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FOREWORD

On December 4, 5, and 6, 1978, a quorum being present, the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct met in executive session to
review a draft of this repert. On December 5, 1978, the committee
tentatively approved this report, as amended, by a vote of 7-0. On
December 6, 1978, the committee finally approved the report, as
amended, by a vote of 8-0 subject to further review and corrections
to be made by the chairman and the ranking minority member of the
committee. The report as so reviewed and corrected follows:
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1. INTRODUCTION

On February 9, 1977, citing “information” alleging “that Members
of the House of Representatives have been the object of efforts by . . .
the Government of the Republic of Korea [ROK] to influence the
Members’ official conduct by conferring things of value on them,” the
House of Representatives unanimously adopted House Resolution
252.* House Resolution 252 imposed three obligations on this commit-
tee. First, it directed the committee to conduct a “full and complete
inquiry and investigation” into the allegation set forth above that
Members of Congress accepted things of value from the ROK Govern-
ment. Second, it directed the committee to make “findings, conclusions
and recommendations” with respect to the adequacy of the existing
rules of conduct to prevent actual and apparent exertion of improper
influence by foreign governments on Members of Congress. Third, it
directed the committee to report its recommendations to the House
of Representatives regarding disciplinary action to be taken against
any Member of the House of Representatives found, as a result of the
investigation, to have violated any applicable standard of conduct.

Although there was, at the time of the adoption of House Resolution
252, already an ongoing investigation by the Department of Justice
into the allegations of influence buying by the ROK, the reasons for its
adoption are manifest. Certain Members of the House of Represent-
atives were the objects of the allegations and the integrity of the House
of Representatives had been publicly questioned. This committee
viewed House Resolution 252 as an attempt by the House of Represent-
atives to establish that it has the will to conduct a thorough and un-
inhibited investigation of itself and to judge and discipline its Mem-
bers where warranted.

Thus, in addition to conducting the Korean influence investiga-
tion and fulfilling the tasks assigned to it under House Resolution 252,
the committes believed that it had a second responsibility, namely, to
establish that the House is serious about the very unpleasant but ex-
tremely important job of self-investigation and self-discipline. The
results of the committee’s efforts are set forth in this report.

A. Tur INVESTIGATION

In parts IT through VI of this report, the committee sets forth the
results of its investigative task.
Structure :

In order to insure that its own investigation would be thorough and
impartial in both appearance and fact, the committee adopted, on
February 8, 1977, a resolution—contingent on the adoption by the
House of House Resolution 252—under which the investigation would
be conducted by an outside independent special counsel and a special

1H, Res. 252 is set forth in its entirety as exhibit 1 of this report.
1)
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staff picked by the special counsel himself.? The committee retained as
special counsel, Philip Lacovara, of the firm Hughes, Hubbard &
Reed. Mr. Lacovara previously had acted as counsel to the Special
Prosecutor during the Watergate investigation and had been tenta-
tively employed by the chairman and ranking minority member in the
fall of 1976.

Mr. Lacovara recruited a special staff of attorneys, investigators,
and support staff to carry out the Korean influence inquiry investi-
gation, ‘ '

He was given total independence in his selection of staff. To super-
vise the work of this staff, Lacovara appointed John W. Nields, Jr.,
senior law clerk to Supreme Court Justice Byron White and former
Chief of the Civil Division of the Office of the U.S. Attorney, Southern
District of New York. In addition, five other attorneys, nine investi-
gators, three paralegals and seven secretaries were hired. The attorneys
and investigators appointed to the special staff were experienced in
law enforcement, financial investigations, and congressional investi-
gations. Special staff investigators came largely from federal law
enforcement agencies and local units investigating official corruption.

On July 15, 1977, Philip Lacovara resigned as special counsel. On
July 19, 1977, the committee retained as the new special counsel, for-
mer Watergate Special Prosecutor Leon Jaworski. Mr. Jaworski
brought with him as Deputy Special Counsel Peter A. White, a mem-
ber of the firm of Fulbright and Jaworski. John W. Nields, Jr. re-
mained as chief counsel directly in charge of the daily conduct of the
investigation. The entire special staff recruited by Lacovara remained
with the committee. During this change, the work of the special staff
continued without interruption.

Methods

At the outset of the investigation, the information available to the
staff consisted of diffuse and unspecific press reports that the Korean
Government had adopted plans to influence Congress through three
private citizens of Korean extraction, Tongsun Park, Hancho Kim,
and Suzi Park Thomson, and through direct payments from ROK
Embassy officials in Washington, D.C. In order to give the investiga-
tion more focus, attempts were made at the outset to determine the
scope of efforts by the Government of the Republic of Korea to influ-
ence Members of Congress. There were two possible sources of infor-
mation concerning the scope of such efforts: the ROK Government
and the U.S. Congress.

The committee had no access to the officials of the ROK Govern-
ment at the outset of the investigation, and it was determined that the
most fruitful way to gather information about the outlines and scope
of any lobbying effort would be to canvass both present and former
Members of the House of Representatives. Thus, the committee issued
a questionnaire to each person who served as a Member of the House of
Representatives since January 8, 1970. The questionnaire inquired
about a variety of contacts with representatives of the ROK, including
the offer or receipt of gifts of over $100 in value. Specific questions
were asked about contacts with five individuals: Tongsun Park, Suzi:
Park Thomson, Kim Dong Jo, Hancho Kim, and Kim Sang Keun.?

3 This resolution is set forth in its entirety as exhibit 2 of this report.
31In this report, Korean names are written as they would be in Korea. namely last name
first. except for those individuals who have adopted the American style,
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The questionnaire inquired about innocuous contacts, such as attend-
ance at parties hosted by the named individuals and travel to Korea,
as well as about gifts of substantial value. An accompanying letter
explained that the purpose of the questionnaire was not only to learn
of any improper activities, but to determine the extent of Korean
lobbying activities, including legal activities.*

The response by the Members to this questionnaire was viewed as an
important first test of the willingness of the entire House to give as-
sistance and support to the investigation, and to participate in self-
investigation. Notwithstanding the resulting inconvenience to the
Members, the questionnaire, or a followup set of interrogatories, was
answered by every sitting Member of the House except one, Repre-
sentative Henry B. Gonzalez of Texas.

The committee also sought information at early stages of the investi-
gation from other branches of the Federal Government: the Depart-
ment of Justice, the Department of Agriculture, the Department of the
Treasury, the Department of State, and agencies in the intelligence
community. However, the committee operated on the assumption that
it would only be satisfied with its work if it did the actual investigating
itself. Thus, with rare exceptions, the committee utilized information
received from other agencies for lead purposes only. Research was con-
ducted on legislation of interest to the ROK Government. Individuals
who were knowledgeable about the activities of Tongsun Park, Hancho
Kim, Suzi Park Thomson, and officials of the ROK Government in
Washington, D.C., and who were subject to the committee’s jurisdiction
were interviewed and deposed.

Information gathered in this manner persuasively demonstrated that
a scheme or schemes had existed under which the Government of the
Republic of Korea had attempted to influence Members of Congress.
The committee held hearings disclosing this information on October 19,
20,and 21, 1977. The hearings did not identify the Members who at that
time appeared to have been the targets of the scheme.

The committee then began to focus its investigative efforts on specific
Members of Congress who, for a variety of reasons, appeared to have
been likely or actual targets of ROK influence efforts. Most of these
individual investigations centered on sitting Members of Congress.
Some former Members who appeared to be important elements in a
ROK scheme, however, were also investigated. The committee had no
jurisdietion to discipline these former Members, but the obtaining of
information about their roles was necessary to an understanding of the
influence scheme, particularly as it related to Tongsun Park.

Then in January 1978, the Department of Justice questioned Tong-
sun Park in Seoul, Korea, about his activities involving Members of the
Congress of the United States. Information obtained from Park in
Seoul was made available to the committee. In March 1978, Park trav-
eled to the United States pursuant to an agreement among the T.S.
Department of Justice, this committee and the ROK Government and
was questioned by the committee under oath in executive session. In
April 1978, the committee held open hearings at which Park was ques-
tioned again. He described payments to a number of Congressmen.
Richard Hanna, a former Member of Congress to whom Park gave

4+ A copy of the questionnaire and the letter which accompanied it are attached to this
report as exhibits 3 and 4.
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substantial sums of money, also testified. Corroboration of Park’s testi-
mony was provided by ledgers and other documents, some of which had
been removed from Park’s home by Federal agents during his absence
from the country, and by other witnesses who testified about Park’s
activities and about the activities of the Members of Congress to whom
hehad paid money. ] 3

The Investigation was far flung, thorough and unimpeded ; 718 wit-
nesses were interviewed. Depositions under oath were taken of 165 per-
sons, of which 25 were depositions of sitting Members of Congress, and
10 were depositions of former Members. Over 40,000 documents were
obtained, most of them by subpena. The committee authorized the tak-
ing of 19 depositions under grants of immunity, 11 of these depositions
were in fact taken.

The committee pursued its investigative task much as does a grand
jury. Initially, evidence was gathered and evaluated in executive ses-
sion. Only after the committee finished a portion of its work was its
information made public. Thus, publication of suspicious but unreli-
able information was avoided, as was publication of irrelevant matters.
In the committee’s judgment, this method also improved its ability to
obtain information from reluctant witnesses.

The investigation was substantially facilitated by a provision of
House Resolution 252 which authorized the committee to take deposi-
tions before a single member of the committee. See, House Resolution
252 section 4(a) (1) (A). This permitted the committee to avoid the
normal requirement of two member quorums for the taking of testi-
mony and the requirement of seven member quorums for going into
executive session. The committee believes that in light of the number of
depositions taken and the other business which members of the com-
mittee had to conduct during this investigation, section 4(a) (1) (A)
was essential to the conduct of the investigation. In part VII of this
report, we recommend that this become a part of the Standing Rules of
Ehe House applicable to the Committee on Standards of Official Con-

uct.

Evidence relating to the overall activities of the ROK Government,
Tongsun Park, and to the four Members of Congress against whom
charges were filed, was eventually presented in open session. The com-
mittee’s responsibility to present the facts uncovered by the investi-
gation.t(l) the public and to publicize evidence of misconduct made this
essential. '

Results

The investigation established that the early press reports of involve-
ment of up to 115 Members were greatly exaggerated. The efforts
made by the ROK were substantial, however. The committee finds that
the ROK Government adopted at least three plans the purpose of
which was to influence Members of Congress through payments of
money. Two were to utilize private individuals of Korean extraction—
Tongsun Park and Hancho Kim. The third was to be carried out by
ROK Government officials stationed in Washington, D.C. ©= .

_The committee reports that the investigation into the implementa-
tion of the plan involving Tongsun Park has been completed. It is
described in part TI of this report. While it is impossible to know with
certainty whether Mr. Park withheld information about payments as to
which the committee has no evidence, the judgment of the committee is
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that Tongsun Park’s testimony relating to his payments to sitting and
former Members was substantially true and complete.

The results of the investigation into the implementation of the plan
involving Hancho Kim is described in part IIT of this report. The
committee found convincing evidence that Mr. Kim received $600,000
from the ROK Government for this purpose. The committee found no
evidence, however, that any of this money was actually paid to any
Members of Congress; and it has some evidence that the money paid
to Kim was put to his personal use. The investigation relating to
Hancho Kim, however, is incomplete. Although Kim answered ques-
tions relating to his contacts with Members of Congress, he refused
even after he was granted immunity to answer questions relating to
whether he received the $600,000 from the KCIA.> Without an admis-
sion or denial by Mr. Kim that he received the money and an explana-
tion of what he did with it, this aspect of the investigation remains
somewhat unsatisfactory and incomplete. .

The results of the investigation into the implementation of the plan
involving officials of the ROK Embassy is described in part IV of
this report. The committee must also report that while this aspect
of the Korean Influence Inquiry is incomplete, the committee has done
everything possible to obtain the information and complete the in-
vestigation. The committee has information indicating that repre-
sentatives of the ROK Embassy in Washington, and other officials
of the ROK Government offered to make and made large gifts of
money to Members of Congress. However, the committee has been
unable to obtain the cooperation of the Government of the Republic
of Korea in investigating allegations relating to its official representa-
tilves in Washington, D.C. Testimony has been obtained from none of
them.

The committee, through its chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber, the chief counsel and the efforts of the Speaker and minority
leader of the House, has done everything feasible to obtain from the
ROK Government the cooperation necessary to determine the truth
with respect to charges that ROK officials made offers and gifts of
cash to Members of Congress. In the absence of such cooperation, the
committee reluctantly reports that these allegations remain unresolved.

The committee also investigated allegations that Suzi Park Thom-
son, a congressional staff member of Korean extraction, was utilized
by the ROK Government as an agent of influence. The committee
finds that she was used by the ROK Government. However, the com-
mittee has found no hard evidence that she was involved in arranging
or making illegal payments of money to Members of Congress. The
results of the investigation with respect to Ms. Thomson are set forth
inpart V of this report. ) )

Finally, the committee investigated allegations that trips to Korea
were used in the ROK lobbying effort and that such trips may have
constituted improper gifts from a foreign State. The results of this
aspect of the committee’s investigation are set forth in part VI of this
report. '

If(I)l summary, the investigation conducted by the committee convine-
ingly establishes that the allegations on which House Resolution 252

5 As a result, the House referred a contempt of Congress prosecution against Mr. Kim
to the Department of Justice.
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was predicated are true. The ROK caused money to be paid to Mem-
bers of Congress. The investigation is, however, incomplete. Key wit-
nesses are beyond the jurisdiction of the Congress; and some recipi-
ents of ROK money remain unidentified. ‘

The committee believes, however, that the investigation was an ex-
ceptionally thorough one. It involved direct investigation of a large
number of present and former Members. It was carried on in a pro-
fessional manner with little or no resistance from or interference by
the House of Representatives or its Members. To the extent that it
failed, the committee does not believe that the failure resulted from
any unwillingness of the House to investigate itself.

B. ADEQUACY OF EXISTING LAW : RECOMMENDATIONS

Part VII of this report contains the committee’s findings, conclu-
sions and recommendations with respect to the adequacy of the present
rules of conduct. A modest change is recommended. In the main, how-
ever, the committee finds that those rules as they presently exist are
adequate and that our failures result not from loopholes in the laws
which permit undue foreign influence in Congress, but from our inabil-
ity to obtain all of the facts because of circumstances beyond the control
of Congress.

C. DISOIPLINARY RECOMMENDATIONS

Part VIII of this report contains a description of the disciplinary
recommendations which were made by the committee based on the
facts uncovered in the course of its investigation and the manner in
which the House acted on such recommendations.

The House voted disciplinary sanctions—that is, a reprimand—in
each case in which the committee found misconduct and recommended
punishment. Thus, the House formally acted in a manner which ex-
pressed its disapproval of colleagues whose conduct departs from the
standards applicable to Members. However, the House declined to
impose a more severe sanction on one’ Member with respect to whom 2
more severe sanction was recommended by the committee. [ This Mem-
ber, Representative Edward R. Roybal, had been found to have deliber-
ately lied under oath to the committee—thus committing an act for
which he could be imprisoned for up to 5 years if prosecuted by the
Department of Justice and convicted. The House rejected the commit-
tee’s recommendation that he be censured. ]

Further, during debate in the House on October 13, 1978, the com-
mittee encountered criticism of it and its work which can be fully
appreciated only by those who were present. Some criticism quite pro
erly pointed out shortcomings in tI})w committee’s efforts adequately
to communicate to the Members of the House the facts it had found and
the reasons for its recommended punishments. The committee recom-
mends some rule changes to prevent similar failures in the future.

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct can only funétion
properly with the confidence and support of the full membership of
the House. The Members of the House must view themselves not as
targets of the committeee but as its deputies in a shared effort. The
committee does not believe that another Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct should attempt the task of carrying on the effort at
self-discipline unless the House acts unequivocally to express its sup-
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port. Thus, we recommend the following provision be added to the
Code of Official Conduct :

It shall be the duty of every Member, officer and employee
of the House of Representatives who becomes aware of any
violation or any evidence of a violation of a provision of the
Code of Official Conduct or any other standard of conduct to
report such violation or evidence thereof promptly in writing
to the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct.






I1. Tonagsux Parx

A. INTRODUCTION

When the investigation began, Tongsun Park was not subject to the
jurisdiction of the committee. There was considerable doubt whether
he ever would be available to testify and even more doubt whether his
testimony, if obtained, would disclose the whole truth regarding his
payments to Members of Congress. In the early phases, therefore, the
investigation consisted of interviewing all of Park’s employees, busi-
ness associates and major congressional contacts ; and obtaining records
which would reveal a total picture of Park’s finances. A vast amount of
information was obtained demonstrating the existence of a plan under
which Park would use money, earned as commissions on purchases of
rice by the ROK, to pay Members of Congress. Information was gath-
ered 1ndicating that Park knew certain Members of Congress, that
some had helped him in his efforts to become the middle man in the rice
purchases, and that some had helped him in efforts to lobby for the
ROK. Also a fairly complete picture of his finances was developed
establishing the availability to him of large quantities of cash. There
was, however, little first hand information regarding the actual trans-
fer of cash from Park to Members of Congress and there would never
have been such information if Park had remained unavailable to the
committee as a witness. However, in January 1978, following intensive
efforts by the Department of Justice, the Department of State, and this
committee, which are recounted in further detail in Part IV C(2)
of this report, the ROK Government agreed to produce Park in this
country for testimony before this committee. In March 1978, Park did
testify in executive session, and in April 1978, he testified at a public
hearing. In September, 1978, Park gave public testimony in three of
four disciplinary proceedings which had been brought against sitting
Members of Congress of his earlier testimony.

It is the judgment of the committee, based on a study of Park’s testi-
mony, his demeanor, the manner in which Park’s testimony is sup-
ported by the documentary and other evidence gathered in the earlier
phase of the investigation, and the fact that Park willingly testified
to some transactions of which the committee had no previous infor-
mation, that with respect to payments to Members of Congress Park’s
testimony was substantially truthful and complete. On the question
whether Park, in making payments to Members of Congress, was act-
ing as part of a plan adopted by the ROK Government to influence
Congress in its policies toward the ROK, the committee does not be-
lieve Mr. Park’s testimony was susbtantially truthful and complete.
Park studiously denied any discussion with any ROK Government
official of his payments to Members of Congress; he denied that he
agreed to use the commissions earned on rice purchases by the ROK to
pay Congressmen or to make contributions to their campaigns, and he

9)
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denied that he reported to ROK officials with respect to such payments
or campaign contributions.

The committee finds, based on both direct and extremely convincing
circumstantial evidence, that Park’s testimony regarding the relation-
ship between the ROK Government and his payments to Congressmen
is false. The committee finds that Park proposed a plan to the ROK
Government under which the ROK Government would force U.S. rice
sellers to name Park as their agent in connection with rice purchases
by the ROK; under which Park would then earn very large commis-
sions on such purchases (in fact amounting to over $9 million during
the period 1969-75) ; and under which he would give part of the pro-
ceeds to Members of Congress so that they would become supporters
of Korea on important issues such as military and economic aid. The
committee finds that on two occasions—once in 1968 and again in
1972—Park persuaded the Director of the KCIA to adopt such a plan
and to cause Park to become the agent on such rice purchases. The com-
mittee finds that Park received the commissions, gave part of the pro-
ceeds to Members of Congress and made reports to the ROK Govern-
ment detailing money given to such Members. However, the committee
finds that on these reports Park exaggerated the number of the Con-
gressmen to whom he gave money and minimized the amount that he
gave a few key Congressmen who were helping him in his efforts to
become rich on rice commissions. Although Park to some degree made
efforts to influence Congress on legislation affecting the ROK and un-
doubtedly made some payments in part for that purpose, it appears
that he was far more interested in paying Congressmen who would help
him maintain his status as a rice agent rather than help the ROK on
legislative issues affecting it.

Section B of this part of the report will deal with the circumstances
surrounding the formulation and adoption of the plan described above
and the relationship of Park to the ROK Government. Section C
will deal with Park’s relationships with and payments to Members
of Congress, focusing on the large payments to those key Congress-
men who helped him obtain his position as rice agent, and who were
in key positions to influence legislative decisions regarding military
and econome aid to the ROK. :

B. THE ADOPTION OF THE LOBBYING PLAN AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF
TONGSUN PARK TO THE ROK GOVERNMENT

Prior to his appointment in 1968 as agent for the sale of U.S. rice
to the ROK, Tongsun Park was by his own admission, a “struggling
businessman” in the United States. See “Hearings on the Korean
Influence Investigation Before the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct,” 95th Congress, second session, part 2, April 3, 4, 5, 10 and
11, 1978, p. 85, hereinafter referred to in the form (H, 85). Although
the committee has heard testimony that he had inherited substantial
wealth in Korea, Korean currency laws prevented him from taking
his wealth outside Korea. A financial investigation done by the special
stafl revealed that, in 1968, Park was in debt and almost insolvent
in this country. Indeed, even the George Town Club during the early
years was losing money.

In late 1967, Park devised a proposal for cooperation between him-
self and the ROK Government. 1t was this scheme that eventually
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made him a wealthy man in the United States, and also enabled him
to meet and influence important political figures.

Park was aware that, in the year 1968, Korea needed to im-
port substantial quantities of rice in order to feed its people.
He also knew that it had decided for the first time that the
rice would be imported and purchased by a Government agency—
Office of Supply of the Republic of Korea (OSROK)—and not by
private companies as had been done previously. Park was further
aware that the United States grew and produced more rice than it
consumed, that Congressmen in rice growing districts in this country
had a keen political interest in finding a market for their constituents’
surplus rice and that under Public I.aw 480 money would be loaned
by the United States on favorable terms to foreign governments so that
they would purchase the excess rice. Park saw in this a business oppor-
tunity for himself—a Korean living in the United States who had
contacts in Government in both the buying and selling countries—
and a chance to help his country obtain military and economic aid.
He decided to encourage Korea to buy its rice from the United States
and to attempt to become a middleman in connection with such pur-
chases. It was Park’s concept, which he later reduced to writing in a
Korean language plan found in his house, entitled “Plan for Korea’s
Foreign Policy Toward the United States” and marked in Park’s
handwriting “Prepared by TSP”, (H., 1005) that his plan would
help Korea in two ways—first, Congressmen whose constituents grew
rice would be grateful to the ROK for buying the surplus; and sec-
ond, the Congressmen would further be grateful to the ROK if com-
missions on such purchases were given back to the Congressmen by
Park as campaign contributions. Park considered himself to be in a
position to make the contributions as a result of his friendships with
Congressmen and his social activities through the George Town Club.

- Park’s initial move was to seek assistance from his friend Represent-
ative Richard Hanna, then a Member of the House of Representatives
representing the 34th District of California. Hanna was at that time
uniquely well situated to provide such assistance. He had become in-
terested in Korea prior to becoming a Congressman as a result of his
participation in a “sister cities” program; had considerable contact
with Korea as a Congressman before meeting Tongsun Park ; and had
met several Korean officials while in Korea (H. 231). Hanna and Park
met in 1966 (H, 230) and became close friends in 1967. By 1968
Hanna’s interest in Korea had increased and from then until he retired

1Park had made at least one prior effort to establish a relationship with the ROK
Government., According to the testimony of then ROK Central Intellizgence Ageney Director
Kim Hyung Wook, Park approached him in 1967 with a proposal that the ROK Government
should deposit large sums of its currency in this country in banks designated by Park, in
return for which these banks would lend money to Park to keep the George Town Club
afloat. Kim testified that Park claimed that in return he would use the Club to win influen-
tial frierds for the ROK in the United States. See “Hearings on the Korean Influence In-
vestigation Before the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,” 95th Cong., 1st
?tla;s.i (})g—rlt()'lf) October 19, 20 and 21, 1977, pp. 106-107, hereinafter referred to in the form

1 .

Officials of banks in the United States have confirmed that Tongsun Park did approach
them with requests for loans for the George Town Club in 1967, clalming that large deposits
of ROK Government funds would be withdrawn or deposited at the banks, depending on
whether the banks would agree to make loans to Park. In no case, however, was any loan
made, although General Kim testified that he recalled being told that the funds were trans-
ferred and the loans made as Park requested. (Memorandum of interview with B, Anthony
Newton and James B. Warden, officers of Philadelphia National Bank dated July 26, 1977.)

Kim also testified that he later arranged, at Park’s request, to have funds held by Park
transferred out of Korea 1n contravention of Korean currency laws, for the benefit of the
George Town Club. (Hi 106-108.)
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from Congress he gave advice to certain officials in Korea about the
importance of the role of Congress in the United States Government
and the need for Xorea to improve its lobbying efforts. The Korean
officials were anxious to receive this advice because Korea was very
dependent upon U.S. military and economic support, and they
were anxious about the attitude which the incoming Nixon Adminis-
tration would take toward Korea. Hanna and Park discussed Park’s
plan and Hanna informed various officials over a period of time that
Korea should purchase products produced by businessmen in specified
congressional districts—thereby making the Congressmen in those Dis-
tricts friendly toward Korea. He also told them that campaign funds
should be routed to Congressmen through people “associated” with
Korea. (H, 233-237) )

More specifically, in August 1968, Park asked Hanna to go with him
to Korea to help him obtain a position as agent in the impending pur-
chase of rice by OSROK. Park oftfered Hanna a share of the proceeds
of the commissions if they were successful in obtaining them. Park
arranged a meeting among himself, Hanna and General Kim Hyung
Wook, the Director of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency. Park’s
mentor in the ROK was a family friend, Chung Il Kwon, the Prime
Minister of ROK. Through Chung’s efforts, the meeting was arranged.
Before the meeting, Park asked Hanna to emphasize that Park had
many congressional friends and considerable influence in Washington,
D.C,, and to tell General Kim that he would be better able to take
advantage of his contacts in Washington for the benefit of Xorea if he
had more money, and indeed that he would use part of the commissions
received on any rice sales to make campaign contributions to Congress-
men. (H, 238-243)

According to Hanna’s testimony, Hanna first told General Kim at
the meeting that it would be in the ROK’s interest to buy rice from
California rathen than from Japan.? Hanna then emphasized that
Park had contacts in Washington, would be a good agent on such a
purchase, that he was anxious to help his country and that Park in-
tended to use part of the commissions earned as a rice agent to make
campaign contributions. (H, 240-242)

General Kim himself appeared as a witness before the committee.
He had fallen out of favor with the Park Chung Hee administration in
1972 and left Korea for this country in “something of a hurry.”
(H, 108) He has lived here ever since. Kim gave the following version
of the August 1968 meeting :

“[Hanna] said that Korea was to purchase rice from United
States; and he said Mr. Hanna wanted Korea to buy rice from
his district.

Then Mr. Hanna told me that his State was California and
California produces a lot of rice and should Korea buy rice
anyway, he said he wanted Korea to buy rice from his State.

I told him since I was not familiar with rice transaction,
I said T would look into the matter. . . . He said once Mr:

2 There was another important factor which caused Korea to buy United States rice.
Favorable financial terms were made ayvailable by Public Law 480 (7 U.S.C. 1701 et seg.)
This law allowed foreign countries to buy various agricultural commodities with Httle or
no down payment ; at interest rates lower than otherwise available; and with said loans
not repayable for many years.
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- Tongsun Park is appointed as a middleman, he could earn some
money in terms of commission.
Then he said once that is done, he, together with Mr. Tong-
sun Park, would distribute that money among U.S. Congress-
men and have them help Korea’s cause.
I then promised I would look into the matter and I would
let them know.” (H, 110)2

General Kim then prevailed upon Kim Won Hee, Administrator of
OSROK, to buy rice from California and to insist that the California
sellers retain Park as their agent. (H, 111)

In the meantime Hanna took Park to meet Joseph Alioto, mayor of
San Francisco, counsel and former president of the Rice Growers Asso-
ciation (hereinafter RGA) of California, the seller of U.S. rice to the
ROK. Hanna and Park tried to persuade Alioto that the ROK Govern-
ment was dissatisfied with RGA’s agent for rice sales to the ROK, and
that RGA should retain Tongsun Park. Alioto and RGA first rejected
this proposal, but were later forced to agree to use Park as RGA’s
agent when it became clear that the ROK Government, as represented
by General Kim and OSROK, would otherwise refuse to negotiate on
the rice purchase. (H, 128-150)

Park received $200,000 in commissions in 1969 and in excess of
$500,000 in 1970 on rice purchases negotiated through him. (H, 34)
In 1970 he contributed by checks, in amounts ranging from $100 to
$1,000, to the campaigns of 20 Congressmen.* In addition, cash cam-
paign contributions of $5,000 to Hanna, $5,000 to William Minshall,
$2,000 to John Rooney, and $13,000 to Cornelius Gallagher were also
made in 1970, according to Park and his contemporaneously main-
tained ledger.® (H, 21-31)

On November 5, 1970, Hanna wrote to the then-KCIA Director Kim
Kae Won as follows in part :

It was an incident of some significance to have our mutual
good friend Tongsun Park visit my district to bring greet-
ings, encouragement and some needed assistance to our efforts.
We certainly appreciated the thoughtfulness and the support.
It is our understanding that Tongsun has been helpful to
other of our friends in Congress. Such efforts should assure
a warm consideration and a high regard for the programs
which mean much for the future relations of our two coun--
tries. (Emphasis added.) (H,401)

3Tongsun Park admitted that General Kim was largely responsible for his becoming the
middleman. However, he denies any discussion about using the commissions to make cam-
paign contributions. Park always studiously avolded admitting any facts linking any ROK
Government official with payments to Congressmen. Hanna denies that he as opposed to
Park was to “distribute’” any of the money. (Hz 109-110, 241)

40n July 13, 1978, the committee released the results of its investigative work with
respect to Members who received such contributions and who are still sitting. The com-
mittee concluded in each case that the Member in guestion violated no rule. The July 13
release is reproduced and attached hereto as appendix A.

5 The ledger, which is reproduced at pp. 798-808 of the printed version of the commit-
tee’'s April, 1978, hearings, is a more or less contemporaneous record made by Park of his
finances, ineluding cash payments to Congressmen. It was never shown to anyone nor was
it intended for anyone’s use but Park’s. It was found in his house after Park fled the
country and the IRS placed a lien on the hoise. In every case of a payment recorded in the
ledger except payments to Members who have, asserted their fifth amendment privilege and
refused to testify—Congressmen Passman and Gallagher—and one who 1s dead—the late
Representative John Rooney-—the Congressmen have verified that they in fact received the
money although memories of the exact amount liave differed. The committee has concluded
that the ledger is substantially accurate.
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Park, therefore, appears to have fulfilled the part of the plan calling
for him to make campaign contributions to Members of Congress and
saw to it that this fact was reported back to the KCIA Director by
Congressman Hanna together with Hanna’s thanks for the KCIA’s role
in the contributions, and Hanna’s promise of Congressional support
for the ROK.

That Tongsun Park in fact functioned in part as a lobbyist for the
ROK during this period of time is clear. A document received by the
committee from Jay Shin Ryu, a former employee of Park, after its
April 1978, public hearings contains a list of Congressmen followed
by visits to their offices and an explanation of the reason for the visit.
Park has conceded that the document is substantially accurate. (Report
by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, In the Matter of
John J. McFall, Report No. 95-1742. 95th Cong., 2d Sess., pp. 164, 359-
380.) There are, for example, some 28 recorded visits to the offices of
Congressmen in connection with military aid at a time in December
1969, when a military aid bill calling for $50 million in specially ear-
marked funds for the ROK was pending before the Congress. Other
lobbying efforts are also recorded on this document.

Park apparently reduced the plan to writing in October 1970. A
document was found in Park’s house in the fall of 1976 after Park had
fled this country. The document was in the Korean language, bore a
red “secret” stamp and stated “Prepared by TSP, October 1970.” in
the upper right hand corner. (H, 999-1019) Park denied writing or
knowing about this document. (H, 110) However, handwriting sam-
ples were taken from Park and a handwriting expert in the employ
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation gave his positive opinion that
Park wrote the words “Prepared by TSP, October 1970” in English
and also at least one of the English names—that of “Gallagher”—in
the body of the document. The document is a blue print for a lobbying
effort by the ROK in the House of Representatives, the Senate, the
intelligence community and the American press.

The plan describes the use of invitations to various important offi-
cials, including Congressmen, to travel to Korea, and describes the use
of the George Town Club as a lobbying tool. Most significantly, how-
ever, the plan recommends that the ROK buy U.S. rice as follows:

IT. Conduct of diplomacy through advancing interests of Sena-
tors and Congressmen : '
A. Providing assistance to the Senate and House election
districts—
1. Buying the products of election districts:

(a) The principal concerns and interests of U.S.
politicians, especially Senators and Congressmen,
are their reelection problems. Therefore, helping
constituents and winning the hearts of constituents
are their overriding objectives.

(b) For example: The main products of Loui-
siana are rice and yams. Senators and Congressmen
from this State put pressure on the administration
(Department of Agriculture) to advance sales of
those products. They also have been constantly re-
quest)ing us that Korea buy Louisiana rice. (H,
1012
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It then describes the advantages of such purchases as follows:
B. Two advantages by assisting election districts—
1. By helping constituents:
. (a) Senators and Congressmen will gain popu-
arity.
(b) They in turn will actively help Korea.
2. Benefits to be gained by helping them :

(a) By purchasing products of their districts, we
will be able not only to use the voters’ but also the
elected officials’ influence to our advantage.

(b) The commissions derived from buying their
products and other business transactions can be used

"to fund activities. We will kill two birds with
one stone.® (Emphasis added.)

The document then makes it clear that the expression “fund our
activities” means in part to make campaign contributions to Members
of Congress. The plan continues:

II1. Diplomacy through contributing to political and election
campaign funds:
A. The effect of monetary contributions during election
campaigns is worth 100 more times (sic) than at other times—
1. Sudden jumps of election campaign expenses and
the economic depression :

(a) Itisa well known fact throughout the World
that political activities and élection campaigns cost
money.

(b) United States will hold an off-year election
this year. This country is now suffering from the
general nationwide recession and the particularly
severe recession within the armament industry,
which has borne the greatest burden in supplying
campaign funds.

2. Requests by Pro-Korean Senators and Congress-
men:

(a) Reflecting the above-mentioned situation, the
following Senators and Congressmen who have
helped Korea aggressively for a long time secretly
requested our contribution of funds—Congressmen
Broomfield, Gallagher, Minshall, Hanna, and many
other Congressmen. (H, 1013-1014)

Similarly, another Korean language plan found in Park’s house and
which appears to have been drafted at about the same time, states:
Election campaign funds:
A, 1. At the requests. of the pro-Korean Members of the
Congress, I paid them $153,000 which is one-third of what
they demanded.
2. Of this amount, $50,000 is going to be paid by the Korean
Central Intelligence Agency; request your consideration as
to how I would be paid back the balance of $103,000.
B. 1. The expenses for members of the U.S. Congress of
approximately $100,000 (expenses for fundraising parties in

¢ A later translation.
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the George Town Club included) were paid by me as my per-
sonal share.
IV. How to Raise Funds for the U.S. Congress:

A. Judging from the past experience, at least some $500,-
000 is needed each year.

B. As to raising the funds, a direct subsidy by the Govern-
ment should be avoided. We should raise funds out of profits
generated by Government-supported business activities, and
request your assistance in this regard.

C. The Government-supported projects should be those of
either political and military significance or that carry heavy
economic impacts on a national scale. In selecting projects,
priority should be given to such projects where foreigners
are acting as agents for Korea, or projects for which no
agent is being utilized.

Examples:
(a) Rice $150,000.
(b) F5-21 $150,000.
(c) M-16 $50,000.
(d) Other new projects.

D. Status of current projects (1. Rice) : When Representa-
tive Passman visited Korea last November, he paid a courtesy
call to H. E. President Park. During the visit, Representative
Passman cordially requested that Korea purchase some 400,-
000-plus tons of U.S. rice this year, too, and he said if Korea
buys the U.S. rice, he would be able to muster 78 or more
pro-Korean votes in the House. We have confirmed that the
Minister of Agriculture and Forestry has already been in-
struc)ted (to effect the purchase) accordingly. (H. 1042-
1043

In early 1971, Tongsun Park learned that he was no longer the agent,
and that his job had been given instead to a Korean businessman in
the United States who knew ROK Ambassador to the United States
Kim Dong Jo. The reason for this change is not entirely clear. How-
ever, Park, in attempting to learn of its cause, discovered that Kim
Dong Jo had been sending messages back to Korea that Park was
conducting himself in a way that was injurious to the ROK. It is
Park’s belief that Kim Dong Jo continuously resented Park’s intru-
sion into what Ambassador Kim viewed as his domain. Park learned.
that U.S. Ambassador to the ROK, Philip Habib, and Representative
William Breomfield were also saying derogatory things about him
to ROK officials. He later learned that Representative Otto Passman,
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the House
Committee on Appropriations, had also spoken against him. The cir-
cumstances surrounding Park’s efforts to retain his position as agent
further confirm the fact that the payment of part of the commissions
to Members of Congress was a key part of the plan under which the
ROK Government made Park the intermediary in its rice purchases.
(Tongsun Park deposition, March 1978, pp. 204-219; H, 37-38, 56.)

Park set about to disprove the claims that he was ineffective in
Congress and indeed injurious to the ROK’s interests. From June 17,
1971, until July 16, 1971, Park caused 14 letters from Senators and
Representatives praising him to be sent to ROK President Park Chung
Hee. (H, 411-434)
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Then Park turned for special assistance to former Representative
Cornelius Gallagher, then chairman of the Subcommittee on Asian and
Pacific Affairs of the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Park had
already given Gallagher $13,000 in cash during 1970. On August 3,
1971, just 6 days before Gallagher went to Korea with a large congres-
sional delegation, Park, according to his testimony, gave Gallagher
$30,000 in cash. The $30,000 payment to Gallagher, which Park testi-
fied to, is recorded twice in Park’s ledger. (H, 798, 800) Where the
money Park said he paid to Gallagher came from is unclear. At the end
of June 1971, Park’s combined bank accounts in this country totaled
$786. On July 2, 1971, Park left the United States for Korea. Then
his ledger reflects, at p. 107, at receipt of $450,000 from “Angels” on
July 20, 1971, at a time when Park was still in Korea. (H, 800) The
committee has not determined with certainty what “Angels” referred
to. When Park was asked under oath, he first said “I don’t recall.”
(Deposition of Tongsun Park, March 7, 1978, p. 788) When it was
pointed out to him that the $450,000 was a lot of money, that it was
essential to his solvency and that he would surely remember who gave
it to him, he said “Angels” “could have” referred to his brother Ken.
Then he said that it referred to a super tanker owned by Ken’s com-
pany called “Angel Park.” Then he said “Angels” was a code word for
his brother. He conceded he may never have referred to his brother as
“Angels” except on his ledger. Then he said “if you met my brothers
you would call them Angels.” Finally, he stated “this is another mat-
ter where you must accept my word.” (Deposition of Tongsun Park,
March 7, 1978, pp. 789-798)

In any event, whatever the source of the money, Park returned from
Korea on July 29, 1971. He had lunch with' Gallagher 1 hour after he
returned. (H, 926) Then Park testified he gave Representative Gal-
lagher $30,000 in cash on August 3rd. Of the $450,000, $350,000 was
deposited in cash in Park’s bank on August 4, 1971. (H, 255) On Au-
gust 9, Representative Gallagher traveled to Korea. Park also traveled
to Korea. The committee has no direct proof of what Representative
Gallagher did in Korea to help Park. However, the committee is in
possession of a letter from Representative Gallagher to Park Chung
Hee dated November 9, 1971, less than 3 months after he returned from
Korea, in which Representative Gallagher refers to difficulties with the
foreign aid bill for Korea and then states:

It is therefore essential that our friend whom we discussed
when we last met have full support that you indicated so that
a meaningful result can be brought about to strengthen the
relationship of the Republic of Korea and the United States.
(H. 1045-1047)

The letter continues, praising “our mutiual friend Tongsun Park’s”
lobbying efforts and reiterating that it is “vital that he has the kind of
support that you indicated to me when we talked.”

On November 23, 1971, Park withdrew $25,000 in cash from his
account at the Equitable Trust Co. (H, 256) He gave Representative
Gallagher $25,000 on the same day, according to his testimony, and
recorded the payment in his ledger. (H, 802) On January 3, 1972, Park
gave Representative Gallagher $5,000 in cash to pay for a trip to Korea
which he and Representative Gallagher took on January 5, 1972.
(H, 802) Park’s diary reflects that Representative Gallagher met both
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with President Park and KCIA Director Lee Hu Rak during his trip.
(H, 458) Park attended neither meetin%'. The probable discussions at
these meetings, however, are set forth a little later in this report.

Park apparently then turned his attention toward influencing Rep-
resentative Otto Passman who, as recently as December 1971, had
cabled Philip Habib and attacked Park’s integrity and questioned
his support in Congress. (H, 448) Representative Passman and Park
met in Hong Kong in mid-January 1972. The meeting was probably
arranged through Edwin Edwards, then a Representative from Lou-
isiana, now Governor of that State, by rice miller Gordon Dore who
was traveling with Passman (See Part 11 B(3), infra p. 34). In Hong
Kong, Park, who was again out of funds in U.S. currency, borrowed
$5,000 from Dore, gave $5,000 in cash to Representative Otto Pass-
man and promised to give him $50,000 more each year. (H, 54-55)
Representative Passman then traveled to Korea, and according to
Park’s diary, met with President Park. (H. 462.) A cable from Rep-
resentative Passman to Tongsun Park after Passman returned to
tl:e United States, dated January 24, 1972, clearly suggests that Park’s
promise of money caused Representative Passman to support Park as
the agent. (H, 463)

Nonetheless Park apparently had not immediately regained his
agency. In spite of repeated and threatening demands by Represent-
ative Passman for Park to return home during February, Park did
not do so until March 22. (H. 446, 471-472, 474)

It is not entirely clear why Park did not return home. He claims
that the question whether he would be reinstated as the intermediary
had already been resolved in his favor. There are indications that the
question had not yet been resolved—these indications are set forth be-
low. In any event, however, Park seems to have been confronted with
another problem. Park had promised Representative Passman $50,000
per year. Park, however, had little money in the United States. His to-
tal bank holdings in February 1972, was just over-$5;000. Park, there-
fore, was attemgting to obtain United States dollars before returning
to the United States. Park himself testified that he sought approx-
imately $200,000 from those in the ROK Government who had ben-
cfited from his being removed as the rice agent. He described this
money as being in the nature of damages for a wrongful injury to
him. In fact, Park received a decision in his favor on this issue in
late March 1972. (H, 79). He returned to the United States, sent-Jay
Shin Ryu to Switzerland where Ryu caused $190,000 to be trans-
ferred to Park’s account from a Swiss account controlled by an aide
to Park Chong Kyu, Chief of the Presidential Protective Force.
(H, 191-192) The money was deposited in Park’s Equitable Trust
account on March 29, 1972. (H, 257) Park used it and other moneys
to pay Passman $40,000-in late March and early April 1972. (H, 799)

General Kim Hyung Wook, former Director of the KCIA, how-
ever, gave even more explicit testimony on this issue. General Kim
recalled a conversation with Park which he believes was in late 1971,
but which, in light of other information in the committee’s possession,
more likely occurred a few months later. His testimony was as follows:

General Kmv. I believe it was sometime in the last part of
1971, Mr. Tongsun Park came to see me at my home. He said
there was certain friction between Lee Hu Rak and Mr. Park
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Chong Kyu, the Chief of the Presidential Protective Force,
concerning the commission. He said Mr. Park Chong Kyu,
through using his subordinate, Kang Sung Tae, had taken
commssion away which was to be paid to Mr. Tongsun Park.
Then he produced a list of Congressmen printed by the
KCIA and he said, now, I was to give this money to the
people listed on the paper. However, money was taken away
by others; and he said, since Mr. Park Chong Kyu is keep-
ing this money, he wanted me to intervene in the affair and
have Mr. Lee, the Director of the KCIA, and Mr. Park
Chong Kyu discuss about it and have the money returned to
him.” (Emphasis added.)

%k * * & *

On this list, there was some 20 names. So I said to Mr.
Tongsun Park, “How do all these people listed here know
they are going to receive money?” Then he said he was in
deep trouble because these people know they would get the
money and if they find out money went instead to the Presi-
dential Office, then they wouldn’t trust the Office of the
President. So I asked him whether he could leave that list
to me. He said, “Yes.” I said, “Then give it to me;” and I
said that I would see Mr. Lee Hu Rak and Mr. Chong Kyu
Park and let you know the outcome. So I called both Mr.
Lee and Mr. Park.

Mr. Nierps. Before we go on, General Kim, did Tongsun
Park tell you how much money was involved ?

General Kiv. I don’t know the exact amount of the money
involved, but I think it was something like $200,000. (H,
113-114)

In any event, whether the unresolved issue was the $200,000 or the
question whether Park was to be the agent in the future, there was
clearly an unresolved issue between the time of Representatives Gal-
lagher’s and Passman’s trip to Korea in January 1972, and Park’s
return to the United States in late March 1972. Park ignored Pass-
man’s escalating demands to return home and instead sought further
help from his friends in Congress.

On February 16, 1972, Park called his assistant, Jay Shin Ryu in
Washington. According to Ryu’s diary, Park dictated a letter which
he wanted Gallagher to send—Ryu’s diary contains the following
proposed letter:

All of our friends in Washington had expected that the
commitment which was made during my last visit should
have been fulfilled now. I don’t have to reiterate the impor-
tance and urgency involved. Stop. It is most essential that
your side make special effort to see to the commitment be-
come (sic) materialized as quickly as possible. (Emphasis
added.) (H. 467)

On February 26, 1972, Park dictated a similar letter which Ryu was
to get Edwin Edwards to send. The text of that letter, as taken down
by Ryu in his diary is:
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We appreciate your past cooperation and hospitality in
connection with the Korean rice purchase. However, we are
most anxious to see the fulfillment of your Government’s
commitment to Chairman Gallagher as outlined during his
last visit.

Again, we appreciate your consideration of this very im-
portant matter. (H, 470)

The committee does not have a copy of the Edwards letter, if indeed
one was sent. However, the committee is in possession of the following
letter sent by Mr. Gallagher to the Director of the KCIA on March 9,
1972.7 On March 9, 1972, Gallagher sent the following letter to KCIA
Director Lee Hu Rak:

Drar Direcror Lee: I hope this letter finds you in good
health and that your workload is bearable. General Michaelis
visited my office yesterday and briefed me on developments
on the Republic of Korea as well as on the activities in the
North. So T am certain that you are far too busy. We are work-
ing on the program to be presented to the Congress so that the
United States can meet its commitment to the Republic of
Korea this year.

Because of that I am reluctant to add to your problems.
However, it is urgent that I be in a position to advise my col-
1ea§ues when the matter that we last discussed will be final-
ized.

I felt that we had a meeting of the minds when we last met
and I so advised my colleagues. The delay is causing unneces-
sary unrest and is becoming unsettling. I tried to convey this
through Minister Lee, who appears to be very able and com-
petent, yet I have received no word. This is a matter that I got
involved in because of my strong desire to continue to build the
sStrong ties that unite the Republic of Korea and the United

tates.

Frankly, I write this at this point because it has reached the
point of embarrassment and I would most appreciate your let-
ting me know that the matter is concluded.

As you know, the entire House of Representatives is run-
ning for reelection this year as well as the President so there
is more than usual to keep everyone busy in Washington.

I do hope that I will have the opportunity of seeing you
one of these days. Perhaps you should take a vacation and
visit Washington. T hope soon you can.

Please accept my warm regards and best wishes. I would ap-
preciate if you would extend my best wishes to President
Park.

Sincerely,

CorneLivs E. Gavvacuer, M.C. (H, 1049-1050)

Shortly after Gallagher’s letter would have been received, Tongstn
Park wrote in his diary on March 21, 1972:

71n the interim, according to Ryu’s diary, Gallagherl had been to see the K IA'Statlon
Chief in Washington, Minister Lee Sang Ho. (H= 469) C



21

“Saw Director” [Lee Hu Rak, Director of the KCIA].
“Riviera resolved” [Riviera is Park’s code word for rice].
“Saw OSROK—Letter”. (H, 474).2

Park returned to the United States the following day.

The Committee has no direct evidence of the full nature of the “Com-
mitment” to Mr. Gallagher which Tongsun Park referred to in his
messages to Jay Ryu. Park told the committee nothing except that
there was a commitment to make him the rice agent. (H, 61) However,
the evidence available to the committee points persuasively to the con-
clusion that the “commitment” included a plan similar to the one
hatched in 1968 with Lee Hu Rak’s predecessor—namely that Tongsun
Park would use part of the rice commissions to pay certain Congress-
men. Gallagher’s letter of March 9 is devoid of any reference to Park—
who claims he was the sole beneficiary of the “commitment”—and
instead refers to his “colleagues” as the apparently interested parties.
The letter refers to the fact that the entire House of Representatives is
running for reelection. It seems likely that Park and the ROK Gov-
ernment would, on making him the rice agent, have reactivated his
“plan” to pay Congressmen as he had written it in October of 1970
and as he had proposed it to General Kim both in 1968 and again in
1972. Indeed, the proof in the committee’s possession persuasively es-
tablishes that this time the KCIA attempted to keep close tabs on how
Park spent the commissions.

The committee is in possession of a document entitled the “T.S.
Report” which was taken from Park’s house by Jay Ryu in October
of 1972. (H, 669-717; H, 195) The report is dated September 30,
1972—some 6 months after Park wrote “Riviera resolved” in his
diary—and presumably 6 months after the “commitment” to Mr. Gal-
lagher was fulfilled. The report concludes:

Within a short and tumultuous period of 6 months since
the task started, he [Tongsun Park] was able to put the per-
sons with influence over the issue of military aid to Korea into
his organization of restoration, including senators and repre-
sentatives, high-ranking administration officials and White
House staffers. The evaluation is that he has performed his
duties without committing serious mistakes. It seems neces-
sary to continue to use him under supervision.

_ The T.S. Report is, on its face, a report of Tongsun Park’s lobby-
ing activities including a list of Congressmen to whom he supposedly
made campaign contributions out of the rice commissions. The Report
contains a section describing Park’s background and his virtues as a
lobbyist, referring briefly to the incentive supplied by his “competi-
tion” with “D. J.” (Dong Jo Kim). It contains a section on the George
Town Club. It contains a section on the rice commissions. It contains
a section on the results of Park’s lobbying efforts; actions of Congress-
men . Passman and Gallagher and the defeat in the Senate of a bill
damaging to Korea. Finally, it refers to “political funds” for 30

.. 8There is a letter dated March 21, 1972, from OSROK to various United States rice
sellers which states in part :

.““In order to insure more satisfactory transactions for our rice trade, we are pleased to
inform you that Mr, Tongsun Park, President and Chief Executive Officer of Miryung
Moolsap Company of Seoul has once again, as in the past, agreed to serve as an inter-
mediary, In fact, his service will be required for all of our rice trade with the United States
in the future.” (Hz: 475).
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Members of the House “who have influence over the Korean issues.”
" There is a list attached to the Report of the Congressmen who have
supposedly received the contributions together with comments de-
seribing the significance of their roles in Congress and the manner in
which they have helped Korea in the past.

Park has admitted under oath that the T.S. Report contains so muech
accurate detail about him that it must have been prepared by someone
with intimate knowledge of his life and activities. He denied any -
‘knowledge of the Report, however, and denied that it was prepared in
order to show the KCIA. (H,72) The Committee does not accept these
denials. The committee does accept Park’s claim that most of the con-
tributions listed on the report are fictitious. (H, 78)

The committee is also in possession of one other list found in Park’s. .
house and one which was found in his briefcaseby a Customs Inspecter- -
in December of 1973 when he was in Anchorage, Alaska, on his-way -
back from Korea. These lists record or purport to record campaign
contributions to Members of Congress. (H, 707, 711) Park has testified
under oath that these lists did not purport to be reports to his Govern-
ment of contributions made. Tt seems clear, based on the committee’s
investigation as well as Park’s own testimony, that most of the contri-
butions listed were never made. The committee can think of no reason
for Park to make up a list of fictitious contributions unless it was to
show to the KCIA to convince them that he was doing his job. Indeed,
it is possible that the Alaska list had been taken to Korea with Park,
because Park had it in his possession when returning from Korea.
Park claims, however, that the lists were all of proposed payments and
are inaccurate solely because he never carried out his proposals. Park
offered no reason for his failure to carry out his intentions. Further, the
Alaska list was for 1972 and was clearly made up after the 1972 election .
hecause it records the 1973 committee assignments of the Members-on
the list. Finally, the Customs Inspector who asked Park about the list
has tr<tified that Park told him it was a list of payments already made.
(H,171-172) The committee finds it is much more likely that these lists
were made up to show to officials of the KCTA to impress them with
Park’s work on behalf of the ROK, than that they were proposed lists
Park made up to show himself.

In summary, the committee finds that Park became an agent on pur-
chases of U.S. rice by the ROK Government and consequently received
over $9 million in commissions as a result of his agreement to use part
of the commissions to pay Members of Congress. It was part of this
agreement that Park would attempt to influence ‘Congressmen to sup-
port the ROK on legislative matters of importance to the ROK: The
committee believes, based on the evidence set forth in this subsection
as well as the evidence set forth in the subsections to follow. that Park
paid money to Congressmen principally so that they would help him
earn rice commissions, rather than so that-they would help the ROK -
on legislative matters. However, the committee has direct evidemce that
Park did lobby for legislation helpful to the ROK Government.

The next subsections focus in greater detail on the relationship be-
tween Park and the principal Congressmen to whom he gave money
and from whom he sought assistance both for himself and for the ROK.

1
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C. THE PLAN IN OPERATION : PARK’S RELATIONSHIP WITH AND EFFORTS TO
INFLUENCE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

1. Richard Hanna

Representative Richard Hanna was a Congressman whose interest
in Korea and the whole of the Far East predated his acquaintance with
Tongsun Park and even his election to Congress. By the time Hanna
met Park, he had traveled to Korea several times. He believed that
the interests of the United States, and particularly the commercial
interests of his own State of California, were closely allied to those of
the Far East. His work on the House Banking and Currency Com-
mittee took him to a number of meetings of the Asia Development
Bank. He had many friends in Korea, other than Tongsun Park.
(H, 230-231; Richard T. Hanna deposition (hereinafter “Hanna
deposition”), September 19, 1977, p. 2-12).

Through Tongusn Park, however, Hanna acquired a direct, per-
sonal financial interest in the sale of U.S. rice to Korea. He agreed to
use and did use his influence as a Member of Congress to further his
interest.®

Hanna testified that he met Tongsun Park in late 1966. (H, 230,
Hanna deposition, September 19, 1977, pp. 14, 35). Park sought
Hanna’s advice about the George Town Club, which was then in finan-
cial difficulty. Hanna, who quickly became close friends with Park,
assisted him by joining the club, advising Park on the recruitment of
new members who could be useful to the club, inviting some of his own
friends from the business community to join the club, and hosting a
number of parties with Park designed to attract favorable publicity
for the club. (H, 232; Hanna deposition, September 19, 1977, pp. 14—
20). The committee found no evidence, however, that Hanna offered
the club any financial assistance, or that he was involved in any way in
assistance or efforts to obtain assistance for the club from the ROK
Government. The ROK Government role in the George Town Club is
discussed at 11 supra.

In late 1967, Park went to Hanna with a new problem. According
to Hanna, Park approached him with the idea that he wanted to be-
come the seller’s agent for the sale of rice to Korea by growers in the
United States. Park then asked Hanna to help him in two ways: by
promoting Park’s candidacy as rice agent with ROK officials in a
position to help him, and by introducing Park to sellers of rice in the
United States. In return Park promised to share with Hanna any
profits he might make as rice agent. According to Hanna, these
promises were oral and nonspecific. He said that as a result of these
promises, however, he did expect to share in the rice sales commissions.
(H, 233-234)

Hanna’s efforts to assist Park in obtaining the rice agency in 1968
are described in Park II. B., relating to the Park scheme. Hanna’s
role with regard to ROK officials was to (1) suggest to the Koreans
that they should cultivate the goodwill of’ Members of Congress;
(2) describe how this could be done, including the purchase of prod-

TAsa :consequence, Hanna pled guilty to one count of conspirini to defraud the United
States (18 U.S.C. § 371) ,and was sentenced to serve 6 to 30 months in prison.
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ucts produced by the constituents of Congressmen, specifically rice,
and the making of campaign contributions; (8) endorse Tongsun
Park’s plan to become agent for the sale of U.S. rice to Korea and use
the resulting commissions to make campaign contributions.

In the United States, Hanna introduced Park to Joseph Alioto,
counsel and former President of the Rice Growers Association of
California, and advised Alioto that the Korean Government would
prefer Park as rice sellers’ agent. (H,.134-135; H, 242)

Shortly after Park’s appointment as agent for RGA’s rice sales to
the ROK, Park and Hanna began work on a trip to Korea for a large
delegation of Members of the House, to be led by then House Majority
Leader Carl Albert. Hanna corresponded with KCIA Director Kim
Hyung Wook on this subject, referring to Park as “liaison” for the
trip. (H; 390) Asa result of State Department objections, Park’s role
in the trip was curtailed however, and his attempts to be included
as a passenger on the delegation plane failed. But it appears that
this trip represented Park’s first efforts to carry out his promise to the
Korean Government to work to improve Korean-United States rela-
tionsin return for his designation as rice agent.

Richard Hanna was in Seoul to make arrangements for the Con-
gressional delegation January 22-25 1969. He returned to Korea on
February 28, 1969, shortly before the delegation arrived. Just before
his departure from the United States in February, Hanna received
a check for $3,000 from Park, which Hanna testified was compensa-
tion for his time and travel expenses in attending the Fall, 1968, meet-
ing with Alioto. (H, 243)

Less than a year after this trip, in a letter dated December 11, 1969,
Hanna wrote to Tongsun Park’s friend, Prime Minister Chung Il
Kwon, about the status of legislation to appropriate $50 million in
carmarked funds for military assistance to the Republic of Korea.
(H, 894) In the letter, Hanna noted that members of the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations who had traveled to Korea in February on
the Albert delegation, “did staunchly support funds for Korea.”
Hann~ rlso noted the efforts of Tongsun Park to have funds ear-
marked for Korea included in the bill. He wrote :

Last week, Tongsun Park and I conferred on this matter
on several occasions. Pursuant to my request, he made several
calls to all of his friends in the Congress and also arranged
to come to the United States to aid in our efforts.

Hanna testified that he included references to Park in this letter
at Park’s request. He said that the letter exaggerated Park’s contribu-
tion to getting the House to vote to earmark the ROK funds. (Hanna
deposition, September 20, 1977, pp. 185-191.)

Between 1968 and his departure from Congress at the end of 1974,
Hanna wrote a number of letters to high officials in the Korean Gov-
ernment, including President Park Chung Hee. In each he noted the
successful efforts which Tongsun Park was making to further the in-
terests of the ROK in the United States. He said that Park was re-
peatedly making demands that he [Hanna] recommend Park to ROK
officials in this way. (H, 229-270; Hanna deposition, September 1921,
1977). Hanna was aware that this was necessary because Park’s con-
tinuation as a rice agent was contingent on his work in Washington,
D. C., to improve relations between the ROK and the United States,
and specifically to insure continued U.S. military aid.
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In spite of Park’s vague promises to share his rice commissions
with Hanna and Hanna'‘s efforts to improve Park’s standing with the
ROK Government so that his income from the commissions would be
insured. Hanna received no more money from Park until August
1970. (H. 243) o

In August 1970, Park gave Hanna a cash campaign contribution of
$5,000. This contribution was not reported. Hanna testified that this
payment was not in pursuance of the agreement to share in the rice
eommissions. (H, 244) It was a campaign contribution and not the
profits of a personal business venture. Park made another cash contri-
bution to Hanna in November 1970, which Hanna testified was around
$2,000. (H, 244) A ledger contemporaneously maintained by Park
shows a November 1970 entry by the name “Dick” for $16,000 [refer-
ring to Hanna]. While Hanna in other instances confirmed the accu-
racy of this ledger, he said that he was certain that the November 1970
contribution was not nearly that large, and that in fact he never re-
ceived a single payment from Park in so large an amount. (H, 244)
If these payments were not a part of the Hanna-Park agreement to
share the profits of the rice business, they would seem clearly to be a
part of the General Kim Hyung Wook-Park agreement to use the
commissions—in part—to make campaign contributions to Congress-
men helpful to the ROK.

Indeed, on November 5, 1970, Hanna wrote a letter to General Kim
Kae Won who succeeded Kim Hyung Wook as Director of the KCIA,
ncluding the following passage related to the just completed election
campaign :

It was an incident of some significance to have our mutual
good friend Tongsun Park visit my district to bring greetings,
encouragement and some needed assistance to our efforts. We
certainly appreciated the thoughtfulness and the support.
It is our understanding that Tongsun had been helpful to
other of our friends in Congress. Such efforts should assure a
warm consideration and a high regard for the programs which
mean much for the future relations of our two countries.

(H, 401)

According to Hanna, he was referring in this letter to the cash con-
tributions which Park had made to his campaign and other assistance
that Park had given him in arranging campaign events. Hanna said
that he included the reference to Park’s helpfulness to other Members
of Congress because Park had told him that he had made campaign
contributions to other Congressmen. Hanna testified that Park either
asked him to write this letter to Director Kim, or asked him to include
the references to his campaign assistance. (Hj; 244245 ; Hanna deposi-
tion, September 20, 1977, pp. 235-244) Hanna’s letter confirmed to the
ROK Government that Tongsun Park was in fact investing the rice
commissions as promised, in contributions to congressional campaigns.

- In 1971 the business relationship between Park and Hanna changed.
In late 1970 and 1971, Park’s position as agent for the sale of rice from
the United States to the ROK was in jeopardy. Influential elements in
the Korean Government were favoring another Korean firm for this
role. On February 26,1971, in response to agitation in the ROX against
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Tongsun Park, Congressman Hanna wrote to the KCIA Director, Lee
Hu Rak, the following two-sentence letter : '

I believe we need continuity on the rice sales matter. Suggest
involvement of Tongsun Park as agent in negotiations. (H,
404)

At about this same time, according to Hanna, Tongsun Park in-
formed him that he was badly in need of credit in order to maintain his
position as rice agent. In response to Park’s request, Hanna agreed to
provide collateral for a line of credit to Park at the Equitable Trust
Co. in Baltimore. Hanna put up his shares of stock in a California
corporation called Spectra Strip, in return for which a $25,000 line
of credit was established at Equitable in Hanna’s name. Funds bor-
rowed on the line of credit were deposited into the account of Tongsun
Park, and Park repaid the loans, (H2246) ’

In return for undertaking this financial risk, however, Hanna asked
Park for a firmer commitment for a share of the rice commissions. In
a letter dated April 26, 1971 (H2 405), Hanna wrote to Park with
regard to the credit agreement made at Equitable Trust. In his closing
paragraph he wrote, “I hope you will continue to bring on all fronts
so that the agreed upon division of commission on the rice sale can be
implemented as soon as possible.” Hanna later testified that this agreed
upon division provided that he receive one fourth of the net profits
received by Park on the rice sales. This agreement formally established
Congressman Hanna’s financial interest in Park’s rice agency.

The same day that Hanna wrote this letter to Park, he also wrote
again to Lee Hu Rak of the KCIA, noting the good relationship which
then existed between the ROK and the House of Representatives and
the part which Tongsun Park had played in establishing this relation-
ship. Hanna wenton tosay:

“It is of primary importance ‘that Koreans have a solid and ap-
preciated reputation for keeping commitments. I have already indi-
cated to mutual friends where I feel that a singular problem in this
regard has developed.” (H2 407) Hanna testified that he referred to
the problems of Tongsun Park and his rice agency. (H, 248).

In June 1971, at Park’s request and in a further effort to salvage the
rice agency of Tongsun Park, Hanna wrote to Korean President Park
Chung Hee, outlining his own accomplishments on behalf of the ROK
and noting the importance of the work of Tongsun Park. (H, 248)

It is significant that Hanna in his testimony described Park’s prob-
lem in losing his rice agency as resulting in part from a perception in
the ROK that Park “did not know the kind of people that he said he
knew, and that people in Washington didn’ like Tongsun Park.”
(H; 249) In short, Park’s position as rice agency was related to his
position as a person of influence in Washington, a person in a position
to lobby on the ROK’s behalf. For this reason, it appears that Hanna
in his letters to ROK officials stressed Park’s successful efforts to im-
prove relations between the ROK. and the United States, often at the
request of Park and even in letters originally drafted by Park himself.
The fact that these letters also reported on Hanna’s activities suggests
that it was important to Park that ROK officials perceive Hanna as
someone who could wield influence on their behalf. In addition, Han-

na’s letters stressed, over and over, the importance of Congress, as
opposed to the executive branch, to future relatior:‘sQ%&\vveem;he ROK
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and the United States, The message conveyed by these letters was that
Congress was important to the ROK, that Tongsun Park was influen-
tial with Congress, Hanna was an important man in Congress, who
was helpful to the ROK, and that Hanna endorsed Tongsun Park.

This was the message, for example, of two letters which Park drafted
for Hanna to send to President Park Chung Hee and KCIA Director
Lee Hu Rak in July 1972 (H, 530-538). It 1s not know whether these
letters were ever sent by Hanna, but Park in his handwritten drafts
suggested that Hanna write the following :

SuMMER T2.

Dear Mr. PresmenT: May I convey my warm good wishes
and express the hope that your return to full and good-health
is a long persisting condition. .

I am taking this opportunity to express on behalf of my.
California colleagues our satisfaction and pleasure for
Korea’s purchase of the entire surplus of California rice.
Many of my congressional friends from rice growing dis-
tricts all concour that the progress made in finalizing arrange-
ments with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, especial
in terms of securing a substantial amount of subsidy for
Korea, would not have proceeded so well without the dili-
gence and effectiveness of our friend, Tongsun Park.

We are also very impressed with Tongsun doing a mag-
nificent job in another important area—the modernization
of Korean Armed Forces. For the past 3 months,* he has
secured enough congressional support (which no one would
had thought possible) that now the administration can ask
for supplementary (sic) request and has more than 90% of .
having it passed through both Chambers of our Congress.

Of course, Mr. President, we all realize that Tongsun
would hardly be an effective agent working for his country’s
interest without your very meaningful support and apparent
confidence. However, those of us who learn to love Korea
should be proud of that fact that Korea now has perhaps
one of the most effective men in Washington as her repre-
sentative.

As you recall, T quite early suggested to you that Korea

should have some unofficial base of representation with an
understood and appreciated backing traceable to official
source. I now congratulate you along with many others on
your choice of representative and, at the same time, com-
mend your encouragement and support which helped to pro-
duce an effective voice in Washington for Republic of Korea.
It is comforting to look into the future with assurance that
considerable postive success will suggest a continuation of
the moral backing of your office for the substantial work that
lies ahead.

It is expected that your very able CIA Director, Honor-
able H. R. Lee, will convey to you as he deems appropriate,
the essence of a more complete report on certain matters
involving Korean interest here in our Capitol.

10 Note that Park had regained his rice agency 3 months earlier.
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I close with my best regards and trust that the relation-
ships between our two nations will continue 'to be mutually-
beneficial.

Sincerely yours, )

Ricuarp T. Hanwa.

SuMMER T2.

Dear Mr. Drecror (CIA) : It has been sometime since we
have had a friendly exchange. My hope had been to visit
Korea this Spring, however, my own congressional duty in-
tervened and my plans have been postponed. Since I saw
you last, many important matters have taken place, and per-
haps you would appricate a personalizced assessment of those
areas 1n which our two nations are interested.

The area of security and defense, I would think, certainly
constitutes the first order of importance facing our two coun-
tries—more specifically, (the matter of) fulfillment of T.S.
Government’s commitment, (sic) to modernize the Korean
Armed Forces. As you clearly know by now. the Nixon Ad-
ministration has found itself in a completely helpless posi-
tion; in fact, it has exhausted all of its own resources. Even
Secretary Laird has admitted privately that it is now up to
Congress, especially Senate to act if Korean modernization
program were to receive a full funding.

In view of Administration’s predicament, it has been quite
remarkable to observe how our good Tongsun Park has
mobilized almost a perfect support from both the House and
the Senate during the last three month. It was dramatic to
say the least when Senator Ellender announced recently that
he would support the Korean modernization program. Even
Secretary Laird was greatly surprised, for the senior Sena-.
tor from Louisiana has been not only the most influential
critic of all of the military aid program but he has been the
most powerful man, far exceeding Senator Fulbright in the
U.S. Senate as chairman of Appropriation Committee and as
President of Pro Tempo of that body which makes him one
of the five most powerful men in the entire United States of
America. So long as Korea receives the benefit of Senator
Ellender’s support, I would venture to suggest that the full-
funding of Korean Modernization would be virtually as-
sured. I hope, our Korean friends do realize the full meaning
of Senator’s change in his position and importance of having
his support.

As one who has worked closely with both House and Senate
leadership in matters concerning U.S. Korean affairs, I am
also pleased to inform you that we took the first step in elim--
inating the requirement of depositing local currency for the
military aid received by Korea. Senator Fulbright’s com-
mittee introduced FY 73 authorization bill which once again
insisted on raising local currency deposit to 25% from last
years 10. An influential and well respected Republican Sen--
ator Allott was persuaded to introduce an amendment to re-
turn the old level of 10%, and this move succeeded with an
overwhelming support which was chiefly organized (ob-
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tained) by liberal Senator like Joseph Montoya of New Mex-
ico who is a very close friend of myself and Tongsun.

In the House, the possibility of introducing its own version
of legislation to put Korea in the category of excepted nations .
along with Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos, has been already
discussed amongst influencial friends of Korea such as-Ma-
jority assistant floor whips, Jobn McFall and John Brade-
mas. If such an effort succeeds then the present burden on the
part of Korean Government to set aside much: needed local
currency comproble about $20 million dollars. would be no
longer required.

It was indeed sad to lose a very strong and -effective friend
for Korea my colleague Congressman Gallagher who now
holds a very important position in the House. The man who
is about to succeed him is a very liberally orientated con-
gressman from Minnesota—in fact he spoke in the past against
Republic of Korea. I want you to know working with the
House leadership, Tongsun and I are hoping that a more suit-
able man can be designated to take Mr. Gallagher’s place.

Now let me turn from the areas concerning security and
defense to areas of economic cooperation between two na-
tions. Frankly, I would like to see Korea concentrating more,
if not as much as, on the matters of affecting trade investment
and other important economic activities. In the final analysis,
it is the economic independence that will ultimately produce a
strong nation politcally, militarily and otherwise. In this re-
gard, the same talent that has been employed tc secure mili-
tary aid program can be equally utilized in mobilizing con-
gressional support as well as that of private business sectors
in the areas of economic cooperation,

I was pleased to host Minister Y. S. Kim and Honorable
H. M. Koh here in Washington. Aside from arranging ap-
pointments with very important officials in Washington for
both Gentlemen, I created an opportunity for Mr. Kim to
present an interesting exposure for his proposal for an eco-
nomic partnership between Korea and the United States to
some 14 top representatives of leading American industries
at the George Town Club. His presentation was very well
received, and I personally wouldn’t be surprised if such a
meeting ultimately produces some concrete and favorable
results.

As T attempt to give my personalized views, I must sug-
gest that some of those accomplishments I have mentioned
could not have been achieved without the presence and effec-
tive good work of Tongsun Park. At the same time, in com-
plete honesty, one must suggest that without your firm back-
ing and the implicit confidence you and President Park
made evident his performance could hardly have been effec-
tive. This is why, not just to continue, but to attain even
greater achievement-in the field of security and trade between
two nations, it is almost mandatory that an effective repre-
sentation be maintained and vigorously supported. My col-
leagues in the Capitol and I are certain that you and Prest-
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dent Park are profoundly committed to this premise for mary
years to come. .

May I close with the fervently expressed hope to be in
Korea sometime well before the end of 1972. Of course, I wish
to have you share some of your busy time in the hopes of con-
tinuing and strengthening a valued friendship. I trust this
correspondence finds you and your family in good health
and excellent spirts. Those of us who are aware that you are
responsible for many good works that have been achieved for
your brave nation, of course, want to wish you a special suc-
cess on the current Red Cross talks.** E

A similar message was conveyed in Hanna’s August 27, 1974, let-
ter, actually sent, to Park Chung Hee (H, 636—642) In that letter
Hanna sent a lengthy report on the recent hearings on Human Rights
in South Korea before the House Subcommittee on International Or-
ganizations. He described in detail efforts of Tongsun Park and him-
self to have testimony presented at the hearings which would be fav-
orable to the ROK. He closed with the suggestion that, with the as-
sumption by Gerald Ford of the Presidency of the United States, the
influence of Tongsun Park extended to the executive branch as well as
the Congress.**

In 1971, however, it became clear that mere letter writing on Park’s
behalf by Hanna and other Members of Congress was not enough to
retain for Park his rice agency. By November, Park had not regained
his appointment as rice agent. In additien, the possibility had again
arisen that the ROK would purchase rice from Japan, rather than the
United States. Hanna, at Tongsun Park’s request and expense, then
traveled to Korea to do what he could to salvage the situation.

By this time, ROK deliberations on U.S. rice purchases centered on
“Southern” rice from Louisiana, Texas, and Arkansas, as well as rice
from California. Hanna took with him letters from Senator Allen
Ellender of Louisiana, designating him as Louisiana’s representative
in connection with any purchase of rice by the ROK. (H, 446-447)

These letters were obtained for Hanna by Tongsun Park. Hanna
was also designated as the representative of the California congres-
sional delegation by letter from Congressman Chet Holifield. (H, 442)

In Korea, Hanna met with KCIA Director Lee Hu Rak, a meeting
that is referenced in a letter from Hanna to Lee dated December 8, 1971.
(H, 449) At that meeting, Hanna pressed the interests of United
States rice producers, and, specifically, the interest of Tongsun Park
In regaining his position as rice agent. Hanna’s December 8 letter indi-
cates, and his own testimony confirms (H, 252), that he believed that
Lee was receptive to his presentation, and that the rice negotiations
would be resolved in favor of the U.S. producers and Tongsun Park.

A few months after Hanna’s November 1971 trip to Korea, Tongsun
Park’s rice agency was indeed restored. It is important to note, how-
ever, that it was not solely or even principally the intervention of
Hanna that brought this about; by this time, other Members of Con-

1 This letter is somewhat peculiar in form, as it is typed on stationery which had not
been in use in Hanna’s congressional office for over a year before the date of the letter. In
addition, the letter does not bear the initials of any typist in Hanna’s officé and is mot
typed in the form used by Hanna’s typists. Hanna testified, however, that he personally
signed the August 27, 1974, letter fo President Park, although he acknowledged that

Tongsun Park may have assisted with the draft. (Hann i 3
ey S ( a deposition, September 21, 1977,
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gress were becoming involved in the rice negotiations and in the efforts
of Park to regain his agency.

Hanna never received the promised one fourth or one half of Park’s
rice commissions. In return for his financial backing and his efforts in
the ROK on Park’s behalf, however, Hanna did receive income from
Park. Between the time of the first Equitable Trust loan and Hanna’s
retirement from Congress at the end of 1974, he received from Park
about $75,000 by check and $10,000 in cash. (H, 253, 255) The fact that
the money was paid by check evidences that, although Hanna had un-
questionably used his office to obtain money from Park, he viewed the
money not as a bribe, but as his share of a joint business venture. In
addition, Hanna received from Park $26,000 to $40,000 in cash, which
he described as campaign contributions and spending money. (H, 254)

2. Cornelius E. Gallagher

According to Tongsun Park, he first met Cornelius Gallagher short-
ly before Gallagher traveled to the ROK as part of a Congressional
delegation headad by the Majority Leader, Carl Albert, in March of
1969—a delegation for which Park was in large measure responsible.
(Tongsun Park deposition March 8, 1978, pp. 859-864). Indeed, the
decument on which Park’s assistant recorded his lobbying efforts re-
flects a visit by Park to Gallagher’s office on February 28, 1969, in
order *o invite him to travel to the ROK. (McFall Hearing Report, p.
369) The document also reflects a visit to Gallagher’s office in connec-
tion with a proposed ROXK constitutional amendment, and on October
14,1969, Gallagher, at Park’s request did place a statement in the Con-
gressional Record supporting a proposed ROK constitutional amend-
ment permitting President Park Chung Hee to run for a third term.
Congressmen Thomas Kleppe, Thomas P. O'Neill and Richard Hanna,
offered similar stdtements into the record on the same day. The consti-
tutional amendment was approved by referendum on October 17, 1969.
On December 11, 1969, Gallagher was visited by Park—according to
the lobbying document referred to supra at p. 14 (McFall Hearing
report p. 369) in connection with the then pending bill calling for an
appropriation of $50 million in earmarked funds for military aid to
the ROK.

There is no indication that Park paid any money to Mr. Gallagher
during 1969. However, according to Park’s ledger, and according to
Park. he paid Gallagher $18,000 in cash in 1970. The committee has no
proof that Gallagher did or agreed to do anything in return for this
money. 4

In 1971, however, Gallagher became chairman of the Subcommittee
on Asian and Pacific Affairs of the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs. Gallagher’s subcommittee had a direct interest in ROXK af-
fairs. Indeed, Gallagher’s subcommittee held hearings on the ROK
in' June 1971, the tone of which was favorable to the ROK. Gallagher
was therefore a Congressman of some importance to the ROK. It was
in that year that Park lost his position as middleman in connection
with purchases by the ROK of rice from U.S. ri