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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
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“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. rice growers. Park
turned to Gallagher for help. In June 1971, Park was very low on
fands. (H, 926; H, 190). He traveled to Korea on July 2, 1971. Ac-
cordine to Jav Shin Rvu’s diary, Park and Gallagher had lunch at a
restaurant 1 hour after Park’s plane from Korea landed, on July 29,
1971. (H, 926) Park’s ledeer reflects that $30,000 in cash went to
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Cornelius Gallagher on August 3, 1971, (H, 798, 800) Jay Shin Ryu’s
diary confirms a meeting with Gallagher both on August 2 and August
3,1971. (H, 927). This gift occurred, according to Park, for no reason
other than that Gallagher asked for it. It occurred, however, the day
before Gallagher went to the ROK. The committee has no direct evi-
dence of whom Gallagher saw in the ROK or what he said.** However,
on November 9, 1971, about 3 months after he returned from Korea,
Gallagher wrote a letter to President Park Chung Hee at Tongsun
Park’s request. (H, 1045) The letter refers to the then pending foreign
aid bill; it refers to “our friend whom we discussed when we last met”
urging that he have “full support that you indicated ;”” mentions Park
by name later on and praises his efforts in both the House and the
Senate. '

The letter then goes on pointedly to state that Foreign Aid will be
decided on a “country to country basis”; and to point out that Israel,
with “the most effective lobby group in the United States,” is the only
country for which aid has recently increased. The letter states:-

I believe there is a lesson to be learned in the way they han-
dled their activities. This is one of the things that you should
discuss with our friend. For I have briefed him fully.

Finally the letter states:

He presently has a commitment from his.friends in the
Senate that will coincide with those in the House that should
bring about a meaningful result. It makes it easier when both
parties have access to the others thinking. It is vital that he
has the kind of support that you indicated to me when we
talked.

I have taken the liberty of suggesting that he should return
shortly to Korea in order that he may privately brief you on
this and several other matters that T am certain you will find
of interest.

Then on November 18, 1971, Gallagher wrote another letter to Park
Chung Hee claiming that the Foreign Aid issue had been resolved
favorably to the ROK and giving Tongsun Park credit for this
achievement. (H, 1048) ‘

12 A subpoena was served on Gallagher on August 1, 1977. An order permitting the com-
mittee to take Gallagher’s testimony under immunity was approved on Marech 31, 1978. On
April 11, 1978, Gallagher appeared at a deposition before Representative Floyd Spence, He
asserted his privilege not to answer questions put to him, on the ground that his answers
might tend to ineriminate him, The Department of Justice was then in the process of con-
ducting a criminal investigation of Mr. Gallagher and had requested that the committee
not take his testimony under immunity. The request was based on the assertion that in
any later prosecution, if there was to be one, the Department of Justice would have the
burden of establishing that its evidence in no way derived from any testimony given by
Gallagher under immunity. This is an exceptionally difficult burden to bear even where
evidence is not so derived. The committee staff obtained a proffer by Mr. Gallagher’s lawyer
of what he would testify to if he were granted immunity. Based on that proffer, the de-
cision was made that Gallagher's testimony should not be compelled under an immunity
order so long as the Department of Justice objected. The amount of additional light that
?e gou’ld shed on the investigation outweighed the potential injury to the Department of

ustice’s case.

At a later date, the Department of Justice informed the committee that it had decided
not to 1nq1ct Mr. Gallagher, His attorney was informed of the committee’s desire to take
Gallagher's testimony. He stated that he would produce Mr. Gallagher for testimony soon.
He did not do so. A subpoena was issued on September 14, 1978. Efforts have beén made to’
serve that subpoena during the period October 16-26 and November 1-17, 1978. Two
employees of the committee spent a total of 24 days in New Jersey attempting to serve the
subpoe,na. These efforts were known to Gallagher, his lawyer and members of Mr. .Gal-
i)arlf)lé:ls'ss family. Gallagher has, as of the date of this report, suceessfully avoided service of
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Then, according to Park’s testimony, he gave Gallagher $25,000 in
cash on November 23, 1971. His testimony on this score is well corrobo-
rated. On November 23, 1971, Park withdrew $25,000 in cash from his
account at the Equitable Trust Co., in Baltimore. (H, 256) His ledger
at p. 110 reflects a $25,000 payment to “Neil” on November 23.* (H,
802) Finally, Park recalled going to Gallagher’s house in northern New
Jersey for Thanksgiving at some time when Gallagher was still a Con-
gressman. (Tongsun Park deposition March 8, 1978, p. 895-896). The
staff was told by Jack Kelly, an accountant who worked for Park in
1971 and who, at the time of the interview, suffered from alcohol addic-
tion, that he recalls taking Park to National Airport shortly after Park
had withdrawn a large amount of cash from Equitable Trust Co.,
shortly before Thanksgiving in 1971. (Thanksgiving in 1971 fell on
November 25). He claimed that Park was flying to New York airport
to visit “Congressman O’Neill.”

In a release dated July 13, 1978, the committee detailed the efforts it
made to ascertain whether Park visited O’Neill on Thanksgiving in
1971 or any other year. The evidence established that Park never visited
O’Neill at his home at Thanksgiving or at any other time. Moreover, if
he had, he would presumably have flown not to New York but to Bos-
ton. The committee has concluded that Kelly has mixed “O’Neill” and
“Neil” in his mind and that Kelly drove Park to the airport after he
withdrew $25,000 in cash from Equitable and drove him to the airport
to fly to New York to visit “Neil” (Gallagher for Thanksgiving week-
end. It is reasonable to infer that Park gave Gallagher $25,000 at that
time.

Toward the end of the year, Park again asked Gallagher to go to the
ROK to help Park in his efforts to regain his position as agent. Park
gave Gallagher $5,000 on January 3, 1972, and recorded this fact in his
ledger. (H, 802) According to Park’s diary, Gallagher was with him in
Hong Kong in mid-January 1972, when Park made his accommodation
with Otto Passman. Finally, when Park became anxious that his plan
to regain his position as middleman might not succeed—or having suc-
ceeded temporarily the success might be reversed through the efforts
of others—he called Jay Shin Ryu on the telephone from the ROK and
asked Ryu to get Gallagher to send a letter on his behalf. The call was
made on February 16,1972, and Jay Shin Ryu wrote down in his diary
the substance of the letter as requested by Park. It states:

All of our friends in Washington had expected that the
commitment which was made during my last visit should have
been fulfilled now. T don’t have to reiterate the importance
and urgency involved. Tt is most essential that your side make
special effort to see to it that the commitment become material-
ized as quickly as possible.

Ryunotesin his diary on February 24, 1972, that Gallagher met with
Lee (ie., Lee Sang Ho, then KCIA Station Chief in Washington).
In a letter dated March 9 ,1972, Gallagher wrote to I.ee Hu Rak, Direc-
tor of the KCIA. The letter clearly is the one which Park had requested

33 At p. 105 of the ledger, Park records a payment to Gallagher of $20.000 on Novemher
23. (Hz 799) Park testified that this is the same payment referred to on p. 110; and that
he believes the reference on p. 110 to be more aceurate. (Tongsun Park deposition March 8,
1978, pp. 880-882)
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in his phone call to Ryu of February 16, 1972. The letter has an im-
Patient quality to it. It states in part :

It is urgent that I be in a position to advise my colleagues
when the matter that we last discussed will be finalized.

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, (i.e., Lee Sang Ho) who appears to
be very able and competent, yet I have received no word.
This is a matter that I get involved in because of my strong
desire to continue to build the strong ties that unite the Re-
public of Korea and the United States.

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

As you know, the entire House of Representatives is run-
ning for re-election this year.

On March 21, 1972, Park, according to his testimony and his diary,
finally obtained a meeting with Director Lee and was shown the
letter which designated him as the intermediary on all Korean-United
States rice purchases.

It is reasonable to infer from these events that Gallagher—acting
at Park’s request or in concert with him—was extremely influential
in helping Park regain his position as agent. Tt is reasonable to infer
that Gallagher’s substantial efforts on Park’s behalf were related to
the fact that Park had given him $60,000 in cash from August 1971
to January 1972. Finally, it is reasonable to infer that Gallagher be-
lieved that it was in his financial interest to have Park named the rice
agent. Shortly after Park returned from Korea on April 25, 1972,
he gave Gallagher $8,000 in cash (H. 803); and he gave him $6,000
more on -June 12, 1972.1¢

The March 9, 1972, letter to Lee Hu Rak broadly hints that both
Gallagher and other colleagues were waiting impatiently for the
ROK Government to arrange commissions for Park so that he could
help them in their upcoming elections, and that Gallagher was fully
expecting the money which Park gave him.*®

3. Otto E. Passman and Fdwin W. Edwards.
(@) Edwin W. Edwards

As noted in Part IT B, supra, Tongsun Park lost his position as
middleman on the ROK’s rice purchases from the United States dur-
ing the year 1971. One person from whom he sought help in regain-
ing that position was Edwin Edwards. Edwin Edwards was a Mem-
ker of Congress from October 1965 until May 1972. He represented

1 Gallagher had been indlcted on April 11, 1972 on perjury and income tax evasion
charges and was defeated in the June 1972 primary. He was ont of Congress in January
1973 and was in jail serving his sentence following a ples of guilty on June 13, 1973,

15 Gallagher continued his efforts on behalf of Park after he ceased heing a Member of
Congress. He wrote a long letter to President Park on Februarv 24. 1973. in which he
praised Tongsun Park and tonted his influence in both Honses of Congress and the Depart-
ment of Defense. (Ha1051) Gallagher falselv took credit for the annointment of Coneress-
man Nix to succeed him as chairman of the Asian and Pacific Subcommittee of the Honse
Forelen Affairs Committee. After Gallagher was released from nricon, Park loaned him
$250,0n0, most. of which remains unpaid. Park told the committee he AiA. this ont of friend-
shin. He told C. Wyatt Dickerson, a Park business associate, according to Dickerson. that
he loaned Gallagher this money because he was obligated to Gallagher. (C. Wyatt Dicker-
son interview, August 5, 1977)
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a district in Louisiana which is one of the largest rice producing
districts in the United States. Park and Edwards became acquainted
during Edwards’ service as a Member of Congress.

Although Edwards was still a Member of Congress in 1971, he
spent most of his time that year campaigning for the governorship
of Louisiana. He ran in the primary in the faﬁ and then won a hotly
contested run off against J. Bennett Johnston in January of 1972.

Edwards wrote a letter for Tongsun Park to President Park Chung
Hee in June 1971. (H, 417) Then on November 2,1971, Park travelled
to Louisiana and after Edwin Edwards rebuffed his offer of a cam-
paign contribution, gave the $10,000 in cash which he had brought
for Representative Edwards instead to his wife, Elaine Edwards,
in the coffee shop of the Monteleone Hotel in New Orleans. Then on
November 19, 1971, Park delivered $5,000 in cash to Marion Edwards,
Edwin Edwards’ brother. Park testified as follows:

Mr. Nierps. And on November 2, Mr. Park, did you take a
trip to Louisiana carrying with you $10,000 in cash to give
tothen Representative Edwards ¢

Mr. Parg. I believe so, yes.

Mr. N1erps. And did you offer it to him ?

Mr. PARx. Yes.

Mr. N1erps. Did he take it ?

Mr. Park. No. There was some question about the legality
of accepting a campaign contribution from a foreign na-
tional. So, he said until he could clear up that matter, he
would like to postpone the receiving of my gift. )

Mr. Nierps. But you gave it to another member of his fami-
ly anyway, didn’t you ? ]

Mr. Park. Yes. Then I went ahead and made a gift of
this same amount of money to Elaine Edwards, whom I
knew equally as well as I did her husband. ]

Mr. Nierps. And Elaine Edwards is the wife of Edwin
Edwards?

Mr. Park. That is correct. \

Mr. Nierps. And you returned, didn’t you, Mr. Park, a
little over 2 weeks later on the 19th of November, bringing
with you $5,000 in cash ?

Mr, Park. That is correct. ]

Mr. Nmrps. And that you did give to Edwin Edwards,
is that right ¢ o .

Mr. Parx. I think I made the contribution to his youngest
brother, Marion Edwards. (H, 41-42)

Shortly after the November contribution, Park left for the Far
East on what proved to be his successful push to have himself rein-
stated as rice agent. While out of the country, Park instructed his
assistant, Jay Shin Ryu, to deliver another $5,000 cash contribution
to the Edwards ~ampaign. Ryu went to New Orleans on December
18,1971. Ryu testified :

Mr. BeLgin. And how did you get the cash to Edwin
Edwards?

Mr. Ryvu. I took it down to New Orleans.

Mr. BeLgin. And whom did you give it to in New Orleans?
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Let’s deal with the first occasion. Whom did you give it to on
the first occasion ?

Mr. Ryu. I registered at Hotel Monteleone.

Mr. Berkin. In New Orleans?

Mzr. Ryv. This is correct, and then Governor-candidate Mr.
Edwin Edwards and his brother, Marion Edwards, came by
my room and picked it up.

Mr. BeLkix. And did they know from whom the cash was?
In other words, who was giving the cash?

Mr. Ryvu. Yes.

Mr. Berkin. Did Tongsun Park’s name come up at all?

Mr. Ryu. Obh, yes. (H, 159)

Then on January 28, 1972, on the eve of the primary runoff, Ryu
delivered another $5,000 in cash to Marion Edwards at Park’s
direction.

Edwin Edwards testified under oath before this committee. He
denied being present for the December delivery of cash or any other
delivery of cash from Park. He claims to have first learned about the
$10,000 cash delivery to his wife in 1974 when the IRS investigated
him. Finally, while Marion Edwards testified that he told his brother
about money he received from Park at the time of its receipt, Edwin
Edwards claims that he remembers no such conversations. Edwin
Edwards’ testimony as to Ryu’s two $5,000 deliveries was:

No. This was November of last year after I spoke with the
Public Integritv Section and they asked me to make an
inquiry among the principal people to determine if any of
them had received. Now my brother Marion is of the opinion,
and I respect his opinion, that at some point during the cam-
paign he made me aware of it. I don’t recall it. But he’s of the
opinion he did. (Edwin Edwards deposition, June 14, 1977,
pp. 9-10).

With regard to his knowledge of Park’s $10,000 gift to his wife,
Edwards said :

Governor Epwarps. Well, because of Vidrine’s fantasies
and lies I underwent a very extensive IRS investigation. As
part of that investigation in December 1974, I testified in a
Federal grand jury. Based on the nature of inquiries it oc-
curred to me that I would be required at some time to make a
disclosure of the source of cash spent by myself and my wife
during 1972, which was the year under investigation. She was
then at our Lake Tahoe condominium.

After I left the grand jurv I went to Lake Tahoe to spend
the Christmas holidavs with her and at that time I said, “And
like T know you don't like to tell me what you do with your
money but we're going to have to make a disclosure and start
telling me how much you had and where you got it” and that’s
when she told me. '

Mr. Harrts. And what did she tell you ¢

Governor Epwarps. She told me that Park, among the
items of cash that she accumulated. was $10.000. A gift that
Park had given to her during the Fall of 1971. '
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Mr. Harris. And did she.say where she got it ?
Governor Epwarps. Monteleone Hotel in the coffee shop.
(Edwin Edwards deposition, June 14, 1977, pp. 33-34).

In evaluating Edwards testimony, his efforts for Park must be kept
in mind. In 1971 Edwards counseled Park that it was important to
have Otto Passman as a friend in order for Park to regain the rice
agency. In July 1971, Edwards wrote to President Park and praised
Tongsun Park. Edwards then asked Gordon Dore, who was travel-
ling to Korea with Passman in December 1971, to try to act as an inter-
mediary between Passman and Park. Dore met with Park the night
before he and Passman left the United States. Dore thereafter sug-
gested to Passman that he be more friendly toward Park. In early
1972 Edwards again wrote to President Park on Tongsun Park’s
behalf. In February 1972 Tongsun Park asked Edwards to send a
cable asking Park to return to the United States immediately and
resume his activities as rice agent.'® The June 1971 letter and the Janu-
ary 1972 letter were both based on: drafts that Park supplied to
Edwards. It was during this very period that Park contributed $25,000
to Edwards’ campaign.

An understanding of the Edwards-Park relationship is somewhat
complicated by the widely publicized allegations of a former Edwards
confidant, Clyde Vidrine. Vidrine said he was present on two occa-
sions when Park handed Edwards $10,000 in cash. Vidrine’s testimony
that he was present is contradicted by Park, by Edwards and by
Ryu. The committee has concluded that Vidrine has not told the truth
in this respect. It remains unclear how Vidrine learned that Park did,
in fact, make some contributions to Edwards’ campaign.

It was difficult to investigate this matter further because Edwards’
campaign received between $500,000 and $1 million in cash, kept no
recoxi'ids and maintained the cash in a safe deposit box. Edwards
testified :

Mr. Harris. And your brother has testified that during the
period over $1 million went through the safety deposit box at
the Monteleone. Is that accurate as far as you’re concerned ?

Governor Epwarps. I would answer your question this way
by saying I don’t know if it’s relevant to you but we put $1
million dollars in checks in the Crowley account over $100,000
in cash, and in addition to that, the campaign received and
1k(ilisbursed approximately $500,000 in cash. It never went to the

ank.

Mr. Harris. Well, let me ask you about the money in the
Monteleone safety deposit box. Now, to your knowledge is
your brother’s statement accurate that during the period he
was in charge of the campaign, after the first primary, that
over $1 million went through that box?

Governor Epwarps. That’s not an unreasonable figure, but
I don’t know whether Marion put the money in there on a
daily basis or sent it to Crowley or how it was handled. It’s
fair to say that large sums of money, you know, like $50,000
one morning and paid it out in the afternoon.

16 The committee does not know whether this cable was ever sent.
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Mr. Harris. Did you keep any records of the cash in-flow
and out-flow ¢ ) '

Governor Epwarps. No, sir. They were not required by any
statute at the time and because of political spying we made a
deliberate effort not to put anything in writing. There was a
lot of that going on. (Edwin Edwards deposition, June 14,
1977, pp. 14-15). -

As to Elaine Edwards’ money, her use of it was also difficult to
trace. Mrs. Edwards said that people often slipped her money. She
testified, ' T

Mr. Harris. Did you ever accept any other cash from any-

oneelse?
Mrs. Epwarps. Yes. I was given cash and gifts by other
eople.
P -l\gr. Harris. What’s the largest amount of cash other than
this $10,000?
Mrs. Epwagps. A thousand or two at a time.”

Mr. Harris. Now, you stated that you received cash gifts
from others. Who would they be ?

Mrs. Epwarps. I can’t remember all of the people. I can’t
remember anybody. I can remember receiving money though
T’'m very bad with names. I met a man here yesterday at the
airport. He said, “I sent you some money and a long letter for
something you were raising moneyv for.” I said, “For Crippled
Children’s Hospital #”” He said, “Yes.” Of course I pretended
to remember and he told me his name and I said, “Oh, yes, of
course.” I don’t remember all those things.

Mr. Harris. Mrs. Edwards, you stated that there were
others who may have given vou as much as $1,000 or $2,000.
Let’s not try and remember all at once. Let’s start with one at
a time. Do vou remember anyone that ever gave you money,
other than Tongsun Park, not a charity you were sponsoring
or anything of that nature ?

Mrs. Epwarps. T remember peonle giving me money hecause
I guess they felt like it or they wanted to or they liked me or
something.

Mr. Harrts. Whot

Mrs. Epwarps. I can’t name anybody right off hand.

Mr. Hagris. Do you recall anyone ever giving you any
money in the neighhorhood of $1.000 or $2,000 ¢

Mrs. Epwarns. I know I was given money but I can’t give
you names as well as gifts, but T can’t give you names be-
cause I don’t remember peoples names, especially when you
meet that many people during the campaign.

* * * * * % %

Mr. Harris. Is it vour testimonv then that these gifts all
came from persons who were of such a minor acquaintance
nature that you don’t remember their names?

Mrs. Epwarps. I guess you can call it that. Thev were
people in the campaign who either met me, like me, I don’
know. They gave me gifts. Isthat unusual? ‘
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Mr. Harris. It was in the campaign, Mrs. Edwards, that
these gifts occurred ?

Mrs. Epwaros. Um, most of them. Oh, I’ve gotten a lot
since then too.

Mr. Harris. Do you have any recollection of any person
who gave you a cash gift saying this is for the campaign,
it’s to help your husband ?

Mzrs. Epwarps. No, indeed.

Mr. Harris. What did they say?

Mrs. Epwarps. Just gave 1t to me and said this is for you.

Mr. Harris. And you recall that clearly that there’s no
possibility that it was for your husband ?

Mrs. Epwarps. I would just say thank you and it it happen
to be a ring in it and"say thank you and anything else I just
s%id thank you, and that was it, maybe a pen or something
else.

Mr. Harris. Well, we’re talking about at the moment cash.
You stated that you received other cash contributions, gifts
in the amount perhaps of $1,000 or $2,000.

Mrs. Epwaros. I don’t remember. I don’t remember where
they came from. I’'m sorry. I don’t remember names that
well. (Elaine Edwards deposition, June 14, 1977, pp. 32-35)

She explained her hazy recollection regarding Park’s $10,000 by tes-
tifying that, “You know $10,000 to me, you have to realize, is maybe
$10 to someone else.” (Elaine Edwards deposition, June 14, 1977,

p.11) ‘
(&) Otto E. Passman

Representative Otto Passman and Tongsun Park first met during
a trip Passman took to the ROK in December 1970 for the purpose
in part, of persuading the ROK to purchase U.S. rice instead of Jap-
anese rice and to purchase Louisiana rice in addition to California
rice. Shortly thereafter, Park lost his position as rice agent.
Park later learned that Passman had taken a position antago-
nistic to him as the rice agent. Approximately 1 year later, in Janu-
ary 1972, Otto Passman scheduled an around-the-world trip. The
itinerary included stops in Geneva, Bangkok, Hong Kong, and Seoul.
Traveling with Passman was Gordon Dore, the rice miller from
Crowley, La. His trip was paid for by the Agency for International
Development, an agency whose appropriation was controlled by the
subcommittee that Passman chaired.”

Prior to departing Edwards asked Dore to meet with Park to try
to work out an accommodation between Park and Passman. Passman
was very antagonistic to Park at this time. For example, on December
3, 1971, Passman cabled the U.S. Ambassador to the ROK, Philip
Habib, and said in part,

We may be having trouble with Tongsun Park who is a
commissioned lobbyist representing certain American Con-
gressmen who are in Korea at this time as possessing influence

17 Mr. Dore’s travel at U.S. Government expense is a curious situation. EAwin Edwards’
letter of January 4. 1972. to President Park states that Dore is his (Edwards’) personal
representative on the trip. Further, upon questioning Dore during a publie hearing, it
lecame clear that Dore could not tell the committee what real services he performed for
the Government on this and other overseas trips which he took with Passman.
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they do not have.’® This is very disadvantageous to the highly
ethical procedure we are now following on the aid bill and
the rice sale. I, personally, will have nothing to do with any
deal involving excessive commissions and favors. Tongsun
Park knows this very well. Help us keep this matter regular
and on an ethical business basis, discounting Park’s claims
of great influence in Washington and insist that all interested
parties deal with the Korean Ambassador to Washington who
1s a strict operator. (H.448)

Dore had dinner with Park at the George Town Club the night
before he departed with Passman. In mid-January the Passman party
arrived in Hong Kong. Tongsun Park was also in Hong Kong. Ac-
cording to Park, he (Park) had two private meetings with Passman
in Hong Kong. During these meetings Passman told Park that he
(Passman) had annual campaign expenses of about $150,000. Pass-
man wanted Park to take care of $50,000 per year. Park agreed. Park
also borrowed $5,000 from Dore in Hong Kong and gave Passman
$5,000 in cash, Park stated this $5,000 was payment for watches he
hought from Passman. Finally, Park agreed to buy a quantity of
dehydrated yams from a factory in Passman’s district.

From Hong Kong, Passman and Park went to Seoul, Korea, where
among other people Passman saw President Park on January 21, 1972.
This meeting is recorded in Park’s diary, although Park was not
present at the meeting. (H, 726) The committee has no direct evidence
of what was said at the meeting. However, it is reasonable to assume
that Passman supported Park. Indeed on January 24, 1972, after
Passman arrived in the United States, he cabled Park as follows:

Upon my return to Washington, I found some of our mu-
tual friends, namely Governor Edwards, officials of the Su-
preme Rice Mills, and others in high places under the im-
pression that you may not be spending much time in our
country in the future. This is disappointing to these officials
because they feel that you have made an extremely signifi-
cant contribution to a better understanding between rice pro-
ducers of our country and businessmen of your country.

Governor Edwards insists that you return to our country
because he expects to work with you for an even better under-
standing of our mutual problems. T share his views.

Now may I thank you for the numerous courtesies that you
extended to my delegation during our brief sojourn in your
great country. I feel that I now know and understand you
better and I look forward to working with vou in the future.
Please extend my thanks to the several Ministers who at-
tended our luncheon and also thank the President for the un-
usual courtesy he extended to me in giving me an hour of his
time. I send the best wishes of your many friends here in
Washington. (H, 463)

18 Park was working on other fronts to regain his rice agency. Princinally he was relying
on help from Richard Hanpna and Cornelius Gallagher. In November 1972. Hanna went to
Korea »t Park’s request and exnense, Park also armed Hanns with letters from Edwin
Fdwards and Senator Ellender and asked Hanna to speak to ROK officials. including KCIA
Director T-ee Hu Rak. to try and get his rice ageney back. Park also asked Hannn to point
out that Otto Passman was interested in rice sales and that he was very imporfant to the
R%{.)(Hnnna’s trip is undoubtedly the one made reference to in Passman’s above quoted
cable.
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Between December 3, 1971 (the cable to Habib) and January 24,
1972 (the cable to Park) Passman went from Park’s enemy to his
friend. During this period Park made a $5,000 payment to Passman
in Hong Kong, promised Passman $50,000 per year and promised to
buy Louisiana yams. For Park, who was still desperately trying to
regain his rice agency, the recruitment of Passman as a friend was
of monumental importance.

Park did finally regain the rice agency on March 21, 1972. However.
the period between January and March 1972 was an interesting one.
Passman sent Park many cables that evidenced Passman’s preoccupa-
tion with having Park return to the United States and buy the Louisi-
ana yams he said he would.® Park on the other hand appeared to be
extremely concerned that his reinstatement as rice agent be finalized.
Toward this end Park called his assistant Jay Ryu and dictated
cables that he (Park) wanted Passman and Edwards to send him
(Park) indicating they wanted Park back on the job in Washington
as rice agent.?

On March 21, 1972, Park entered in his diary “Riviera resolved.”
(H, 474) He testified that this was his code to indicate that the rice
agency question was settled. This done, Park immediately returned to
the United States with letters in hand from OSROK for all major
rice exporters informing them that Tongsun Park’s “service will be
I('equir'?d)for all of our rice trade with tlie United States in the future.”

H, 475

Park’s rice agency was to prove very lucrative. In 1972 he received
$586,000 in rice commissions from Connell Rice & Sugar. In 1973,
$682,000. In 1974 the commissions soared to $3,705,000. In 1975 they
were $3,581,000. In 1976 Park’s commissions were $19,000. (H, 347)

The day after Park returned to the United States, on March 23,
1972, e met, as is reflected in his diary, with Otto Passman and
Gordon Dore. (H, 476) On March 25 or 27 Park delivered $5,000 to
Passman according to his reconstruction based upon an entry in his
ledger. (Hz799) On March 28 Park delivered $10,000 in cash to Pass-
man. On March 29 he delivered another $10,000 in cash to Passman.
Thes2 payments are memorialized in Park’s diary by an entry of the
28th, “(Passman 10 copies)” and of the 29th, “Passman (10 L.
Copies).” (H,730)

Passman’s concern about Park’s pledge to buy dehydrated yams
was quieted by April 1, 1972, when Passman issued a press release
stating that. “(h)e has arranged for Korean Ambassador Tung-son
[<ic] Park to fly to Louisiana for the purpose of visiting sweet potato
or yam canning plants in the State.” (H, 479) On April 4, 1972, Park
did go to St. Francisville, La., where he purchased 1,000 cases of de-
hydrated yams from the Joan of Are Co. On hand for the ceremony
were, among others, Edwin Edwards, Gordon Dore, and John Breaux,
a staff member of Edwards who had announced his intention to
run for Congress to succeed Edwards. Within 1 week of this event
the President of Joan of Arc, one Mr. Truitt, handed Gordon Dore
a $2.000 campaign contribution for Passman. Dore, during public
learings, conceded receiving the contribution and that it was for

B Pagsman’s distriet had been changed so as to include St. Francisville, La., the site of
the Joan of Arc yam factory.

20 Tt was during this period that he asked Representative Gallagher to send the letter to
KCIA Director Lee Hu Rak which is set forth supra at p. 34.
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Passman, but testified that “I wouldn’t want my testimony to reflect
that the campaign contribution was based on the one sale of yams to
Korea.” (Hz 189) Dore went on to explain that in addition to this
purchase, Passman was able to get dehydrated yams included in the
school lunch program.

On April 3, 19%;, the day before Park went to St. Francisville, La.,
Park gave Passman another $10,000 in cash. His ledger for 1972
supports this, (H, 799) On May 1 Park delivered $5,000 in cash to
Passman. However, based upon Park’s diary entry which reads “2.5
+ 2.5, H, 788) Park suspects that this payment represented in
part a watch transaction. During this period Park’s ledger contained
the entry “Otto’s F.S. — 2.” (H, 799) Park cannot recall whether
this represented a $2,000 contribution to Passman or possibly a watch
sale.

In the Spring of 1972 because of Park’s rice agency, Passman and
Grover Connell became friends. Connell was chief executive officer
nf Connell Rice & Sugar headquartered in Westfield, N.J. Connell
Rice & Sugar bought almost all of the U.S. rice which was to go to
the ROK and then resold it to the ROK. Connell bought some of this
rice from the California RGA and some from Louisiana. A vice pres-
ident of Connell Rice & Sugar was headquartered in Crowley, La.

In order fully to understand Passman’s relationshin with Park it is
necessary to understand the role played by Grover Connell and also
Gordon Dore. When OSROK wrote to Connell on March 21, 1972,
stating that Park’s services as intermediary would be required on all
rice trade with the ROK, Grover Connell was angry. An agent on such
a sale is the agent of the seller (in this case Connell) and Connell did
not want the buyer nominating the seller’s agent. On March 30, 1972,
Connell wrote to U.S. Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) and
complained.®

On April 18, 1972, Park went to New Jersey and met with Connell.
They argued over the rice agency question and Park walked out. Con-
nell objected both to the commissions demanded bv Park and to the
fact that Park was being forced on him by OSROXK. The very next dayv,
April 14, Park’s diary reflects the fact that Otto Passman called Park
and told him he must go back and talk to Connell. The following day,
?ﬁm';?)i?, Park again went to see Connell to discuss the situation.

On April 17, 1972, Connell cabled USDA to ask if they were going
to approve Park as an agent. (H,489) The USDA was in fact con-
sidering disaualifying Park on the ground that, in light of the letter
from OSROK, Park could never qualify as a “bona fide” agent of the
seller. (H,491,493) Park learned of the problem and announced
his withdrawal. USDA advised Connell on April 21, 1972, that Park
had withdrawn as rice agent. (H., 503)

During April and Mav 1972, Connell offered to sell rice to the ROK
\v1thogt an agent, thereby avoiding altogether the pavment of any
commissions. These offers, although lowest in price, were reiected bv -
OSROK ostensiblv becanse Connell had no agent. (H,507-508)
Shortly thereafter Connell agreed to accept a Korean company known
as the Daihan Nongsan Co., as their agent, (H,511) which was in

#1 No one could operate as an agent on a sale financed under Public Law 480 unless
approved by USDA. Generally such approval was purely routine with no investigation: -
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fact acting solely as a front for Tongsun Park. On June 16, 1972, after
a Passman cable to Ambassador Kim Dong Jo on June 8, 1972 which
read,

Korea’s stubborness on rice purchase is on the verge of
bringing about my defeat for re-election to Congress. After
releasing a statement that the rice sale had been made, op-
ponent now finds that Korea is now dragging its feet. This in-
formation is hitting all newspapers in my district. Please call
President Park and ask him to get this thing off dead center,
otherwise, I could be defeated. Will you act today Mr.
Ambassador. (H,513)

Connell signed a contract to sell rice to the ROK with Daihan
Nongsan acting as Connell’s agent.

Park has testified that Daihan Nongsan was a company in whose
name he received rice commissions after he had “withdrawn” as the
nominated rice agent due to objections made by USDA.?? Grover Con-
nell testified that he did not know Park was involved with Daihan
Nongsan. (Grover Connell deposition, July 28, 1977, p. 22) The Com-
mittee has evidence that Park met with Connell’s lawyer and later
Grover Connell met with and spoke to Park and Ryu about where and
when commissions would be paid to Daihan Nongsan. Connell’s testi-
mony to the Department of Justice on this subjct gave rise to a false
declarations indictment presently pending against Grover Connell.

On June 23, 1972, a week after the rice contract was signed, Park,
as reflected in his diary, gave Passman $7,000. (H, 528) Then on
August 9, 1972, the day after the first $40,000 rice commission was
forwarded to Park’s Daihan Nongsan account in Washington by Con-
nell, Park gave Passman $15,000 (H, 803) of that $40,000.2* This
brought Park’s total payments to Passman in 1972 to $69,000.2*

In December 1972 Passman again travelled to the Far East. This
trip included a stop in the ROK. In addition to Dore, Passman was
accompanied by Governor Edwards’ brother Marion and newly elected
Congressman John Breaux who succeeded Edwin Edwards. Tongsun
Park was in Seoul at the same time the Passman party was there.
Park testified (H, 88-89) and his records indicate (H. 566) that he
gave Dore a $5,000 check to cash to help Breaux make up his campaign
deficit. This check was subsequently cashed in Crowley, La., the home-
town of Breaux, Dore, and Marion Edwards. All three have denied
under oath ever receiving or transacting that check.?

2 Park also testified that Daihan Nongsan was a prominent Korean Company, which
allowed him to receive his rice commissions in their name in consideration of a fee that
Park paid to the Daihan Nongsan Co. .

Park further testified that in order to open a corporate account in the name of Daihan
Nongsan in Washington he falsely stated on_ the anplication that he was the President of
the Daihan Nongsan Co. Jay Ryu has testified that he falsely stated that he was the
Secretarv of Daihan Nongsan and falselv swore that Park was President. Ryu made these
falce declarations using the alias “J. Yu.” .

23 Park testified that the initial deposit of $40.000 did not represent a commission to him
and was suppnsed to be riven to Gordon Dore for an unknown purpose. In fact. Park used
the injtial Aenosit for other purnoses and used later commissions to make up the $40.000
for Dore. Park had his assistant Ryu deliver $40 000 to Dore in O'Hare Airport in Chieago.
Dore hag sworn that Rvu gave him $10.000 and that it represented repayment of a cash
loan (for which there is no documentation) to Park from Dore’s father (now deceased).

2 Park also gave Possman $2.000 in November to nurchase a ticket for Edwin Rdwards
trin to Korea. When Edwards cancelled out Park »llowed Passman to keep this money.

% For a full exnlanation of the facts surrounding this situation see the attached sum-

mary entitled “Joan Breaux” in Appendix A,
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In February 1973, a month during which Park gave Passman $3,000,
(H; 573) Park asked Passman to write to President Park. Similar re-
quests were made and letters written by Richard Hanna, John J. Mec-
Fall, William E. Minshall and Senator Joseph Montoya. (H, 89)

The event that triggered Park to request these letters was the resig-
nation of Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, who through William
Minshall, Park had portrayed as a person over whom he had influ-
ence.?® Park testified :

Mr. Niewps. And there was an event which had occurred
just before those letters were sent which had some significance
to your position with your Government; isn’t that right?

Mr. Park. Not with the Government as such, but I wanted
to simply defuse and minimize.

Mr. N1eLps. And what was the event ?

Mr. Parx. I don’t recall.

Mr. N1eLps. That Secretary of Defense Laird has resigned ;
isn’t that right? That fact is ‘mentioned in most of these

letters?

Mr. Parg. Well, I think we went over this in executive
session.

Mr. N1erps. You said that was one of the reasons for the
letters?

Mr. Parx. Yes. (H; 90)

The loss of a “friend” such as Laird, Park feared, might be used
by Park’s rivals in the ROK as an excuse to depose him. Park testified
to this fact :

I think certainly my position as an agent has improved. I
don’t think: I even felt that T was completely secure. It was
constant battle from my business—so-called business enemies,
both at home and this country, and then to make the matter
worse, alwavs, the bnreancrats, again, the State Department
fellows and their allies in Korean bureaucratic system, they
always “out to get me,” using American expression again so I
never felt secure and it was a constant battle, as you can
imagine. (H, 93-94)

_ Passman’s letter to President Park dated February 20, 1973, reads
n, part,

Mr. President, so often we find those who take unto them-
selves credit for all good things that are accomplished. T try to
guard against this human frailty and place the credit for
worthy accomplishments where the credit jnstly belongs. To
any extent, Mr. President, may I take the liberty of once again
bringing to your attention the very effective manner in which
your countryman, Tonosnn Park, has performed in the
United States in behalf of Korea.

Tongsun Park is a knowledaeable and dvnamic individual,
and what he has been able to accomplish for Korea in recent
months in the consummation of rice purchases is phenomenal.
Not only was he able to procure much needed rice for Korea

26 The committee has no evidence that Park in fact had any such influence or that he
engaged in any improper conduct with respect to Mr. Laird.
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on extremely advantageous terms, but he successfully nego-
tiated with the exporters so as to obtain a reduced price on
rice purchased by Korea.

As my late dear friend, Senator Allen J. Ellender, once
said, and I agree, “Tongsun Park is a polished diplomat and a
fine business executive, and even though he possesses much
pride, he always places his country above self.” These attri-
butes have demonstrated themselves again during the past
several weeks and that is why I thought I should make my
observations of this gentleman a part of your file.

Mr. President, the fact that your country made large pur-
chases of rice, cotton and soybeans from my country greatly
helped my own Stute of Louisiana and particularly my own
Congressional District. I hope that this mutually advan-
tageous arrangement between our countries, with the help of
Tongsun Park, may continue. (H, 576-577)

In late April of 1973 Passman traveled to the Far East again. Dur-
ing his trip to the ROK Tongsun Park was at Passman’s side most
of the time. Park has testified that just prior to departing on this
trip he gave Otto Passman $50,000 on April 11, 1973. (H, 92) On that
same occasion he gave Passman another $75,000 intended for Dore as
a premium for certain rice Dore sold during a period of short supply.
(H, 92) Dore testified that he did not receive $75,000 from Passman
at that or any subsequent time. (H; 198)

Park’s records fully corroborate this testimony. On April 3, 1973,
his diary reads “Passman 50 agreed 4/11.” (H, 835) Park testified
that this entry reflected the fact that he had agreed to give Passman
$50,000 on April 11, 1973. (H, 91) However, Park was awaiting com-
missions from Grover Connell to enable him to have the funds for this
payment. On April 5th the diary reads, “Met Grover at New York,
80-A.S., 150 Bermuda, Ber, 2G.D.” (H, 836) Park said that entry
memorialized an agreement reached at a meeting he had with Connell
during which Connell promised to send $80,000 to Park’s account at
American Security and Trust Co. in Washington, D.C. and $150,000
to Park’s Bermuda account. On April 9th Park’s diary reads, “Ar-
rived Bermuda, Met Bank official, 150, 130 in cash—75, 50, 2. (H.,
837) Park said that this entry reflected the fact that he flew to Bermuda
and returned the same day with $130,00 in cash. Finally on April 11th
the diary reads, “Delivered 75 plus 50 plus 2 to P.” 2" (H, 838) This
Park testified, memorialized his delivery of the $50,000 and $75,000
sums to Passman on April 11, 1973. '

In June 19738, as refiected on two check stubs, Park cashed checks
of $20,000 and $28,000 respectively. The proceeds were given to Pass-
man and this fact was noted on the stubs. (H. 612) These payments
were the last made in 1973. The $3.000 in February. $50.000 in April
and $48,000 in June bring the 1973 total to $101,000. If Passman re-
tained the $75.000 given him in April for Dore the 1973 total was
$176.000. '

By the fall of 1973, Park had ceased to rely on other Members of
Congress for assistance. Passman, as a solid friend, was sufficient to

27 As to the remaining 2" Park was uncertain as to whether it went to Dore or Passman,
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insure Park’s position with his Government. Park, when asked
whether he was exclusively relying on Passman said,

I think this is a fair statement yes. I felt that I finally found
somebody powerful enough and brazen enough to protect my
interest, and I was very grateful to Mr. Passman. (H, 94)-

Prior to Park’s departure for Korea in December 1973, Passman-
provided Park with a letter beginning, “My dear T.P.” This letter
complimented Park and urged the ROK to buy rice. Four days later
Passman sent Park a cable urging the ROK to buy rice. Passman
concluded, “I am limiting my intervention to Gordon Dore and
Grover Connell only, because they are reliable and likewise appreciate
Korea’s rice purchases in former years.” (H, 617)

Why Passman sought to limit his intervention to Dore and Connell
is unclear. Several facts, however, are well established. Dore, Connell
and Passman were good personal friends. Much of the money Pass-
man received from Park came from commissions Park received from
Connell. (See, for example, the April 11th delivery of $125,000 to
Passman which had been transferred to Park a few days earlier by
Connell.) '

However the Committee has determined that this is just one of
many instances in which Passman sought to aid Dore and Connell.
For example, on the April 1973 trin Passman and Dore took a side
trip to South Vietnam. Passman and Dore met with President Thieu
and got President Thieu to agree to open an office in Washington to
handle moving supplies from the United States to Vietnam. Upon
returning to the United States, Dore told Connell of this meeting.
Connell then approached Harry Smith, a long time shinping broker,
and suggested that they go into business trying to book Vietnamese
freight. Smith owned and operated a company called St. John Inter-
national. Smith, with Dore and Connell as two silent partners, applied
for and got the Vietnamese contract under the name St. John Mari-
time.?

Dore and Connell each made approximately $875.000 on an invest-
ment of $450 each, in about two years. (H, 199-200). However, this
did not all come from booking freioht for Vietnam. In January 1975
Dore and Passman went to Bangladesh for a day. During discussions
Dore recalled that the subject of a shipping broker for Bangladesh
arose. As to whether Passman urged the Bengalis to hire St. John
Maritime, Dore testified,

I don’t recall him to urge St. John, per se. He wanted it to
be done by an American company. He wanted it done on this
side and in such a way that it was readilv accountable and
the full knowledge of the thing would be known. But as far
as him saying or insisting that it, without a doubt, had to be
St. John’s, no sir, I have no recollection of that conversation.
(H. 202)

However, a Bengali official later told the UU.S. Embassy in Dacea that
Passman, as memorialized in an Embassy cable to the Secretary of

28 The division of the profits was fo e Smith 10 percent. Dore 45 percent. Connell 45
percent. Dore had vigoronsly denied that he and Connell received a 90 percent share due to
inside information received from Passman. He could offer no explanation. however. as to
why Smith would give awav 90 percent of the nrofits to Dore and Connell considering the
facg thaqumith was already established in this business and ostensibly did not need Dore
or Connell.
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State, “tried to persuade the Bangladesh Government, both in con-
versation with their ambassador in Washington and during his brief
visi$ here, (Dacca), to place their freight brokerage in Washington
in the hands of the St. John Maritime Company.” (H, 1154) Further,
a State Department report of an interview with an official of the Gov-
ernment of Bangladesh, stated that :

The contract with St. John’s was not entered into .until
Passman visited his country’s capital in 1974 and, by threaten-
ing to hold up all U.S. economic assistance, put direct pres-
sure on that country’s President who acquiesced. (H, 1156)

Two months after Passman’s visit Bangladesh signed a contract
with St. John Maritime.

In August 1975, Passman went to Egypt and tried to convince the
Egyptians to cease using the shipping broker they had used for many
years and use St. John Maritime. Upon Passman’s return Dore wrote
to Passman.

Welcome back. I hope you and Marion had a pleasant trip—
I will be anxious to hear the details. My understanding is that
everything was fine in Cairo and Paipai (sic). I hope that will
will (sic) be able to say the same very soon with regard to
Korea. (H,1071)

Dore testified that he couldn’t recall if the reference to Cairo had
anything to do with St. John. (H, 203) Nor was his recollection
refreshed when it was pointed out that Passman shortly thereafter did
pressure the Koreans, the other country mentioned in the letter, to
use St. John Maritime.??

Passman did subsequently visit the ROK in January 1976. When
interviewed later by an investigator from the Department of Agricul-
ture, Passman said with respect to that trip that he:

Finally took the matter up with the President of South
Korea, and he told them that 1f they did not sign, or if South
Korea did not sign a contract with St. John’s Maritime Co.,
he would see to it that they got no more aid from the United
States. (H, 354)

. I?{orea signed with St. John Maritime one month later in February
976.

Dore and Connell deny that Passman knew of their interest in
St. John Maritime or that he ever received any financial benefit from
them or from St. John. However, the staff found some handwritten
notes made by Spencer Robbins, an employee of Pacific Development,
which read : “Grover asked Passman—Go to Egypt—St. John (Harry
Smith).” 3¢ As to whether Passman received any financial benefit, an
official from Bangladesh told a representative of the United States
that at a meeting with Passman during which Passman urged St. John

2 8t. John Maritime was unsuccessful in replacing Egypt's broker of many years because
the Egyptians insisted that Milton Nottingham, an officer of their old brokerage agency, be
included in any new entity. Tongsun Park seized upon this and proposed a new company be
formed ineluding himself, Nottingham, and Grover Connell. This hybrid, called Pan Medi-
terranean Shipping. signed a contract with Egypt. However, USDA refused to approve Pan
Med because Pan Med refused to reveal the names of the beneficial owners, Park and Con-
nell used mominees to trv to hide their respective interests. USDA’s disapproval ended this
venture and Egvpt went back to its old agency. Peralta Shipping. .

30 When questloned about this notation, Spencer Robbins claimed a total failure of

recollection.



48

Maritime on him, “Passman made it perfectly clear that he would
receive a kickback from St. John’s which would be used to finance a
political campaign.” (H, 1156) A

Another example of the kind of help that Passman rendered Dore is
illustrated by Passman’s intervention in the case of Fearn Food Inter-
national v. Government of Somali which was pending before the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation (“OPIC”).

Fearn International is a subsidiary of the Kellogg Co. Kellogg was
one of Dore’s best customers whom we described in a plea to Passman
for help as the “life blood of this (his) organization.,” (H, 1064)
Fearn International had a claim against the Somali government which
was to be decided by OPIC. OPIC’s appropriation was controlled by
Passman’s Foreign Operations Subcommittee.

On September 24, 1973, Dore wrote Passman asking him to help
Kellog, a company Dore described as, “a reasonable organization
which never asked for anything that they did not figure they were
entitled to.” (Hz 1064)

Three days later Passman wrote to the President of OPI1C, Marshall
T. Mays, and after acknowledging receipt of information about the
Fearn International claim said :

Things are getting a little tough on the Hill and it is becom-
ing harder and harder to justify any brand of foreign aid.
But, since it is my responsibility to handle the Foreign Aid
bill, which includes funds for OPIC, I would be most ap-
preciative if you could give me a tighter, fuller and more
comprehensive report on the claim of Fearn International,
Inc. Conceivably, this will enable me to keep OPIC’s request
at a higher figure because there is some rather direct criticism
against OPIC for the tardy manner in which this claim has
been handled. If the settlement could be expedited, it may
work to the advantage of all concerned.

May I hear from you again with a more comprehensive re-
port and defining as nearly as possible the date of settlement,
or in plainer words, the day of pay off. (Hz1065).

Apparently, this letter had its intended effect. On October 8, 1973,
Mays wrote to Passman, “[T] can say, however, that the value of #he
tentative settlement which we hope will become final is significantly
in_excess of the amount of the claim Fearn has filed with OPIC.”
(Emphasis in original.) (H, 1066) :

Passman assisted Connell by intervening with the Government of
Indonesia. In 1978 Connell agréed to sell a large quantity of U.S. rice
to Indonesia at a fixed price. Connell planned to purchase the rice as
the deliveries under the contract became due. A fter delivering about 25
percent on this contract the U.S. rice market rose dramatically. Thus
in order to fulfill his contract, Connell would have had to pay more for
the rice than he would receive for selling it. Rice could be obtained
outside the United States at a lower rate. On December 17, 1973,
Connell wrote to the Indonesians and said, ‘

In order to mitigate the losses we are incurring in fulfilling
this contract, we have requested that you permit us to ship
rice from any origin in fulfillment of this contract. Your
agreement of this request would be in accordance with the
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privilege you have granted two of your other suppliers.
(Hz 1103)

In January 1974, Passman and Dore went to Indonesia during a trip
to the Far East. This trip was at U.S. Government expense. During an
official dinner in Indonesia, Passman got into an argument with Gen-
eral Arafin, the Indonesian official with whom Connell had communi-
cated. Donald Richbourg, the Staff Director of the Subcommittee
chaired by Passman, was present at the dinner and recalled that,

Well, on several occasions the chairman and Mr. Dore and
this General Arifin (sic) would excuse themselves from where
we were having cocktails before dinner, would excuse them-
selves from the area and go out and discuss certain things and
come back. And it seemed to me a generally confusing time.
There seemed to be some hard feelings during the meeting.
(H, 321-322)

Dore confirmed the fact that the argument described by Richbourg
had to do with the question of whether Connell would be allowed to
ship non-U.S. rice to Indonesia. (H, 201) The Committee has not been
able to find any benefit to the U.S. rice industry from Passman’s posi-
tion in this matter, although this trip was paid for by the U.S.
Government.

Passman returned home without having obtained an agreement by
the Indonesians to accept non-U.S. rice. He cabled the Indonesians
on January 30, 1974.

Anxiously awaiting your cablegram confirming rice sale
adjustment discussed at length during our meeting in
Jakarta. Indeed this will be a good investment for your Gov-
ernment and will be accepted as a very special favor to me.
May I have your acknowledgment promptly and favorably.
Cordially, Otto E. Passman. (H, 1104)

When Passman received no reply, he cabled the Indonesian
Ambassador.

Mr. Ambassador, as a long time and solid friend of
yours and your Government, I respectfully request that you
reply to my cablegram of January 30, 1974, which would
confirm your promise to me during my brief visit to your
country. (H, 1105)

Thereafter, there was an exchange of correspondence between the
Indonesians and Connell wherein the Indonesians threatened legal
action. This was followed by another request from Connell to ship
non-U.S. rice. The Indonesians replied that they would accept non-
U.S. rice but only if it were sold to them at a reduced price. Connell
counter-offered. The Indonesians held firm and on March 14, 1974,
again threatened legal action. The next day Passman sent another
cable to the Government of Indonesia.

Please refer to our meeting in my Washington office and a
subsequent breakfast meeting in Jakarta attended by you,
General Arafin, Gordon Dore and myself where an agree-
ment was reached to. permit Connell Company to fill re-
‘mainder of rice contract from offshore sources. After the
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breakfast meeting agreement and with Gordon Dore’s con-
currence we informed Connell that agreement had been
reached similar to arrangements with Continental and in-
formed Connell to proceed accordingly. Since the agreement
was reached at the breakfast meeting in Jakarta I have
cabled you three times for confirmation with no response.
Your silence and absence of confirmation of agreement is-
confusing. Cable me collect when you will be in Washington
so that we may discuss this matter with all of those con-
cerned.®* (H, 1106)

Finally, on March 22, 1974, the Indonesian Ambassador replied to
Passman stating there had been no agreement reached to alter the
contract at the breakfast meeting between Passman, Dore and Indo-
nesian officials. He further stated that all negotiations on this matter
would be handled directly with Connell. (H; 1107) Three days later
Connell agreed to ship non-U.S. rice at the price reduction demanded
by the Indonesians.

Passman did go to the ROK in January 1974. He met with KCIA
Director Shin Jik Soo. The purpose of the meeting was, according to
Tongsun Park, to discuss rice.*? Passman received a commitment from
the KCIA Director that Korea would buy a large quantity ef U.S.
rice in 1974. This fact is confirmed by Passman in a letter to the
KCIA Director some six months later. Passman wrote : ’

I have fond memories of the:-very pleasant meeting I had
in your office with our mutual wonderful friend, Tongsun
Park, back in January when you indicated you would buy a
large quantity of rice from my country during 1974. (H, 627)

The symbiotic relationship enjoyed by Park and Passman is best
demonstrated by two documents which were written in 1974. On
June 2, 1974, Park wrote to Passman to inform him that Korea had
decided to purchase a large quantity of U.S. Rice. Park went on to
say: ‘

Dear Congressman, I want you to share this good news
and would suggest you to call or invite Minister Kim of the
Korean Embassy in Washington, D.C. and have him convey
your deep appreciation to. Mr. Shin, Director of CIA,
Korea, relative to this decision.

In addition to this, please have Minister Kim also extend
your kind recommendation to Director Shin of CIA, Korea,
that Mr. Tongsun Park be continuously utilized as an agent
for this procurément not only for the most reasonable quota-
tion the Korean Government will have through him but also
an advantage the Government will éxpect from his distin-
guished performance in association with members from both -
sides of the United States Congress.

I will be returning to Washington on June 6, 1974, and °
will look forward to meeting with you as soon as I arrive.
Best personal regards. (H, 625)

8 In spite of Passman’s reference to Dore’s participation and Richbourg’s recollection
angry rice growers upon his return to Leuisiana: “From January 14th to Januaty 16th
angry rice growers upon his return to Louisiana: ‘From January .14th to January 16th
we were in Jakarta, lndonesia. At no time during this trip did I speak for or represent
Connell Rice & Sugar Co., Inc. 6f Westfield, New Jersey.” ) ’

c aﬂ’l‘lhlis is the same trip that included the previously discussed stop in Indonesia to help
onnell.
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This letter makes it clear that Park needed Passman’s support to
continue as rice agent and that the KCIA was the key Korean Gov-
ernment agency on rice. Passman on the other hand issued a press
release a week and a half later announcing the sale of rice and stating
that the sale represented the fulfillment of a personal promise made
to him by President Park. The unmistakable impression created is
that without Passman Louisiana rice would not be sold to the ROK.

Passman acted on Park’s advice and wrote to the KCIA Director
on June 18, 1974. His praise of Park was effusive. For example,

Mr. Director, you can imagine how pleased I was when I
was informed by your fellow countrymen, including our
energetic and dynamic friend, Tongsun Park, that you were
going to buy 100,000 tons of United States rice.

I marvel at the effective and professional manner in which
Tongsun Park operates. He was in rare form in persuading
the exporters to reduce substantially the price of the rice that
you had authorized to be purchased. He did a very effective
job, and I anticipate working with Tongsun in the future.
(H. 627)

Passman stated that he was going to have this letter delivered by
Park and went on to say, “At Tongsun’s request, I am also enclosing a
letter for your personal information.” (H, 627)

The committee has uncovered the letter enclosed for the KCIA
Director’s personal information. (H, 626) It is a letter dated June 6,
1974 written by the Acting Undersecretary of State for Security
Assistance, George S. Vest, to Passman and details the Security
Assistance Program (military aid) for Korea for fiscal 1974.% Pass-
man may have had good reason for omitting any description of this
letter. For if this letter included information not generally available
to the public, Passman may have been guilty of espionage.?

Undersecretary Vest’s letter was sent to Passman when requested
of Vest during his testimony before Passman on the foreign aid bill.
Considering that by Passman’s own admission this information was
requested by Tongsun Park, it is interesting to see the colloquy that
gave rise to Passman’s request for the letter.

Mr. Passman. Thank you, Mr. Yates.

I want to try to understand something about the military
grant aid program and how you actually allocate the funds.

Last year we appropriated $450 million for military grant
assistance. Concerning the P.C.H. & T. item, packaging,
crating, handling and transportation, did you add that to
the $450 million or is that a part of it.%

Mr. Vox Mareop. Mr. Chairman, that is a part of the $450
million appropriated for fiscal year 1974.

Mr. PassmaN. Actually then the hardware itself is only a
percentage of the total allocation ?

Mr. Vox Marsop. It is, indeed.

8 Although this letter was written just a few days before the end of fiscal 1974, the
State Department has informed the Committee that the final figures for Security Assistance
to Korea had not been determined.

8% Pitle 18 U.S.C. § 794(a) : “Whoever, with intent or reason to belleve that it is to be
used . . . to the advantage of a foreign nation, communicates, delivers or transmits
.. . to any foreign government . . . any Information relating to the national defense,
shall be punished by death or by imprisonment for any term of years or for life”
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Mr. Passman. Let us try to consolidate some of these
figures. I will pick Korea, for instance. (Emphasis added)
One place you give a figure where you include the packaging,
crating, handling and transportation item and in another
place you do not.

When you are dealing with a recipient country, are you
using one figure for the hardware and another figure to cover
your PCH.&T.?

Mr. Vox Mageop. The figure we use is the total dollar value
of assistance to that country.

Mr. Passman. When you are dealing with that country ¢

Mr. Vox Marsop. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Passman. So if a member of this committee elected to
tell another member of the Appropriations Committee that
country B is going to get this, he uses one figure, he doesn’t
break out the P.C.H. & T. from the total ?

Mr. Vo~ Magsop. In the Defense Department, we do main-
tain a seperate record showing distribution of supply opera-
tion costs so that we can maintain the integrity of various
elements of the program and provide better management.

Mr. Passman. That T don’t quarrel with. But when you are
dealine with a recipient country, you deal with one figure?

Mr. Vox Mageob. Yes, sir.

Mr. Passman. You don’t break it down and say $80 is for
equipment and $20is for P.C.H. & T. You talk to them about a
round fieure of $100.

Mr. Vox Mageop. In Defense, we use a total figure with
separate informational breakout of supply operations. I

would defer Mr. Vest as to how the figures are actually
presented to the country.

Mr. Passmax. I would like to have that information, if I
may.

Mpr. VEst. It’s a total figure.

Mr. Passman. When you give me the figure for Korea in a
letter tomorrow. would vou give me a total figure and show it
includes the P.C.H. & T. item %

Mr. VEsr. Yes.

Admiral Peer. I am not sure vou can do that. We have one
basic problem, Mr. Chairman—TI have a $50 million shortfall
in the program right now which must somehow be accommo-
dated. That decision is vet to be made.

Mr. Passman. What decision ?

Admiral Perr. As to how we are going to cover that $50
million shortfall.

Mr. Passman. Earlier you told me you would give me a
letter showing the allocation to Korea.

Admiral Peer. State may be able to do that.

Mr. Passman. Could we take the uncertainty out of it %

Mr. Vest. We can give you that letter. We will give you the
final fioure.

Mr. Pasgman. Tomorrow ?

Mr. Vest. Tomorrow, yes.*

3 “Hearings Before a Snbeommitiee of the Committee on Apnronriations.” 934 Cone.. 2d
sess., (Subcommittee on Foreign Operations and Welnfen Awsnaies) mewe F = ol sage
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There is no mention that this information was requested by Tongsun
Park or to be passed on to the head of a foreign intelligence service.

Vest and others at State were interviewed and no one was able to tell
the Committee whether the information included in the letter was pub-
lic as of the date Passman sent it to the KCIA Director. Likewise, Ad-
miral Raymond Peet was interviewed but was of no assistance on this
matter. However, all parties agree that the usual method of publicizing
funding levels is for the State Department to inform the embassy of
the country involved. If this had already happened here there would
have been no reason for Park to have requested Passman to get this
information. Further, there would have been no need for Passman
to be so veiled in his letter to the KCIA Director. At a minimum this
incident is an example of Tongsun Park acting as an agent of the
Korean Government and not merely as a businessman.

KCIA Director Shin acknowledged receipt of Passman’s letter on
June 30, 1974. (H, 628-629) Passman sent copies of the KCIA Di-
rector’s Jetter to Connell and Dore. In his cover letter to Connell and
Dore he expresses a view of Tongsun Park which is somewhat differ-
ent than his letters to Korea indicate :

ﬁlThe attached is completely self-explanatory and for your
es

It is perfectly obvious that the second paragraph of the
xerox copy explains fully that when the Korean Embassy
officials visited my office early in June, that the gentleman
mentioned in the first paragraph [Tongsun Park] had no
knowledge of the visit whatsoever. It now becomes a matter
of fact that this fellow is about one of the most brazen indi-
viduals that ever lived, and I must respect him for his astute-
ness and brass. He successfully used yours truly to get into
the picture and to sell it to the people back in Korea. Make
no mistake about it that, if he had arrived in the States three
days later, the matter would have been disposed of, he would
have been left out of the picture; but it suffices to say that he
18 back in good graces. he is rldlng high, and he is a success-
ful commissioned agent, and I would assume that all you can
do is cooperate with him because you are in business to make
money and to make it clean, and that is what it is all about.
(H: 630)

;]‘hls letter should be read against a cable Passman sent to Park 3 days
ater:

Will see Deputy Prime Minister Wednesday July 17. Will
express to him my appreciation for the tremendous coopera-
tion you have extended to the rice farmers of Louisiana and
the superb manner in which vou bargain successfully for your
own Government. I send you the greetmgs of many of your
close personal friends in the Congress. Cordially (H, 631)

In October 1974, Passman cabled Palk to report on the military
situation (emphasis added) with regard to aid for the ROK. (H, 643)
In November, Passman made his annual pitch to Park to the effect
that the ROK better place its rice order soon. (H, 646)

Passman learned in early December 1974 that the ROK had agreed
to- purchase 400,000 tons of rice. Passman immediately cabled the
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KCIA Director to express his extreme gratification for the ROK’s
purchase having been so informed “through your (the KCTA Direc-
tor’s) special negotiator and my (Passman’s) personal friend, T. S.
Park.” (H, 647) Later in December there is a letter to the KCIA Di-
rector in a similar vein. (H2 648—649) The Committee has in its pos-
session a partial draft of this December letter which was probably
supplied to Passman by Tongsun Park. (H. 650) However, Passman
added a paragraph to Park’s draft in which he suggests that Connell
is prepared to sell rice under Public Law 480 without an agent.

Park’s 1975 commissions were generated, as previously explained,
from the 400,000 ton sale of rice to the ROK in December 1974, Also
as previouslv noted 1975 was Park’s last big year of commissions: In
1975, the ROK purchased rice from Connell, without an agent.

As previously mentioned Otto Passman had a fascination for
watches and jewelry. In this regard there is one transaction in Febru-
arv 1976 which bears mention. Early in the morning of Februarv 27,
1976, Passman appeared in the jewelry store of G. J. Somavilla in
Alexandria, Va. Passman had done business with Somavilla in the past
and had in fact sold watches to Somavilla on credit, for which Soma-
villa always paid eventually.

On the morning in question Passman told Somavilla that he had
about $7,000 in cash and asked Somavilla to take the cash and issue
Passman a check. When Somavilla explained that he didn’t have
enouch money in his account to cover such a check Passman told him
to take the cash he (Passman) had to the bank and deposit it and then
write Passman a check. Somavilla deposited $7,100 and then wrote
Passman a check for $7,000. Somavilla explained that Passman al-
lowed him to retain $100 for his trouble.?¢ The check Somavilla gave
Passman has a notation on it that this check is for the purchase of
watches from Passman. This was not true and Somavilla’s check stub
records the true facts. (H, 1149) This was an attempt by Passman to
conceal the fact that he had received $7,100 in hundred dollar bills
from a source still unknown.

Lastly while on the subject of watches. Passman used the diplomatic
pouch to have watches shipped to hin in Washington. Jules Bassin,
the Deputy Chief of Mission in Geneva, who dared question this un-
authorized use (which included double wrapping the package so it
would not be readily apparent that Passman was the ultimate addres-
srge) received the following letter dated October 10, 1969, from

assman :

Thank you very much for calling the State Department via
long distance to ascertain if T was pulling a fast one in having
some antigue watches, as well as three other watches T re-
turned to Geneva from Washington for bracelet adjustments,
sent to me.

May I assure you politely, factuallv, and to the point that I
consider myself an ethical operator. It certainly goes without
saying that the two stickers that I mailed to one of your co-
workers to be used in returning my watches was for no reason
other than to expedite their return.

I have been in the Congress 23 vears. and on the Committee
on Appropriations 21 years, and I think my reputation for in-

3 Interviews with persons acquainted with Passman describe him as a careful spender
who would often bargain for long periods of time in order to save $5 or $10 on a purchase.
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tegrity would stand a fair test, so may I assure you again that
my specialty is not pulling tricks. If you need any additional
information, write to your own Secretary of State, Mr. Rog-
ers, who is a personal friend of mine, or for that matter, to
John Rooney,” whom I am sure you know. (H, 1140)

Passman’s activities with Tongsun Park are the subject of two in-
dietments naming Passman as a defendant. On March 31, 1978, Pass-
man was indicted for conspiracy, bribery and receipt of illegal gra-
tuities. Shortly thereafter Passman was indicted for income tax
evasion. He i§ awaiting trial on both indictments which have been
consolidated for trial.

4 William E. Minshall

Tongsun Park’s relationship with former Congressman William E.
Minshall evolved for two reasons: Minshall’s prominent position
among Republican Members of the House and on the Defense Sub-
committee of the Appropriations Committee, and Minshall’s friend-
ship with Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird. Minshall first be-
came friendly with Park in 1968 or 1969, during the period between
the November 1968 elections and the January 1969 inauguration when
President Nixon selected his cabinet and Laird became Secretary of
Defense.?® (William E. Minshall deposition, May 18, 1978, pp. 9-15)
The relationship between Park and Minshall progressed to the point
that, in 1970, Park suggested that Minshall visit Korea. Minshall
claims that the trip he eventually took to Korea in September of 1970
was planned and proposed by Chairman George Mahon of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations in connection with committee business.
Mahon’s August 13 letter asking Minshall to travel to Korea shows
that there may well have been committee business for Minshall to
conduct, and the Appropriations Committee did in fact pay for his
travel and per diem expenses.

.Other evidence, however, suggests that Minshall may have used
the committee business as a public excuse to travel to Korea at the
behest of Tongsun Park. Minshall says that he and Park spoke about
the trip before the committee authorized it and even before Minshall
asked Mahon for the letter.?®* Furthermore, Park gave Minshall $5,-
000 in cash on August 26, shortly before Minshall’s departure on Sep-
tember 3. Minshall characterized that cash as a campaign contribu-
tion, but Park claims that he gave it to Minshall for travel expenses
and indicated that Minshall could use whatever remaincd in the cam-
paign. Minshall himself testified that Park may have paid his bill
at the Chosun Hotel in Seoul during that trip. Minshall claims that
the purpose of the trip, which lasted from September 3 to September
5, was primarily “congresional” and incidentally to help Tongsun
Park. Nevertheless, Minshall admits feeling at the time that Park
“wanted me [Minshall] there to show the influence that he [Park]
had with the Congress of the United States.” (William E. Minshall
deposition, May 18, 1978, pp. 50-72) '

# Then Representative John Rooney chaired the Subcommittee which controlled the

State Department’s appropriation. .
3B The pGeor,\r.!:e Towll)lpClgb records indicate that Minshall joined the Club in 1966. Min-

shall however, has no records of dues payments, and his recollection is that he did not

join the club until after 1966.
® Minshall's office records indicate he and Park met in his office on August 4, 9 days

before the date of Mahon's letter.
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Minshall apparently agreed, in April of 1972, to make a second
trip to Korea this time at Tongsun Park’s request and expense.
Tongsun Park’s records show a payment to Minshall of $5,000 in
April 1972. Minshall claims this was not received by him, and Park
apparently feels that this payment noted in his records in April may
have, in fact, been paid in August. Minshall claims that Park prom-
ised him $10,000 for his 1972 campaign but that he only received be-
tween $4,000 and $6,000.¢ According to Minshall, this campaign con-
tribution appeared to be the same as Park’s ledger entry of a $5,000
payment for travel expenses in April.#! (William E, Minshall deposi-
tion, May 19, 1978 pp. 38-66.)

Shortly after the Republican Convention in August, 1972, Minshall
went to Korea. He travelled on a commercial airline ticket pur-
chased by Park and stayed in Korea from August 28 to September 4-5,
1972. Minshall acknowledges that his expenses in the ROK were
paid by Park but does not recall receiving any spending money from
Park. Park, however, has testified to giving—and his records reflect
that he gave—$500 to Minshall on or after August 17 at Minshall’s
request. (William E. Minshall deposition, May 19, 1978, pp. 38-66)

Tongsun Park claims that, shortly before the 1972 Presidential elec-
tion, he delivered to Minshall at Minshall’s request an envelope
containing between $20,000 and $25,000 in cash which was to be con-
tributed to President Nixon’s campaign committee, the Committee
to Re-elect the President. Minshall agrees that he received an envelope
containing an unknown sum of cash from Tongsun Park in the Ray-
burn House Office Building. According to Minshall, he then placed
the envelope in his jacket and went immediately to the office of Clark
MacGregor, Nixon’s campaign director. Minshall testified that he
delivered the unknown quantity of cash to MacGregor and said
merely that it was from Tongsun Park. MacGregor agrees that, within
ten days before the election, he received an envelope from Minshall
which contained a cash contribution. MacGregor, however, claims that
he did not know the amount of the contribution and that Minshall told
him the contribution was from the “officers of the George Town Club.”
MacGregor testified that he thereafter delivered the contribution to
the campaign headquarters. (William E. Minshall deposition, May 19,
1978, pp. 73-75; Clark MacGregor deposition, March 9, 1978, pp. 3-6)

The campaign committee’s records'at the time do not reflect any such
receipt and this Committee has been unable to determine the eventual
disposition of the cash.

Park has testified to one payment to Minshall in addition to the pay-
ments described above. This was a $1,000 payment for “spending
money”, and his 1972 ledger records the date as August 6, 1971
(H. 802) Minshall denies receiving this payment. (William E. Min-
shall deposition, May 18,1978, p. 102)

While Minshall was in the Republic of Korea both in 1970 and
1972, he spoke with ROK officials and mentioned Tongsun Park’s
name favorably. Minshall also introduced Park to Secretary of De-
fense Melvin Laird and facilitated Park’s visits with the Secretary

4 Park's 1972 ledger records a $10,000 payment to Minshall on August 11, 1972.

41 The ledger records the first pavment on Avnril 13, 1972. On Avnril 27 according to an
invoice. Park ordered an airline ticket for a “W. Marshall [sic1” to go from Cleveland to
Seoul. Park’s diary records that, on the same day, Park learned that Minshall had post-
poned his trip. The April ledger entry might therefore have recorded an anticipated pay-
ment and not an actual one,
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at the Department of Defense.®> Minshall wrote at least six letters to
the President of the ROK, the Prime Minister of the ROK, and the
Director of the KCIA at Tongsun Park’s request. Each of the letters
praised Tongsun Park’s representation of the ROK in the United
States, and, at least to Minshall’s knowledge, exaggerated Tongsun
Park’s influence with United States officials. This Minshall corre-
spondence claimed that Tongsun Park discussed the military security
of the Republic of Korea with Secretary of Defense Laird and further
that Laird planned to use Minshall and Park as a conduit for sharing
information between the Department of Defense and the President of
the Republic of Korea. Minshall testified that the letters, which were
probably either presented to his office in draft form by Park or one of
his employees, or the content of which was suggested by Park, did
“puft” and that Laird did not communicate with Minshall as described
in the letters. Minshall was further aware of the fact that Park
would use the letters, which were either mailed or given to Park or one
of his employees for delivery to the addressee, to influence members
of the government of the Republic of Korea in favor of Tongsun Park.
Minshall claims, that despite the statements contained in these letters
he never thought of Park as an agent of the ROK but merely as a
businessman and “good friend of Korea and the United States.”
(H, 415, 456, 526, 551, 552, 588)

Minshall testified before this committee under a grant of immu-
nity—only after the Department of Justice had indicated that its
criminal investigation of Minshall was closed. Minshall’s testimony
admitting receipt of large sums of cash in even years only, sums which
he now says were campaign contributions, conflicts with Park’s testi-
mony. Minshall does not admit to receiving any payments during
off-election years. Nevertheless, he accepted cash from Tongsun Park
which Minshall characterizes as the largest single contributions to
his campaigns of 1970 and of 1972. Furthermore, Minshall failed
to report either of the two cash receipts or to detail their use in reports
to the Ohio State Election commission or the House of Representa-
tives. Minshall has testified that he used Park’s contributions solely
for campaign purposes and says he placed the money in his desk and
afterwards transferred it to his office safe, from which he personally
disbursed it. The Committee has been unable to determine whether
he used the moiiey for campaign purposes or for personal purposes,
but, in either case, Minshall’s treatment of the contributions gives
some indication that he himself found them suspect. (William E.
Minshall deposition, May 18, 1978, pp. 47—48; Minshall deposition,
May 19,1978, pp. 55, 57)

6. Sitting Members as to whom the committee instituted disciplinary
proceedings

Park gave cash under differing circumstances to Congressmen
Edward R. Roybal, John .J. McFall, Charles H. Wilson and Edward J.
Patten. After a full investigation of the circumstances surrounding
these payments, the committee on July 13, 1978, filed Statements of
Alleged Violation (Statements) against each of these Members. None
of the Statements charged that the Members had been influenced

12 A meeting with Seeretarv Laird arranged hy Minshall. and witnessed by Col. Lim
Kyuil. an agent of the KCIA stationed in Washington, D.C.. is recorded in Park’s diary on
August 11, 1972—the day after Park paid Minshall several thousand dollars (H, 543).
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or agreed to be influenced in return for the gifts: and none of the
statements charged that the Members knew that Park was acting
on behalf of the ROK Government when he made the gifts. The
charges dealt in the main with the manner in which the gifts were
handled or disclosed.

Roybal was charged with failure to report the contribution ; conver-
sion of the contribution to his personal use; and two counts of giving
deliberately false testimony under oath.

McFall was charged with accepting the gifts under circumstances
which a reasonable person might construe as influencing him in his
official duties; failing to report a campaign contribution; and con-
verting the contribution to his personal use.

Wilson was charged with falsely denying that he had received a
$1,000 cash wedding present from Park. '

Patten was charged with passing off two contributions from Park
to the Middlesex County Democratic Organization as his own.

After public hearings, the committee sustained all charges against
Representative Roybal except for one of the two false testimony
charges; sustained only the charge against Representative McFall
that he had failed to report the campaign contribution ; sustained the
charge against Representative Wilson ; and exonerated Representative
Patten. It recommended censure for Roybal and reprimands for
McFall and Wilson, The House voted to reprimand all three. Full
printed reports on all four cases were submitted to the House and they
are hereby incorporated into this report by reference.

6. Sitting Members who were investigated as to whom the committee
did not institute disciplinary proceedings

_Park made campaign contributions to seven other sitting Members:
TRepresentatives John Brademas, Eligio de la Garza, Thomas Foley,
John J. Murphy, Melvin Price, Frank Thompson, and Morris K. Udall.
He also gave two parties for Thomas P. O’Neill Jr., then majority
leader. The results of the committee’s investigative efforts with respect
to these contributions and parties were released on July 13, 1978. These
releases are reproduced as appendix A to this report. In each case, the
committee concluded that the receipt and handling of those contribu-
tions involved no impropriety. The committee noted that the contribu-
tions were by check and therefore traceable; that they were reported
where required ; that there was no evidence that these Members agreed
to be influenced in return for the contributions; that there was no
evidence that these Members knew or should have known that Tong-
sun Park was an agent of the ROK ; that the contributions were made
prior to January 1, 1975, when it became illegal to accept a campign
contribution from a foreign national; and that there was no evidence
that the receipt of these contributions was otherwise improper. In
addition, Tongsun Park gave Representative Broomfield a check for
$1,000 which was returned to him with a thank you note from Rep-
resentative Broomfield on November 18, 1970.
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7. Other former Members

Park testified that he also made cash contributions to five additional
former Members: Nick Galifianakis—$10,000 in 1972; John R.
Rarick—$1,000 in 1974; Albert Johnson—§1,000 in 1974; John J.
Rooney—$2,000 each in 1972 and 1974; and Donald Lukens—$500
each in 1968 and 1970. (H, 21-81) Since these men are no longer
Members of the House and are accordingly beyond the jurisdiction
of the House, and because none appeared to be active participants in
the scheme, the committee went no further than to attempt to ascer-
tain whether money had in fact been paid to them. Albert Johnson
disclosed on his questionnaire and during a subsequent deposition that
he received $1,000 from Park in 1974. John Rooney is dead. Gali-
fianakis and Rarick testified that they had not received cash contribu-
tions from Park. Their testimony, together with Park’s testimony to
the contrary and other evidence supporting it was sent to the Depart-
ment of Justice on July 18, 1978, for consideration by the Department
of Justice whether perjury had been committed. Lukens denied in
an interview with a member of the special staff that he had received
any cash from Park. There is no evidence supporting Park’s testi-
mony that he gave Lukens money and, when pressed, Park was not
sure whether he gave money to Lukens or not. (Tongsun Park deposi-
tion, March 81,1978, pp. 3-7)

Park testified that he gave small checks to some former Congress-
men or candidates for Congress in the year 1970, ranging in amounts
from $300 to $1,000. The checks were given to Ross Adair ($500) ;
William H. Ayers ($500); Peter Frelinghuysen ($500-—this check
was never cashed or deposited) ; Seymour Halpern ($500) ; Lawrence
J. Hogan ($500); Thomas E. Kleppe ($500); Spark Matsunaga
($500) ; Cole McMartin ($1,000) ; Chester L. Mize ($500) ; Robert A.
Reveles ($300), and Nelson Gross ($100). The committee has copies
of all of these checks. (H, 21-31)






III. Hancao Kim
A. INTRODUCTION

From 1970 through 1976, Kim Sang Keun was an agent of the
Korean Central Intelligence Agency (the “KCIA”) stationed at the
Korean Embassy in Washington, D.C. In November, 1976, he de-
fected to the United States. After his defection, Kim Sang Keun
(KSK) told the story of how in September 1974 and June 1975 he
had given a total of $600,000 in cash to Hancho C. Kim, a Korean-
born American citizen residing in Lanham, Md. This money was to
be used to influence, among others, Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives. KSK testified that Hancho Kim reported to KSK the
identity of five Representatives referred to by the code name of “Ad-
vance Guard,” to whom KSK said Hancho Kim had told him (KSK)
that he had paid money: Representatives Tennyson Guyer, Guy
Vander Jagt, Benjamin A. Gilman, Larry Winn, Jr., and Robert J.
Lagomarsino. (Staff memorandum, August 16, 1977; Executive Ses-
sion Hearings of the Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Korean In-
fluence Inquiry, April 24,1978, p. 865)

After comprehensive investigative efforts which are described infra
at pp. 70-83, the committee found no evidence that Hancho Kim had
done what KSK said Hancho Kim claimed he had done; that is, there
is no evidence that Hancho Kim paid any money to any Members of
Congress. KSK’s story and the committee’s efforts to corroborate or
refute it are the subject of part ITTI of this report.

The committee conducted an in-depth investigation and, although
it concluded that KSK had in fact delivered the $600,000 in cash to
Hancho Kim, as he claimed, and that the delivery was part of a plan
which included paying Members of Congress, the committee found no
evidence that these Members of Congress received any money from
Hancho Kim. The investigation remains incomplete, principally be-
cause Hancho Kim, even after being granted immunity, refused to
say whether he ever received the $600,000 from KSK. Consequently,
he never told the committee what he did with the money and the
committee has been unable to determine from independent sources
what he did with the money. Nonetheless, the investigation per-
suasively points to the conclusion that Hancho Kim did not use the
money to pay off Members of Congress—particularly not the Members
who supposedly made up the “Advance Guard”—but instead swin-
dled the ROK Government out of $600,000.

The remainder of this section of the report will be divided into two
parts: section B which sets forth the evidence that Hancho Kim was
given $600,000 by KSK to pay off Members of Congress and section C
which sets forth the committee’s efforts to determine whether Hancho
Kim carried out the plan, first, through investigating him and then
through investigating the Members whom he supposedly paid.

(61)
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B. THE PLAN
1. KS8K’s evidence

KSK had the title of “First Secretary” and later “Counsellor” at
the Korean Embassy in Washington, D.C. during the period October,
1970 until November, 1976. In fact, since 1961, he had been an agent
for the Korean Central Intelligence Agency. In November of 1976,
KSK defected after having been warned by a Korean official that
he might have to spend 1 year in jail as a result of his participation
in the “Koreagate scandal.” (H, 84-36) After his defection, KSK
was questioned before a Federal Grand Jury, by FBI agents, and
later by this committee. In October 1977, he testified in public before
this committee.* (H, 32-74)

In his public testimony and in his discussion with the staff, KSK
told the following story :

In late August 1974, Hancho Kim called KSK at the ROK Em-
bassy in Washington. Up until that time, KSK barely knew Hancho
Kim and had had no-official contact with him. Hancho Kim told KSK
that KSK had been designated by the KCIA headquarters in Seoul
to work with Hancho Kim on an important project (H; 37) On Sep-
tember 2, 1974, KSK received a formal instruction from General Yang
Doo Won, Director of Planning and Coordination, at KCIA head-
quarters in Seoul (H, 37-39) KSK was familiar with General Yang
since, from December 1971 to January 1974, General Yang, using the
name Lee Sang Ho, had been the KCIA station chief at the Korean
Embassy in Washington, D.C., and as such had been KSK’s immedi-
ate supervisor (H; 35). General Yang’s message, a copy of which was
retained by KSK, provided in part as follows:

To: Secretary KIM Sang-Keun.
This letter should be burned after you read it thoroughly. You
are not allowed to make copies of it.
* * * * *

(1) Concerning your reply letters, you should not use regular
channels for reports and notifications. A leakage of information is
strietly prohibited (only Secretary KIM).2 '

(2) Regarding the operation based in Washington, you, giving
appropriate excuses, should not let your supervisor (Minister KIM)
[the KCIA Station Chief] notice your performance of duties to
utilize and obtain help from company president KIM Han-cho.

No one but you should know this.

(8) Consequently you should realize that the utmost security meas-
ures should be maintained in utilizing president KIM Han-cho limiting
the contacts within the following line: KCIA Director—Office of Chief
YANG—Secretary KIM—Company President KIM Han-cho. ‘

(4) All my contacts with company president KIM should be done by
letters through Secretary KIM using diplomatie pounch. }

(5) Consequently you should secure a contacting point so that con-
stant communication can be made with company president KIM Han-
cho. Special security measures should be taken in contacting company
president KIM so that no one will notice the contacts. ‘

* * * * *

[

1 KSK did not mention the names of any Members of Congress in his public testimony.”
On April 24, 1978, KSK testified in executive sesslon at a deposition conducted by -the
staff of the Senate Select Committee on Ethics. That testimony, was made publie in, Octo-
ber, 1978 and is reported in executive session hearings before the Select Committee on
Ethics of the United States Senate. 95th Cong., 2d Sess., 861 (Vol. 2, 1978). : :

280 far as KSK is aware no one in the Embassy except himself knew of the plan involv-
ing Hancho Kim and Yang Doo Won ; and he never reported on it to -any of his superiors.
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(8) All the envelopes containing letters and documents by company
president KIM which are addressed to me should not show his name.

(9) You should maintain security measures in communication with
company president KIM over there.

(10) Telephone conversations between Seoul and Washington are ex-
pected. The following codes have been decided in order to prepare for
the future security measures:

Company president KIM, Dr. Hamilton.
Secretary KIM Sang-keum, Professor KIM.
Office Chief YANG, Catholic Father.

KCIA Director, Provincial Governor.

(11) You should bear in mind that the Catholic Father directly in-
struets company president KIM.

Pray for your good health. (H; 215-216)

Kim received a subsequent letter claiming that parts of his report
would be forwarded to the President of the ROK, Park Chung Hee.
(H, 41, 217) KSK learned from Hancho Kim that President Park
was referred to as the “Chief Priest of the Bulkook Buddhist Temple.”
(H; 47) In later correspondence, General Yang gave the operation
the code name “White Snow.” (H, 224)

On September 11, 1974, KSK was visited at his apartment by the
accounting section chief of the KCIA, who was visiting the United
States from the ROK. He handed KSK $256,000 in $100 bills wrapped
in brown paper. (H, 40-42) At the same time, KSK withdrew an
additional $44,000 from his personal checking account at the Dupont
Circle branch of the Riggs National Bank. (H, 40) This money came
from a deposit of $100,000 he had made previously. That deposit con-
sisted of a check drawn on the account of Tongsun Park. The check
had been forwarded te KSK in the summer of 1974 by General Yang
Doo Won. (H, 4445, 219-220) The next day, September 12, 1974,
KSK delivered the total of $300,000 in $100 bills to Hancho Kim’s
home in Lanham, Md. (¥, 43)

At the time, KSK received a receipt from Hancho Kim in Korean
handwriting which translates as follows:

Receipt
September 12,1974, 8:00 p.m.
(I) duly received at my home the sum of $300,000 and
promise definitely to deliver it to the designated person(s)
by tomorrow (September 12).
Kim Han-Cho” (H, 43-44,221).

KSK’s information about Hancho Kim’s activities on behalf of
Yang Doo Won came from Hancho Kim himself, when Hancho Kim
asked KSK to send reports of Hancho Kim’s activities (as reported
to him by Hancho Kim) to Yang Doo Won. KSK viewed his own
function as ministerial and assumed that Hancho Kim and Yang had
had conversations to which he was not privy. Hancho Kim told KSK
at that time that he was embarking on an important operation to gain
influence with, among others, Members of Congress on behalf of the
Seoul regime. He said that the money was to be spent to expand his
activities in the Congress. (H, 43) KSK said that Hancho Kim
said he had to help Representative Tennyson Guyer and, through him,
four other Members of the House. Later, Hancho Kim referred to this
group as the “Advance Guard.” The general objective of the “Advance
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Guard” was to gain support for the ROK in the Congress. More
specifically, it was to counter the activities of the Fraser Subcommittee
of the International Relations Committee, which was critical of the
ROK Government. (Staff memorandum, August 16,1977) :

According to KSK, though Hancho Kim never said so in so many
words, he implied to KSK repeatedly that he was dispensing cash to
Congressman Guyer and others members of the “Advance Guard.”
KSK said Kim told him he did this principally before short recesses
of the House when the Congressmen were ready to return to their
districts (H, 70). In describing the payments to KSK, Hancho Kim
used a Korean analogy: he was handing out cash and gifts, he said,
like a father marrying off three daughters all at once. KSK explained
that he believed that Hancho Kim meant that he was spending money
busily and beyond his means. (Staff memorandum, August 16, 1977)
It was not until the spring of 1975, however, that KSK saw for the
first time the list of the “Advance Guard.” Hancho Kim brought
the list from Korea. KSK was under the impression that the list was
prepared by KCIA officials in Seoul. (Z/d.) On the list were the same
five names.

At the time, all were members of the International Relations Com-
mittee.

KSK said that he forwarded reports to General Yang Doo Won’s
office in Seoul relating to the activities of Hancho Kim. (H, 54) The
reports were based on what Hancho Kim told him. Hancho Kim said
he had hosted frequent dinner parties for the five Congressmen and
their wives, both in his home as well as at prominent restaurants in
Washington, notably Sans Souci. Often, following the dinner parties,
according to what Hancho Kim told KSK, Kim showed movies at
his home championing the cause of the ROK Government. KSK ob-
tained the movies from the diplomatic pouch and supvlied them to
Hancho Kim. (Staff memorandum, August 16, 1977) KSK also gave
Hancho Kim information which Kim was to transmit, to the House
Members in an effort to portray Korea in a favorable light.

Toward the end of 1974 and through the early part of 1975, Hancho
Kim repeatedly told KSK he had spent more than $600,000 to $700,000
for the “operation” and asked for more money (H, 54-55) On one
occasion, October 23,1974, Hancho Kim placed a telephone call to Yang
Doo Won in the presence of KSK and demanded $200,000. General
Yang, instead, instructed Hancho Kim to produce “results” within 30
days. (H, 52) Shortly afterwards, KSK transmitted a message from
Seoul to Hancho Kim instructing him to endeavor to suppress any criti-
cal views concerning the extension of military aid to Korea and to
broaden support for the ROK in forthcoming coneressional debates in
the House (H, 53). In turn, Hancho Kim supplied KSK with portions
of the Congressional Record and House reports. Some of these carried
the transcript of the Fraser Subcommittee hearings on Korea ; others
contained certain House Members’ statements supporting the ROK, in-
cluding statements by Members of the “Advance Guard.” (Staff
memorandum, August 16, 1977) ’

On October 10, 1974, accordine to KSK, KSK received a message
from General Yang instructing Hancho Kim to enlist the support of
Members of Congress for a national referendum sought, hv President
Park Chung Hee and scheduled for January 1975. (KSK interview
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September 28-30, 1977) In early 1975 Hancho Kim told KSK that
Congressman Guyer introduced a resolution praising President Park’s
action. (Staff memorandum, August 16, 1977) He also told him that
he had entertained other members of the “Advance Guard” at Sans
Souci, and had secured the support of six House Members. (KSK
diary, p. 4) Hancho Kim told KSK that his source of congressional
information was the “Advance Guard,” and that its members were
working overtime on Korea’s behalf. (KSK interview, September 28-
80,1977; KSK diary, p. 7).

Never at any time, however, did Hancho Kim report to KSK exactly
when, how much or to"whom he was giving money. Accordingly, KSK
reports to Seoul never set forth any specific cash transaction, nor did
they make any accounting of how Hancho Kim’s money was spent.
KSK assumed that Hancho Kim reported this aspect of the operation
in person when he was in Seoul. Indeed, each of Hancho Kim’s trips
to Seoul was followed by a new development. According to KXSK, a
telex facility was installed in Hancho Kim’s home following Hancho
Kim’s January 1975 trip to Korea. According to KSK, it was hooked
up directly with Yang Doo Won’s office (H, 55). Thereafter, Hancho
Kim’s reports were cabled through this facility.

On April 21,1975, Hancho Kim related to KSK that he had met with
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and President Ford on April 17.
Thereupon, the two drafted a cable report of the event, the language
of which KSK recorded in his diary which he later gave to the com-
mittee: “Dr. Hancho Kim], together with Congressman [Tennyson
Guyer] got together with Secretary Henry Kissinger, and met with the
President.” * The following day, Hancho Kim asked KSK to send a
written report to Yang Doo Won in the diplomatic pouch in which Kim
stated he was spending a lot of money maintaining his contacts with the
Congress. (H, 58).

From May through the first part of June 1975, Hancho Kim visited
Korea again, and upon returning, Hancho Kim told KSK that ad-
ditional funds for the operation would be forthcoming. KSK received
another $300.000 in cash in the diplomatic pouch soon afterward. In
early June 1975, KSK delivered this money to Hancho Kim at his
home in Lanham, Md. i

Hancho Kim traveled to the ROK in August of 1975. This trip
coincided with a Korean visit by a congressional delegation led by
Representative Lester Wolff. Hancho Kim told KSK that three mem-
bers of the “Advance Guard” were in the group.* After returning to
Washington, Hancho Kim told KSK that while in Seoul he had spent
some $100,000 (H, 61) and “took good care” of the visiting Congress-
men. (Staff memorandum, August 16, 1977)

As time went by, KSK began to doubt the truthfulness of what Han-
cho Kim told him. Indeed on April 22, 1975, KSK described Hancho
Kim in his diary as “A liar.” (KSK diary. p. 10)

TIn mid-August 1976, Hancho Kim angrily told KSK that the Korean
Ambassador at the time, Hahm Pyong Choon, either had given or at-
tempted to give $20,000 in cash to Representative Guyer. Hancho Kim
complained because he thought Representative Guyer was his contact.

8 tigation established this claim to be false.
4 %teacgriélsv %grl?llle Congressional delegation reveal, however, that of the "‘Advance Guard”

only Representatives Guyer and Gilman were on the trip.
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Hancho Kim told KSK that Representative Guyer had told him of
Ambassador’s Hahm’s offer. At Hancho Kim’s direction, KSK reported
these events to Yang Doo Won. (H, 65-67) ; KSK interview, Septem-
ber 28-30, 1977)

KSK saw Hancho Kim in September 1976 for the last time (H, 67).
The Korean scandal had then received some press coverage. In Novem-
ber, 1976, after having been informed that he might have to spend a
year in jail in Korea to make it appear that the Korean Government
was doing something about the Korean scandal, KSK defected. After
consulting with a former KCIA Director, General Kim Hyung Wook,
KSK met with agents of the FBI on November 26, 1976, and turned
over to them copies of some of the letters from Yang Doo Won and
the receipt from Hancho Kim he had retained.

2. Ewidence corroborating KSK’s testimony

The evidence that KSK did in fact deliver two large sums of cash
to Hancho Kim, one in September 1974 and one in June 1975, as he
testified, is extremely strong.

There is strong evidence that the receipt in Korean writing which
KSK received from Hancho Kim for the first $300,000, a copy of
which KSK turned over to the FBI on November 26, 1977, when he
defected, was in fact written by Hancho Kim. The Department of
Justice obtained the testimony of a handwriting expert from Hong
Kong, who was an expert in analyzing Chinese characters.” By com-
paring the characters contained in the body of the receipt with ex-
emplars written by Hancho Kim, the expert was able to give a positive
opinion that Hancho Kim had written the receipt.

In addition, KSK’s visits to Hancho Kim’s house in Lanham, Md.,
were observed. John Fyfe, a lieutenant with the Prince George’s
County Police Department, was a neighbor of Hancho Kim’s. From
January through July 1975, he noticed KSK’s green Chevrolet station-
wagon with diplomatic license plates parked across the street from his
house many times each week. He saw an QOriental man, who fitted the
description of KSK, get out of the car and walk to Hancho Kim’s
house on another street (United States v. Hancho O. Kim, CR T7-558,
D.D.C,, 1977). Fvfe testified there were plenty of parking spaces in
front of Hancho Kim’s home, and KSK’s attempt to conceal his visits
in this manner is independent evidence of the surrentitiousness of the
scheme. It shows that KSK was following the KCIA directive that
in contacting Hancho Kim he take “special security measures” to as-
sure that “no one will notice the contacts.”

Independent evidence also clearly establishes that after March 1975,
Hancho Kim was in frequent telex communication with General Yang
Doo Won in the ROK. Whenever a telex call is made from a telex
machine, a computer automatically records the date, the number that
is being called, and the length of the call for purposes of preparing
an invoice each month. The records with respect to Hancho Kim’s
home were subpoened from RCA. Telecommunications. The records
revealed that Hancho Kim did have a telex machine and that the
machine had a special device on it, called a Uni-Code, whereby the
telex machine was preprogramed so that if a particular key on the

5 The Korean language utilizes Chinese characters.
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telex machine were depressed, the machine would automatically trans-
mit the message to a particular number. In Hancho Kim’s case, that
number was 787-28423. A series of events reveals that this number be-
longed to General Yang Doo Won in Seoul.

The evidence comes from a second plan KSK testified about, in ad-
dition to “White Snow,” called the “Ice Mountain Operation.” In
1975, KSK received a pamphlet from Yang Doo Won which referred
to this “Ice Mountain Operation.” Though the complete details of the
plan have never been fully disclosed, it is clear that KSK met with
Tongsun Park in about late August, 1975 and gave him this “Ice
Mountain Operation” plan. KSK was to coordinate the communica-
tions between Tongsun Park and General Yang Doo Won. He dealt
principally, however, with Tongsun Park’s employee at Pacific De-
velopment, Inc., B. Y. Lee. He assisted B. Y. Lee by teaching him how
18—1 use the ;:ode in which the messages were to be sent, to General Yang.

1 61-65

B. Y. Lee and Tongsun Park also both told the staff about the “Ice
Mountain Operation.” B. Y. Lee said he sent telex messages on five
different occasions from a telex machine installed at P.D.I. Park and
B. Y. Lee agreed that during the summer of 1975 these telex messages
were sent to General Yang Doo Won in Seoul, Korea. The telex num-
ber was listed in the “Ice Mountain Operation” pamphlet. (H, 78-82)

The RCA invoices with respect to the telex machine at Pacific De-
velopment Inc. revealed that there were four numbers in the ROK
that were called during those months of July, August and September,
1975. One, apparently Park’s office in Seoul, was called a total of 55
times. There were two numbers that were called only one time each.
The remaining number was called a total of-8 times on five separate
dates: July 18, August 6, August 8, four calls on August 21 and August
23,1975. That number was 787-28423.

That is, of course, the same number that was installed in the Uni-
Code on Hancho Kim’s machine. It was called 141 times from the telex
machine at Hancho Kim’s home during the period of March 27, 1975
through June 17, 1976.

Finally, the financial condition of Hancho Kim provides the most
dramatic and powerful evidence that, in fact, Hancho Kim came into
a large amount of cash on September 12, 1974, as KSXK testified. and
later in June, 1975. Evidence summarized below regarding Kim’s
financial condition was introduced at the trial of Hancho Kim.
(United States v. Hancho C. Kim., supra, TR 950-1364)

In 1972, 1973, and up until September 1974. Hancho Kim had bor-
rowed a lot of money and was unable to meet his payments. In 1972
he had to borrow money on two life insurance policies from the Phila-
delphia Life Insurance Co. He also obtained small loans from Subur-
ban Trust Co. in Maryland and from American Finance Corp.

In August of 1972, Hancho Kim took out a second mortgage on his
home from the University Bank. He received $19,500. Two months
later, in October. he gave a promissory note to People’s Supply for
$13,000 because he was unable to pay them for building supplies. Thus,
only 2 months after he received the $19,500 from the University Bank,
he was unable to pav People’s Supply the money that he owed them.

In 1978, Hancho Kim obtained another loan, this time on a life
insurance policy with the Continental Life Insurance Co. Kim was
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also again forced to borrow small sums of money from American
Finance Corp., and from AVCQ Financial Services. Moreover, he was
forced to refinance the second mortgage on his home which he had
gotten only a year before. In this manner in August 1973, Kim obtained
from the United Virginia Mortgage Corp., an additional $30,000. In
December of 1973, Kim got another loan from Suburban Trust Co.,
in Maryland. It was a $5,000 loan, which he was able to obtain by
agreeing to use $4,000 to pay off an earlier loan that he had there.

By the beginning of 1974, Hancho Kim had built up staggering lia-
bilities because of the many large loans he had outstanding. He owed
money on his first and second mortgage. He owed money on his per-
sonal loans to Suburban Trust Co. He owed money on the financing of
his 1972 Cadillac with GMAC. He also had loans at AVCO Financial
Services and American Finance Corp. Indeed, in 1974 the payments
on his three major liabilities alone—his first and second mortgage
and his personal loan at Suburban Trust—amounted to $1.460 a month.

In July of 1974, however, Kim went back to the American Finance
Corp. He owed them money at the time, but he asked them for an ad-
ditional $3,500 loan. American Finance turned down Kim’s request for
more money for two reasons: first, he had been slow in paying off his
existing loan and, second, he could not show any income in the United
States. Kim told American Finance he was unable to make any profit
from John and Bee Dee Co., his only business. He claimed he was re-
ceiving $1,000 a month from an unspecified source in Korea. Kim’s
business, according to tax returns, lost money during this period. Its
principal employee had left in July 1972 leaving Kim’s brother-in-law
as its only employee.

With respect to his loans from the various financial institutions like
Citizens Bank, United Virginia Mortgage Corp., American Finance,,
and Suburban Trust, Kim was not able to make his monthly payments.
Kim’s revolving charges at a number of stores—Lord & Taylor, Gar-
finckel’s, W. & J. Sloan—also had large unpaid balances. He frequently
missed monthly payments, and the payments he did make were typi-
cally small.

In the early part of September 1974, the tuition was due for Kim’s
two sons at the Landon School. Kim’s wife, Soonduk, wrote two checks
for a total of $6,000. Those two checks were sent to the Landon School
and were deposited on September 9, 1974. On September 11, both checks
bounced. Records of Kim’s only personal account which was main-
tained at Citizens Bank reveal that on that day there was a total of
$65 in Kim’s checking account.

The next day, September 12, according to KSK, Hancho Kim re-
ceived $300,000 in cash. Immediately after that, Hancho Kim had
money, much of it in cash, like never before.

On the morning of September 13; 1974, for example, Soonduk Kim
appeared at the Landon School with $3,100 in $100 bills to pay for the
tuition of her two sons. - ‘

Kim’s monthly payment to GMAC for his Cadillac was $171.71. He
made onlv four payments in the first 8 months of 1974. On September
13, 1974, Kim paid off the balance of $686.84. :

At Garfinckel’s Kim’s balance through most of 1974 up to September
ranged around $700 to $900. He was making pavments of about $60'to
$80 monthlv. On September 13, 1974, Kim paid off Garfinckel’s the
balance of his account : $897.23.
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At W. & J. Sloan furniture store the story was the same. Kim had
consistently large outstanding balances. He paid very little each month.
In June of 1974, he had a balance of about $957. He made no payment
in July or August of 1974. September 13, 1974, he went to Sloan’s and
paid off the balance : $968.80 in cash.

Kim owed Eurasia Global Travel Agency $1,825 since July 18, 1974.
On September 13, 1974, he paid off the balance.

Kim had owed a catering service, Braun’s Finest Caterers, $241 since
February of 1974. That bill was not paid until September 17, 1974,
when it was paid in full.

Kim made very few payments to Lord & Taylor during the first 814
months of 1974. Sometime between September 12 and October 12, 1974,
however, Hancho Kim paid off the balance of that account of $731.21.

At the Suburban Trust Co., Kim had a $5,000 loan and his monthly
payments were $447.34. He made one payment in February, one in May
and one in June. Kim made his next payment on September 17, 1974,
not for $447.84, his monthly payment, but for $4,012.79.

Also, on September 17, 1974, Hancho Kim called Town & Country
Motors and agreed to buy a brand new 1975 Cadillac Fleetwood
Brougham. He sent them a letter that day confirming the agreement,
enclosing a $500 check and stating, “P.S., final payment will be made
by cash and no financing.” That same day, Kim bought new business
cards and engraved stationery. He also brought his Lincoln Conti-
nental in for over $1,000 worth of repairs.

On September 19, 1974, Findlay College in Ohio received a $10,000
contribution from Hancho Kim.*

St. Andrews Episcopal Church in Findlay, Ohio received a $1,000
check from Kim on September 20, 1974. .
Kim’s payments on his first and second trusts to the Citizens Bank
and United Virginia Mortgage Co., reveal an identical pattern. In
1973 and the first 8 months of 1974, Hancho Kim was continually late
in making payments and had to pay late charges almost every month.
After September 12, 1974, there were no more late charges; Kim always
paid on time.

A similar pattern of large cash payments occurs in June of 1975
after Hancho Kim received the second $300,000 cash shipment from
KSK. Thus, on June 13, 1975, Hancho Kim purchased furniture at the
W. &. J. Sloan Furniture Co., which he paid for with $5,526.34 in
cash. Shortly thereafter, on August 5, 1975, he paid them $6,700 more
in cash for additional furniture. Also in the summer of 1975, Soonduk
Kim paid for tickets for a trip to Korea on Korea Airlines with $5,000
in new $100 bills.

The evidence set forth above was presented to a jury in the perjury
conspiracy trial of Hancho Kim. The jury returned verdicts of guilty
on two counts, thus finding that Hancho Kim and KSK conspired
corruptly to influence members of Congress (without finding neces-
sarily that the conspiracy was carried out) and that Hancho Kim made
a false declaration under oath to a grand jury when he denied receiving
the money from KSK. The committee wholly concurs in this finding of
the jury.

80n Oct. 17, 1974, the Board of Directors of Findlay College voted to give Kim, who
had attended but one semester at Findlay College. an honorary degree. On Nov. 1, 1974,
the college dedicated the Hancho Chris Kim Far Eastern Center. The presentation speech
was.made by Representative Guyer’s administrative assistant, M. B. Monroe. Later, at

Kim’s urging. Findlay bestowed an honorary degree on the Director of the Korean Central
Intelliganea i TH o




70

In view of this finding, it is essential to determine what Hancho Kim
did with the money—that is, whether he gave some of it to any Member
of Congress. The committee’s investigation on this issue was divided:
into two parts. First, the statl investigated Hancho Kim and sought to
obtain his testimony. Second, the statf conducted an investigation of
the five Members of Congress who were alleged to have received money
from Hancho Kim.

C. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN

1. Hancho Kim’s testimony and contempt

On November 17, 1977, Hancho Kim was called before the committee
at a deposition in executive session and granted immunity from
prosecution.’

Thereafter, Kim appeared before the committee on November 23, and
December 9, 1977, and January 12 and May 15, 1978. During his first
three appearances, Hancho Kim was asked about his contacts with
Members of Congress. The indictment against him was still outstand-
ing, and although Kim was testifying under immunity, the committee,
for tactical reasons, did not ask him whether he receivéd the money
from KSK. He was not asked, in other words, whether he was guilty of
the perjury with which he was charged and on which he would soon
be tried. However, during his last appearance which occurred after
his trial and after a jury had found that he did indeed receive $600,000
from KSK and that he did agree to use it corruptly to influence Con-
gressmen, he was asked whether he received the money from KSK. It
was a crucial question because unless Hancho Kim admitted receipt of
the money and accounted for it, the committee could not know what
was done with the money. Hancho Kim refused to answer the question.
As a result of his refusal to answer, the Committee concluded on May
17, 1978, that he was in contempt of the Congress and this contempt
was referred on September 15, 1978, by the House to the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia.

Even without an admission that he received the money and without
an accounting of how he spent it, Hancho Kim’s testimony was of some
assistance to the committee on the question whether he paid any Con-
gressmen. At the outset, it is helptul to take an overview of Hancho
Kim’s testimony. First, it is important to note that Kim’s contacts with
Members of Congress other than one seem to have been so fleeting as to
malke it highly unlikely that he would have attempted to give money to
any of them. There seems to have been almost no opportunity, with
respect to such Members for Kim to have given them any money.
Kim’s testimony concerning the number and nature of his contacts
with members of the “Advance Guard” is consistent with the testimony
of the Members themselves, and is uncontradicted by information re-
ceived orally or in the form of documents from congressional staff.
Kim testified to numerous contacts with the Tennyson Guyers, as did
the Guyers. With respect to every other member of the “Advance
Guard,” Kim’s contacts were fleeting or nonexistent. He had two meals
with Representative Lagomarsino and his wife; one in Hancho Kim’s

7 Kim raised various objections which were overruled by the chairman and Representa-
tive Spence. Ultimately, the committee held Hancho Kim in contempt for his refusal to
answer all the guestions posed to him. The report of that contempt sets forth in detsil the
various legal claims made by Kim. See, “Proceedings Against Hancho C. Kim,” H. Rept.
No. 25-1214, 95th Cong., 2d sess. (1978). Kim also testified pursuant to a grant of im~
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home and one at Paul Young’s restaurant in downtown Washington.
(Hancho Kim deposition, November 17, 1977, pp. 18, 31). There was
no other evidence, either in the testimony of Congressman Lagomar-
sino, in his appointment books, in his correspondence or in the testi-
mony of Hancho Kim suggesting meetings between the Lagomarsinos
and Hancho Kim.

With respect to the other members of the “Advance Guard,” there
is no evidence, either from Hancho Kim’s testimony or from the testi-
mony of the Congressmen or from an exhaustive review of their ap-
pointment and telephone logs and correspondence or interviews of
their staffs, that there was any contact whatsoever between any of
them and Hancho Kim.

Kim was questioned in detail about each Member of Congress who
was alleged to be a member of the “Advance Guard” and asked
whether he had conferred anything of value on any of them. Kim
said he had not, except he had bought dinner for Representative and
Mrs. Guyer on several occasions and once for Representative and Mrs.
Lagomarsino. More specifically, Kim testified he had never done any
of the following with respect to the five individuals named by Kim
Sang Keun as comprising the “Advance Guard”:

Given any cash to a member of the “Advance Guard”;

Given cash to anyone else with the understanding that they
would deliver it to any member of the “Advance Guard”;

Offered any cash to any member of the “Advance Guard”;

Offered money in any form to any member of the “Advanced
Guard”;

Made a political contribution to any member of the “Advance
Guard”;

Made a political contribution to someone else at the request of
a member of the “Advance Guard”;

Given any gifts to a member of the “Advance Guard”;

Loaned any monies to a member of the “Advance Guard”;

Bought from or sold anything to any member of the “Advance
Guard”; and
_ Paid any bills for any member of the “Advance Guard,” includ-
ing any campaign bills or debts. (Hancho Kim depositions,
November 17, 1977, p. 51; November 23, 1977, pp. 96-97)

Kim was then asked the same questions with respect to the families
and staffs of these Members of Congress and gave the same answers.
(Hancho Kim deposition, November 23, 1977, p. 98)

Kim was asked in detail about his contacts with members of the
“Advance Guard.” He said that Congressman Guyer had been to his
home, always accompanied by his wife, on approximately six occa-
sions. On one occasion, he was accompanied by Congressman Lago-
marsino and his wife, Kim testified, consistently with Congressman
Guyer’s testimony, that it was Congressman Guyer’s idea to invite the
Lagamarsinos and not Hancho Kim’s. (Hancho Kim deposition,
November 17, 1977, pp. 16-17) The only other Member of Congress
who was at Kim’s home was former Representative Jackson E. Betits,
who retired in 1972, long before Kim was alleged to have started his
activities. (/d. at 18) The only other person present on any occasion
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was Congressman Guyer’s Administrative Assistant, Marvin Monroe
Id. at 28

( Kim als)o testified that he had seen the Guyers in Korea. Contrary
to Congressman Guyer’s testimony (Tennyson Guyer deposition,
July 15, 1977, p. 19), Kim said that they had had a conversation about
the trip prior to their departure. Kim’s testimony was consistent with
Guyer’s however, that they met there twice and only briefly. (Hancho
Kim depositions, November 23, 1977, p. 143) The committee has no
evidence to the contrary. ) )

Consistent with the testimony of the Guyers, Kim testified that he
had given the Guyers nothing of value other than the dinners and
some cosmetics at Christmas time. (Hancho Kim deposition,
November 17, 1977, p. 46)

The committee questioned Hancho Kim about whether he had ever
had a conversation with Representative Guyer in which the name of
Ambassador Hahm came up. Kim testified that there was only one
conversation in which Hahm’s name came up. In this conversation,
Representative Guyer told Kim that he had received an invitation to
an Embassy function from Ambassdor Hahm. Kim specifically
denied that Representative Guyer reported an offer of money from
Hahm. (/d. at 54-57; Hancho Kim Deposition, November 23, 1978,
pp. 60-66).

2.The Korea Ewxchange Bank

Hancho Kim’s lawyers sunplied documents obtained from the Korea
Exchange Bank, New York Agency, apparently in order to satisfy
the committee, even without Hancho’s Kim’s testimony about the
money, that none of the money received from KSK was used to
influence Members of Congress.

The documents purport to show that $400,000 was deposited in
American currency in an account at the Korea Exchange Bank (KEB)
in Seoul, Korea, as follows: $200,000 on January 28, 1975; $100,000
on May 20, 1975; and $100,000 on August 7, 1975; and that all $400,-
000 was then transferred to Hancho Kim’s account in the Suburban
l’}‘erust Co., Lanham, Md., on January 27, 1977, after this investigation

gan.

An Internal Revenue Service investigation uncovered $50,000 in
expenditures between September 12, 1974, and the end of 1974; and
$140,000 in expenditures during 1975; and $10,000 contributed to
Findlay College. This total of $200,000 together with the $400,000
placed in the KEB adds up to some $600,000—the amount given to
Hancho Kim by KSK. Since Hancho Kim had no other income from
his business, the $400,000 in deposits together with the $200,000 in
‘cxpenditures appeared at first to account for all the money.

The committee found this theory: implausible, however, for two
reasons. First, the timing of the deposits was wrong. Hancho Kim
received his second $300,000 in June of 1975. The only bank deposit
after that date is for $100,000; and the expenditures after June 1975,
do not approach the $200,000 figure necessary to account for all of
the second $300,000. Second, under this theory, Hancho Kim has swin-
dled his Government. If Hancho Kim had planned to swindle the
Korean Government and keep the money for himself rather than use
it to buy influence as he was supposed to, it is utterly implausible that
he would hide the money in the Korea Exchange Bank, which is con-
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trolled by the Korean Government and whose currency transactions
are closely monitored by the KCIA. Moreover, it just did not make
sense that Kim would bundle up American currency and carry it back
to Korea with him. It seems more likely that the deposits represented
either other money available to Hancho Kim, or money supplied by
the ROK Government for the purpose of providing an “innocent”
explanation for the use of the money. The refusal of the Korea Ex-
change Bank when asked to supply original deposit. records suggests
that the deposits may not have occurred in 1974 and 1975, but rather
in recent months so as to supply an innocent explanation for the use of
the money.

In December 1977, Hancho Kim’s attorneys produced two docu-
ments in support of their contention that Kim had deposited $400,000
of the money he received from KiSK in a foreign bank account: a telex
from the New York Agency of the Korea Exchange Bank (the
“Agency”) which had previously been submitted by the Agency to
a U.S. Grand Jury in response to a Grand Jury subpena, and a
letter on the letterhead of the bank in Seoul directed to Hancho C.
Kim. No records in the nature of business records of the bank, such
as deposit slips or account statements, were produced with respect to
these transactions, however. Accordingly, we do not have business
records created at or about the time of the transactions in question
which would verify that the money was actually deposited at the bank
in Seoul. What we do have is hearsay statements from the bank and
the Agency contained in the letter and telex.

Accordingly, the committee served subpenas on the New York
Agency of the Korea Exchange Bank for records in the possession of
the Korea Exchange Bank, New York Agency or any foreign affiliate
thereof.®* The New York Agency is a branch of the Korea Exchange
Bank in Seoul licensed as a branch by New York State banking au-
thorities. Thus, the subpenas served on the Agency in New York City
required the production of records physically located in Korea. The
law is clear, however, that even though the records are in the posses-
sion of the bank in Seoul, they can be subpenaed by serving an Agency
or branch of the bank in the United States.?

Nonetheless, the A gency refused to comply with the committee’s sub-
penas and to supply the underlying documents. It sought to justify its
noncompliance by claiming that to comply would be a violation of
Korean law and that the Agency should not be compelled to violate a
foreign law, and by arguing that, in any event, the committee should
rely on letters rogatory seeking the assistance of the ROK Govern-
ment. T'o support its claim that to comply with the subpenas would vio-
late Korean law, the Agency submitted a memorandum of law and the
opinion of its Korean Counsel. The Korea Exchange Bank’s Korean
lawyers sought to justify the Agency’s noncompliance with the sub-
pena by relying on portions of the Korea Bank Secrecy Law. They said
that a subpena from a Korean court would be required. The Korean
Bank Secrecy law,!® however, prohibits disclosure by a bank only with-

81In fact, two subpenas were served on the agency by the committee, The second is some-
what broader. The second subpena was served merely to assure that all relevant records
were covered by a subpena. ‘ .

"B.g., First National City Bank v. Internal Revenue Service, 271 F. 2d 616, 619 (24
Cir. 1959), cert. denied, 361 U.S. 948 (1960). )

10 Actually entitled, “Korean Law for Protection of Privacy of Deposits, Installment
Deposits, ete.” enacted July 29, 1961, revised Jan. 13, 1971.
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out “written request or permission of those under whose name the de-
posit is made.” Accordingly, the committee obtained the permission of
Hancho Kim, under whose name the deposit was made, authorizing the
bank to give the committee documents requested by the subpena.

Notwithstanding Hancho Kim’s consent, the Agency continued to
refuse to comply with the subpena. It submitted a second opinion letter
from its Korean Counsel. In this opinion letter, the Agency’s Korean
Counsel took the position that Kim’s consent and the committee’s sub-
pena were not enough and that the committee would also need a sub-
pena from a Korean court.

In view of the opinions of Korean Counsel, the chairman wrote to the
Library of Congress requesting from it an opinion on the applicable
Korean law. By letter and report dated June 9, 1978, Sung Yoon Cho,
the acting Chief of the Far Eastern Law Division of the Law Library
of the Library of Congress, responded to Chairman Flynt’s inquiry.
In a detailed and carefully documented opinion, Dr. Cho disagreed
with the Korean lawyers for the Agency and concluded that Korean
law did not prohibit the bank from disclosing the records demanded by
the committee subpenas.

Thereafter, both the bank and Dr. Cho submitted additional opin-
ions in which, in effect, they merely restated their earlier conclusions.
On July 18,1978, lawyers for the Agency and for the committee argued
to Representative Prever whether or not the subpenas should be en-
forced. On November 27, 1978, Representative Preyer ruled that the
subpena was valid and ordered production of the documents by Decem-
ber 4, 1978. On December- 4, 1978, representatives of KEB appeared
and stated that the KEB, Seoul, refused to produce the documents
requested.

Thus, the investigation of Hancho Kim. was, by virtue of his refusal
to testify and by virtue of the inaccessibility of documents from the
Korea Exchange Bank, not wholly conclusive. However, most signs as
well as Kim’s testimony point to the conclusion that he swindled the
ROK Government out of the entire $600.000 and paid off no one. The
investigation of the individual Members of Congress also failed to yield
anv ew_ridence that they had been paid.

This report next reviews the investigation conducted by the staff of
each of the members of the “ Advance Guard.”

3. The Investigation of the “Advance Guard”
(a) Congressman Tennyson Guyer

The committee conducted an in-depth investigation of Congress-
man Tennyson Guyer, which included a detailed investigation of
Guyer’s finances. The committee found no evidence that Guyer received
cash from Hancho Kim. The committee decided early in its inquiry
to focus its attention on Congressmen Guver. Guyer was clearlv the
Member of Congress whom Hancho Kim knew the best and perhaps
the only one whom he knew at all. If Representative Guyer was not
paid by Hancho Kim, it is unlikely that any others were.

1 Dr. Cho’s credentials are impressive. Dr, Cho speaks and reads Korean. He was edu-
cated in Korea and has an LLB. from Seoul National University. He also has an M.A. and
Ph.D. from Tulane University and a Masters of Comvarative Laws from George Wash-
ington University. Moreover. he was the Korean attorney for the United National Civil
Assistance Command in Korea from 1953-55 and has been with the Lihrarv nf Congress
since 1959. He is an expert on Far Eastern Law and the author of. amone other writings,
a book entitled ““Japanese Writings on Communist Chinese Law 1046-74" (1977).



75

In an investigation that took a year and a half, the staff took sworn
testimony from Congressman Guyer, obtained boxes of financial and
other records, took testimony from Mrs. Guyer, and conducted lengthy
interviews with Representative Guyer, his wife and members of his
staff. The staff also conducted an in-depth analysis of Representative
Guyer’s finances. The result of the investigation was that there were
none of the indicia which one would expect to find in the case of a Con-
gressman who has received cash from an illegitimate source ; there was
no particular need for money uncovered ; no unusual expenditures un-
covered ; no unusual or unexplained deposits of cash; and no indica-
tion that the expenditures of which we have records are insufficient
to maintain the Guyers at their standard of living.

(¢) The [nvestigation.—At his deposition, Representative Guyer tes-
tified he first met Hancho Kim in March 1973 at a Findlay College
alumni fundraising dinner in Washington, D.C. The President of
Findlay College, Dr. Glenn Rasmussen, introduced Kim to Repre-
sentative Guyer. Congressman Guyer’s father had been President of
Findlay College and the Congressman graduated from Findlay in
1934. He retains close ties to the college. Moreover, his administrative
assistant, Marvin E. Monroe, is a trustee of the college, and still
teaches there. Kim had spent one semester at Findlay and Monroe had
been his teacher. Because of Kim’s alleged success as a businessman,
Monroe told the staff he considered Kim a prime target for Findlay’s
fundraising program.

Thereafter, the Guyers and the Kims became friendly and socialized
with each other (Tennyson Guyer deposition, July 15, 1977, p. 5).
Representative Guyer took Mr. and Mrs. Kim to the Capitol Dining
Room for a number of meals. At one lunch, sometime in 1974, Repre-
sentative Guyer introduced Hancho Kim to Congressmen Peter
Frelinghuysen and Vernon Thomson. Representative Guyer said he
was aware of the interest they all had in the ROK, but he did not
formally invite the Congressmen to eat with Hancho Kim. Congress-
man Broomfield was also there, Representative Guyer recalled. The
luncheon was only 85 to 40 minutes long because the Congressmen were
interrupted by a rollcall. Matters relating to the ROK were discussed,
Representative Guyer remembered, but he recalled specifically only a
discussion of border incidents. (/d. at 6-8)

According to Guyer, Kim never asked Representative Guyer to
introduce him or his wife to any other Congressmen and did not show
any particular interest in getting to know Congressmen. Representa-
tive Guyer described Kim as a loner. Representative Guyer did intro-
duce Kim to Congressman Lagomarsino and his wife, when they ac-
companied the Kims and the Guyers to dinner at Paul Young’s some-
time in 1975. Representative Guyer said it was his idea to invite the
Lagomarsinos. (/d. at 9) So far as Representative Guyer was aware,
Kim did not personally know any other Members of Congress, al-
though they had discussed Representatives Fraser and Morgan. (/d.)
Kim may have casually met other Members, Representative Guyer
said. Except for two dinners with the Kims and the Lagomarsinos,
one at Paul Young’s, the other at Kim’s home, however, Representa-
tive Guyer did nof attend any functions where Kim and other Con-
gressmen were present. (/d.) M. E. Monroe and his wife have also
dined at the Kims (/d. at 11)
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A box of cologne at Christmas was the only other thing of value Rep-
resentative Guyer or his family has ever received from Kim.

Representative Guyer testified that he has never seen Kim with large
amounts of cash (/d. at 14), nor has he ever had any business trans-
actions with Kim. (/d. at 15)

The most significant incident that KSK remembered was Hancho
Kim’s complaint that Representative Guyer had told him that Korean .
Ambassador Hahm Pyong Choon had offered or given Representative
Guyer $20,000 in cash. This incident, according to KSK, angered
Hancho Kim because he felt he had a special and exclusive relationship
with Representative Guyer and that Hahm was interfering with this
relationship. Kim asked KSK to send a report. to the KCIA complain-
ing of Hahm’s actions. This incident was of particular importance
because, although Hancho Kim had a possible motive falsely to claim
that he paid off Members of Congress, there was no apparent motive
to complain falsely about an offer of money by Hahm to Representa-
tive Guyer since that could easily be verified. Further, he most cer-
tainly would not ask KSK to forward a false complaint to the KCIA.
Thus, Representative Guyer’s relationship to Ambassador Hahm
Pyong Choon was the subject of inquiry by the committee. Guyer
testified that he met Hahm at the first formal occasion held at the
Embassy after Hahm took over as Ambassador when the International
Relations Committee was invited. Representative Guyer saw him again
at a committee function at the Embassy when films on the ROK were
shown. He also saw Hahm at a club across from the “Jockey Club.”
Representative Guyer testified that he never met alone with Hahm, and
that neither he nor any member of his family ever received anything
of value from Hahm. (/d. at 15-16)

As a member of the Subcommittee for Future Foreign Policy
Development, Representative Guyer went to Korea on the delegation
led by Representative Wolff in August 1975. Hancho Kim was also
there, and they met twice briefly. (7d. at 20).

Representative Guver inserted several items with respect to the ROK
in the Congressional Record. He testified that he inserted them on his
own initiative and testified that Hancho Kim had neither asked him to
nor offered him compensation to make the entries. Some of what the
entries contained was based on information Representative Guyer got
from Kim, however, in conversation or from Kim’s articles on the
“Op-Ed” page of the New York Times. Kim did not bring Representa-
tive Guyer material to be inserted or supporting documents. Represent-
ative Guyer would tell Kim that he or the ROK was in the Record, but
Guyer believed Kim received the Record and read it on his own. Repre-
sentative Guyer personally drafted the entries he made in the Record.
;—gsggt;cretary helped write them occasionally and typed them (7d. at

Representative Guyer’s first Korean entry was many months before
Kim got the money from KSK. In July of 1974, M. E. Monroe prepared -
an entry for the Congressional Record which was inserted by Congress-
man Guyer.

Fomer Congressman Vernon Thomson made an entry in the Con-
gressional Record', November 11, 1974, following a Korean border inci-
rlent. Representative Guver had written the statement, based in part on
1nform'a:tlon he got from Kim and asked Representative Thomson to
insert it. The statement refers to a meeting the week before of a few



77

members, including Representative Thomson, with Hancho Kim. Rep-
resentative Guyer said that meeting was the luncheon in the Capitol
Dining Room mentioned earlier. According to Representative Guyer,
Representative Thomson did not have a clear recollection of the lunch-
eon, but in inserting remarks in the Record took Guyer’s word about the
circumstances of the meeting.

'Representative Thomson, now a member of the Federal Election
Commission, told the staff and later testified at the trial of Hancho Kim
that he was quite certain that he had never met Hancho Kim (Vernon
Thomson interview, June 10, 1977; United States v. Hancho C. Kim,
supra, TR 12 921-925). Asked about the statement in the Record to the
contrary, he said that Representative Guyer had drafted the statement
and that he had not reviewed it carefully before inserting it in the
Record.

Representative Guyer seemed to remember press statements that he
had issued on January 28 or January 29, 1975, in response to press criti-
cism of ROK President Park Chung Hee’s Emergency Decree No. 5.
He did not remember if anyone else signed the statement. He did not
recall who had initiated or drafted the statement. He did not think Kim
hax% a 'hand in it. (Tenneyson Guyer deposition, July 15, 1977, pp. 32—
34.

Representative Guyer also sent a memo to and made an oral request
of Vern Loen and Max Friedersdorf, White House Congressional liai-
son, to arrange a meeting between President Ford and Hancho Kim.
‘The White House denied the request. He also sent a letter along to the
White House that Kim wanted delivered to President Ford (United
States v. Hancho C. Kim,supra, TR 866-867).

(%) Financial Analysis.—As a further part of its investigation into
whether Hancho Kim had made cash payments to Representative
Guyer, an extensive investigation of Representative Guyer’s finances
was conducted. That investigation revealed no evidence to support the
allegation that Guyer received moneys from Kim. Indeed, the picture
which emerged convinces the committee to the contrary.

The financial investigation was as thorough as the committee could
possibly make it, and so far as the committee can determine, Mr.
Guyer was thoroughly cooperative. Mr. Guyer’s income tax returns
were obtained and reviewed ; records of all his checking and savings
acecounts were obtained and reviewed ; records of his real estate hold-
ings and transactions were obtained and reviewed: records of all his
Investments were obtained and reviewed ; records of all loans received
were obtained and reviewed ; and the staff searched for other kinds of
expenditures and other sources of income. These records were reviewed
with three purposes in mind. First to determine whether Congress-
man Guyer had a need for cash such that he might be susceptible to an
offer of cash; second, to determine whether there were any deposits or
expenditures or other use of cash the source of which is unexplained
and which might have been Hancho Kim; and third to determine
whether expenditures from known sources—that is, bank accounts—
accounted not only for major expenses, but also for the many minor
expenses of living which might otherwise have been paid for out of
illegitimately received cash.

12 “TR” refers to the trial transeript.
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The investigation revealed that the Guyers were at no time under
any pressure for money. Their savings were ample, their expenditures
normal and their charitable contributions well above average.

The investigation revealed no unexplained use of cash or any other
unexplained income. The source of all bank deposits, all stock pur-
chases, all loan payments, all pension plan deposits, all real estate pur-
chases were traced. The timing and amount of all cash deposits sug-
gested that they came from certain honoraria which, the investigation
revealed, were received in the form of checks but which were later
cashed by Mr. Guyer. Indeed, when questioned with regard to these
deposits, Mr. Guyer testified that they came from the cashed hon-
orariaum checks. Moreover, the.cash deposits were part of a pattern—
which existed before KSK: gave Hancho Kim the first $300,000 in
September 1974. Finally, there was no discernible increase in Mr.
Guyer’s net worth in 1974-75, the period in whieh Hancho Kim claimed
to have been paying Congressmen:

The staff’s financial investigators then did a “sources and applica-
tions of funds” analysis on Mr. Guyer’s finances. The conclusion was
reached that the exependitures of which the staff had records—con-
sisting mainly of cancelled checks—accounted for all of the expendi-
tures which would be expected of a person enjoying Mr. Guyer’s
standard of living. Thus, it appeared unlikely that Mr. Guyer was
also spending illegitimately received cash.

Two additional areas of investigation should be mentioned.

Shortly after Hancho Kim was to start his activities, from Janu-
ary 5to January 9, 1975, Representative Guyer and his wife went to Las
Vegas. Because of the date of this trip, the committee sent investigators
to Las Vegas to see if the Congressman had perhaps spent large
amounts of cash in Las Vegas. The Cengressman paid for his room by
check and charged no gambling expenses to his room. Interviews of
executives and floor personnel and an examination of microfilmed hotel
records where the Guyers stayed revealed no cash expenditures. In-
deed, the Congressman took the trip with his wife and daughter and
with friends from Findlay, Ohio. There is no evidence that the trip
was paid for by anyone other than Representative Guyer or was any-
thing more than a vacation.

In addition, there was always the possibility that Representative
Guyer had received money from Hancho Kim and used it, not for
personal purposes, but in his campaign. Since Hancho Xim’s payoffs
were to start around September 13, 1974, the 1974 campaign became
a matter of particular interest. What emerges, however, is that Rep-
resentative Guyer’s seat has always been a safe one and that both his
own campaign expenses and those of his opponents have been extraor-
dinarily low. Thus, in 1974, Representative Guyer spent $26471.
His opponent spent $8,704. Representative Guyer won with 62% of
the vote.* The 1976 election yields a similar picture: he received
$36,175 and spent $22,789.

Representative Guyer was unopposed in the primary and his op-
ponent in the general election spent $1,256. In 1976, Representative
Guyer increased his percentage to 70 percent of the vote.!

13 See generally, M. Barone, et al, ‘The Almanac of American Polities 1978,” pp. 659~
60 (1977). )
14 Pigures are from the Congressional Quarterly. :
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Thus, given the low level of his campaign expenditures, Representa-
tive Guyer had little motive to accept funds from Hancho Kim for
campaign purposes. In any event, Hancho Kim is not listed as a con-
tributor to Guyer’s campaign.

(b) Representative Guy Adrian Vander Jagt

The committee conducted an in-depth investigation of Representa-
tive Vander Jagt. The result was that the committee found no evi-
dence that Vander Jagt received any money from Hancho Kim.

Congressman Vander Jagt, at a deposition before a member of the
committee, testified that he did not recall having met Kim. (Vander
Jagt deposition, November 8, 1977, p. 86) Hancho Kim testified that, if
he had met Vander Jagt, it was only briefly (Hancho Kim deposition,
November 23, 1978, pp. 85-86). Moreover, interviews of Congressman
Vander Jagt’s staff and others disclosed no contact between Hancho
C. Kim and Congressman Vander Jagt.

Congressman Vander Jagt’s appointment books reflect one meeting
in 1970, five meetings in 1971, one meeting in 1972 and one meeting
in 1975 with a “Mr. Kim.” Independent investigation identified that
“Mr. Kim” who appears in Congressman Vander Jagt’s appointment
books is Kim Young-ho, a Korean-American who met Congressman
Vander Jagt through Edward Frederick, a mutual friend. Staff in-
terviews revealed that Mr. Frederick knew Congressman Vander Jagt
when the Congressman was a Michigan State Senator, and Kim Young-
ho was Mr. Frederick’s language instructor at the Foreign Service
Institute.

Congressman Vander Jagt’s campaign, office and personal finances
were examined in minute detail in the same manner as Congressman
Guyer’s. The investigation uncovered no unexplained deposits or other
ases of cash, and there is no evidence that Vander Jagt received any
money from Hancho Kim.

(¢) Representative Benjaumin A. Gilman

The committee conducted an in-depth investigation of Representa-
tive Gilman. The result was that the committee uncovered no evidence
that Gilman received any money from Hancho Kim. As in the case
of the other alleged members of the “Advance Guard,” the committee
made an extensive request for documents from Representative Ben-
jamin Gilman, and he provided the committee with voluminous rec-
ords. An exhaustive review was made of these documents, which in-
cluded but was not limited to appointment books, visitor cards, visitor
log sheets, campaign records, correspondence, public statements,
Congressional Record entries, and Federal income tax returns and
other financial records. In addition, numerous interviews of present
and former staff members both in Washington, D.C., and Mr. Gil-
man’s Congressional District were conducted.

_ At one of his depositions, Hancho Kim, was shown a photograph of
Representative Gilman. He testified that to the best of his recollection
he had never met Representative Gilman, either in the United States
or the Republic of Korea (Hancho Kim deposition, November 23,
1978, pp. 94-95). This testimony is consistent with that of Congress-
man Gilman, his wife and the information obtained from the mem-
bers of his staff. Moreover, it is not contradicted by any of the records
obtained by the committee,
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Both Representative Gilman and his wife, from who he is now sepa-
rated, Jane Prizant Gilman, were deposed by the committee. On No-
vember 8, 1977, Mrs. Gilman testified that she did not recall ever meet-
ing Hancho Kim in Korea or at any other time. (Jane Prizant Gilman
deposition, November 8, 1977, p. 36) On August 9, 1978, Representative
Gilman stated under oath that he did not think that he had ever met
Hancho Kim. He was shown a photograph of Kim, and he said he did
not recall meeting Kim. To the best of Gilman’s knowledge, neither
Hancho Kim nor a person by that name ever visited his office. Further-
more, Gilman stated that to the best of his knowledge he had never
corresponded with Hancho Kim. In addition, Gilman said he had never
received a campaign contribution or anything of value from a Korean
or a U.S. citizen who was a. Korean native. Gilman testified he had not
been introduced to Hancho Kim by Representative Guyer (Benjamin
@ilman deposition, August 9, 1978, pp. 3-5).

"Representative Gilman was also interviewed by Justice Department
attorneys and a Special Agent from the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion on March 1, 1977. His statements at that time, as recorded in the
FBI 302 Report of Interview, are consistent with his testimony.
Furthermore, it was noted in the report that Gilman was a mem-
ber of the Wolff Delegation which visited the Republic of Korea in
1975. While in Seoul they stayed at the Chosun Hotel. Gilman stated
that he did not recall meeting any American or Korean friend of Rep-
resentative Tennyson Guyer there. Furthermore, Gilman said he was
unaware that Hancho Kim had claimed an association with him and he
could not suggest any explanation for that claim,

In conclusion, there appears to be no substance to the allegations that
Mr. Gilman was influenced by Hancho Kim. The exhaustive investi-
gation conducted by the committee reveals no relationship between
Mr. Gilman and Hancho Kim.

(@) Representative Larry Winn

The committee conducted an in-depth investigation of Representa-
tive Larry Winn. The result was that the committee uncovered no evi-
dence that Winn received any money from Hancho Kim. In an effont to
determine what, if any contacts Mr. Winn had with Hancho Kim, a
request was made of Representative Larry Winn that he provide the
committee with certain documents. He provided the committee with the
documents he had available, and a review was made of this material.
This review included but was not limited to the analysis of appoint-
ment books, guest registers, correspondence, personal calendars, invita-
tions, campaign records, and financial records.

At his deposition on November 23, 1977, Hancho Kim stated he did
not recall ever meeting Congressman Winn. Kim was shown Winn’s
photograph and responded that he had never met Winn. (Hancho Kim
deposition, November 23, 1978, pp. 84-85) In addition, Kim stated he
had never seen or met Winn in the Republic of Koréa. Kim testified
that he had never done any of the following :

Given cash to Winn;

Given cash to anyone with the understanding that they would
deliver it to Winn;

Offered any cash to Winn ;

Offered Winn money in any form ;

Made a political contribution to Winn
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Made any political contribution at Winn’s request ;

Given any gifts to Winn;

Loaned any money to Winn;

Loaned anything of value to Winn;

Bought from or sold anything to Winn; or

Paid any bills for Winn including any campaign bills or debts.

All of the above negative responses are applicable with respect to
Winn’s family and members of his official staff according to Kim’s
testimony. Finally, Kim stated he had never asked Winn to make any
entries in the Congressional Record.

On May 10, 1978, Representative Larr