of that so-called
White House defense team. But that is
only one individual.

With Mark Gearan several weeks ago,
former White House communications
director, the same kind of event. He
claims that the documents were not
found because he put them in a box
while he was packing. He was going to
head the Peace Corps, and he thought
mistakenly that they had been turned
over. An inadvertence. Interesting. Be-
cause he is another member of the de-
fense team.

Guess what? Again, just several
weeks ago, the same thing. This time
Mr. Waldman, another member of the
defense team, finds documents. Again,
it relates to specifically Whitewater-
related matters. No question. I have to
tell you, it does lead one to believe—
even if one were to accept that these
were just accidental—these are delays
that are no fault of the committee.

What about the manner in which the
White House conducted an investiga-
tion to get the documents? Let me give
you an example of what the Treasury
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Department did. They sent a team of
IRS agents in to comb the files for rel-
evant material. It is not what the
White House did. They had a haphazard
handling of this, almost with the back-
of-the-hand attitude, designed—or cer-
tainly if not designed, they should have
recognized that it certainly did not
comply with the spirit and intent of
what the President meant by prom-
ising full cooperation.

Last but not least is the miraculous
production of the billing records—bill-
ing records that are very essential to
analyze what Mrs. Clinton did or did
not do for Madison. Where are they
found? In the personal residence of the
White House. I do not know how it got
there. But I have to tell you, as our
friend from North Carolina, Senator
LAUCH FAIRCLOTH, points out, that is
one of the most secure places in the
world. He asked, tongue in cheek, ‘“Did
the butler bring it there?”” Who do you
think had control of the billing records
of the Rose Law Firm? Who? It was not
this Senator. I do not know. Where do
you think they found them? They were
found in the personal library of the
First Family. Who brought them
there? How did they get there?

Our colleagues complain that we are
bringing in witnesses unnecessarily. An
attorney, Austin Jennings, was
brought in. Let me tell you why we
asked for that poor attorney to come
in. It was because he came up to Wash-
ington to meet with the Clintons’ per-
sonal defense lawyer. Are we supposed
to talk to him by telephone? Why did
the Clinton’s attorney not do that? He
was writing a book—this is a great
story—and he wanted to ascertain, was
Mrs. Clinton a competent lawyer.

Could you believe he flew from Little
Rock up here to the White House itself
to meet with the Clintons’ personal
lawyer and Mrs. Clinton to spend 20
minutes simply to say that, yes, if
asked any questions, he would say she
was a competent lawyer? He did not
even know who paid for his trip. You
want to talk about disingenuous. I
think it is disingenuous to ask why we
asked this poor gentlemen to come
here. Incredible. Sympathy and sop?
Come on. Let us level somewhat.

I have to tell you something. The
fact of the matter is that Mr. Jennings
was Seth Ward’s attorney. Who is Seth
Ward? If my friends want to debate
this, we will bring out what the com-
mittee has been doing on this floor. If
you want to do it for 10 hours, we will
do it for 10 hours. If you want to do it
for 20 hours, we will do it for 20 hours,
and we will spell it out.

Seth Ward is Webb Hubbell’s father-
in-law, and he participated in Castle
Grande, the biggest of Madison Guar-
anty’s sham deals—a $3.8 million loss.
By the way, Mrs. Clinton, when asked
by various investigative agencies of the
Government, gave indications that she
did not know about Castle Grande. She
heard it referred to by a different
name. She had 15 conversations with
Seth Ward. Jennings was Seth Ward’s
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attorney. That is why we brought him
in. When an attorney says tongue in
cheek, like Mr. Jennings did—a smart
fellow—says, ‘I do not know what I am
doing here,” come on, it is disingen-
uous to come to the American people
and to the Senate and to say some wit-
nesses did not even know why. Here is
a smart lawyer, and he does not even
know who paid for him to come up
here. I have to tell you, it raises many
more questions than it answers.

It is this kind of delay and holding
back that puts us here in this position.
You can pull out the letter and all of
the conversations you want. I thought
we would have this matter finished by
February 29. If we had the cooperation
of witnesses, the White House, and oth-
ers, we could have wound this up. But
we did not have the kind of cooperation
that the American people are entitled
to.

———

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY HIS
HIGHNESS SHEIKH JABER AL-
AHMAD AL-JABER AL-SABAH,
AMIR OF THE STATE OF KU-
WAIT, AND MEMBERS OF THE
OFFICIAL KUWAITI DELEGATION

RECESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask now
that the Senate recess for 2 minutes to
receive His Highness Sheikh Jaber Al-
Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah, Amir of the
State of Kuwait.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 4:44 p.m. recessed until 4:46 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. GREGG).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

———

WHITEWATER

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I know
others wish to speak and ask questions.
I will ask one more question at this
time. I think it is really the key ques-
tion that we had asked in answer to the
objections we are hearing from the
other side of the aisle.

There have been complaints that the
chairman’s request does not set up an
end date for the investigation. I as-
sume he has some very good reasons
for that. Why can we not say that the
investigation will end on such and such
a date? Why is May 3 or May 31 not an
acceptable date?

Mr. DPAMATO. That is a very valid
point and question. Also, again, when
one looks at the contention that we
have looked for an indefinite, ad infi-
nitum extension, that fails to take into
account that we have asked for a finite
amount of money, up to $600,000. But if
we get into the situation where we can-
not get certain witnesses, because their
lawyers seek—as has been spelled out
in a book called ‘““‘Men of Zeal,”” where
they talk about what happens if you fix
a date for the end of an investigation
or the work of the committee. Exactly
what we are confronting today is what
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our colleague, Senator Mitchell, the
former Democratic leader, and Senator
COHEN warned us about: there will be
lawyers who use the deadline as a tar-
get time, and delay their clients from
coming forward; and there will be bu-
reaucratic stalling. It is stated quite
explicitly in here. This is the result of
hard deadlines.

He says: ‘““The committee’s deadline
provided a convenient stratagem for
those who were determined not to co-
operate. Bureaucrats in some agencies
appeared to be attempting to thwart
the investigative process by delivering
documents at an extraordinarily slow
pace.”

My gosh, if that is not exactly what
is taking place. We have experienced
that. If we want to guarantee that
stratagem will continue, just put on a
date certain and we will see that take
place.

Last, it says, ‘“‘perhaps more impor-
tant, the deadline provided critical le-
verage for attorneys of witnesses in
dealing with the committee on whether
their clients would appear without im-
munity and when in the process they
might be called.”

We have key witnesses that we want
to appear. And I joined with Senator
SARBANES in trying to bring a key wit-
ness, Judge David Hale, before the
committee. Indeed, the Senator quotes
a letter of October 2—but he does not
read all of it—in which we said to the
special prosecutor, who objected to us
calling Mr. Hale in, ‘‘having deter-
mined that the Senate must now move
forward the special committee,” we
were going to bring various witnesses
in. “We will, of course, continue to
make every effort to coordinate where
practicable activities with those of
your investigation.” We say ‘‘we stand
ready to take into account consistent
with the objectives set forth your
views with regard to the timing of such
private depositions and public testi-
mony of particular witnesses.”’

You have to read the whole letter to
understand it and you have to under-
stand that there were briefings subse-
quent to this letter in which counsel
for the minority and the majority were
advised as to the problems related to
bringing Mr. Hale in. If somebody
wants to impugn the motives of the
committee for not bringing him in, I
say why would I not want to? I did not
want, first, to have a situation where
we jeopardized the trial that would be
taking place, which is starting this
coming week; and second, to have lost
the opportunity, probably for all times,
to get the cooperation of Mr. Hale. I
know that there are some in this body
who may not really want Mr. Hale to
come in and testify, because, indeed, if
he testifies, as there have been indica-
tions, that he was asked—or even
more, told—to make a $300,000 loan to
Susan McDougal by the then Governor,
it would seem to me that there are
some who would not be very anxious
for that to be uttered publicly, in view
of the American people.
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I suggest that if that is anything, it
is an indication of the Senator’s good
will in not attempting—and lack of po-
litical motivation—in not attempting
to pull them in here and say the devil
may care, we do not care about that
trial, I want somebody to come in here
and make accusations against the
President and the First Lady. I did not
go in that direction. I think I chose to
act in a responsible manner in accord-
ance with the request of the special
counsel. Yes, I wanted Mr. Hale to
come in, but indeed the special counsel
was able to make a convincing argu-
ment, and I think we did the right
thing.

What would they have said, what
would this body have said if I asked to
immunize David Hale? They would
have risen up, by the Democratic lead-
ership, calling me and accusing me of
all kinds of things, and would have
said, “What are you doing? You want
to immunize a crook and a thief to
have him make accusations?”” Think
about it. Come on. Let me ask the
question. What are you hiding? What
are you afraid of? Why do you not want
the facts to come out?

The New York Times says that, and
this is what most responsible news-
paper editorials are saying. When you
suggest that we are asking for an un-
limited period of time, that is not what
we say. We couch it in terms of no
more than or up to $600,000. But if we
spell out, I say to my friend, a specific
time certain, by gosh, everything that
has taken place in terms of the pro-
crastination, in terms of the docu-
ments that find their way—oh, I just
found it in this book. Can you imagine,
trained lawyers who are in charge of
defending the White House giving us
this drivel—drivel—that they were not
aware that the documents were not
turned over, documents setting out,
tasking other members of the White
House at the highest levels, what to do
as it related to Whitewater.

This was the very man charged with
the responsibility of mastering and
bringing the very forces together—Mr.
Ickes, Deputy Chief of Staff of the
White House. I could just imagine if
my friends and colleagues were in the
majority and that was the Bush admin-
istration, and that was the manner in
which their Chief of Staff was respond-
ing—Deputy Chief of Staff—on a par-
ticular matter. We are not talking
about one instance or two instances.
This is repeat; a pattern.

Want to talk about delay? We, unfor-
tunately, were delayed for weeks and
weeks because we had to battle over
documents being produced and we had
to vote subpoenas and come to the
floor of the Senate. Who occasioned
that political debacle? Who is it that
created that political firestorm? We
are always tested. Weeks and weeks
and months and months of negotia-
tions behind the scene. My friend
brings out and says these subpoenas
are so far reaching. He knows that
those were, indeed, the preliminary ne-
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gotiations as it related to scope and
breadth. In only one case did we not
agree upon the breadth and scope of
the subpoenas. We agreed on every
other one of them.

It is disingenuous to come out and
say officially they requested a far-
reaching subpoena. That happens and
is part of the process in negotiating.
We did negotiate. The one exception
was the case where we had to come to
this body and vote the enforcement of
a subpoena and then, miraculously, we
get the documents on a Friday after-
noon. It’s always on a Friday, by the
way, most of these documents appear
Friday afternoons; they get the least
press.

Want to talk about politics? Talk
about politics in the White House an-
swers. When we ask for documents, let
me tell you what the White House, Mr.
Fabiani of the White House says, ‘‘Tell
Senator D’AMATO and one of his fat
cats to pay for the production of
them.” Is that the kind of response
that the Senate and the committee is
entitled to when we ask for electronic
e-mail? “Tell the Senator and his fat
cats to pay for it.”

Want to talk about crude political
assassination? How about the team
that they had over there, Mr.
Waldman, who was assigned a task to
get information, to get dirt, on Senator
D’AMATO, on White House time, and
then send it over to the Democratic
Committee. Is that what we are in-
volved in? Want to talk about a low
down kind of thing—that is fact. That
is fact.

Now, look, I never intended nor did I
wish for this hearing, these investiga-
tions, to go into the political season.
Had we had cooperation and had we
been able to get some of the witnesses
in, we would not have to be asking for
that. Had we not been precluded from
some of the witnesses we could have
even made our request such that we
will examine only these witnesses that
we have not had access to. I did not
delay the production of these docu-
ments. The committee was not respon-
sible for the miraculous production of
the billing records that showed up in
the White House.

The fact of the matter is that we
have encountered a far different situa-
tion than has been promised to us. The
President promises cooperation. Those
who carry out the President’s wishes
have stalled, have delayed, have been
engaged in dilatory tactics. I will at a
certain point in time elucidate on
those and touch on those with definite-
ness. If, indeed, they think that by the
political attacks upon the committee
or upon the chairman that they are
going to dissuade us from doing our
job, and that is to get the facts, they
are wrong.

I suggest that we call a truce, call a
truce to the politicization of this, and
say we will agree to get the facts and
work together. We have demonstrated
we can do that. I have no doubt that
some of my colleagues are placed in a
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very awkward position. I do not think
they like what they are doing and say-
ing—some of the things that they say.
I think they are almost forced to do it.
I think they are compelled to do it by
an administration that seems to be to-
tally bent on keeping the facts from
coming to the people, an administra-
tion that says, “We don’t care.” Why
do you not care what the public
thinks? Why are they not entitled to
the truth? What is it that lurks behind
that stone wall that has been con-
structed? We have not had cooperation.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask, then,
that we go ahead and vote to pass this
resolution, stop the filibuster, find a
way to get an agreement to go forward
with these hearings, find the informa-
tion that we need to draw the conclu-
sion to the hearings. I think that can
be done. I hope we will seek to find
that process. I yield the floor.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield for some questions?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I apologize
to the Senator from New Mexico but I
indicated earlier I would be glad to
yield for some questions, so I would
like to be able to do that.

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely.

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the Senator
from Maryland for a question.

Mr. SARBANES. First, the Senator
indicated, as I understood it, the costs
of the independent counsel were $12
million, is that correct?

Mr. LOTT. According to the informa-
tion I have from the Congressional Re-
search Service, the total cost of White-
water to that point is $12,5625,5682. That
is the congressional investigation plus
the investigation of Robert Fiske and
Kenneth Starr to this point. I have
heard various estimates from several
sources, all the way up to $256 or $30
million, but that is the information I
got from the Congressional Research
Service. If it is more than that, I would
be glad to get that information, but
that is not what I have.

Mr. SARBANES. I just want to put
on the record, because I think it is im-
portant to keep it accurate if we can,
that the GAO did a financial audit. It
does periodic financial audit reports.
The audit report for the period Janu-
ary 1994, which is when Fiske began, to
March 1995, by the GAO, was $14,600,000.

In addition, an estimate has been
made from the period subsequent to
March 1995. In other words, April 1995
to January 1996. Based on the level
that they were following at the end of
the previous period—and, of course, the
independent counsel has, in fact, inten-
sified his efforts, but that is not taken
into account—that figure would be $11
million, which would give you a total
of $25,600,000.

Mr. LOTT. I believe, to respond to
that, we could probably argue back and
forth about what the accurate number
is. The source that I have here, Con-
gressional Research Service, versus
GAO. But I still say that is probably
just barely more than half what was
spent on Iran-Contra. And that is still
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less than what I understand was spent
on Watergate. So what is your point?

Mr. SARBANES. Of course Iran-
Contra involved sending investigators
overseas, if you recall, both to the Mid-
dle East and to South America.

Mr. LOTT. It might have been easier
to get what you are looking for than
what we experienced in the White-
water. I do not know.

Mr. SARBANES. That is the next
point I want to address. The fact of the
matter is the committee has now re-
ceived from the White House virtually
everything that has been requested.
There are a couple of weeks——

Mr. LOTT. Voila. Maybe that is true.
I do not know. I do not know if the
committee even knows that. All I do
know is there has continued to be this
drizzle of information. The Senator
surely feels discomforted by the way
documents have appeared in various
places, at the White House, in boxes at
the Peace Corps, and Vice Chief of
Staff.

Mr. SARBANES. Let me give one ex-
ample. Gearan came before us and he
said this is how this happened. I
thought it was a plausible statement,
frankly. I mean, Gearan said when he
packed up to go over to the Peace
Corps his file was put in that box unbe-
known to him and he did not find it
over there. When he found it he tried to
get it back into the loop. I think that
is a plausible statement.

You have to judge it on your own.
But the fact is, the documents have
been provided in the end. The fact that
there was a deadline——

Mr. LOTT. Do we know that is all of
them? There was another group of pa-
pers that came to the committee just
last week, 200 pages, not from Gearan
but from Ickes. If it were one example,
or maybe two—but three? I am not on
the committee. The committee tells
us, tells the Senators. Is this all the
documentation or not? I do not know. I
am under the impression there is rea-
son to believe maybe there is more in-
formation that we should try to obtain.
Maybe there is information, even from
the independent counsel, that that
might be available at some point. But
we are not even going to be able to
look at any of that?

Mr. SARBANES. No; the independent
counsel is not able to make his infor-
mation available to us, under grand
jury requirements. Certainly the Sen-
ator—

Mr. LOTT. That is the point. I as-
sume at some point——

Mr. SARBANES. Are you suggesting
we should transgress those?

Mr. LOTT. I am suggesting at some
point his work will be completed and
some of what he has may, in fact, be
available to the committee. I do not
know to what extent. But I am just ex-
pressing a concern about how we just
go ahead and wrap it up in 30 days and
say we are done with it when there ap-
pears to be—in fact, when I look at
this, from what I am hearing and what
I have heard, it looks to me like the
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committee really is just getting start-
ed with this work. You have not start-
ed finding out some of the answers that
are still pending out there.

I do not want to ask a whole series of
questions. Maybe some more will be
asked by the Senator from New Mex-
ico. But there are other questions
pending. You have not started to write
the report. We do not know what is
going to be the result of this trial down
there.

Mr. SARBANES. We got the Gearan
notes. We held a day of hearings with
Gearan. We had nothing substantially
new and the same thing happened with
Ickes. We got the notes. We held the
hearing on both of them. In both in-
stances we received the notes and the
hearings have been held.

Mr. LOTT. Is that a question or a
statement?

Mr. SARBANES. No; it is a response
to the point you just made.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from New Mexico would like to
get into this with some questions and a
statement. I yield the floor at this
time.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder, Senator
D’AMATO, would you answer the last
question? I am asking it of you now.

Mr. D’AMATO. Yes, the Gearan notes
indicate quite a few things that we did
not know. They indicated——

Mr. SARBANES. Could I ask the Sen-
ator a question?

Mr. DPAMATO. They indicated an at-
titude of the Deputy Chief of Staff and
others, but certainly the Deputy Chief
of Staff, that they were concerned,
very concerned. And they characterized
in very descriptive language what pro-
fessionals, civil servants at the Justice
Department, were doing. And they did
not like it. They did not say they are
doing a professional job. They said, in
essence, they are working us over. He
is a bad guy. That is what we find in
the Gearan notes.

We find a whole series of meetings
that we were not aware of. No one
came in and told us that we met on
this day and the next day and we met
in the morning and we met in the
afternoon. Oh, no. We learned there-
after that various tasks are given out.
And I have reason to believe, as it re-
lates to the question that was asked, I
say to the Senator, by the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi, Sen-
ator LOTT, that, indeed, there very well
may be—and I would suspect there
are—substantial documents that have
not been turned over to this committee
or that may have been discarded delib-
erately, particularly by that team,
that so-called Whitewater team. I can-
not believe that we have only received
documents from a handful of them.

Where is it? Where are they? What
happened to those tasks? What did
they do? What were their responses to
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the tasks, very carefully enumerated?
We will go through that.

Last, but not least, I think it is rath-
er interesting that the First Lady
turns up at, I believe, the first meet-
ing—I may be wrong—the first meet-
ing. And according to Mr. Gearan’s
notes: Oh, this looks like a meeting I
would like to attend or that I would be
interested in.

No, let us not let it be said that these
were just casual, indifferent, that these
were notes that had no meaning. They
reflected a pattern of concern, of fear,
of absolutely disdain, in some cases, for
the work that professionals at the Jus-
tice Department were undertaking.

So, to your question, Senator DOMEN-
101, they were very revealing and re-
vealed facts that we were not aware of,
facts that we are still pursuing.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
for just a few minutes today to talk
about this Whitewater issue. I will
take very little time.

I think I should say to my friends on
the other side of the aisle that I believe
they are making a very big mistake. I
can tell you that, if they intend to pre-
clude us from bringing this resolution
to the floor and they intend to use that
tool called filibuster, the American
people are going to get their ears and
eyes filled with Whitewater. However,
it will not be in the records of the
Whitewater Committee. It will be here
on the Senate floor, and, frankly, what
they are going to hear they are not
going to like.

What they are going to hear is going
to convince them, I say to my friend
from Maryland, that the reason this
committee needs more time is not be-
cause of Chairman AL D’AMATO of New
York taking too much time, being too
slow, not doing enough work, and not
working the committee and his staff
hard enough. That is pure bunk. There
are reasons why we are still here and
there are plain and simple reasons why
we need more time: This is about the
toughest committee investigation you
will ever find.

Why? The first reason is because wit-
nesses are telling half-truths all over
the place. Witnesses are losing their
recollection in a way which would
make you think that a wave of amne-
sia has begun to affect young people.
Witnesses cannot remember anything.
In fact, I cite the testimony of just two
of them. We had one witness, Josh
Steiner. He was the chief of staff for
the Secretary of the Treasury at one
point. This young fellow claimed that
he could not believe his own diary.
Imagine that.

So people had to spend time getting
to other witnesses and bringing them
in to verify because he could not be-
lieve his own diary.

Mr. SARBANES. When was
hearing on Steiner?

Mr. DOMENICI. That was the very
first part of the hearings.

Mr. SARBANES. When?

Mr. DOMENICI. Summer of 1994. I
was there for that. So I know that.

that
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Mr. SARBANES. Summer of 1994.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is what I was
just told by counsel. That the hearing
took place 2 years ago has nothing to
do with whether he should believe what
was in his diary. When we asked him,
he had the diary put in front of him.

There is also another one. There is
April Breslaw. This is a good one. This
witness refused to even verify that her
own voice on a tape recording was ac-
tually hers. That is the kind of thing
this chairman, this committee, and the
competent staff had to go through day
after day with White House witnesses.

Why do I say that to the American
people? I guarantee you that is what
makes hearings go on forever. Hearings
go on forever when you have to bring
in extra witnesses to verify facts, when
you have to bring in another witness to
verify the verifier, and then some wit-
nesses only know part of the truth, and
others do not remember anything.
That takes time. It takes energy. That
takes competent legal counsel. That is
one reason—because the huge entou-
rage of witnesses were about as dif-
ficult as you will find in terms of vol-
unteering information and getting it
on the RECORD, getting it straight, and
getting it right the first time.

And the second reason we need an ex-
tension—it will come out in huge pano-
rama for the American people, if the
other side chooses to filibuster this—is
that the White House and the White
House staff are more responsible than
anyone else for this committee being
unable to get its work done. Let me
tell you why.

It came as a shock when, after sub-
poenas had been outstanding for a cou-
ple of years, all of a sudden just before
a witness is supposed to testify, they
find documents in the White House.
Let me tell you, that makes for pro-
longed hearings. When that evidence
should have been available for months,
Mr. Ickes finds 200 pages of evidence
just before he has to appear. These files
and notes in some miraculous way all
of a sudden became relevant and re-
sponsive to the subpoena. That costs
time and exacerbates the delay. If that
had been produced when it was sup-
posed to have been produced, it would
have been analyzed and these hearings
could have been over with.

I am merely telling those listening
just who is to blame for the delay. And
that is just a little part of this debate.
But anyone who blames the committee,
the committee’s chief counsel—counsel
extraordinaire, in my opinion—for this
dilemma will find more things in this
RECORD to justify our committee and
its counsel’s competency and ability
than anybody has ever thought could
be put before the Senate.

If they want to bring Whitewater
here and keep it on the Senate floor for
a week, then people are going to hear
what happened in the course of this in-
vestigation. It has been locked up in a
committee. It will be unlocked here be-
fore the American people, and they are
going to pass judgment, I tell you, Mr.
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President. And if the other side of the
aisle does not agree that this investiga-
tion ought to go forward, they are
harming our President. That is who
they are harming, because it is not
going to go away. I do not know of a
single Member on this side of the aisle
who thinks this is going to go away.
And I would think, in fairness, there
are many on that side who know they
ought to extend this committee’s work.

They can get up on the other side,
whether it is my friend from Maryland
or whomever, and say, Senator
D’AMATO is asking for too much. As I
understand it, he is asking for $600,000,
which is probably between 3 and 4
months of effort at most, and then the
committee would run out of money.
Why did he choose not to agree to a
date certain? Because he has now been
informed by those who have under-
taken investigations before him that to
agree to a date certain invites more
delays. So essentially this is not open
ended because the committee will be
out of money soon—in 2 or 3 months.

I can recite lots of facts about the
Whitewater investigation. I can come
down next time and give my friend,
Senator D’AMATO, a couple of hours
here. I will read some transcripts, and
I will put them in the RECORD, and we
will see why it was so tough to get
things accomplished and why the in-
vestigation is not concluded. And we
will see whose fault it is.

But, frankly, I believe the Demo-
cratic leader ought to sit down with
the Republican leader, Senator Al
D’AMATO, and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland. They ought to de-
cide and reach an agreement on how we
should continue these hearings.

But we should not take a week in
this Chamber exposing what is going
on in these hearings, but I guarantee
for those who want to do it, the Presi-
dent is not going to win. The President
is not going to win that debate. If they
think the American people are going to
end up saying, ‘“‘Hurrah, hurrah, we
should stop these hearings,’’ let me tell
you, they are mistaken. They are going
to end up saying, ‘“What’s the matter
with that White House? What’s the
matter with all those people? And all
that time and effort spent at the White
House on Whitewater. Something is
fishy.” They are going to say, ‘‘Some-
thing is being covered up.”’

I came down to suggest that and to
support the chairman. I happen to be
on this committee. I am not a long-
time member. I have been here a long
time but not on the committee. But I
think the committee has done a very
good job. I do not think that in the de-
bate over this extension that anyone
ought to come down here and add onto
this record indications that the com-
mittee is in any way to blame for the
delays that have been caused.

I yield the floor.

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.
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Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
from Arkansas yield to me for just a
moment.

Mr. PRYOR. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. SARBANES. I wish to point out
to the Senator from New Mexico that
this committee held 1 day of hearings
in the last 9 days leading up to the end
of our time. The Iran-Contra Com-
mittee held hearings in 8 of the last 9
days leading up to the end of its time.

Your leader, Senator DOLE, with re-
spect to the Iran-Contra Committee,
insisted that it have a timeframe be-
cause, he said, it would not be fair to
run that inquiry into the 1988 political
year. The Democrats in the Congress,
led by Chairman HAMILTON and Chair-
man INOUYE from the Senate, agreed
with that. They provided a time limit,
and then they met almost around the
clock over the last month. They held 21
days of hearings in the last month in
order to complete their work. Now, it
was your leader who pressed that case
very hard. And the Democrats re-
sponded to it, in all fairness. Now, this

situation is in complete contrast.

Mr. DOMENICI. I assume the Senator
is asking for an observation or com-
ment on my part.

Let me say to my friend from Mary-
land, I just want to repeat, I do not
think that this committee has been in-
tentionally dilatory. I do not think for
a minute that Senator AL D’AMATO
wants to use this to carry it into the
Presidential election. Frankly, I look
back at the last 3 months and I kind of
wonder how he was able to hold as
many hearings as he did. I look at what
has happened in the Senate during
most of that time. We had more votes
during a 2- or 3-week period than we
have ever had.

Mr. SARBANES. That is not accu-

rate, I say to the Senator.
Mr. DOMENICI. I do not mean in the

committee. I mean in December in the

Senate.

Mr. SARBANES. I understand. In
January and February, when we urged
the committee to do an intensified
schedule, when the Senate was not
holding floor sessions and not voting,
over that 2-month period we held only
15 hearings. The Iran-Contra Com-
mittee in a month’s time held 21 hear-
ings. So during that period, January
and February—in other words, the last
2 months of this committee’s exist-
ence—

Mr. DOMENICI. We had a blizzard.

Nobody could get around for a week.

Mr. SARBANES. The schedule
ground down. It did not intensify. And
over the last 10 days we have only had
1 day of hearings.

Mr. DOMENICI. I almost welcome
this, and I am not in a position to do
this right now, but if we continue this
I will ask counsel for this committee to
prepare a work product evaluation for
the last 90 days of what the staff of this
committee has gone through to try to
get this moving, and we will produce it
here. And anybody who thinks there
has been intentional delay is truly not
paying close attention to this situa-
tion.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas has the floor.
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, let me

also respond to my friend from New

Mexico.
Earlier in the afternoon, we did a

very quick summary of what the Sen-
ate has done in the year 1996 as com-
pared to 1995. In fact, I do not have
that sheet before me, but I think we
have had—if I am not mistaken, I
think the Senate this year, in 1996, has
had 21 votes, total. In 1995, we had had
97 votes up until this time. So basi-
cally, the Senate, except for the White-
water operation, has been pretty well,
let us say, called to a halt.

We have been waiting for all the pri-
maries to get over, and we have been
accommodating. We have been coopera-

tive, et cetera.
Also, I think earlier in the after-

noon—I do not know if our friend from
New Mexico was here—talking about
the lack of cooperation from the White
House—I hope, Mr. President, my
friend will listen to this—this com-
mittee has requested all documents
covering an 18-month period—Ilisten to
this, please—any communication of
any Kkind relating to any subject be-
tween the President, First Lady, any
present or former White House em-
ployee, and any employee of the RTC
and several dozen named individuals.
The next group, the committee author-
ized a subpoena asking for all tele-
phone calls—I heard the Senator from
New Mexico, my friend, a while ago
talking about his own area code. What

is that area code?
Mr. DOMENICI. 505.
Mr. PRYOR. 505. Arkansas is 501. The

committee authorized a subpoena ask-
ing for every telephone call from the
White House in Washington, DC, to any
area code 501 number, the entire State

of Arkansas, for a 7-month period.
Third, they asked, above and beyond

the committee’s already overbroad au-
thorization, the majority staff unilat-
erally, unilaterally issued a subpoena
for all White House telephone calls
from any White House telephone or
communications device for a T-month
period in 1993 to anywhere in the coun-
try. This is the type of documentation
the committee is trying to force the

White House to come up with.
Now, it is my understanding that the

committee is trying to get all of the e-
mail messages from the White House.
Well, I would say to my friend from
New Mexico, I think that this White
House has been extremely cooperative,
and you know it was not just but a
very few years ago when, in September
1992, after a subpoena, after a subpoena
had been issued in the Iran-Contra af-
fair, you might remember because the
Senator was certainly here at that
time, as this Senator was present, in
September 1992, an administrative staff
assistant, Patty  Prescott, found
George Bush’s diary, President Bush’s
diary which was under subpoena.
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Where did they find it? They found it
on the third floor of the White House
living quarters.

Even when the document was not de-
livered to the investigators, as the sub-
poena called for—not delivered—Ms.
Prescott told President Bush of her dis-
covery and said she believed it was rel-
evant to the latest then-counsel re-
quest. The President said he directed
Ms. Prescott to have the Presidential
counsel at tha