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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 report. On December 5, 1978, the committee
tentatively approved this report, as amended, i)y 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 ﬁv the chairman and the ranking minority member of the
committee. The report as so reviewed and corrected follows:

(v)
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I. INTRODUCTION

On February 9, 1977, citing “information” alleging “that Members
of the House of Refmsantat-ives 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
252.1 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 bildym% 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 committee 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. Tar 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 1s 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, PhH?]c) Lacovara, of the firm Hughes, Hubbard &

. 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 thie 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 Watet;iate 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 Con 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.(§ 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 3, 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.?

2 This resolution is set forth in its entirety as exhibit 2 of this report.
s In 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 diselosing 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
ROX scheme, however, were aPso investigated. The committee had no
jurisdietion to discipline these former Members, but the obtaining of
mformation 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
Con, 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 U.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 ag exhibits 3 and 4.
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substantial sums of money, also testified. Corroboration of Park’s testi-
mony was provided b; ]ecfgers and other documents, some of which had
been removed from I?ark’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. ) .

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
i(;ihe 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-
ga,tionvt? 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 impleménta-
tion of the plan involving Tongsun Park has been completed. It is
described in part IT of this report. While it is impossible to know with
certainty whether Mr. Park withheld information about payments asto
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 III 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 rei)ort 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-
t;:res 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 ?Eent 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
in part V of this report. ) .

inally, 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. '
summary, the investigation conducted by the committee convinc-
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 l];elieves, 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 b
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 whic% 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 a
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 I%oum 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 t]ilresent. Some criticism quite prt:f-
erly pointed out shortcomings in the committee’s efforts adequai 5
to communicate to the Members of the House the facts it had found an:
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 function
properly with the confidence and support of the full memﬁership 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 car{[ying 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 Cl;onduct.






I1. Tonesux 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 interviewinlg 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 pg Members of Congress. Information was gath-
ered indicating 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 ﬁfhc testimony in three of
four disciplinary proceedings which had been brought against sitting
Members of Congress of his earlier testi agg.

It is the judgment of the committee, b 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 ROX to
pay Congressmen or to make contributions to their campaigns, and he

®
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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 aient 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

ecome rich' on rice commissions. Although Pari to some degree made
efforts to influence Congress on legislation affecting the ROK and un-
doubtedly made some payments m part for that purpose, it alpdpears
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. 35, 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 takin
his wealth outside Korea. A financial investigation done by the specia
staff 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. It 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 Eurchased 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 Con en in rice growing districts in this country
had a keen political interest in finding & market for their constituents’
surplus rice and that under Public Law 480 money would be loaned
by the United States on favorable terms to foreign governments so that
they would lll)urchase 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 llm%uage lan 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 gmteful to the ROK if com-
missions on such purchases were given back to the Con en 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 throufrh 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 Con%nsmnan 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 Intelligence Agency 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 desiﬁted l'aly Park, in
return for which these banks would lend money to Park to keep the rge Town Club
afloat. Kim testified that Park claimed that in return he would use the Club to win influen-
tial friends for the ROK in the United States. See “Hearings on the Korean Influence In-
vestigation Before the Committee on Standards of Officlal Conduet,” 95th Cong., 1st
7%-]..3:_!'{:0% October 19, 20 and 21, 1977, pp. 106-107, hereinafter referred to in the form

Officials of banks in the United States have confirmed that Tongsun Park did approach
themawlth requests for loans for the George Town Club in 1967, claiming that large Heposits
of ROK Government funds would be withdrawn or deposited at the ganks. depending on
whether the banks would agree to make loans to Park. In no case, however, was any loan
made, although General Eim testified that he recalled belng told that the funds were trans-
ferred and the loans made as Park requested. (Memorandum of interview with E. Anthony
Newton and James B. Warden, officers of Philadelphia Natlonal 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 In 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 Korea 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, 233-23T) o

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 offered Hanna a share of the proceeds
of the commissions if they were successful in obtaini.n% 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 Korea 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, 103) 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 distriet.

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 I 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 available by Public Law 480 (7 U.8.C. 1701 et seq.)
This law allowed foreign countries to buy various agricultural commodities with lttle or
no down payment; at Interest rates lower than otherwise available; and with sald 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)°®

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. na 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 proj , 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. (¥, 123-150)

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, 21-81)

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
friend Tongsun Park visit my district to bring t-
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. guch efforts should assure
a warm consideration and a high regard for the programs
which mean much dfm' 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-
E:;Ign contributions. Park always studiously avolded admitting any facts linking any ROK

vernment official with payments to Congressmen. Hanna denies that he as opposed to
Park was to “distribute” any of the money. 109-110. 241)

40n July 138, 1978, the committee released the results of its investigative work with
respect to Members who received such contributions and who are still sittln’f. The com-
mittee concluded In each case that the Member in guestion violated no rule. The July 13
release s reproduced and attached hereto as aggendix A,

&The ledger, which is reproduced at pP‘ T93-808 of the printed version of the commit-
tee's April, 1978, hearings, iz & more or lese contemporaneous record made by Park of his
finances, including 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
ecountry and the IRS placed a llen on the house, 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 lLave 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
Conﬁressman 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
ROX 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:

IT1. 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-
ilgiéesi;ing us that Korea buy Louisiana rice. (H,
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It then describes the advantages of such purchases as follows:
B. Two advantages by assisting efection 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 B{. 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 conmvmissions 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:

I. Diplomacy through contributing to political and election
campaign funds:
. 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 &epression:

(a) Itisa well known fact thronghout the World
that political activities and election 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-

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 Con en. (H, 1013—1014})

Similarly, another Korean ian uage plan found in Park’s house and
which appears to have been dra beﬁt about the same time, states:
Election campaign funds:

A. 1. At the requests of the pro-Korean Members of the
Congress, I paimem $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 Adgenci; uest your consideration as
to how I wou]tﬁa:e 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

est your assistance in this regard.
ne%' The Government-supported ig;rojects 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) ¥5-21 $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-
structed (to effect the purchase) accordingly. (H, 1042-
1043)

Inearly 1971, Tongsun Park learned that he was no longer the agent,
and that his job har:fsbeen 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 Broomfield 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” excef)t on his ledger. Then he said “if you met my brothers
you would call them Angels.” Fi*na]l;f, 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, Regll:hesentative 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
hossession of a letter from Representative Gallagl;er to Park Chung

ee 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 mutiial 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.”

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 bot
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with President Park and KCIA Director Lee Hu Rak during his trip.
H, 458) Park attended neither meeting. The probable discussions at
ese meetings, however, are set forth a little later in this report.

Park apparently then turned his attention toward influencing Rep-
resentative Otto %assman 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 ]}-Iong 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 I1 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 Mareh 22. (H, 446, 471472, 475)

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 Emmised 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 attempting 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 v]iﬁo had ben-
cfited frombefxis being removed %sdt,he rice agent. He described this
money as being in nature of damages for a wrongful injury to
him. In fact, Park received a decision in his favor on this iLsg 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 Chonilfyu, Chief of the Presidential Protective Force.
(H; 191-192) 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)

neral 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 Kiu. I believe it was sometime in the last part of
1971, Mr. Tongsun Park came to see me at my home. ﬁe 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,
c»onoarn’.:ng the }(:omm;)ssign. He ;gid x‘l{;‘. Pmé{: szfaa:g Hyu,
through using his subordinate, Kang Sung Tae, en
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.)

*® #* * 3k *

On this list, there was some 20 names. So I said to Mr.
Tongsun Park, “How do all these %ople listed here kriow
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 t,eliirou how much money was involved ?

General Kim. I don’t know the exact amount of the monle_}fr
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.

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 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%yu 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:

Dear Direcror Liee: 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? 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 1ts 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-
leagues when the matter that we last discussed will be final-
1Zed.

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 gecoming unsettling. 1 tried to convey this
through Minister Lee, who appears to be very able and com-
petent, get I have received no word. This is a matter that 1 gi(:t
1nvolved in because of my strong desire to continue to build the
%trong 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.

s 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-
%re.ciate if you would extend my best wishes to President

ark.

Sincerely,

CorneLius E. Gavnacuer, M.C. (H, 1049-1050)

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

7In the interim, according to Ryu’s dlary, Gall hel: had been to see the KCIA.Statlon
Chief in Washington, Minister Lee Sang Ho. (Hz 4
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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). _

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. Galla%her 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 ite
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 lobb{-
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). Tt 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 fo Korea. Finally, it refers to “political funds” for 30

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

“#Tn prder 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
Moolsan Company of Seoul has once afain. as in the past, agreed to serve as an inter-
mediary, In fact, {lis service will be required for all of our rice trade with the United States
in the future.” (Hs 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 much
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,73)

The committee is also in possession of one other list found in Park’s. .
house and one which was found in his briefcase'by a Customs Ins .
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 KCTA 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
oftered 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 .
because 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 lecislative 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 evidence 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.
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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 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, %p. 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, i'nowever, 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 riée 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-

‘8 Aga" a pled guilty to one count of conspiring to defraud the United
smﬁ ’{fé"}l Engceéq?)aﬁd pwas g 1itenced to serve 6 to 30 montis in prison,

T
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ucts produced by the constituents of Congressmen, specifically rice,
and the making of campaign contributions; (3) 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,.184-135; H, 242)

Shortly after Park’s appointment as agent for RGA’s rice sales to
the ROK, Park and Hanna belgan_work on a trip to Korea for a large
delegation of Members of the House, to be led by then House Majority

er 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 ﬂplane 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-
tions in 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,248)

Less than a year after this trip, in a letter dated December 11, 1969
Hanna wrote to Tongsun Park’s friend, Prime Minister Chung i
Kwon, about the status of legislation to appropriate $50 million in
carmarked funds for military assistance to the Republic of Korea.
(H, 394) 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. Pursnant 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 19-21,
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)

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
commissions. (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 m 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,
including 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. 1%9
certainly appreciated the thoughtfulness and the support.

It is our understanding that Tongsun had been helpgul Lo
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 campalgn events. Hanna said
that he include§ 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. (H; 244-245; 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 ROXK 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 megotiations. (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 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, (H2 246)

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 ent 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 went on 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 lgfeel that a singular problem in this
regard has developed.” (H= 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 §ind of people that he said he
knew, and that Ele in Washington didn’t 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 Jetters 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 im: of Congress, as
opposed to the executive branch, to future mﬁmm ROK
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and the United States, The mes 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 te full and good-health
is a long persisting condition. .

I am ta.kin%lthls 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, I 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.

19 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. HANNA.

SuMMER T2.

Dear Mr. Direcror (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
vou last, many important matters have taken place, and per-
haps you wou%rd appricate a personalized assessment of those
areas in 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 U.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 snch as-Ma-
jority assistant floor whips, John 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 wil) 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 1n mobilizing con-
gressional support as well as that of private business sectors
1n 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-
Eomtments with very important officials in Washington for

oth 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
meeiiing ultimately produces some concrete and favorable
results.

As I 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 Presi-
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dent Park are profoundly committed to this premise for many
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,™* K

A gsimilar 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 addition, 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 Ton 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-

11 This letter is son}ewhat 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 1s not
typed in the form used by Hanna’s typists. Hanna testified, however, that he ge‘rsonally
signed the August 27, 1974, letter to President Park, althol;fh he acknowledged that

Tongsun Park may have assisted with the draft,
iy LR ¥ w e draft. (Hanna 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 Co 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 headsd 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 ROK constitutional amendment, and on QOctober
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 $13,000 in cash in 1970. The committee has no
proof that Gallagher did or agreed to do anything in return for this
money. ,

In 1971, however, Gallagher became chairman of the Subcommittee
on Asian and Pacific Affairs of the House Committee on Foreign
Aftairs. Gallagher’s subcommittee had a direct interest in ROK af-
fairs. Tndeed, 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 Rvw’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 ledoer reflects that $30,000 in cash went to
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Cornelius Gallagher on August 8, 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 suﬁgesti ng that he should return
shortly to Korea in order that he may privately brief you on
this and several other matters that I 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 gpbpoena was served on Gallagher on August 1, 1977. An order permitting the com-
mittee to take Gallagher's testimony under immunity was approved on Mareh 31, 1978. On
April 11, 1978, Gallagher appeared at a deposition before Representative Floyd Spence, He
asserted his privilege not to answer ggest-lons put to him, on the ground that his answers
might tend to incriminate 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 e:ee[&tionally 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 lmmunltg. 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
?Esggg’]adc:};ed on the investigation outwelghed the potential injury to the Department of

e

At a later date, the Department of Justice informed the committee that it had decided
not to indict 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 subp was i d on Septeml , 1978, Efforts have been 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 J y attempting to serve the
subpoena. These efforts were known to Gallagher, his lawyer and members of Mr. .Gal-

ll:'%];:;‘ss family. Gallagher has, as of the date of this report, successfully 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 suceeed—or having sue-
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 mv last visit should have
been fulfilled now. I don’t have to reiterate the importance
and urgency involved. It is most essential that your side make
special effort to see to it that the commitment become material-
ized as quickly as possible.

Ryu notes in 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 Lee Hu Rak, Direc-
tor of the KCTA. The letter clearly is the one which Park had requested

12 At p. 105 of the ledger, Park records a payment to Gallagher of $20.000 on Novemher
23. (H: 799) Park testified that this is the same payment referred to on p. 110; and that
he helieves the reference on p. 110 to be more aceurate. (Tongsun Park deposition Mareh 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 delsiy 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. It 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
ROXK (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.
(a) 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-
ber of Congress from October 1965 until May 1972. He represented

14 Gallagher had been indieted 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
1978 and was in jail serving his sentence following a ples of guilty on June 13, 1978,

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
rraired Tongsun Park and towted his influence in both Honses of Congress and the Depart-
ment of Defense. (Ha1051) Gallagher falzelv took credit for the apnointment of Congress-
man Nix to succeed him as chairman nf the Asian and Pacific Subeommittes of the Honse
Forelen Affairs Committee. After Gallagher was released from nriron, Park loaned him
$250,000, most of which remains unpaid. Park told the committee he AiA. this ont of friend-
shin. He told C. Wyatt Dickerson, a Park business assoclate, 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 fall and then won a hotly
contested run off against J. %ennett 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-
¥a,ign contribution, gave the $10,000 in cash which he had brought

or 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. Niewps. 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. N1ewps. And did you offer it to him?

Mr. Park. Yes.

Mr. N1ecps. Did he take it ¢

Mr. Parx. 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. N1eLps. But you gave it to another member of his fami-
ly anyway, didn’t you ? )

Mr. Parg. 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. Niewps. And Elaine Edwards is the wife of Edwin
Edwards?

Mr. Park. That is correct. .

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

Mr. Park. 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 rampaign. Ryu went to New Orleans on December
18,1971. Ryu testified :

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

Mr. Ryu. 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. Berxin. In New Orleans?

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

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

Mr, Ryu. Yes.

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

Mr. Rxu. 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 Integrity 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 jury I went to Lake Tahoe to spend
the Christmas holidavs with her and at that time I said, “And
like I 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. Harrrs. 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 testimonfr, 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 ea,rl,y
1972 Edwards again wrote to President I-)‘rark 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
conn:nﬁplicated 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 i{e],cause Edwards’
campaign received between $500,000 and $1 million in cash, kept no
recolli'idsd 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
]calisblgrsed approximately $500,000 in cash. It never went to the

an

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.

18 The committee does not know whether this cable was ever sent,
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Mr. Hagris. Did you keep any records of the cash in-flo
and out-flow ? ] ' .

Governor Epwaros. 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, - Co

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

one else ?
Mrs. Epwarns. Yes. I was given cash and gifts by other
ople.
p{?]!}[)r. Harris. What’s the largest amount of cash other than
this $10,000%
Mrs. Epwarps. A thousand or two at a time.”
# * Tos * * # *

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

Mrs. Epwarns. I can’t remember all of the people. I can’t
remember anybody. I can remember receiving money though
I’'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 money 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 you 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. Epwarns. 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. Who!t

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

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

Mrs. Epwarns. I know T 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. Epwarns. I guess you can call it that. Thev were
people in the campaign who either met me, like me, T don’t
know. They gave me gifts. Is that unusual ¢ '
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Mr. Harris. It was in the campaign, Mrs. Edwards, that
these gifts occurred ?

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

Mr. Hagrris. 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 ?

Mrs. Epwarps. No,indeed.

Mr. Harris. What did they say ?

Mrs. Epwarbs. Just gave it 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
sia.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. Epwarbs. 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 exﬂained 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) .
(b) 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 algency 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

7 Mr, Dore's travel at U.8. Government expense is a curious situation. Edwin Edwards’
letter of January 4. 1972. to President Park states that Dore is his (Edwsrds’) personal
representative on the trip. Further, upon questioning Dore during a public 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
is 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
bought 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. I 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 slso 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)

1 Park was workinz on other fronts to regain his rice agency. Prineinally he was relying
on help from Richard Hapna and Cornelius Gallagher. In November 1972, Hanna went to
Korea nt Park's request and expense. Park also armed Hanns with letters from BEAwin
Fidwards and Senator Ellender and asked Hanna to speak to ROR officials. including KCIA
Director T.ea Hn Rak. to try and get his rice agevey bark. Park also ssked Hanne to polnt
out that Otto Passmsn was interested in rice sales and that he wag very important to the

tI‘Elob}{.}(Hmmn’sc trip is undoubtedly the one made reference to in Passman’'s above gquoted
e.
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Between December 3, 1971 (the cable to Habib) and January 24,
1972 (the cable to Par]() 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 Lousi-
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
reﬂuir'?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, he 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. (H2799) 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)

assman’s concern about Park’s pledge to buy dehydrated yams
was quieted by April 1, 1972, when Passman issued a press release
stgtm% that. “(h)e has arranged for Korean Ambassador Tung-son
[*ic] Park to fly to Louisiana for the purpose of visiting sweet potato
or dysan.m 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 Arc 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
Fearings, conceded receiving the contribution and that it was for

® Passman’s distriet had been changed so as to include 8t. Francisville, La., the site of
the Joan of Arc yam factory.

20 It 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 8, 1972, the day before Park went to St. Francisville, La.,
Park gave Passman anotier $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, 738) 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
of 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 OSROK. The very next day,
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,
J(&I-'in’;ai?’ 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
w1th01_1t an agent, thereby avoiding altogether the pavment of any
commissions. Thpse offers, slthough lowest in price, were rejected 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

%l 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 invegtiggﬂo'na B
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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 E ustice 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
{rip 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 Dalhan 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 Ryn has testified that he falsely stated that he was the
Becretarv of Daihan T~lu:’rur:ssm'|i anEJfa@il'se!f swore that Park was President. Ryu made these
falee declarations using the »lias "“J. Yu.

% Park testified tha fg the initial deposit of $40.000 did not represent a commission to him
and wns suppnsed to be riven to Gordon Dore for an unknown purpose. In fact. Park used
the mitial denosit 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 Chicago.
Dnre hag sworn that Ryn gave him $10.000 and that it represented repayment of a cash
loam (for which theve ir no documentation) to Park from Dore's father (now deceased).

% Park also zove Possman $2.000 in November to purchase a ticket for Edwin Rdwards
trin to Korea. When Edwards cancelled out Park sllowed Passman to keep this money.

% For s fnll 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. Me-
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. Park. I don’t recall.

Mr. N1erps. That Secretary of Defense Laird has resigned ;
isn’t that right? That fact is ‘mentioned in most of these
letters?

Mr. Park. Well, T think we went over this in executive
session.

Mr. Nieps. 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 I 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 sectire and it was a constant battle, as you can
imagine. (H, 93-94)

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

Mr. President, so often we find those who take unto them-
selves credit for all good things that are accomplished. I try to
guard against this human frailty and place the credit for
worthy accomplishments where the credit justly 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 knowledeeable 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

2 The committee has no evidence that Park in faet had any such influence or that he
engaged in any improper conduct with respeet 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 Xorea.

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 T 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, cotten and soybeans from my country greatly
helped my own Stuate of Louisiana and particular]fv 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 {orior 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 ll_;remimn 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 veads, “Met Grover at New York,
80-A.8., 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.” ?* (H, 838) This
Park testified, memorialized his delivery of the $50,000 and $75.000
sums to Passman on April 11, 1973, '

In June 1973, as reflected 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 pavments
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 Ag 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 be, innin%,(“My dear T.P.” This letter
complimented Park and urged the ROK to huy 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
gassman which had been transferred to Park a few days earlier by

onnell.) '

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. Passinan and Dore met with President Thieun
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.?s

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 Bancladesh
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 readily 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.
(F,202)

However, a Bengali official later told the 1.S. Embassv in Dacca that
Passman, as memorialized in an Embassy cable to the Secretary of

* The division of the profits wns to e Smith 10 percent. Dore 45 percent. Connell 45
percent. Nore had vigorongly 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 8mith would give awav 90 percent of the nrofits to Dore and Connell considering the
faeé tha!i LSmlth was already establizshed in this business and ostensibly did not need Dore
or Connel
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State, “tried to persuade the Bangladesh Government, both in con-
versation with their ambassador in Wa,shinﬁ;bon and during his brief
visi$ here, (Dacca), to place their freight brokerage in Washington
in the hands of the St. John Maritime Company.” (%I2 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 T.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
refreshe% 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)

lggorea signed with St. John Maritime one month later in February

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 l%g-yptlans insisted that Milton Nottingham, an officer of their old brokerage ageney, be
included in any new entity. Tongsnn 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 thelr respective interests. USDA's disapproval ended this
venture and Egvpt went back to its old ageney. Peralta Shipping.

3 When questioned about this notation, Spencer Robbins claimed a total failure of

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

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 OPIC, 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 m(fr 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 eriticism
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 3, 1973,
Mays wrote to Passman, “[1] can say, however, that the value of the
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 1973 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. After 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 mit-i%ate 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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H: 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&-btained 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 discu 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

ply to my cablegram of January 30, 1974, which would
con 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

%;rivilege you have granted two of your other suppliers.
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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 pro accordingly. Since the agreement
was reached at the breakfast meefing in Jakarta I have
cabled you three times for confirmation with no response.
Your silence and absence of confirmation of a,_%eement 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 iglg 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 of 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 meetix&g 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 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 procurement not only for the most reasonable quota-
tion the Korean Government will have through him but also
an advan the Government will ex m his distin-
guished performance in association with members from both -
sides of the United States Co: .

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)

®In splté of Passman’s reference to Dore's parﬂ' e:épation aniiI B.ichisol urg's recoll._eetloll
angry rice growers upon his return to Louisiana: “From January 14th to January 16th
Angry rlcie g;okwher& u})og n?;iretg? 'tot{.oui?jtanaﬂ H ‘;Efo?rl Jaﬁ}l&w .14th to January 16th
we were in Jakarta, Indonesia. no time durin 8 k f resent
Connell Rice & Sugar Co,, Inc. of Westfield, New Jersey. s © Fpeal for or rep
”‘::ﬁls is the game trip that included the previously dlscussed stop in Indonesia to help
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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 Eurohased. He did a very effective
](cig, agn% I anticipate working with Tongsun in the future.

6
2

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
Asgsistance P! (military aid) for Korea for fiscal 1974.%* Pass-
man may have 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 %’asmnan’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 agd that to
the $450 million or is that a part of it ¢

Mr. Von 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. Vo~ Mageop. It is, indeed.

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

% Pitle 18 U.8.C. § 794(a) : “Whoever, with intent or reason to belleve that it iz to be
used . . . to the advantage of a foreign nation, communicates, delivers or transmits
... to any forelgn 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 P.C.H. & T.?

Mr. Vox Mazrgop. 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 Maggop. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PassmaN. So if a member of this committee elected to
tell another member of the Apnropriations 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. Vox 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 I don’t quarrel with. But when you are
dealine with a recipient country, you deal with one figure?

Mr. Vox Magreob. Yes, sir.

Mr. Passman. You don’t break it down and say $80 is for
equipment and $20 is for P.C.H. & T. You talk to them about a
round ficure 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. T would like to have that information, if 1
may.

Mr. 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. T am not sure you can-do that. We have one
basic problem, Mr. Chairman—I 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 uncertaintv out of it ?

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

Mr. Passmaw. Tomorrow ?

Mr. Vest. Tomorrow, yes.*

% “Hearings Refore a Snbeommitfee of the Committee on Apnronriations.” 924 Cone.. 24
sess,, (Subcommittee on Foreign Operations axd Felaian Awosieioeh  mems 7 e dsmwd s ge
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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 publicizi
funding levels is for the State Department to inform the embassy o
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 haveqheen 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 letter 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:

ﬁl':[‘he 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
is back in good graces. he is riding 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)

;l.‘his 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 you bargain successfully for your
own Government. I send you the greetings of many of your
close personal friends in the Congress. Cordially (H, 631)

In October 1974, Passman cabled Park 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 KCIA 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. (Hz 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 hijn 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-
S]ge) 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 I was pulling a fast one in having
some antigue watches, as well as three other watches I 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-

2 Interviews with persons acquainted with Passman describe him as a careful spender
who would often bargain for long perlods 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-
dictments naming Passman as a %ise_fendant. 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 is 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 Riahon for the letter.®® Furthermore, Park gave Minshall $5,-
000 in cash on August 26, shortly before Minshall’s departure on Sep-
tember 8. 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. Minshal

deposition, May 18, 1978, pp. 50-72)

# Then Representative John Roomney chaired the Subcommittee which controlled the

State Department’s appropriation. .
® The George Town Club 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

oin th, 1 after 1966.
§ 3&!&3}11‘.{1?;?11&%2 ?'I;corrls indicate he and Park miet 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 Ma?r 19,1978 pp. 38-66.) _

Short y 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
%aid by Park but does not recall receiving any spending money from

ark. 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)

To 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

0 Park's 1972 ledger records a $10,000 payment to Minshall on Aungust 11, 1972,

# The Iedger records the first payvment on Avril 18, 1972. On Avril 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

raised Tongsun Park’s representation of the ROK in the United

tates, 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 shari
information between the Department of Defense and the Presidentr:)%
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
“puff” 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 ParE 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 money 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

# A meeting with Seeretary Laird arranged hy Minshall and witnessed hy 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:
Representatives John Brademas, Eligio de la Garza, Thomas Foley,
John J. Murphy, Melvin Price, Frank Thompson, and Morris K. Udall.
He also ﬁave 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 13, 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, 21-31) 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—?)

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 éuard,” to whom KSK said Hancho Kim had told him (KSK)
that he had paid money: Representatives Tennyson Guyer, Guy
Vander Jagt, Eenjamin 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 III 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. K8K’s evidence

KSK had the title of “First Secreta%” 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, 34-36) After his defgction, KSK
was questioned before a_Federal Grand Jury, by FBI agents, and
later by this committee. In October 1977, he testlged 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 Was ington. 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) K%K 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) 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.

(3) 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 diplomatic pounch. | _

(B) 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 notiee the contacts. '

* * * * *

1KS8E did not mention the names of any Members of Congress in his publie testimony.
On April 24, 1978, KSK testified in executive sesslon at a deposition conducted by the
staff of the Senate SBelect Committee on Ethics. That testimony was made publie in. Octo-
ber, 1978 and is reported in executive session hearings before the Select Committee on
Ethies of the United States Benate. 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 involy-
ing Hancho Kim and Yang Doo Won ; and he never reported on it to -any of h& 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, Provineial 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 thFosit con-
sisted of a check drawn on the account of Tongsun Park. The check
bad been forwarded te KSK in the summer of 1974 by General Yang
Doo Won. (H, 44-45, 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. (H, 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.

FI) 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 slﬁmt 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 Con 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. (7/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 supplied 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 conoressional 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 HHouse 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 by 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—
30,1977; 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 tri
to Seoul was followed by a new development. According to KSK, 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 langnage
of which KSK recorded in his diary which he later gave to the com-
mittee: “Dr, H[ancho 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.

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.t 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 Anril 22, 1975, KSK described Hancho
Kim in his diary as “A liar.” (KSK diary. p. 10)

In 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.

M igation established this claim to be false.
‘ﬁte,::ﬁr?sv %gglﬁe Congresslonal 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 ofter. 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 1978 for the last time (H, 67).
The Korean scandal had then received some Eress 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. Evidence 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’. 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 Oriental 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 C. 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 subnoened 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

B 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
to use the code in which the messages were to be sent to General Yang.
(H, 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 suimnmer 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 XSK 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 pay People’s Supply the money that he owed them.

In 1973, 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 AVCO Financial Services. Moreover, he was
forced to refinance the second mortgage on his home which he had
tten only a year before. In this manner in August 1973, Kim obtained
ﬁom 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 mortga
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 $447.34, 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. S

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 Hastern Center. The presentation speech
was. made by Representative Guyer's administrative assistant, M. E. Monroe. Later, at
Kim’s urging. Findlay hestowed an honorary degree on the Director of the Korean Central
Intelliganna A monnw  @hin Til Snn
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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 staff 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.’

Thereatter, 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 a 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 helpful 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
make 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

T Kim raised varlous objectlons 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 gquestions posed to him., The report of that contempt sets forth in detall the
various legal claims made by Kim, See, “"Proceedings Against Hanche C. Kim,” H.]i.ert
No. 95-1214, 95th Cong., 2d sess. (1978). Kim also testified B\'.'..rmnt to a grant of im-
munity before the Senate Select Committee on Fithics oo (Herasntlo O--ois. wF-_t
before the Select Committee on Ethies,” "~ -7 - .o
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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 apﬁointment 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 ang 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”;
GOﬁefed money in any form to any member of the “Advanced

nard”;

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”;

Bou%'ht 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
(uyer’s testimony, that it was Congressman Guyer’s idea to invite the
Lagamarsinos and not Hancho Wim’s. (Hancho IKim deposition,
November 17, 1977, pp. 16-17) The only other Member of Congress
who was at Kim’s home was former Representative Jackson E. Betts,
who retired in 1972, long before Kim was alleged to have started his
activities. (/d. at 18) Tﬁe 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 (Tennﬁson -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 Kuchange Bank

Hancho Kim’s lJawyers 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 mn 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 Hanchou%m’s account in the Suburban
bTerust 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
‘oxpenditures '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 forliﬁmself rather than use
it to buf' influence as he was supggsed 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 b}r
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 gi}sm the bank and
the Agency contained in the letter and telex.

Acco ly, 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 fOI'ei%l 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 Xosses-
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 Agency refused to comply with the committee’s sub-
penas and to S“Ii'Ply 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 eo&;gly 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. Thﬁy said
that a subpena from a Korean court would be required. The Korean
Bank Secrecy law,® however, prohibits disclosure by a bank only with-

8 In 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. 24 618, 619 (24
Cir. 1959), cert. denied, 861 U.8. 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 dis
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 Preyer 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 evidence 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 clearly 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 Universitv and a Masters of Comparative Laws from George Wash-
ington University. Moreover. he was the Korean attorney for the United National Civil
Agslstance Command in Korea from 1953-53% and has heen with the Lihrarv of Coneress
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).
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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 unexglained deposits of cash; and no indica-
tion that the ez:gsnditures of which we have records are insufficient
to maintain the Guyers at their standard of living.

(¢) The Investigation—At his deposition, Representative Guyer tes-
tified he first met Hancho Kim in March 19738 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 relatinﬁ 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 Congressmer. 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 not 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
re]ationshiﬁ. Kim asked KSK to send a report to the KCIA ‘complain-
ing of ’s actions. This incident was of particular importance
because, although Hancho Kim had a possible motive falsely to claim
that he %)a,id 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 rersonally drafted the entries he made in the Record.
;{31_53 gﬁcreta,ry 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.

Former Congressman Vernon Thomson made an entry in the Con-
gressional Record, November 11, 1974, following a Korean border inci-
dlent. Representative Guyer had written the statement, based in part on
information he got from Kim and asked Representative Thomson to
insert it. The statement refers to a meeting the week before of a few
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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
;{1:30 tl:lat he had not reviewed it carefully before inserting it in the

rd.

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 mot
recall who had initiated or drafted the statement. He did not think Kim
lg:(; a hand in it. (Tenneyson Guyer deposition, July 15, 1977, pp. 32—

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
accounts 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
weré 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. Eloreover, 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 197475, 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 t]hat r. 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 5 to January 9, 1975, Representative Guyer and his wife went to Las
VB%?S. Because of the date of thistrip, the committee sent investigators
to Las Vegas to see if the Congressman had perhaps spent lar,
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 ange 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 Kim’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 $26,471.
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).
1 Figures 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. 36) 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 Jaft’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 Benjamin 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,

sional 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 G , 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
Gilman deposition, August 9, 1978, pp. 8-5).

'Representative Gilman was alsp 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.

(d) 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 effort 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
ghotogx_‘a,ph and responded that he had never met Winn. ( Hancho Kim

eposition, November 23, 1978, pp. 84-85) In addition, Kim stated he
had never seen or met Winn in the Republic of Korea. 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;
ed any money to Winn;

Loaned anything of value to Winn ;

Boutfht from or sold anything to Winn; or

Pai anﬁ 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 Larry Winn was deposed under
oath. At that time, Winn was asked if he knew Hancho Kim and
he responded that he did not think so, but he went on to relate that he
once met a Kim who wds with Representative Tennyson Guyer in the
Rayburn Room. Winn testified that this was the one and only time
he met this Kim, and, according to Winn, Guyer introduced Kim to
Winn by saying, “I want you to meet a friend of mine, a college friend
of mine.” Winn added that this conversation concerned their college
days, and he thinks they attended a college somewhere in Ohio. Winn
went on to testify that Guyer stated about Kim, “I have known him
for a long time and we have had a long-time relationship”, and “We
have been to his house and he has been to our house.” Winn told the
staff that the conversation was strictly small talk, and he did not know
who Kim was except a friend of Guyer’s. According to Winn’s testi-
mony, this entire episode took about 30 seconds and Winn said he
did not have the date on which it happened but said it occurred maybe
2 or 3 years ago. In addition, Winn stated that this Kim never con-
tacted him again. Furthermore, Winn testified that Kim never offered
him anything of value either for himself or for his campaign. (Larry
Winn deposition, May 10, 1978, pp. 10-12.) The investigation of Mr.
Winn’s finances disclosed no unexplained deposits or other uses of cash.

In summary, exhaustive analysis of Representative Winn’s records
at hand have not revealed any connection with Hancho Kim. It is
?_tremely unlikely that he ever received any money from Hancho

im.

(e) Congreseman Robert J. Lagomarsino

The committee conducted an in-depth investigation of Representa-
tive Robert Lagomarsino. The result was that the committee uncovered
no evidence that Lagomarsino received any money from Hancho Kim.
Representative Lagomarsino, Representative Guyer, and Hancho Kim
were all questioned about Representative Lagomarsino’s relationship
to Hancho Kim. Similar interviews were held with members of Repre-
sentative Lagomarsino’s staff and documentary evidence was obtained
as with other members of the “Advance Guard.” The testimony of all
of them is, in substance, consistent and establishes that Representative
Lagomarsino’s contacts with Hancho Kim were fleeting. Indeed, from
the evidence gathered by the staff it appears that Representative
Lagomarsino was not with Hancho Kim alone at any time and that,
accordingly, there was no opportunity for a transfer of cash to take

lace. . .
P Representative Lagomarsino first met Hancho Kim on June 24,
1975, at the Sans Souci Restaurant in Washington, D.C. According to
Kim, Representative Guyer extended the invitation to Representative
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Lagomarsino and his wife and later asked Kim for permission to bring
the Lagomarsino’s. (Hancho Kim deposition, November 17, 1978, p.
32.) Although Representative Guyer recalls that the dinner occurred
at Paul Young’s," he has acknowledged inviting Representative Lago-
marsino to join Kim. (Tennyson Guyer deposition, July 15, 1977, p. 9.)
Records of the Sans Souci show that Hancho Kim made reservations
that evening for eight people, but neither he, nor Representative
Guyer nor Lagomarsino recall anyone else attending except their
wives. According to Representative Lagomarsino’s office records, the
dinner followed a reception at the Korean Embassy, probably for
some visiting Korean defense ministry officials. In his interviews with
the committee and the Department of Justice and in his deposition
before the committee, Representative Lagomarsino testified that, al-
though Korea was discussed generally, no lobbying of any kind oc-
curred and that he and Hancho Kim were never alone together (Robert
Lagomarsino deposition, December 1, 1977, p. 5) Hancho Kim paid
the dinner bill with a credit card.

Representative Lagomarsino did not meet Kim again until Janu-
ary 22, 1976, when Representative Lagomarsino and his wife dined at
Kim’s home in suburban Maryland.*® As before, Representative Guyer
extended the invitation to Representative Lagomarsino with Kim’s
approval. In this instance, however, Representative Lagomarsino has
told representatives of the Department of Justice that Hancho Kim
offered to send a chauffeur to pick up him and his wife. Representative
Lagomarsino refused the offer and, according to the recollection of &
former staff member who spoke with Mrs. Lagomarsino shortly after
the dinner, arrived late because he lost his way and was stopped by the
police. Present at this dinner, in addition to the six who attended the
dinner at the Sans Souci, were Hancho Kim’s children, Representa-
tive Guyer’s daughter and nephew, and a bartender. Representative
Lagomarsino states that, during the evening, Kim mentioned Korea
generally and his friendship with President Park Chung Hee of
Korea but did not lobby Representative Lagomarsino or offer him
an% gifts or money (/d. at 6-9).

inally, Representative Lagomarsino has testified he saw Hancho
Kim on only one other occasion, when he and Mrs. Lagomarsino saw
Kim and his family eating with the Guyers in the House dining room.
The encounter was apparently a chance one and no significant conver-
sation took place (/d. at 8-9).

KSK testified that Hancho Kim, in addition to claiming he made
payments to the “Advance Guard,” also boasted of having caused
members of the “Advance Guard” to make statements favorable to
Korea on the House floor. Kim’s statements appear false or
exaggerated.

_ Representative Lagomarsino made his only floor statement regard-
Ing Korea on June 2, 1976, during the debate on the Foreign Assist-
ance Act. Representative Lagomarsino’s statement, which opposed the
ceiling set by the International Relations Committee on military aid

16 Tennyson Guyer has probably confused the place of the dinner with that of a dinner
that he and his wife had with Hancho Kim, Confressman Willlam 8. Broomfield, and their
u;i\iggr,sBroomﬁeld has testified that this other dinner occurred at’'Paul Young's in August
o v

** Hancho Kim recalled the dinner occurring shortly following a special election, and
Representative Lagomarsine was first elected by speclal electlog on March 5, 19?:1. As
Kim states positively that he had no more than two dinners with Representative Lago-.
marsino, however, the date suggested by Representative Lagomarsino's appointment book
and Representative Lagomafsino’s recollection seems more accurate. .



83

to Korea, closely resembles a statement made shortly afterward by
Congressman Gilman. In his interview with the Justice Department
and 1n his testimony before the committee, Representative Lagomar-
sino maintained that he drafted the statement from material he ob-
tained from the staff of the International Relations Committee (/d.
at 13). Representative Lagomarsino’s staff, Representative Gilman’s
staff, and Representative Gilman himself have corroborated this testi-
mony and established that the material fprobal:)l came from either
the Defense or State Departments. As for the ganua.ry 1975 press
statement, Representative Lagomarsino vaguely recalls signing such
a statement at the time at the request of Representative Guyer *” and
has always assumed that Representative Guyer drafted the statement
(/d. at 17-18). Representative Guyer himself doubts that Hancho
hKai:in play:lsd any role in drafting it and didn’t recall that anyone else
signed it.

Oveﬁﬂ then, Representative Lagomarsino has told the committee he
never met Hancho Kim alone or 1n his congressional office, never re-
ceived from or been offered by Kim anything of value other than the
two dinners, never spoke to Kim on the telephone, never made any pub-
lic statements either on behalf of Kim or based on material provigeg by
him, and was never lobbied by Kim. Furthermore, Kim testified before
the committee that he never met Representative Lagomarsino except
at the two dinners; had no correspondence or telephone conversations
with Representative Lagomarsino, his family, or his staff ; gave neither
cash, money in a form other than cash, nor political contributions to
Representative Lagomarsino ; never gave Representative Lagomarsino
any gifts; and never paid any of Representative Lagomarsino’s bills or
campaign debts (Hancho Kim deposition, Nov. 23, 1977, pp. 95-98).
The committee has uncovered no evidence which contradicts in any sig-
nificant respect this testimony of Representative Lagomarsino and
Hancho Kim.

The committee has concluded that it is extremely unlikely that Rep-
resentative Lagomarsino has received any money from Hancho Kim.

7 In fact, the Jan. 31, 1975 issue of the Korean newspaper Dong-a Ilbo carried a story
{orn g. si';lgtement issued the previous day by Representatives Guyer, Lagomarsino, and
ander Jagt.






IV. PaymenTs 7O MEMBERS OF CoNGRESS AND THEIR FAMILIES BY
OrrFiciaLs OF THE KOREAN (GOVERNMENT

In addition to the activities of Tongsun Park and Hancho Kim, both
rivate citizens, the committee is convinced that the Government of the
epublic of Korea adopted and implemented a plan to influence the

iey of Con towards the Republic of Korea by paying, directly
Eg'ough officials of the ROK Government, large amounts of U.S. cur-
rency to Members of the House of Representatives. The basis for this
judgment follows.
A. PUBLICIZED INFORMATION

Dr. Jai Hyon Lee was employed by the Korean Embassy in Wash-
ington, D.C., from January 1970 through June 1973. He worked under
Kim Jo who was the ROK Ambassador to the United States from
1967 until December 1973. In June 1973, Lee resigned his post in the
Embassy to seek political asylum in this countrIy, and is presently an
associate professor of Journalism at Western Illinois Universtiy. He
testified under oath in public session in October 1977, that in the spring
of 1973 he and about 10 other officials in the ROK Embassy attended a
series of meetings called by Ambassador Kim Dong Jo and presided
over by KCTA station chief Le Sang Ho. These meetings were attended
by officials at the Embassy, including Jai Hyon Lee, who were not
members of the KCIA ; and part of the purpose of the meetings was to
enlist sugort from non-KCIA officials for KCIA ]:lr)rogmms. Dr. Lee
did not know to what extent these programs had been in operation
previously. At the meetings, documents were distributed by the KCIA
station chief to each person present for discussion purposes. The docu-
ments were serially numbered and were re-collected at the end of the
meeting. One such document recalled by Dr. Lee contained a number of
proposals for action, one of which was a proposal for “seduction and
buying off of American leaders, particularly in the Congress.” The
KCTA Station Chief referred briefly to this proposal, saying that its
implementation would be left to the Ambassador and the KCIA people
so that the other Embassy employees need not know about it.

At or about the same time, Dr. Lee, who was one of five or so people
in the Embassy who had access to Kim Dong Jo’s office, walked into
the Ambassador’s office unannounced. He saw Kim Dong Jo stuffing
$100 bills into envelopes and saw him putting the envelopes into his
pockets and into his attaché case. According to Lee, Kim explained
that he had to deliver “these things” and that he was on his way to
“the Capitol.” (H, 20-32) ) ) , .

Dr. Lee’s testimony was originally viewed with some skepticism by
both the staff and the committee. It was not easy to picture an Am-
bassador personally delivering envelopes full of money to Members
of Congress. However, Nan Elder, personal secretary to Representa-
tive Larry Winn, Jr., testified under oath in public session in October
1977, that in September 1972, Kim Dong Jo, whom she identified

(85)
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positively from a photographic spread, dropped in to Mr. Winn’s of-
fice without an appointment and handed him an envelope containing
a stack of $100 bills about 1-inch thick. Ms. Elder testified that she
returned the money to Ambassador Kim a few minutes later at Winn’s
direction. (H, 16,17) Ms. Elder’s testimony was later corroborated un-
der oath by Representative Larry Winn, Jr. '

Although this event occurred before the series of meetings testified
to by Dr. Lee, and before Dr. Lee saw Kim Dong Jo go “to the Capi-
tol” with envelopes filled with cash, in the committee’s opinion it
establishes the reliability of Dr. Lee’s testimony. It also suggests that
Kim Dong Jo carried envelopes of cash “to the Capitol” on more than
one occasion,

Further credibility was lent indirectly to Dr. Lee’s testimony by the
testimony of the wives of two Congressmen who were traveling in
Korea in August of 1975, at a time when Kim Dong Jo was no longer
Ambassador but was the ROK Minister of Foreign Affairs. Mrs. Kika
de la Garza and Mrs. John T. Myers were visited in their hotel rooms
on the same night by a Korean lady who gave each of them envelopes
containing stacks of U.S. currency. Mrs. Myers did not know the
lady who delivered the money. Mrs. de la Garza did. It was the wife
of Kim Dong Jo. The money was returned the next day, in each case
by the Congressmen. The exact amount bf money offered in each case
is unknown. However, Representative de la Garza, when returning
the money to Kim Dong Jo, the then Korean Minister of Foreign
Affairs, suggested that the money be given to a school in the ROK
in which the Congressman had taken an interest. Mr. de la Garza
furnished the committee with a letter he subsequently received from
the head of the Korean school confirming receipt of $2,000 from the
Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and thanking Mr. de la Garza
for his efforts. Mrs. Myers was told by her husband that the currency
in the envelope was in $100 bills, and Representative Myers subse-
quehtly told committee investigators that he believes that envelope to
have contained $10,000. (H, 90-100) ¢ (John T. Myers interview, Octo-
ber 26,1977.) L

Kim Dong Jo’s penchant for distributing cash to U.S. politicians
was further demonstrated by the fact that two honorary Korean Con-
suls—Donald Clark of Atlanta, Ga., and Dwight Hamilton of Engle-
wood, Colo.—were each given $3,000 in cash by Kim Dong Jo, then
ROK Foreign Minister in October 1974, while at a conference of
Honorary Consuls in Washington, D.C.

FEach was asked by Kim Dong Jo to distribute the money to pro-
Korean candidates for State or Federal office. Each did so, one mak-
ing extremely small contributions to each such candidate, the other
giving the money to the State Republican Party, and concealing from
such candidates the true source of the money. (Dwight Hamilton in-
terview, November 9,1978; Donald Clark interview, December 5,1978.)

In addition to the information set forth above pertaining to Kim
Dong Jo, the committee has also considered information about Row
Chin Hwan, a member of the Korean National Assembly who had once
lived in this country. Row offered to make a campaign contribution to
Congressman Charles Wiggins, with whom he had previously become
acquainted, in 1972 or 1974. Congressman Wiggins provided the com-
mittee with this information but was not sure of the year. The offers
were made on behalf of “people in Korea.” When Wiggins told Row
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that it was illegal to accept contributions from a foreign national, Row
suggested that the money could be routed through an intermediary.
V%%gg’ins persisted in declining the offer. (Charles Wiggins interview,
February 2, 1978.) '

Row also approached John Nidecker, then a special assistant to
President Nixon, in June 1974, during a visit by Row to Washington
D.C. Row offered to contribute $5,000 to the campaign of Members of
the House designated by Nidecker and from $10,000 to $30,000 to Mem-
bers of the Senate so designated. Nidecker also refused. (See Korean
Influence Inquiry, Report of the Select Committee on Ethics, 95th
Cong., 2d sess. Report No. 95-1314, p. 159.)

B. NON-PUBLICIZED INFORMATION

The committee has had access to information in the possession of the
intelligence community. The information indicates that during the
period after Kim Dong Jo became Minister of Foreign Affairs (fol-
lowing his Ambassadorship to the United States), others operatin
from the ROK Embassy in Washington, D.C., made pagments o
money in four figure amounts to four current Members of Congress
whose names were reported to the committee, and planned to pay to
two other Members ofo Congress money in five figure amounts, In some
cases, the information is specific and detailed. In others, the informa-
tion is much less so. For reasons spelled out infra at p. 58, this informa-
‘tion is not sufficient to support a disciflinary charge against any
Member, and the committee’s considerable efforts to corroborate this
information, set forth below, also was insufficient to support such a
charge. It is not known whether these Congressmen are the same or in
addition to those to whom Kim Dong Jo allegedly (I)Ja.id money.

In addition, a document entitled “1976 Plan for Operations in the
United States,” obtained by the Subcommittee on International Or-
ganizations of the House Committee on International Relations from a
confidential source, was identified by a KCIA defector, Sohn Ho
Young, who in sworn testimony linked this document to the KCIA
Station Chief in Washington, K)i,m Yung Hwan. The document, which
bears a notation that it had been processed through the office of the Di-
rector of the KCIA on December 15, 1975, clearly indicates that the
KCTIA had a plan to continue its efforts as Tate as 1976 to influence the
U.S. Congress through 1paymeni:sa: of money. According to Mr. Sohn,
the 1976 plan accurately reflected the operational objectives of the
KCIA in the United States. Mr. Sohn explained that “there was great
concern in Korea” at this time that the United States might withdraw
from the ROK in the same way that it had from Vietnam; he said
that the 1976 plan “was drafted in order to get the firm support of the
United States for Korea.” (Hearings before the Subcommittee on In-
ternational Organizations of the Committee on International Rela-
tions, House of Representatives, 95th Cong., First Sess., Part 3, Nov. 29
and 30, 1977, pp. 10-27). ) L

One section of the 1976 plan is entitled “Operations in the Congress.”
It describes the Koreans’ “targets™ for their lobbying in the Congress
and, in a column headed “The Plan To Be Promoteg,” it outlines the
strategy for achieving these goals. In the “Remarks” column, cost
estimates are rovid[elg for many of the operations outlined. Accord-
ing to Mr. Sohn, these planned expenditures had to be approved in
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Seoul because the money came from the KCIA budget. (This portjon
of the plan is attached hereto as exhibit 5). )

One planned expenditure involved a $5,000 campaign contribution
to a Member of Congress in connection with a fundraising dinner. The
Member had only one such fundraising dinner—in August 1976. All
available records relating to the dinner were reviewed ; other campaign
records of the Member were reviewed for the 1976 election and the
Member’s deposition was taken. The committee found no evidence that
this proposed contribution was ever made or offered.

C. INVESTIGATIVE EFFORTS

Based on the information set forth above, the committee pursued
the task of attempting to obtain usable evidence of payments of money
to identifiable Members of Congress in two ways. First, it conducted
investigations of the contacts o%'rcert.ain Members with ROK officials
and investigations of such Members finances. Members to be investi-
gated were selected because they were known to have had substantial
contacts with Kim Dong Jo—and thus were the most likely recipients
of envelopes of cash; or because their names were learned from the
intelligence community. Second, the committee made efforts to obtain
the testimony of the ROK officials who allegedly made the payments.

1. Investigation of Members’ finances and contacts with Korean
officials

In each case, the investigation proceeded as follows:

The Member was hand-delivered a letter from the committee, a
sample of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 6, which called for pro-
duction of appointment diaries; correspondence; telephone logs; and
campaign records and informed the Member that the committee wished
to take his deposition. A deposition was then taken in which the Mem-
ber was asked, among other things, the following questions:

(a) Whether the Congressman had supplied all of the docu-
ments requested ;

(b) Where the Congressman kept his money—bank accounts
and brokerage accounts; copies of statements, cancelled checks
and deposit tickets; ,

(¢) Whether the Congressman had made any purchases, de-
posits, investments, loans or gifts using more than $500 in cash,
since 1967; or whether the Congressman had placed $500 or more
in cash in a safe or safety deposit box ;

(d) Whether the Congressman or one of his campaign com-
mittees had been offered or received money from a Korean official,
Tongsun Park or Hancho Kim ) :

(e) Whether the Congressman had ever placed a statement
favorable to Korea in the Congressional Record ;

(f) Whether the Congressman had been to Korean Embassy
parties; and

(g) Whether the Congressman knew any former or current
Korean officials, Tongsun Park or Hancho Kim.

Following this deposition, the financial records which were in-
quired about were obtained either by subpoena from the financial in-
stitution in question or voluntarily from the Congressman. The rec-
ords were then studied to determine whether the Congressman had
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unexplained deposits or expenditures of cash which could be used to
corroborate the testimony of ROK witness should such testimony be
obtained and should the witness claim to have given money to the
Member in question. At the same time, each member of the Congress-
man’s staff who was employed during the relevant time periods was
interviewed and, in some key situations, testified under oath.

2. Efforts to obtain testimony from officials of the ROK Government

Early on in the investigation, it became apparent that the investi-
tion could not be completed and the truth could not be exposed un-
ﬁ)ss the committee obtained testimony from witnesses who were in
Korea, beyond the jurisdiction of the committee, and whose testimony
could not be obtained by compulsory process, Tongsun Park was such
a witness and efforts by the Justice Department and the State Depart-
ment to obbain his testimony through means other than compulsory
process were already underway by August 1977. However, the com-
mittee believed and still believes that Tongsun Park was not the most
significant of such witnesses—the more significant former officials
stationed in the ROK Embassy in Washington, D.C.—and the com-
mittee commenced efforts to obtain their testimony. It was determined
that efforts should begin by publicizing the need for such testimony
so that the assistance of the leadership and the Members of Congress
and the State Department could be obtained, and the ROK ultimately
persuaded that it was in its interest to make these witnesses available.
In some ways the problem of obtaining testimony from these officials
was aggravated by the public attention on Tongsun Park. The press
had exhibited an enormous amount of interest in Park and created an
enormous amount of pressure to obtain his testimony. The committee’s
Special Counsel felt that it was of critical importance to create the
same kind of interest and pressure with respect to other Korean wit-
nesses. Accordingly, the Special Counsel made numerous and widely re-
ported statements to the press regarding the need for testimony from
witnesses in Korea. During the period prior to the committee’s first set
of public hearings on October 19, 20, and 21, 1977, no particular Ko-
rean officials were mentioned by name. The purposes of the hearmgs
were (1) publicize the efforts by the ROK Government to influence the
Congress by payments of cash to its Members; (2) to establish the
existence and implementation of these efforts so that identification by
Korean witnesses of the Congressmen paid would cause no public rela-
tions damage to the ROK which had not already resulted from the
hearings; and (3) to focus attention particularly on Kim Dong Jo as
a witness. Testimony and evidence was presented showing that Kim
Dong Jo had planned and executed the payment of money to Members
of Congress; that officials of the KCIA stationed in Washington, D.C.,
had participated in similar plans and that Tongsun Park had partici-
pated in such plans. Following these hearings, the House -of Repre-
sentatives, at the committee’s urging adopted House Resolution 868
(95th Cong., 1st Sess., October 81, 1977), which called for the ROK
to “cooperate fully and without reservation with the committee” in
this investigation. Following these hearings, the special counsel re-
peatedly mentioned former Ambassador Kim Dong Jo as one of the
ROK officials whose testimony was needed. .
. In spite of the prominence of the role played by Kim Dong Jo and
other officials of the ROK in the public hearings, press attention con-
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tinued to focus primarily on Tongsun Park. It was the stra of the
committee to refuse to enter into any agreement with the ROK Gov-
ernment with respect to the testimony of Tongsun Park unless that
agreement also satisfactorily resolved the committee’s need for testi-
mony from Kim Dong Jo and others. Various Departments of the
executive branch, however, effectively precluded this strategy. Over
the public and private objection of the committee, the Department of
Justice, through the Department of State, unilaterally negotiated an
agreement with the ROK Government for the testimony of Tongsun
Park in connection with criminal investigations then 'bemg condueted
by the Justice Department. The agreement called for Park’s testimon
to be taken in Seoul, Korea, in January 1978, in the first instance, an
for his testimony to be taken in this country, should it ever be needed,
in criminal trials to be conducted later. The agreement called for no
testimony from any former officials of the ROK Government.® One
of the effects of this agreement was the one which the committee had
sought to avoid: the ROK could claim that they had “cooperated”
adequately and that at least one branch of the U.S. Government—the
branch with which the ROK chiefly deals—was satisfied with their
cooperation without having to produce any ROK officials. The prob-
lem was substantially aggravated by the private and later the public
stance taken by the State Department that the Vienna Convention, to
which both the United States and Korea are signatories, protected
Ambassadors and other Embassy officials from compulsory testimony
and that the Vienna Convention would be violated if such officials were
pressured into testifying.? Thus, the State Department opposed the
committee’s efforts to obtain Kim Dong Jo’s testimony through use of
political pressure and further lent support to the ROK’s position that
the agreement relating to Tongsun Park constituted adequate
cooperation. )
The committee was faced with a fait accompli, however. Thus, when
the ROK Government offered on January 31, 1978, during Park’s
testimony in Seoul, to produce Park for the committee, the committee
accepted the offer. This offer was made by Ambassador Kim Yong
Shik to Speaker O'Neill, Chairman Flynt, Ranking Minority Mem-
ber Spence and Deputy Special Counsel Peter A. White. Ambassador
Kim stated at the time that the ROK would not produce Kim Dong
Jo for the committee. The Speaker and tlhe Chairman, however, pre-
vailed upon the Ambassador not to “close the door” on testimony
from Kim Dong Jo. ' .

11t should be noted that the committee in no way questions the good faith of the De-
partment of Justice, The Department of Justice had reason to believe, as did the eommit-
tee, that Tongsun Park's testimony might establish ifleant erlminal relationships with
several former Members of Congress over which the partment of Justice, but not the
committee, had jurisdiction; and that Park's testimony might establish no criminal or
unethieal relationships of significance with any sitting Members of Congress over whom
the committee did have jurlsdictlon. Thus, Park was a more significant figure for the
Dezpartment of Justice than he was for the committee, .

In fact, the Vienna Convention’s assurance to diplomats physleally stationed in our
country is an assurance against compulsory legal process, 1.e., testimony pursuant to a sub-
pena which Congress could. absent the Vienna Convention. serve on a diplomat so long ss
he is physically present within our borders. The Vienna Convention does not speak to the
issue of efforts to obtain testimonv which do not rest on compulsory legal process; and
which are not based on an assertion of jurisdietion resting on the diplomat's physical
Bresenee within our borders. The committee never asserted the lezal right to compei Kim

ong Jo's testimony, and the Vienna Convention was and is a red herring. The committee
sought Kim Dong Jo’s testimony on the basis of international comity among nations. and
sought to use political. not legal. pressures to obtain it. So far as only political pressure is
concerned Kim Dong Jo stands on no different footing than. for example, Row Chin ‘Whan
who was never a diplomat and to whom the Vienna Convention does not apply,. |
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Efforts to obtain testimony from former officials of the ROK Gov-
ernment continued. The State Department’s representatives told com-
mittee representatives that—notwithstanding its public opposition to
the committee’s efforts to obtain Kim Dong Jo’s testimony—it was pri-
vately working to obtain such testimony. Its representatives informed
the committee’s special counsel that the Koreans would be much more
likely to produce Kim Dong Jo if they could be assured that following
his testimony the committee would not ask for testimony from any
further witnesses, The State Department reasoned that the incentive
for cooperation frem the ROK point of view was the hope of having
the investigation behind it. Thus, an agreement to limit further in-
vestigation to Kim Dong Jo would increase this incentive. On March
1, 1978, the special counsel met with the Secretary of State and in-
formed him that he would recommend to the committee that further
requests for cooperation be limited to Kim Dong Jo if Kim Dong Jo
testified fully and truthfully. On March 10, 1978, the Speaker once
again met with Ambassador Kim Yong Shik and informed him in
the strongest terms of the cornmittee’s need for Kim Dong Jo’s testi-
mony.

On April 25, 1978, the Special Counsel and the Deputy Special
Counsel met with Ambassador Kim. The Ambassador offered to have
Kim Dong Jo interviewed by telephone so that he could “clarify”
information in the committee’s possession. The Special Counsel re-
jected the offer as wholly unsatisfactory and made a counter offier—
that Kim Dong Jo answer questions under oath posed by a questioner
who would be in an adjacent room but who would not directly confront
Kim Dong Jo. Ambassador Kim agreed to take the counter offer un-
der advisement. On May 3, 1978, the Special Counsel advised the Sec-
retary of State that he must have an answer to his offer by May 10,
1978. On May 8th The Speaker called Ambassador Kim, urgeg ac-
ceptance of the counter offer, and emphasized that the ROK would
experience difficulties in connection with legislation if it did not
accept the counter offer. On May 10, 1978, the Special Counsel met
with Ambassador Kim. The Ambassador rejected the counter offer.
On the same day the Special Counsel publicly announced that the
ROK had refused to cooperate and had refused to make Kim Dong Jo
available. :

On May 18, 1978, a resolution—House Resolution 1194—sponsored
by the majority leader and the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives and every Member of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct was introduced. It expressed the sense of the House
that Kim Dong Jo must be made available for testimony under oath
or the House would refuse to appropriate nonmilitary funds for the
ROK. The resolution was referred to and reported out favorably by
the House Committee on International Relations. The resolution was
amended slightly so that instead of stating that the House would
cut off nonmilitary aid if Kim Dong Jo would not come forward, the
resolution expressed that it would “be prepared” to do so. Instead of
insisting that Kim’s testimony be taken under oath, the requirement
was broadened to include “affirmation, or comparable means of assur-
ing reliability.” The resolution passed the House on May 31, 1978,
by a vote of 321 to 46. . )

Following the passage of the resolution, several meetings were held
with representatives of the ROK Embassy at which it was emphasized



92

that it was the substance of Kim Dong Jo’s testimony, not its form,
with which the committee- was primarily concerned. In other words,
if the ROK Government could assure the committee in advance that
Kim Dong Jo would testify truthfully, the committee would be willing
to forego the requirement of the oath. The ROK Embassy officials in-
dicated that they would not assure the committee of the reliability
of Kim Dong Jo’s answers and would not agree to provide these
answers under oath, The committee members were so informed, as
was the House, and on June 22, 1978, the House voted to eliminate
economic nonmilitary aid to the ROK (See amendment to H.R. 13125,
June 22,1978).

The process of public education, congressional pressure, negotia-
tion, more congressional pressure, more negotiation, and finally con-
gressional reprisal had run its course over a period of nearly one
year. During this tortuous period, numerous concessions were made
and incentives to cooperate were offered. But the Korean position
changed only once: when it was decided in April to make Kim Dong
Jo “available” under a procedure designed to assure his ability to fal-
sify his answers with immunity and to preclude the committee from
having any ability to expose his lack of candor. )

By cutting off economic aid, the House followed through on its
admonition 1mplicit in House Resolution 868 (October 81, 1977) and
explicit in House Resolution 1194 (May 31, IQTmBut in a sense, this
action exhausted the sanctions against the ROK that were immediately
available to the committee. The remaining point—a very valid one—
was that relationships between the United States and the ROK could
only deteriorate further in the future if a solution to the Kim Dong
Jo issue were not found.

This was a point that could most effectively be made by the leader-
ship of the House, Speaker (’Neill and Minority Leader es, who
communicated directly to President Park Chung Hee their desire to
send emissaries personally to him so that discussions on this crucial
issue could be held directly and at the highest levels.

‘When a favorable response was not forthcoming, the special coun-
sel resigned in the belief that there was no realistic chance that the
ROK would ever cooperate and that everything which could be done
to obtain such cooperation had been tried. Shortly thereafter, repre-
sentatives of the U.S. Department of State reported to committee rep-
resentatives that its new Ambassador to Seoul, William Gleysteen, had
for the first time obtained from high officials in the ROX Government
certain representations regarding the responses Kim Dong Jo would

ive if the committee were to submit questions to Mr. Kim 1n writing.

he representations, couched in diplomatic language, were interpreted
by the State Department as assurances that Kim Dong Jo “would sup-
ply new and concrete factual information regarding his financial trans-
actions with Members of Congress,” and representatives of the De-
partment of State so informed the committee. In light of the repre-
sentations made by high ROK officials to the Department of State
concerning the truthfulness of his answers, the committee agreed to
send written interrogatories to Kim Dong Jo and agreed that the
answers need not be under oath. This committee's agreement, on these
points was announced on August 3, 1978, and a formal agreement was
reached in Korea on August 19, 1978. The committee reserved the right
to seek further access to Kim Dong Jo after receigi‘;\of the answers.
The com;mttee did agree, however. that if K‘im mar T q!inn}iad
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truthful answers, then it would make no requests of the ROK for addi-
tional witnesses. Representatives of the U.S. Department of State
thereafter repeatedly informed representatives of the committee that
the relevant officials of the ROK Government had been repeatedly and
emphatically told that the committee expected Kim Dong Jo to name
names and amounts of money paid to Members of Congress and that
the failure of Kim Dong Jo to give full and truthful responses to
the ?uestions asked of him would result in a long term diplomatic
problem and aggravate the ROK’s relationship with the legislative
and executive branches of the U.S. Government. .
The questions were then pre and delivered to the ROK Minister
of Foreign Affairs in Seoul, Korea, by the U.S. Ambassador to the
ROK on As];ﬁm 19, 1978. Kim Dong Jo’s answers were delivered to
the Ambassador by the Foreign Minister on September 18, 1978, The
questions sent to Kim Dong Jo are attached hereto as Exhibit 7.. Kim
Dong Jo’s Korean language responses are attached hereto as Exhibit 8.
A cover letter from a representative of the State Department to the
chairman of this committee and an accompanying aide-memoire are
attached hereto as exhibits 9 and 10 res ective{y. The English trans-
lation of the response is attached hereto as Exhibit 11. The
answers are totally unsatisfactory and insulting. They (1) supply no
“new and concrete” information and are not, in the committee’s judg-
ment, either (2) truthful or (3) complete. First, Kim Dong Jo denies
offering or giving an{eash to any Member of Congress. Second, this
denial is contrary to the testimony under oatk of Larry Winn, Jr., and
Nan Elder and contrary to the clear inference to be drawn from the
testimony of Jai Hyon Lee. Kim Dong Jo has denied giving money to
any U.S. citizen for the purpose of having that person transfer the
money to any candidate for political office. This denial is squarely con-
trary to statements of former honorary Korean consuls. Dwight Ham-
ilton of Colorado and Donald Clark of Georgia have both stated that
Kim Dong Jo gave them each $3,000 in cash asking them to use the
money to make political contributions. Third, Kim Dong Jo refused to
answer any questions relating to the period of time after he resigned
as ROK Ambassador to the United States. Such questions were posed
because of the fact that Mrs. de la Garza testified that Kim Dong Jo’s
wife had offered cash to Mrs. de la Garza in October 1975, and because
of certain information received from the intelligence community.
Finally, instead of responding in a cooperative tone, Mr., Kim Dong
Jo has delivered with his response a lecture on the unfairness an
isguided nature of the committee’s inquiry.
The committee views the response as an insult. It submitted the
uestions to Kim Dong Jo on August 19, 1978, because it believed the
OK Government to be acting in a good faith effort to cooperate. This
belief has been proved wrong. The committee decided that any further
pursuit of information from the ROK Government would, nnder the
circumstances, be fruitless.

D. CONCLUSIONS

The committee finds that the ROK Government adopted a plan or
series of plans at least as early as 1972 under which persons stationed
in the Embassy in Washington, D.C., notably Ambassador Kim Dong
Jo and KCIA operatives stationed here were to obtain influence in
Congress by makmg gifts of cash to U.S. Congressmen. The committee
believee that the nlan wes implamonted. However, the committee is
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unable to produce evidence which would substantiate charges against
any individual Member of Congress for receipt of such a gift. The rea-
son for this inability is as follows.

The committee believes that any gifts of money were made directlﬁ
to the Member of Congress with no one else present except the RO
official making the gift. This was the almost unvarying pattern fol-
lowed by Tongsun Park; it was the pattern followed by Kim Dong Jo
in the one case of which we have direct proof; and it makes sense as a
matter of prudence and Korean custom. Koreans view the giving of
cash gifts as a very personal and intimate event.

The Congressmen who received the gifts—assuming that some did—
have not admitted such receipt. The ROK officials who made the
gifts—assuming that some did—have either refused to testify or—in
the case of Kim Dong Jo—given written answers not under oath not
subject to cross-examination which the committee views as wholly un-
reliable. Thus, the committee has available to it no direct testimony
from anyone with first-hand knowledge of a payment. Principles of
fundamental fairness almost always require that adjudications of mis-
conduct be based, at least in part, on testimony under oath and subject
to cross-examination b{r someone with first-hand knowledge of the
misconduct. Under our legal system, statements by people who cannot
be confronted and cross-examined by an accused are almost always an
insufficient basis on which to bring a charge of misconduct. Release
and use of intelligence information would not, in the committee’s opin-
ion nor that of its chief counsel, make up this deficiency—that is, the
deficiency created by the absence of any live witnesses to testify to
payments to Congressmen. This being the case, it is the committee’s
conclusion that the benefits to be gained by publicizing the informa-
tion in the possession of the intelligence community are outweighed
by the costs of the disclosure of intelligence sources and methods
which would necessarily be involved.



V. Svzi Parx THOMSON

The activities of Suzi Park Thomson, as reported by the media, were
among the reasons an investigation was authorized pursuant to House
Resolution 252. A review of newspaper accounts indicated that she had
widespread social contacts among Congressmen and was also in con-
tact with ROK Embassy officials including KCIA officers. The im-
plication of this media coverage was that she may have been utilized
by the ROK Government to unduly influence Congressmen in connec-
tion with their decisions regarding legislation involving the ROK. It
was therefore decided to include a specific question concerning Suzi
Park Thomson in the questionnaire to Congressmen in connection with
attendance at parties hosted by her. In response to the questionnaire,
44 sitting Members and eight former members reported that they had
attended parties hosted by Suzi Park Thomson. However, no Con-
gressman reported any gifts or offers of gifts from Suzi Park
Thomson.

Suzi Park Thomson was born at Tongyung, Korea, on October 31,
1931. Her legal name in Korea was Park Sook Nai. She was first ad-
mitted to the United States as a student on October 3, 1954, She there-
after attended Columbia College in South Carolina and the Univer-
sity of South Carolina at Columbia, S.C. On October 17, 1959, she was
married to William Campbell Thomson, a U.S. citizen. On March 25,
1969, she petitioned for naturalization as a U.S. citizen.! She was sub-
sequently separated from William Thomson in January 1971 and di-
vo;(%ed in April 1975. (William Campbell Thomson deposition, Nov. 28,
1977, p. 3)

In sworn testimony before the committee, Ms. Thomson stated that
she was first employed by the House of Representatives in March of
1965 in the office of Representative Patsy Mink. In 1967 and 1968 she
worked for then Representative Herbert Tenzer. She thereafter
worked for a short period of time in 1968 for then Representative Wil-
liam Hungate. She was employed by Congressman Lester Wolff from
1968 until January 1971, after which time she became employed bﬂ
Speaker Carl Albert at a salary of $12,500 a year. She remained wit.
Speaker Albert’s staff until he left Congress in 1976. Her top pay dur-
ing this period was a little less than $15,000 a year. (Suzi Park Thom-
son deposition, August 25, 1977, pp. 93-97). .

Suzi Park Thomson’s bank records were reviewed to determine
whether her assets as therein reflected were commensurate with her
known sources of income. This review revealed that prior to 1971 she
experienced financial difficulties from time-to-time as established by
the fact that her bank on occasions refused to honor her checks because
of an insufficiency of funds. She frequently made deposits into her
savings account in amounts as low as $2. Judging from those financial
records which were made available, it appears that until 1971 her

1This information is based upon a review of Buzi Park Thomson's Immigration and
Naturalization Service file.

(951
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banking records were about as expected given her stated income. How-
cver, a sudden change in her financial affairs oceurred in 1971. Her $2
savings deposits ceased and deposits in even figures ranging from $200
to $600 appeared. These deposits, some of which were in cash, con-
tinued until 1976. The committee could not determine whether any of
them were by check or what the source of these were. It should be noted
that this apparent change in her financial status coincided with her em-
ployment by Mr. Albert and the separation from her husband, both of
which occurred in January 1971.

The committee has determined that there were certain- years after
1971 during which Suzi Park Thomson had income from sources other
than her congressional salary and alimony. For example in 1975 she
made two deposits to two different savings accounts on the same day
totaling almost $5,400. One of $3,250 was made to her account at the
Jefferson Federal Savings & Loan Association and one of $2,145 to her
account at the Wright Patman Congressional Credit Union. Both de-
posits were made on October 6, 1975. None of this money was reported
on her income tax return for 1975. When questioned under oath Ms.
Thomson said she could not recall the source of those deposits. (Suzi
Park Thomson deposition June 26, 1978 pp. 2-6).

Suzi Park Thomson’s parties ranged from informal, pot luck dinners
for 6 to 10 people in her apartmment, to New Year's celebrations at
nearby restaurants with 200 to 300 people in attendance. There were
also other parties with attendance ranging between 50 to 100 people
at other places such as in the recreation room in her apartment build-
ing : Her parties were often described as being informal and relaxing.
Suzi Park Thomson became well known for her culinary expertise. A
number of people who attended her parties stated that there were fre-
quently two or three Koreans in attendance at parties which also in-
cluded Congressmen and congressional employees. On occasion the-
guests brought food or drink to the parties. On other occasions when
Suzi Park Thomson hosted parties in honor of certain Congressmen’s
birthdays, the Congressman whose birthday was being celebrated reim-
bursed her for the expense. Thero were other times, however, when vit-
nesses have stated that an unidentified Korean male paid the restan-
rant bill, . :

In sworn testimony, Suzi Park Thomson explained that she enjoyed
entertaining and frequently held parties at which Congressmen and
congressional staff members were in attendance. She said that she fre-
quently included Koreans in such affairs because she wanted them to
learn about U.S. democracy. She stated that Ambassador Kim Dong
Jo, KCIA officers Col. Kim Kyu I1, Col. Choi Yae-Heun, and Minister
Kim Yung Hwan attended her parties. The Jast named three have been
identified as KCTA agents. She stated that her relationship with Am-
bassador Kim Dong Jo evolved through a distant family relationship
which she has with the Ambassador’s wife. She denied Teceiving any
money or liquor in quantity from the Korean Embassy or from any
Korean to be utilized in connection with these parties or in any other
respect. She did admit receiving some liquor and Korean food from
Mrs. Kim Dong Jo every few months. (Suzi Park Thomson deposition,
Aug. 25. 1977 pp. 5, 7-8, 11, 14, 26, 31, 34)

Suzi Park Thomson denied any official or unofficial involvement with
the ROK Government. She denied that anvone from the ROK Em-
bassy or any Korean consulted with her with regard to which Con-
gressman should be invited to her affairs or on haw anv Oonorocemen
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should be approached or lobbied in regard to Korean interests. She
denied ever paying any Congressmen any money and denied having
knowledge of any such gifts or offers to any Congressmen by any
Korean. She stated that she was never employed by the I{orean Gov-
ernment or by the KCIA. She further denied that she was ever asked
by the KCIA to work as an agent. She denied ever receiving any money
from any Korean Government official or officer other than from her
late father, who was at one time a I{orean official. She insisted that she
gave a great number of parties because she enjoyed cooking and Con-
gressinen came to her parties because they were fun and relaxing. She
stated it did not occur to her that the Koreans were using her to meet
Congressmen. (Suzi Park Thomson deposition, Aug. 27, 1977, pp. 31,
33, 57)

However, Chung In Shik, Information Officer, Embassy of Korea,
Washington, D.C., July 1973 to July 1975, testified that he recalled
acoompanyinngCIA Station Chief Kim Yung Hwan to a small party
in Suzi Park Thomson’s apartment between 1973 and 1975. He recalled
that approximately five Congressmen and five young girls were in at-
tendance. He and Iim were the only two I{oreans in attendance and
they left about an hour later. After leaving, Kim told Chung that the
KCIA paid Suzi Park Thomson $300 to $400 for each party she held.
(Chung In Shik deposition, June 15, 1978, pp. 3, 8)

Margaret Jean Heffron, who served as secretary to Ambassador Kim
Dong Jo from 1970 to 1973, advised that Speaker Albert and Suzi
Park 'I'homson were entertained frequently by Mrs. Kim. Mrs. Heffron
also stated that Kim Dong Jo visited Congressmen in their offices.
Prior to such meetings, Suzi Park Thomson would call and ask for the
Ambassador and he would then go to the Hill. Suzi Park Thomson
attended most Embassy parties and was escorted on various occasions
by Mr. Albert, former Representative Hugh Carey or Representative
Lester Wolff. Mrs. Heffron stated that she would send invitations to
Congressmen for Embassy affairs and later Ms. Thomson would call
and tell her which Congressmen would attend. (Margaret Heffron in-
terview, Nov. 21,1977, p. 4)

Kim Sang Keun, former KXCIA agent stationed in the Korean Em-
bassy in Washington from 1970 to 1976, recalled accompanying Colonel
Lim, a senior KCIA officer stationed in Washington, to Suzi Park
Thomson’s apartment in 1971, at which time he delivered one or two
cases of liquor to her. He recalled that in 1972, at Lim’s instruction,
he delivered a case of liquor to Ms. Thomson in the basement of the
Rayburn Building. He transferred the case from his car to the car of
Suzi Park Thomson. Lim once complained to Kim that he had a prob-
lem controlling Suzi Park Thomson as she was continually asking for
more liquor and that her connection with Mrs. Kim Dong Jo reduced
Lim’s control over her. Kim received the impression from these com-
ments of Colonel Lim, who handled congressional liaison for the
KCIA, that Lim, in speaking of “control” was referring to his efforts
to utilize her in connection with his duties. Kim Sang Keun recalled
once stopping at Lim’s apartment and departing shortly thereafter
when he discovered that Ms. Thomson was visiting. He recalled that
Suzi Park Thomson maintained a close relationship with KCIA Sta-
tion Chief Kim Yung-Hwan (1974-1976). Kim Sang Keun recalled
that Kim Yung Hwan once told him that he had to, or was going to.
give Suzi Park Thomson liquor. Kim Sane Keun further recalled that
shortly after the firet dalivewwe +~ @~ Park Thomson, Colonel Lim
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took him to a party in a building in Southwest Washington near
Hogates Restaurant. He recalled that about 70 to 80 people were pres-
ent. The only Congressman he recognized as being present was Carl
Albert. Colonel Lim and Kim Sang IXeun were the only Korean guests.
They did not mix with the others and left after a short while. (Kim
Sang Keun interviews, October 6, 1977, p. 2; August 18, 1977, p. 4)

Mgs. Thomson testified to six trips she took to Korea while employed
by the House of Representatives. The first was in 1970, and she paid
her own expenses for this trip. The five trips subsequent to 1970 were
cither at U.S. Governmment expense, or at the expense of an organiza-
tion in Taiwan or a Korean veterans organization. She traveled with
Members of Congress on all five of these trips. (Suzi Park Thomson
deposition, Aug. 25, 1977, pp. 62-69).

The wife of one Congressman reported that while in Korea on one
such trip in August 1975, Suzi Park Thomson, who was also a member
of the delegation, gave her a gold bracelet and said it was from Mrs.
Kim Dong Jo who had entertained the congressional wives during the
visit. (Mrs. Norman Mineta interview, Dec. 7, 1977) Mrs. Mineta and
another Congressman’s wife who had also been on the trip, recalled
that a few months after this trip, Suzi Park Thomson invited the
two Congressmen and the wives to a dinner at a Chinese restaurant in
Virginia. (Mrs. Norman Mineta interview, Dec. 7, 1977; Mrs. Paul
Simon interview, Nov. 1,1977) The dinner was apparently in honor of
a visiting Korean Congresswoman and her husband, 10 or 11 persons,
including Koreans from the ROK Embassy, attended. The bill was
paid by one of the individuals from the Embassy. Mrs. Mineta recalled
another party subsequently hosted by Suzi Park Thompson in honor
of another visiting Korean Congressman at which at least two U.S.
(Congressmen were present. ‘She could not recall who paid the bill for
this party.

Representative Charles Wiggins told the staff that Suzi Park
Thorll\lfson urged him to introduce Ambassador Hahm to Representa-
tive Morris Udall in August 1974. (Charles Wiggins interview, Feb. 2,
1978, pp. 6-7). Representative Udall saaid that such a meeting took
place August 2, 1974. The discussion with Ambassador Hahm dealt
with hearings then being held by a subcommittee of the Committee on
International Relations which concerned alleged violations of human
rights in the ROK. The specific topic of interest was a joint statement
by Representative Udall and Representative Lloyd Meeds which
eventually was presented on August 5, 1974, at the hearing and which
eriticized repression by the ROK regime. Representative Udall said
that Ambassador Hahm unsuccessfully made the usual arguments in
defense of the regime in the ROK. Mr. Udall said the Ambassador’s
conduct was correct and proper and there was no intimation or offer of
any money or support. (Morris K. Uldall deposition, May 12, 1978
Pp. 12 et seq.) '

Finally, in the 1976 KCTA Plan of Operations, described, supra at
p. 87, Sue Thomson of the House of Representatives is mentioned as
a person who was utilized in the past and who was targeted for uti-
lization in 1976. ’

In summary, this investigation has established that starting about
1971 Suzi Park Thomson entertained Congressmen extensively, that
the Korean Embassy, through the KCTA agents stationed therein, sup-
ported her activities with liquor and probably with eash, and attempted
to control her activities. ' :
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Because of considerable publicity surrounding trips to Korea taken
by Congressmen and congressional staff members, the committee from
the outset sought to deterinine whether or not any such trips were il-
legal or improper. The first %}art of the committee questionnaire of
June 1977 inquired specifically about travel to Korea by Congress-
men, their families, or their staff members since 1970. The special staff
also conducted a thorough search of the Congressional Record, the
Congressional Quarterly, and records maintained by the Clerk of the
House, the State Department and various committees of the House.
From the questionnaire responses and this research, the committee was
able to compile an extensive chronology of congressional trips to Korea
from the end of 1967 throufh 1976. These trips fall into two categories:
(1) those arranged through and funded by the U.S. Government; and
(2) those sponsored and funded at least partially by such non-U.S.
Government sources as foreign governments, foreign universities and
private organizations.! The committee felt that a complete study and
analysis of all such trips was an essential ingredient of an accurate
and thorough investigation.

The committee has found no reason to question most of these trips
by Members of the House of Representatives. Obviously, it is not im-
proper for a Member of the House of Representatives to take a trip
sponsored, approved, and paid for by the U.S. Government. Also, ex-
isting laws and rules of the House have never forbidden trips spon-
sored by foreign universities or foreign private organizations and,
prior to 1974, did not even forbid trips sponsored and paid for by
foreign governments. As there were no such prohibitions and as for
most of the trips, the committee has found no evidence of illegal or
mnethical acts committed by Members of the House of Representa-
tives or staff members visiting the Republic of Korea, trips made by
Members of the House of Representatives to Korea generally did not
differ from congressional trips to any other country.?

In the course of the investigation, however, the committee obtained
several KCTA reports which claimed, in part, that the Government of
Korea formulated and attempted to implement plans to influence

1 The committee’s evidence indicates that, between November 1967 and December 1976,
264 Members of the House visited Korea on 93 separate official delegations under T.8.
Government sponsorship. The committee did not attempt to determine how many Congres-
sional staff members traveled on fthese delegations. Because of last-minute changes of

lans, irregular procedures for publicly reporting official trips, and the unavailability or
nsufficieney of some records, the committee conslders these fizures to be only roughly
accurate, The committee has also determined that, since 1970, 22 Representatives and 37
Congressional staff members traveled to Xorea on trips funded fo rome Aerrec hv nrivate
or non-U.8, Government sources. These sources are the Government of the ROK (one
Representative, one staff member prior to 1974), the Government of the Republle of China
{1 Revnresentative), the Korenn-TU.8. Economic Council (2 Representatives. 1 Senator,
25 staff members). the Pacific Cultural Foundation (9 Representatives, 10 staff members),
Hanyang University (3 Representatives), the Committee of Civie Organizations of the
Republic of China (1 Representative), and personal funds. The trins sponsored by the

Korean and Taiwanese Governments occurred before the House prohibited trips paid for
by foreign governments.

2The evidence shows that ecertain trips—notably those taken b{‘ former Representatives
Passman. Gallagher, Hanna and Minshall—benefitted Tongsun Park. The evidence also
shows that officials of the Korean Government attemnted fo give large amounts of cash to
two of the wives accompanying the Congressional delecation led by Representative Wolff
in August 1975. See the discussion of these trips elsewhere in this Report.
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Members of the House and staff members by extending hospitality
while such Members and staff members were visiting in the Republic of
Korea. The KCIA reports described these plans as “Invitation Diplo-
macy” and claimed that such diplomacy had succeeded in prior years.
Although the evidence suggests that some parts of the KCIA reports
are either unfounded or exaggerated, the Committee has been able
to determine that the ROK Government did to a certain extent embark
upon a form of “Invitation Diplomacy” which the ROK Government
undoubtedly felt, would augment the overall efforts of the ROK to
win support in the Congress of the United States. Thus, this section
of the report centers upon this “Invitation Diplomacy” as it relates
to trips funded both by the U.S. Government and to those sponsored
by diplomatic and/or foreign private organization and universities.

A. CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATIONS SPONSORED BY THE U.8, GOVERNMENT

Among the documents seized in Tongsun Park’s house in Wash-
ington were three Korean language reports which significantly dwell
upon Congressional travel to Korea. Two of these are the reports
(referred to in this section as the Plan Re}gorts) described earlier,
which, the Committee has concluded, outline Tongsun Park’s lobbying
plan to use his rice agency to influence the ongress, the intelligence
community, and the American press.* (H, 995-998, 1005-1019) The
notation in Park’s handwriting on one plan report and the similar
content of the other suggest that the two were prepared either by
Park or with his knowledge in late 1970. The third Korean language
report dealing with Congressional travel is entitled “The U.S. Con-
gressional delegation’s visit to Korea” (referred to in this section as
the O'Neill Delegation Report) and was apparently prepared shortly
before Ajgril 1974, when the then House Majority Leader Thomas P.
O'Neill, Jr., led a large Congressional delegation to Korea. (H, 1029-
1034) Although Park denies he wrote the O’Neill Delegation Report,
he suggested in executive session that Steve Kim—a KCIA agent who
periodically lived with Park—knew enough to have prepared the
Report and might have written it to impress his superiors in the
KCIA. (Tongsun Park deposition, March 31, 1978, 48-54) In public
testimony, however, Park refrained from naming Kim and instead
suggested that someone had planted the Report in his house “to zing”
or discredit him. (H, 107)

Despite denying a,uthn:»rshi];l of all three reports, Park has acknowl-
edged they reflect his belief that encouraging and bringing Congress-
men to visit the ROK would aid efforts to win their suf)port of the
ROK. (H.-110-111) This belief the two plan reports call “Invitation
Diplomacy.” They state that congressional leaders are “of vital neces-
sity” to the ROK’s foreign policy toward the United States and that
“Invitation Diplomacy” provides “opportunities to persuade [Con-
gressmen] effectively.” Furthermore, the reports claim “Invitation
Diplomacy has enjoyed “almost 100 percent successful” results in
the past. .

In discussing the past successes of “Invitation Diplomacy,” the
three Reports elaborate on only two types of trips by Congressmen.*

& See supra. p. 10. T
4+ One Plan Report claims additionally that “‘we achieved to bring 20 Senators and somse
200 Congressmen to visit Korea.” The committee finds this claim grossly exaggerated. The
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One twae includes trips taken individually by the Congressmen with
whom Tongsun Park was most involved financially. These trips and
their importance to Tongsun Park’s lobbying plan are discussed else-
where in this report.® The other type of congressional trips elaborated
on by the reports are the so-called Speaker’s trips—the three large
delegations of 1969, 1971, and 1974 lecf in each instance by a member
of the House leadership. The reports do not a}leﬁe that the Speaker’s
trips themselves were improper or illegal, and the evidence gathered
by the Committee in its investigation of all the trips funded by the
U.S. Government indicates that, during most of them, no improper
or illegal activity occurred.® The Reports, however, claim that the
Speaker’s trips—particularly the first trip in 1969-—resulted from the
“Invitation Diplomacy” which Tongsun Park incorporated into the
lobbying plan ?mposed to and adopted by the ROK Government.
The Committee’s investigation of the Speaker’s trips establishes that
Tongsun Park, althoufh only superficially involved in the final two:
trips, was in fact involved in bringing about the first one in 1969. Be-
cause the Speaker’s trips traveled at U.S. Government expense and
because many similar, large delegations customarily travel to other
countries around the world, the committee concludes that this “Invi-
tation Diplomacy” was an entirely acceptable means of lobbying.

(¢) Speaker’s Trips—1969 Albert Delegation

In its investigation of the three Speaker’s trips the committee found
much evidence that both Park and former Representative Hanna
played active, though not necessarily improper, roles in the planning
of the delegation which then-Majority Leader Carl Albert led in
1969. Park testified before the committee that, because of his long-
standing desire to enhance Korean relations with the United ‘States,
he felt in 1968 that a congressional delegation should visit Korea.
Consequently, he suggested to Hanna and other Representatives the
idea )?f sgch a delegation. (Tongsun Park deposition, March 7, 1978,

. 671-677
ppFor his pza,rt, Hanna acknowledged discussing such a trip with Park
and other Korean officials. Hanna testified before the committee that,
on March 2, 1967, he wrote a letter to then-Korean Prime Minister
Chung Il Kwon in which he sought Chung’s advice on improving
Korean-American relations through the U.S. Congress. The 1969
Albert Delegation, Hanna stated, grew out of his subsequent dis-
cussions with Chung and other Korean politicians about exchanges
between U.S. and Korean Parliamentarians. (Richard T. Hanna dep-

committee’s evidence shows that only 101 Representatives traveled to Korea between
November 1967, approximately when lgark devised his Plan (which the ROK Government
did not even adopt until almost a year later), and October 1970, the approximate date of
the Plan Report. Furthermore, virtually all of these Congressmen traveled on U.S. Gov-
ernment funds. Moreover, the committee has found no evidence that Park or any Korean
“achieved to bring” these 101 Representatives to Korea. There are, however, Indications
that Park and possibly other Korean nationals, some of whom may have been Korean
officials, had advanced, though not always accurate, information through access, direct or
indirect, to committee and executive department or agency files as to which Members of
the House of Representatives were planning or anticipating trips which included Korea as
a part of the itinerary.

I;’Tlle two plan rep{'»rts also propose various Congressmen who should be turﬁeted by
Invitation Diplomacy. The committee has no evidence that any of the proposed Repre-
sentatives—with the exception of Passman, Gallagher, Hanna and Minshall—took trips at
the urging of Tongsun Park.

5 . pp. 23-55.
.ﬁ-?ep:;}eﬁicohi':;f,“&rﬁoﬂgse, the trips taken by Con smen Gallagher, Hanna, Pags-

man and Minshall to support Tongsun Park and the 1975 delegation during which the wife
of Kim Dong Jo attempted to give cash to the wife of Representative de 1a Garza. See supra,

pp. 23-55.
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osition, September 19, 1977, pp. 87-91, 93-94, 1564-155) One such
discussion evidently occurred during Hanna’s August 1968 trip, for
on December 19, 1968, he wrote Chang Kyung Soon, the Vice Speaker
of the Korean National Assembly, that he had been working to set
up an interparliamentary exchange according to Chang’s advice dur-
ing Hanna’s last trl}io In the letter, Hanna says he has discussed the
trip “in detail” with House Majority I.eader Albert. Hanna then
relays the Majority Leader’s recommendation that, “with the support
of Mr. Kim tHyung Wook, the KCIA Director],” Chang sent a
formal invitation to then-Speaker John McCormack and suggests
that Majority Leader Albert be designated to head the delegation.
Hanna closes by pledging that he will discuss the invitation with
Speaker McCormack and by suggesting that Chang discuss the de-
tails of the delegation’s agenda with Tongsun Park. Hanna also
sent a copy of the letter to Prime Minister Chung (Dec. 19, 1968 letter
from Representative Hanna) Four days after the letter to Vice
Speaker Chang, Hanna wrote a letter to (General Kim Hyung Wook,
Director of the XCIA, to notify him of the upcoming Congressional
delegation. (H, 390) In the letter, Hanna says that Park “will be
working as a liaison and of course. .. has all the detailed information.”
Finally, Hanna says he is relying on the KCTA Director for his “whole
support for this particular project.”

Hanna’s letters to Chang and Kim notwithstanding, the delegation
never considered Park the “liaison” for the trip. Former Speaker
Albert and those most intimately involved with the details of the tri
deny that Park was ever a liaison after then-Speaker McCormack ha
asked then-Majority Leader Albert to head the delegation. According
to former Speaker Albert, he and former Speaker McCormack selected
the delegation members, and the State Department kept the then-
Majority Ieader informed of the plans. (Former Speaker Albert
deposition, December 12, 1977, 46-50, 136-137) Hanna flatly testified
that Park played no role whatsoever in making the actual arrange-
ments for the trip. (Hanna deposition, September 20, 1977, 155-157,
160) Even Park himself has testified that, although he had expected
to do the liaison work, a strong objection to his involvement—prob-
ably lodged with the State Department by Korean Ambassador Kim
Dong Jo—ecaused him to withdraw from the planning sometime after
Hanna’s December 23 letter to General Kim. (Tongsun Park deposi-
tion, March 7, 1978, pp. 671-677) ,

Although he claims he withdrew from the planning, Park clearly
worked through Hanna's office to involve himself once again. Mike
Reed, the majority leader’s administrative assistant who handled many
of the details of the trip, recalls attending a luncheon in January 1969
with Hanna’s administrative assistant, Frank Gailor, at which Gailor
introduced Reed to Park. During the luncheon, Park and Gailor dis-
cussed which Members should be invited and the agenda for the trip.
Reed, however, did not participate in the conversation. Later, Majority
Leader Albert, Hanna, and the aides working on the trip held a plan-
ning meeting in the Majority Leader’s office. Park showed up unin-
vited but was not admitted to the meeting. (Michael Reed interview,
June 27, 1977) Park’s diary records the date of this meeting as Jan-
uary 8, 1969. In addition to these direct approaches to those planning
the trip, Park’s 1969 diary bears at least four entries pertaining to the
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delegation including two telephone calls to Gailor. The last of the four
entries is dated January 15, but, as former Representative Minshall’s
records indicate, Park invited Minshall on February 19 to accompany
the delegation.” Park apparently continued his efforts to become in-
volved. (Tongsun Park diary, Jan. 3, 8, 15, 1969 ; Minshall file memo-
randum, Feb. 19, 1969)

Park also did not wish the ROK Government to think he was re-
moved from the planning of the trip. In his February 24 cable to
Vice-Speaker Chang, Park informs Chang that Hanna has agreed
to precede the delegation and assist in the final preparations and ask
Chang to inform Majority Leader Albert that Park will be delivering
brochures and educational material for the delegation. Park also asks
Chang to decide whether Park should accompan?r Hanna or the dele-
gation. The committee has found no evidence that Chang contacted
Majority Leader Albert about either the brochures or Park’s travel
arrangements. H. 391.

The delegation which eventually visited Korea included 23 Repre-
sentatives and, except for Hanna, arrived on March 2, 1969. Hanna
arrived the previous day, he said, to make final arrangements. (Hanna
Deposition, September 19, 1978, pp. 156, 163-164) Park, who testified
he never intended to travel with the delegation, arrived separately and
met the delegation at the Seoul airport-.%uring the delegation’s visit,
however, Park was unable to entertain the Congressmen and, indeed,
could get no closer to them than the “fringes,” according to staff aides
who went. (Harry C. Cromer interview, June 14, 1977; Michael Reed
Interview, June 27, 1977) The visit lasted until March 7, and the Rep-
resentatives attended briefings, ceremonies, and official functions. They
also met many Korean officials and attended several informal dinners
for small groups. Although the Korean National Assembly had offered
through Vice-Speaker Chang to pay the delegation’s expenses in the
ROK, the U.S. Government instead paid for all the travel and in-
Korea expenses. (Kyung Soon Chang letter, Dec. 30, 1968)

Tongsun Park. then, actively involved himself in proposing the first
Speaker’s trip to Hanna and other Representatives and indirectly,
through his relationship with Hanna and the ROK Government,
helped to bring about the trip.. The committee has uncovered no evi-
dence that any undue lobbying or other improper activity occurred.
(#) Speaker’s 1'rips—1971 Albert Delegation

On July 27, 1971, Paik Too Chin, the Speaker of the Korean Na-
tional Assembly, wrote then-Speaker of the House Carl Albert and
invited Speaker Albert to head a second parliamentary delegation to
Korea. Consequently, from August 9 to August 13, 1971, a delegation.
of 24 Representatives visited I{orea. As it had in 1969, the Korean
’.lfe'Fislature offered to pay all the in-country expenses of the delegation.

1e United States Government, however, again paid for the entire
trip and all the in-country expenses. (Paik Too Chin letter, July 22,
1971) )

Unlike the committee's investigation of the 1969 Albert delegation,
the investigation of the 1971 Albert delegation uncovered no evidence
of Tongsun Park’s involvement during the planning of the trip. In
fact, Speaker Albert had tentatively agreed at the time of that first

7 Minshall declined the invitation.
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trip to send a second delegation. The former Speaker testified before
the Committee that some Koreans approached him then about setting
up a series of interparliamentary exchanges. Because the then-
majority leader did not wish to commit the House to a program which
might lead to similar programs with other countries, he refused the
idea of a series of exchanges but agreed to an exchange in 1971. As for
the actual planning in 1971, former Speaker Albert testified he set up
the trip by himself and without advice from Representatives Hanna
or Gallagher. (Former Speaker Albert deposition, Dec. 12, 1977, pp.
T0-71) ' :

In 1971, Tongsun Park had fallen out of favor with the ROK Gov-
ernment and had lost his rice agency. Thus, it is not surprising that
there is little evidence showing that Park was to any degree involved
with the 1971 Albert delegation. Even the intelligence reports which
were seized from Park’s house and which so prominently discuss the
1969 Albert delegation barely mention the 1971 delegation. The com-
mittee did, however, find evidence that former Representative Gal-
lagher and perhaps Hanna had tried and failed to include Kim Kwang
on the delegation airplane. A relative of Tongsun Park, Kim was work-
ing on Representative Gallagher’s staff in 1971 after having worked
on Representative Hanna’s staff. Intelligence sources also indicate
that Kim was reporting to Tongsun Park and the KCIA, particularly
about matters relating to the Foreign Affairs Committee on which
Representative Gallagher sat. According to the evidence, Gallagher
had insisted to Speaker Albert that Kim be allowed to travel on the
delegation airplane and the Speaker tentatively agreed. Speaker Al-
bert, though, asked the State Department for its views and, when he
learned they were disapproved, asked a Department official to impress
those views on Gallagher. According to the former Speaker, Repre-
sentative (Rallagher eventually relented when the otﬁcia]pindicated that
a foreign national could not travel on the official plane. (Marshall
Green interview, December 7, 1977) Kim nevertheless met the delega-
tion at the Seoul airport, but the Members hardly came into contact
with him. Suzi Park Thomson, by then a member of Speaker Albert’s
staff, accompanied the delegation. Pgrticipants in the trip stated,
though, that her involvement was limited to assisting and translating
for the wives of the delegation members. (Michael Reed interview,
June 27, 1977 ; Marshall Green interview, Dec. 6, 1977 ; Former Speaker
Albert deposition, Dec. 12,1977, pp. 103-104)

Overall, the committee found no evidence suggesting that the ROK
Government used the 1971 Albert delegation to influence any Repre-
sentatives. Tongsun Park, Suzi Park Thomson, and Kim Kwang were.
present in Korea during the delegation’s visit, but only Thomson came
in regular contact with the delegation and then only as an interpreter..
As none of the delegation members interviewed by the staff recall any,
instances of improper lobbying or other activities during the trip, then,
the 1971 Speaker’s trip appears to have been a normal parliamentary
exchange which resulted from the precedent of the first Speaker’s trip
and not from any specific Korean effort at the time of the second one.

(48) Speaker's Trips—197} O’Neill Delegation :
From April 15 to April 17, 1974, then-Majority Leader Thomas P.

Q’Neill Jr. led a third and final Speaker’s delegation to Korea. The
O'Neill delegation report found in Tongsun Park’s house implies that
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Park played a significant part in arranging the delegation’s visit. Ac-
cording to the document, the oil shortage crisis, the Watergate scan-
dals and the election campaigns delayed the trip four times. Neverthe-
less, “through our persuasion” and with the help of “the most ardent
pro-Korean Congressmen, such as Patten, de la Garza, Hanna, Wolff,
(and) Speaker Albert,” the trip took place.

‘When first shown this report, Speaker O’Neill immediately and em-
phatically denied that Patten, de la Garza, Hanna, Wolff or any other
person had influenced his planning of the trip. Former Speaker Albert
was initially involved, but only because the ROK Government form-
ally issued the invitation to the Speaker of the House. According to
Speaker O’Neill, former Speaker Albert merely suggested to then Ma-
jority Leader O’Neill that he head the delegation and use it for pur-
poses stemming from his position in the House leadership. (Speaker
O’Neill deposition, Apr. 1,1978, pp. 76-78)

Because there had been a 2-year interval between the previous Speak-
er’s trips, the O’Neill delegation was originally scheduled for 1973.
Speaker O’Neill’s testimony indicates that only the 2-year interval,
and not some third party, dictated the original date. The Speaker veri-
fied that the oil crisis had delayed the delegation once, but he empha-
sized that only those political purposes mentioned earlier by Speaker
Albert motivated him to reschedule the delegation’s trip. Otherwise,
Sp;ﬂiker (O’Neill said, he had no interest in heading the delegation.
(1d.

As in the previous years, the Korean legislature offered to pay the
in-country expenses of the delegation. (State Department telegram
Mar. 21, 1974, p. 3) Once again, though, the American Government
paid all travel and in-country expenses. By all accounts, the O’Neill
delegation did not differ from any of the previous parliamentary ex-
changes and was entirely proper. Tongsun Park’s involvement in the
trip was apparently limited to a party he hosted at his home before
the delegation left. The committee is therefore unable to find any evi-
dence to substantiate the claims of outside influence on the trip which
are contained in the O’Neill delegation report and instead concludes
that the idea of the third Speaker’s trip grew out of the precedent of
the first two such delegations.

B. PRIVATELY SPONSORED TRIPS TO KOREA

From information gathered ]i)rrimarily from responses to the com-
mittee questionnaire of June 1977, the committee was able to compile
a list of several trips funded by non-U.S. Government sources. The
chronology of these trips clearly shows that most of these trips were
sponsored by foreign private organizations and universities. These
organizations and universities began noticeably to sponsor congres-
sional trips at the end of 1974 and during 1975. The committee’s
investigation of these privately sponsored trips increasingly focused
on two organizations—the Pacific Cultural Foundation (“PCF”),
which is based in the Republic of China; and the Korean-U.S. Eco-
nomic Council (“KUSEC”), which is based in Seoul, Korea—for the
committee uncovered evidence linking Tongsun Park, the KCIA, and
the ROK Government to the trips sponsored by the two organizations.
The committee, however, looked as well into trips involving honorary
degrees bestowed by ostensibly private Korean universities, and the
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evidence again indicates ROK Government complicity. In addi-
tion, several of the privately sponsored trips, which increased so no-
ticeably in 1975, closely resemble the congressional trips described
in a document recounting KCIA operations during that year.?

The committee has concluded that the Representatives and staff
members who went on the trips had no reason to suspect the ROK
Government and the KCIA were so involved and therefore did not
violate any applicable law or Rule of the House. As the sponsoring
organizations and universities are located overseas, the committee
has no means of convincingly establishing—just as those taking the
trips had no means of determining—either that the ROK Government
actually financed the trips or that it did not finance those trips. After
mid-19¥4, though, Congressmen and staff members could not aceept
trips paid for by foreign governments.®

(4) Pacific Cultural Foundation and Korean-U.S. Economic Council

The committee’s investigation of the Pacific Cultural Foundation
and the Korean-United States Economic Council revealed that the
two organizations are markedly intertwined. Indeed, the evidence
shows that PCF and KUSEC cooperated closely in an effort to bring
Congressmen and staff members to Asia and then to facilitate their
visiting both Korea and Nationalist China. The committee has traced
the genesis of the trips sponsored by these organizations to the
Taiwanese-based PCF, which originally paid for the in-country ex-
penses of visiting Congressmen an stafg members who wanted to take
side trips to Korea after visiting Taiwan. Later, PCF apparentl
enlisted KUSEC to pay the in-Korea expenses. Eventually, KUSE
itself began organizing trips primarily to Korea and began paying
the travel costs as well. The committee has also found evidence that.
the Government of Korea, Tongsun Park, and three former congres-
sional staff members, Edwin J. Feulner, Jr., Tom Cantrell, and Wil-
liam H. Hecht, contributed significantly to the increasing involvement-
of KUSEC in the free trips and that Feulner and Cantrell aided both
organizations’ efforts to encourage the trips. The committee has con-
gllludeclll that none of the three staff members acted improperly or
illegally. )

According to evidence gathered by the committee, the first trip
including a visit to Korea which a private organization substantially
funded, occurred in August 1978. At that time, a large parliamentary
delegation was visiting Nationalist China as guests of PCF..From
Taiwan, Representative Leggett and three staff members, including
Suzi Park Thomson, continued on to Korea. (Robert Leggett deposi-
tion, Dec. 8, 1977 p. 12-15) As Representative Leggett has documented
that he personally paid for his stay at the Chosun Hotel in Seoul, the
additional expenses, if any, incurred by PCF were probabl l:;:ﬁ]i ble.
(The extra cost of flying to Seoul during a return to the United States -
from Taiwan is insignificant). '

Although this first PCF-sponsored trip including Korea occurred
as early as 1978, and although PCF continued to sponsor-trips solely

8 The document is the KCIA's “1976 Plan for Ogerat!ons in the United States,” which
is described infra, p. 179 and attached hereto as exhibit 5. o

¢ The prohibition is embodied in the Committee's Advisory Opinion No. 3, issued on
June 26, 1974, which finds that “acceptance of travel or living expenses in speeie or in
kind by & Member or employee of the House of Representatives from any forelgn Govero-
ment, official agent or representative thereof is not consented to in 5 U.8.C. 7342, and 1s,
therefore, prohibited.” s
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to Taiwan, the organization did not earnestly begin sponsoring trips
including Korea until 1975. In the Spring of that year, PCF issued an
invitation to all Members of the House to visit Taiwan in May. Ac-
cording to those who later went, the invitation stated that anyone in-
terested in taking the trip should contact Minister S. K. Hu at the
Embassy of the Republic of China. Three Members of Congress did
so, and eventually traveled both to Taiwan and Korea. On May 19,
3 days before the group left, William Hecht also met with three rep-
resentatives of Tongsun Park: Spencer Robbins, the executive vice
president of Park’s Pacific Develogment, Inc.; Bong Yang Lee; and
Jung Sul Kim. According to the PDI document which records this
luncheon meeting, they discussed the ROK Government and economy.

(Spencer Robbins deposition, Dec. 2, 1977, p. 73). The PDI document
also discloses that B. Y. Lee visited Hecht’s office the next day. Hecht
himself does not recall either the luncheon or B. Y. Lee's visit. He
speculated, however, that Lee was delivering the group’s passports,
which Minister Hu had forwarded to the Korea Embassy. (William
Hecht interview, Oct. 27,1977.)

The three Congressmen and Hecht left on May 22 and after a 5-day
stay in Taiwan, visited Korea from about June 1 to June 3. Tongsun
Park evidently knew of their travel plans, for he attended some meet-
ings, a tour of a school, and a dinner with the group. There is no
evidence, though, that Park hosted any function or incurred any
expenses because of the visit.

" At the same time that Hecht and the three Representatives were in
Asia, PCF also sponsored a separate group visiting Taiwan and made
up entirely of staff members, Before leaving on the trip one of this
group, Richard Williamson of Representative Philip Crane’s office,
made additional plans to visit Korea and sought advice about them
from the State Department and the Korean Embassy. Before leaving
for Asia, he learned from an Embassy official that the arrangements
for the side trip to Korea had been made. On Williamson’s arrival in
Seoul on June 1, he was met by a man representing the Korean-United
States Economic Council, who arranged for %Villia,mson to join
Hecht’s group. The KUSEC official, however, stayed in contact with
Williamson, and KUSEC eventually paid his in-Korea expenses.
(Richard Williamson interview, November 4, 1977)

In 1971, 2 years before PCF had ever sponsored a trip which in-
cluded Korea, a group of Congressional employees travelled to Taiwan
as guests of China Airlines. As a result of this trip, one of the group,
Edwin J. Feulner, Jr., who also was a member of Congressman
Crane’s staff, developed a friendship with Minister Hu of the Chinese
Embassy. Later, in about 1974, Feulner became acquainted with Dan
Fefferman, at that time the head of the political arm of Rev. Sun
Myung Moon’s Unification Church in the United States, who some
time thereafter introduced Feulner to Minister Kim Yung Hwan and
First Secretary Park Shin Chun of the Korean Embassy. Although
Feulner knew them only by their official titles, Kim at the time was
the KCIA Station Chief in Washington, and Park, a KCIA agent.
(Edwin Feulner interview, Nov. 10,1977)

Because of Hu’s involvement in the PCF trips, Feulner received
an invitation from PCF in June of 1975 to visit Taiwan. When he
and the other congressional staff member who accompanied him de-
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cided to go to Korea also, Feulner contacted either Kim or Park about
the arrangements. Among the people whom Kim or Park said Feulner
should contact in Korea was Cho Dong Ha, the Executive Director
of the Korean-United States Economic Council. Feulner says, how-
ever, that he never met Cho during that PCF-sponsored trip but cor-
responded with him by letter afterward. As one who, due to his pri-
vately funded trips to Taiwan and his friendship with Hu, was period-
ically advising others about PCF trips geared grimari]y to Taiwan,®
and as one who felt strongly about the United States presence in Asia
and its interests in Korea, Feulner concluded that a program of pri-
vately funded staff trips primarily to Korea would enable the Korean
Government to demonstrate to the Congress through its staff the com-
munist threat to Asia and would benefit the anticommunist movement.
Subsequently, Feulner told KCIA Station Chief Kim of those beliefs
and asked whether KUSEC would be a likely organization to sponsor
such trips. Feulner believes this diseussion with Kim occurred in the
tate summer of 1975. (Edwin Feulner interview, Nov. 10, 1977.)

Meanwhile, shortly after his return from Asia in early June, Wil-
liam Hecht by chance encountered Tongsun Park.’* While generally
discussing the recent visit to Korea, the two agreed that the ROK
needed an organization which would serve her the way PCF served
Taiwan. The committee has uncovered no evidence which directly
links Park to Cho Dong Ha or XUSEC. While in Korea during
Hecht’s visit, however, Park had met and attended meetings and other
functions with Williamson, who had been periodically accompanied
by a KUSEC official. Furthermore, the 1975 KUSEC directory lists
as one of 42 Directors Park Kuhn Suk (“Ken™ Park), the older
brother of Tongsun Park and a prominent Korean businessman. Fi-
nally, on July 29, 1975, according to a shredded memo reconstructed
by the committee, Spencer Robbins notified Park of a trip to Korea
which Hecht and some staff members were planning, informed him
that the financing of the trip was “the prime stwnbling block,” and
asked Park how the trip might be fun(]led.12 According to Robbins,
Hecht also felt Korea should establish an organization similar to
Taiwan’s PCF. (William Hecht interviews, Oct. 27, 1977 and Dec. 16.
1977; KUSEC directory ; PDI shredded document; and Spencer Rob-
bins deé)osit.ion, Dee, 2,1977, P. 72-74).

On September 15, 1975, Kim Tai Dong, the President of KUSEC,
wrote Feulner and invited him to visit Korea in October. In the letter,
Kim noted that, as KUSEC had no U.S. representative, he had asked
the Korean Embassy “to act as liaison” and to coordinate the travel
plans, Kim also pledged to “arrange whatever meetings or internal
travel” Feulner wanted. (Kim Tai Dong letter, Sept. 15, 1975). Al--
though still technically a member of Representative Crane’s staff,
Feulner had by this time become the executive director of the Repub-

10 Feulner, for example, had suggested to Hu or PCF that Willinmson be invited. Feul-
ner also told Williamson to contact Counselor Park Kun Woo at the Korean Embassy
ab:liu;! thﬁ tsit]ettrip ::]o Ko:l;ea. 3

echt returned on June 2 and left the House roll on June 15. 81 n, he has
wo:{'?d Eor i‘.ll_:eh'l‘gl;acqtag iI115:]t:it111t‘:<;€:‘:1 py 5. Sinee the

ust which trip s shre( memo refers to is unclear, Hecht had gone off the pay-
roll on June 15 and, he says, took only the one trip to Korea. A PCF—sporg)md oup 33}"1.
sisting of 3 Members of Congress visited Koren from Ang. 11 to Aug. 15. but no staff
member accompanied them. Another PCI™-sponsored group consisting of 1 Representative
and 3 staff members visited Koren from Aug. 14 to Aug. 1S. One staff member thinks
KUSEC might have Eﬂm for his in-Korea expenses ; another says PCF paid them ; the third
says he paid them himself. This trip, then, might be the one whose financing was a “stum-
bling block,” but there is no evidence linking Hecht to the three in any way.
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lican ‘Study Committee (“RSC"), a House research group which
proposes and evaluates Republican Party policy. He had also had con-
versations during the smunmer with Tom gantrell, an employee of the
Senate Republican Steering Committee (a Senate equivalent to the
RSC), in which the two discussed first tle need for greater under-
standing and stronger economic ties between Korea and the United
States, and then the willingness of KUSEC to finance a trip to Iorea.
According to Cantrell, it was primarily Feulner who decided who
should receive invitations. Cantrell said, however, that he gave Feul-
ner advice on who might benefit most from the trip and that neither
Tongsun Park nor any ROK Embassy officials recommended the people
who should receive invitations. Both Feulner and Cantrell negotiated
the trip arrangements with Minister Koo Choong Whay and Minister
Yang Yoonsae of the Embassy several months before the trip and thus
long before KUSEC issued the invitation. In a memorandum to Feul-
ner of a conversation with Yang on August 15, for instance, Cantrell
reported that the proposed October trip had received “the unofficial

o ahead from the Blue House.” On another occasion, according to

eulner, Minister Koo said each traveller would receive $50 per day
and intimated he had the money with him in cash.’® Finally, on Sep-
tember 25, Feulner had lunch with Koo and made final arrangements
for the trip; the next day, Feulner responded on RSC stationery to
the KUSEC invitation and accepted on behalf of the group (Edwin
Feulner interview, Nov. 10, 1977; Tom Cantrell interview, Aug. 18,
1978; Cantrell memorandum, Aug. 15, 1975; Feulner letter, Sept. 26,
1975). Of the seven who eventually visited Korea from October 13 to
October 18, six were congressional employees.

During the next year, KUSEC sponsored five more Congressional
trips to I{orea. Of those who went on the six trips, only two were House
members—and one was a Senator. The other 24 (excluding wives) who
traveled on KUSEC-sponsored trips were staff employees. After the
first KUSEC trip, PCF involvement in trips to Korea ceased, except
for certain trips imnvolving Representative Charles H. Wilson of Cali-
fornia and his staff.’* On their KUSEC-sponsored trips, one Repre-
sentative and the Senator traveled additionally to Taiwan, where PCF
paid their in-country expenses. In addition, the other Representative
and 10 of the staff members combined side trips to Taiwan with their
visits to Korea.

Feulner and Cantrell plainly influenced the trips which KUSEC
sponsored. Feulner has told the committee that, after the first trip, he
occasionally met or had meals with Ambassador Hahm Pyong-Choon,
Minister Koo, and Col. Choi Yae Heun, the Defense Attaché who was
secretly the KCIA’s congressional liaison. Cantrell has said not only
that he suggested to three Senators and several Senate employees that
they visit I{orea, but also that he brought together the one Senator
who actually went with Feulner and K%SEC. In addition, three staff
members who visited Korea as guests of KUSEC were in fact em-
ployees of two of those three Senators whom Cantrell approached.

1 Feplner refused the offer, and KUSEC paid the in-country expenses as the group
incurred them, .

1 PCF paid for Congressman Charles H. Wilson's wedding trip to Tat‘pqei. 8eoul, Tokyo
and_Honoluln in Oect, 1975. PCF also paid the expenses of Congressman Wilson's wife and
those of his administrative assistant on an Armed Services Committee trip which Wilson
took in the fall of 1976. (Charles H. Wilson deposition, Feb. 24, 1978, pp. 20, 25-26.)
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The committee, then, has found direct and circumstantial evidence
that, beginning in mid-1975, the ROK Government, Tongsun Park,
Feufner, Cantrell, and Hecht all contributed to the increasing involve-
ment of KUSEC in the sponsorship of privately funded congressional
trips to Korea. The above discussion shows that, in the summer of 1975,
the ROK Government learned through its Embassy officials and KCIA
agents in Washington of Feulner’s and Cantrell’s desire to establish a
program of visits to Korea by Members of Congress and staff members.
The discussion also shows that at the same time, Tongsun Park was
aware not only of PCF’s i;_mIa.st sponsorship of trips to Asia which in-
cluded Korea, but also of Hecht’s recommendation.that a Korean or-.
ganization run a program similar to the.one run by PCF. Alse, Park’s.
brother was in 1975 a Director of KUSEC, an organization which could
run such a %Jrogram. In addition, from mid-July to early October 1975,
Park was frequently sending telex messages to the KgIA in Seoul®
Finally, the evidence shows that Feulner and Cantrell knew that
KUSEC could sponsor the trips which both felt would help United
States-Korean relations and favor U.S. interests and that both active-
ly discussed with Embassy officials the arrangements for KUSEC-
sponsored trips and suggested which persons KUSEC should invite.

(a) 1976 K CIA “Invitation Diplomacy”

Beginning at the end of 1974, as the committee’s investigation
of privately funded trips to Korea shows, the Government of the
Regublic of Korea actively encouraged and participated in programs
to bring Congressmen and co ional employees to Korea on trips
sponsored by several seem'mgiy rivate entities. The Korean Gov-
ernment’s conception of its invoﬁrement in these pro s is sug-
gested by the KCIA’s “1976 Plan for Operations in the l.inited States”,
a document obtained and made public by the Subcommittee on In-
ternational Organizations of the Committee on International Rela-
tions investigating Korean-American relations. According to the testi-
mony of KCIA defector Sohn Ho Young, the KCIA in Seoul
drafted the plan in mid-to late 1975 and probably based it on in-
formation supplied by Kim Yung Hwan, the KCIA Station Chief
in Washington. (See Sohn’s testimony before the Subcommittee on
International Organizations, Noy. 29, 30, 1977). In the section de-
scribing programs aimed at the U.S. Co , the plan claims that
during 1975 the KCIA “firmed up” the basis of cooperation with
a congressional organization. The plan further claims that this co-
operation resulted in trips by 2 Representatives and 13 aides.

Of the 15 who visited Korea as guests of KUSEC before December
1, 1975, two were Congressmen an§ 13 were staff members. As it based
the plan on information supplied by Kim Yung Hwan, who knew
of Feulner’s interest in setting up the KUSEC-sponsored trips, the
KCIA was evidently claiming in the plan to have brought about those
trips.

The plan proposed that the KCIA expend $14,600 in U.S. currency
and $8,000 in Korean currency in an effort to “win over” one con-
gressional organization and proposed a similar exﬁsenditure to win
over another congressional group. The cost of travel to Korea at the
time suggests that the KCIA had targeted 10 individuals in each
group. As KCTA defector Sohn felt that the plan had been typically

35 Bee supra. p. —
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exaggerated and that many of its proposals might not have been carried
out, and as the committee has found no evidence of an effort to bring
either group to Korea on free trips, the KCIA most likely did not
carry out its proposals concerning free trips during 1976. At the
end of 1975 and during 1976, though, KUSEC sponsored the trips
of 15 more congressional staff members and one Senator.

(0) Awareness of KUSEC and PCF

Although the committee now has in its possession both clear evidence
of the Korean Government’s participation in the congressional trips
KUSEC sponsored and vague indications that the KCIA might have
allocated funds to pay for some of those trips, the issue of whether
or not anyone who took such a trip was at the time aware of the
ROK Government’s involvement in the KUSEC trips remains. As the
only suggestion of the ROK Government’s financial involvement is
found in evidence not obtained by congressional investigators until
late 1977, those who travelled on KUSEC-sponsored trips in 1975 and
1976 cannot be held responsible for knowing of such an alleged finan-
cial involvement. However, the committee also sought to ﬁ?etermine
whether the Congressmen and staff members who accepted free trips
from KUSEC had sufficient reason to have been suspcious of RO
Government participation in the organization and to have inquired
further into KUSEC’s relationship with the ROK Government.
Furthermore, because Feulner and (%a,ntrell played such active roles
in beginning KUSEC’s sponsorship of congressional trips and in
enlisting Congressmen and staff members to visit Korea, each one’s
perception of KUSEC’s relationship to the ROK Government is in-
tegral to determining the perceptions of the others who went.

In its invitation to Feulner in 1975 and its 1975 Membership Direc-
tory, the Korean-United States Economic Council represented itself
as “an independent private organization” established in August 1973
to serve ‘“as an information center and clearing house for coopera-
tive undertakings between the two countries in the private sector.”
One of KUSEC’s functions, declared the directory, was “helping
various American groups and organizations with exploratory visits
in the Republic of Korea.” (Kim Tai Dong, letter, Sept. 15, 1975;
KUSEC Directory). Based in Seoul, KUSEC had no representatives
or offices in the United States.’® As a result, the involvement of the Em-
bassy officials in Washington—whom neither Feulner nor Cantrell, to
the Committee’s knowledge, knew to be affiliated with the KCIA—
seemed logical. Moreover, according to Feulner, the State Department
briefed the first group sponsored by KUSEC and did not warn the
members of the trip, including Cantrell, about KUSEC. Meanwhile, in
addition to the absence of a State Department warning about KUSEC,
Feulner also knew that the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct had not been barring the PCF-sponsored trips to Korea as well as
to Taiwan. (Feulner interview, Nov. 10,1977). )

Because of these trips, the committee attempted to determine the
relationship of PCOF to the Government of the Republic of China.

10 o offices or records in the United States, the committee was un-
able%oec?ﬂlfgsgfa%em%l]}%ﬁn%’s finances. The committée did, however, obtain coples of some
of the airline tickets purchased by KUSEC for the congressional trips. Also, there is
located in New York a United States-Korean Economic Counecil which is comprised of
U.S. corporations doing business with Korea and which has had some contact with KUSEC
in the past. The committee has found no evidence that the United States-Korean Couneil

was In any way involved in any congressional trips to Korea.
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Like KUSEC, PCF has no offices or representatives in the United
States and worked through the Republic of China Embassy. Con-
sequently, the committee found PCF, again like KUSEC, difficult
to investigate. Records of airline tickets paid for by PCF are un-
available, and the Republic of China Embassy officials such as Minis-
ter Hu declined to meet with stafl investigators. The committee did
learn, however, that on November 11, 19%5, the State Department
officially notified the committee that the Department’s “impression”
was “that the Pacific Cultural Foundation, although ostensibly a pri-
vate organization, is closely controlled by the Government of the Re-
public of China.” (See Nov. 11, 1975, letter from Gerald W. Scott.)
Asthe State DeFErartment could offer no “definite or conclusive informa-
tion” that PCF was an agent or representative of the Republic of
China Government, the committee’s standard written response to in-
quiries about PCF was that the committee could make no determina-
tion of the propriety of PCF-sponsored trips.

Feulner %im-se]f had sought an opinion from the committee staff
prior to his PCF trip to Taiwan and Korea in June 1975. The staff
member with whom Feulner spoke advised him that, although it would
not say so in writing, the committee did not object to the trip. (Feul-
ner interview, Nov. 10, 1977). In addition, Richard Williamson, with
whom Feulner worked until 1974 on Representative Crane’s staff,
shared with another staff member a letter from the committee which
did not object to their PCF-sponsored trip, during which KUSEC
paid Williamson’s expenses in Korea. (Williamson interview, Nov.
4, 1977). As Feulner knew that the committee was not prohibiting
the PCF trips, and as he wanted the KUSEC trips only to be pri-
vately funded trips which would serve U.S. interests in Korea the
way PCF served %.S. interests in Taiwan, Feulner never sought the
committee’s opinion and never expressed any doubts about KUSEC
to Cantrell. Consequently, Feulner and Cantrell, who engineered
most of KUSEC trips, apparently never had any such doubts or
relayed them to the Congressmen and staff members receiving in-
vitations from KUSEC. Thus, the committee has been unable to find
that those who went on KUSEC trips to Korea had reason to suspect
KUSEC was in any way improperly involved with the ROK
Government.

(#) T'rips involving honorary degrees '

Evidence collected by the committee shows that, at the time a pro-
gram of congressional trips to Korea sponsored by private organiza-
tions was beginning in 1975, another program intended to bring Con-
gressmen to Korea by offering them honorary degrees began simul-
taneously. The evidence further indicates that, as they had with the
trips sponsored by the private organizations, the ROK Government
and the KCIA encouraged and participated in the honorary degree
program. Overall, though, the honorary degree program enjoyed only
limited success. '

According to the committee’s evidence, the bestowal of honorary
degrees upon Congressmen visiting Korea occurred only sporadically
until 1974, Of the universities bestowing such degrees before then,
none bestowed a degree upon more than one Congressman, either in
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that period or afterward.!” Until late 1974, the recipients of these
degrees were all traveling to Korea on U.S. Government funds, and
the universities apparently did not pay any of the expenses. The uni-
versities also passed up opportunities to give degrees to other Con-
gressmen traveling with the delegations. Moreover, the committee has
found no evidence suggesting that either the Embassy or the Korean
Government had any direct participation in the granting or offering
of the degrees. The only evidence that any one not affiliated with the
universities had anything to do with the degrees comes from former
Representative Thomas Morgan’s recollection that, on three or four
occasions, former Representative Cornelius Gallagher—himself a fre-

uent traveler to Korea and a close associate of Tongsun Park—urged
%lli;z%an to visit Korea and accept an honorary degree. Morgan de-
c .

At the end of 1974, the incidence of both offers and grants of
honorary degrees to Congressmen increased markedly. thin 8
months (late December 1974 to mid-August 1975), Hanyang Univer-
sity alone bestowed degrees upon four Representatives and offered to
bestow a degree on one otherll)\?lember. As for all Korean universities
including Hanyang, the committee has evidence that, in all, six Rep-
resentatives received degrees between December 1974 and early 1976
and another six refused offers during the same period. Of these 12
offers of degrees, 7 were a,cc0111pm‘1iedg by offers either of trips or in-
Korea ex es.

Not only did the number of offers of trips to receive degrees increase
markedly between the end of 1974 and early 1976, but the involvement
of Korean officials and certain Xoreans ﬁuring in the committee’s
entire investigation—Ambassador Hahm, KCIA Station Chief Kim
Yung Hwan, KCIA Congressional Liaison Choi Yae-Heun and Ko-
rean Assembiyman Row Chin Hwan—increased noticeably. In various
combinations, these Korean officials participated in 5 of the 12 offers
of degrees. All five offers included offers of trips.

The committee’s evidence, then, shows that, at the end of 1974, the
Korean universities in general and Hanyang University in particular
began a program to bring Congressmen to Korea to receive honorary
degrees. The committee has uncovered no evidence proving that the
ROK Government either paid or offered to pay any of the expenses
resulting from this Erogram, but the evidence clearly shows that the
Government did in fact involve itself in this program. Although the
program did not attract as many Representatives to Korea as the
trips sponsored by private organizations, it nevertheless succeeded in
bringing three Representatives to Korea who otherwise would not
have gone.

17 Choong-ang University, which had given a degree to Cornelius Gallagher in 1970, later
gave one to Dr. Glen Kasmussen, the president of Findlay College and a friend of both
Hancho Kim and Congressman Tennyson Guyer.






VII. Finpings, CoNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT
To Existine RuLes or Conpuor

In parts II through VI, the committee has set forth its conclusion
that the ROK Government adopted and implemented plans to in-
fluence Members of Congress by giving things of value to them, and
the information on which that conclusion is based. The acceptance
by a Member of Congress of things of value from a foreign state is

itlegal.
A. CRIMINAL STATUTES—BRIBERY

18 U.S.C. Sec. 201 makes it a crime, punishable by up to 5 years in
prison, for a public official, including a Member of Congress, to ac-
cept anything of value in return for an agreement to be influenced in
his official duties. This statute plainly applies to gifts of things of value
from foreign states and officials and representatives thereof. There
are difficulties in enforcing this statute, however, because it is difficult
to prove an agreement to be influenced even where there is one. This
difficulty is aggravated in prosecutions of Members of Congress be-
cause the speech or debate clause of the U.S. Constitution (which is
by its terms inapplicable to an investigation or disciplinary proceed-
ing brought by the Congress or a committee thereof) prevents proof
in court of much of the official conduct which a Member may have
agreed to perform in return for the money. See, U.S. v. Brewster,
408 U.S. 506 (1972).1

Campaign laws

Since 1966 there has been a prohibition against the receipt of cam-
paign contributions from an agent of a foreign government (18 U.S.C.
Sec. 613) without regard to any agreement on the part of the recipient
to be influenced by the contribution. Since foreign governments can
act only through agents, this effectively prohibits campaign contri-
butions by foreign governments. Effective January 1, 1975, this stat-
ute was amendegn so that it also prohibited receipt of campaign con-
tributions from any foreign national—that is, a foreign citizen not
admitted in this country for permanent residence. (2 U.S.C. sec. 441
(e%) A violation of this provision could, if more than $1,000 is in-
volved, result in imprisonment of the recipient for up to 1 year, a
fine of $25,000 and a forfeiture of three times the amount of the con-
tribution. (2 U.S.C. sec. 441(j) ) Thus, the criminal law prohibits even
the possibility of foreign i l']luence resulting from gifts from foreign
governments or individuals if the influence results from campaign
gifts. With respect to gifts to Members of Congress from foreign
governments or nations%:s that are not campaign contributions, the

1The difficulty 1n proving violations of 18 U.8.C. see. 201, however, has been made less
serlouseln tﬁg cl:ns: gf in&llfence-huylns by foreign governments Lecause, as noted below,
campaign tg from foreign governments or foreign nationals have since Jan, 1, 1975,
been a viofs’,{ion of criminal law without regard to any agreement to be influenced; and
all ‘gifts received from a foreign state are illegal—though not criminal—without regard
to such an agreement.

(115)
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criminal law proscribes them only if it can be proved that the Mem-
ber agreed to I?e influenced in return.

B. THE CONSTITUTIONAL PROHIBITION

The U.S. Constitution, however, forbids receipt of any gift from
a foreign state unless consented to the Congress without regard to any-
agreement to be influenced.

The U.S. Constitution contains a flat ,]’Jrohibition against the receipt
by a Member of Congress of a “present” from a “foreign state,” with-
out the consent of Congress (article I, section 9, clause 8). Con, has
consented by statute only to the receipt of gifts valued at less than
$100 (22 C.F.R. sec. 33(3)). Other gifts may be received only if
immediately turned over to the U.S. Government.? Of course a
foreign State operates only through its representatives, and the Con-
stitutional prohibition applies to the receipt of gifts from a foreign
state delivered by any representative thereof. See “Manual of Offenses
and Procedures, Korean Influence Investigation,” p. 6; 5 U.S.C. sec.
7342(a) (2). The committee concluded that no Member should be dis-
ciplined for receipt of a gift from a representative of a foreign State,
however, unless the Member knew or should have known that the gift
came from the foreign state. “Manual of Offenses and Procedures,”
supra, at pp: 33-36.

C. HOUSE RULES

Clause 4 of the Code of Official Conduct (House Rule VLIII) was
amended on March 2, 1977, to forbid the receipt by a Member of the
House of a gift of any kind worth more than $100 in any calendar year
from a foreign national.

D. EVALUATION

The committee believes that the existing substantive rules are, on
the whole, adequate. The existing laws prohibit receipt of gifts of more
than minimal value directly or indirectly from a foreign state, thus
removing almost all opportunity for improper influence by a foreign
government both real and apparent; and existing laws penalize crim-
inally more serious examples of influence buying. The existing laws,
however, require proof of some degree of knowledge on the part of a
recipient of a gift that the gift came from a foreign state. This created
a serious prol:ﬁem for the committee in this investigation. The com-
mittee, for example, has evidence that Hanna suggested, and the Ko-
reans adopted, a plan to influence Members of uégongre&s without ap-
parently violating the law by delivering money to them indirec yf
that is, through Tongsun Park. Money was then paid in the form o
campaign contributions to a number of Members of Congress, see supra
at p. 57-59, by Tongsun Park in pursuance of this plan. Absent proof
that Park acted as an agent of the ROK Government and absent knowl-
edge of that fact by the Member who received the contribution, action-
able violations of Iaw could not be proved. This problem has been sub-

2 There is no statute which specifically enforces this constitutional prohibition. In other
words, there is no penalty for violating it which can be imposed by a court of law. However,
a Member who violates it 1s subject to discipline by the House under House Rule X 4
(e) (2), because the constitutional prohibition is a “standard of conduct applicable to the
condncii:b&fm[the Memper) . . . in the performance of his dutles or the charge of hls
respons es."”



117

stantially ameliorated by the change in the law, applicable January 1,
1975, prohibiting receipt of campaign contributions from foreign na-
tionals, and a change in the House rules, applicable March 2, 197%?pro-
hibiting receipt of other kinds of gifts from foreign nationals regard-
less of whether or not the foreign national is acting as an agent of his
Government.®

Thus, the committee has only one substantive proposal.

The committee proposes a rule forbidding the receipt of trips by
Members, officers or employees of the House of Representatives to and
from a foreign country paid for by foreign nationals or foreign organ-
izations, unless the particular trip is specifically exempted in writing
by action of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct.

The committee has information described in part VI of this report
that the ROK sought to use trips to Korea by Congressmen and con-

ional staff members as a method of influencing Congress and that
1t caused “private” organizations in the ROK to pay for these trips.
However, as these organizations are headquartered overseas, there was
no way for the committee to prove this fact and no way for the recip-
ient og the trip to learn it. In any event, the committee is of the opinion
that there is seldom reason to permit foreign travel funded by a for-
eign private organization. All foreign travel useful to the United
States should be paid for by the U.S. Government unless expressly
exempted.

It 18 worth emphasizing that this proposed change in the rules is an
extremely modest one. As set forth above, the difficulties in preventing
serious efforts to influence Congressmen arise not from loopholes in the
law but from the difficulties in enforcing the law—that is, in obtaining
evidence of violations even where they oecur.

The committee also has one procedural proposal. The committee pro-
poses that section 4(a) (1) (A) of House Resolution 252 authorizing
the committee to take depositions before a single member of the com-
mittee be made a part of the standing Rules of the House applicable to
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. The committee be-
lieves that its ability to gather facts will be substantially impaired if
every time a witness’ testimony is taken it must convene a quorum of
the committee which would otherwise be necessary in order to hold an
investigative hearing in executive session.

81t should be noted that Hancho Kim is not a foreign national. He is a U.S. citizen.
Should he have made campaign contributions with the money KSK gave him, such con-
tributions would nave violated no law absent proof that he was acting as an agent of
the ROK Government. 'U'he committee sees no feasible way, however, of preventing natural-
1zed citizens from contributing to the electoral process and thereby obtaining good will for
their native country






VIII. Discreranary RECOMMENDATIONS

After a little more than a year of investigating, the committee con-
cluded that there was sufficient evidence of unethical conduct by four
present Members of Congress to warrant the bringing of charges

inst them. Thus, on July 18, 1978, the committee served on each of
ese four Members a “Statement of Alleged Violation” (Statement)
briefly describing the conduct allefed to be unethical and the applicable
provision alleged to have been violated. The service of these Statements
followed months of investigation done in secret so that apparently in-
criminating evidence would not be publicized until its reliability had
been tested. This investigation included the taking of testimony from
the Member involved, so that his version of the facts would be before
tl];: committee when it made its decision whether or not to bring
c
Fﬁ?:wing the service’of the statements, the committee adopted a
resolution which granted to the respondent-Members the kind of dis-
covery of the evidence against them which is available to litigants in
Federal courts. The attorneys for the respondent-Members then re-
ceived transeripts of relevant depositions, memoranda of informal wit-
ness interviews, documentary evidence and other materials to assist
them in preparing their defenses. Answers and motions were then re-
ceived from the res;;londent-Members. A fter considering these answers
and motions; after hearing argument in executive session by attorneys
for the respondents and for the staff; and after the extraordinary step
of hearing from the respondent-Members in executive session not under
oath; the committee made its decision whether to proceed to a public
disciplinary hearing to resolve the charges in the Statement. In each
case, the committee decided to proceed to a public hearing,

Each public hearing was conducted much like the trial of a case
in court. The attorney for the staff made an opening statement; the
attorney for the respondent was permitted but not required to do so.
The attorney for the staff then called witnesses and introduced docu-
ments in evidence. The witnesses were subject to cross-examination by
the attorney for the respondent-Member; and evidentiary objections
were made and ruled on by the chairman subject to an appeal to a
majority of the committee members present. The rules of evidence
in'civil and eriminal trials in Federal courts were followed subject to
the overriding provision of committee rule 11(a) :

Rule 11. Admissibility of Evidence.—(a) The object of
the hearing shall be to ascertain the truth. Any evidence that
is relevant and probative shall be admissible, unless privi-
leged or unless tﬁe Constitution otherwise requires its exclu-
sion. Objections going only to the weight that should be given
to evidence will not justify its exclusion.

(119)
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The provision of the committee’s rules authorizing use at the hearing
of “depositions, interrogatories and sworn statements” in lieu of a
witness live testimony was never utilized.

After the staff introduced the evidence in support of the State-
ment, the respondent-Member called whatever witnesses he desired—
with the assistance of the right to utilize the committee’s subpoena
power; and in each case chose to testify in his own behalf. The staff
attorney was permitted to cross-examine witnesses called by the
respondent.

he evidence was taken pursuant to an informal committee rule
that at least five committee members must be present for the taking
of any testimony and at least seven members must be present for the
taking of testimony from the respondent.

Following the taking of all the evidence, the testimony of the
witnesses was transeribed. Transcripts of all the testimony and copies
of all documentary exhibits were then delivered to each member of the
committee together with written arguments in support of and against
the charges by the attorney for the staff and the attorney for the
respondent respectively. A date was then fixed by the chairman for
oral argument by attorneys for both sides. Kach was permitted 30
minutes, with the attorney for the staff arguing first and, if he had
saved any time for rebuttal, last. Immediately following the argu-
ment, the committee, each member having previously read the tran-
seript of any portion of the testimony which he might have missed
when it was taken and each member having }])reviously read the
written arguments by the attorneys, retired and deliberated in privacy.
The committee then considered the evidence relating to each “count” of
the Statement and sustained that count if and only if it found that
the staff had sustained its burden of persuading the committee that
the evidence proved that the respondent had “clearly and convine-
ingly” committed the offense alleged. As soon as the committee
reached a decision with respect to each count, if it had been sustained,
it proceeded to decide what sanction to recommend. When it had
arrived at its conclusions, it went into open session and announced
them. Any such decision required an affirmative vote of seven members.
The decisions actually reached by the committee are described supra,
at part II C(5).

The committee sustained one or more charges against Representa-
tives Roybal, Wilson, and McFall. It sustained no charge against
Representative Patten. It recommended that Roybal be censured and
that McFall and Wilson be reprimanded.

Reports for the House were then prepared in each of the four
cases. Only the House can actually impose discipline. The reports de-
scribed the procedures followed and contained the evidence and argu-
ments of counsel for each side. The reports were not distributed to
the offices of the Members of Congress prior to the time when they were
called up in the House. Instead, they were made available to any
Member who asked for one prior to the time they were called up, and
were available on the House floor during the debate.

When the reports were discussed on the floor of the House, some
Members criticized the committee’s work generally ; some criticized its
procedures; no Member not on the committee referred in any way to

1 8uch use would generaily violate rules against hearsay evidence if done in a Federal
court.,
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the facts of the cases; many members of the committee remained
silent; and those members of the committee who did speak expressed
their dislike for the task of investigating and judging their peers. The
House rejected the committee’s recommendation in one case—amid
statements that the committec “appeared” to have recommended the
higher sanction for racial reasons, and without any discussion or
evaluation of the facts, which were substantially uncontradicted.

The committee believes that much needs to be done to improve the
procedures for bringing the committee’s recommendations to the
House floor. If the Iouse is unwilling to support the committee, it
should assign this task elsewhere,

A. RECOMMENDED PROCEDURAL REFORMS

Some of the criticisms of the committee’s procedures voiced on the
floor of the House were valid. If the House is to accept or reject the
committee's recommendations as to discipline for reasons having to
do with the facts rather than fer political considerations, the com-
mittee must communicate the facts to the other members in a useful
way. To this end the committee recommends that the following provi-
sions be made part of the House rules in each case in which the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct recommends to the House that
it discipline a Member:

(1) The report to the House shall, with respect to each Count
of the Complaint or Statement of il]eged Vll)c?lation which the
committee has found to have been proven, contain a statement of
that .count, a brief but complete statement of the evidence on
which the finding is based, together with transcripts of all tes-
:;imopy and copies of all exhibits presented at the disciplinary
1earme

(2) The report to the House shall contain a brief but complete
statement of the reasons for the sanction recommended by the
committee ;

(8) A copy of the report shall be delivered to the office of
every Member of the House no less than 3 full days before the
report is considered by the House;

(4) With respect to each report, the House will debate on all
of the committee’s findings of fact and vote on such findings count
by count. Then, if the House has adopted the committee’s findings
with respect to one or more counts, it will debate and vote on
the proposed sanction ; and )

(5) At the outset of the first debate contemplated in proposal
(4), supra, the count or counts which the committee found to
have been proved will be read together with the committee’s
statement of the evidence which supported the count. If the House
votes to sustain the committee’s finding with respect to any count.
the committee’s statement of reasons for the sanction recommended
by it will be read by the clerk at the outset of the debate on

sanction.
B. RECOMMENDED SUBSTANTIVE REFORMS

The committee commenced this investigation. into allegations of
ROK Government payments to Members of Congress with the deter-
mination of ascertaining the truth. The committee expected that if any
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evidence of such payments existed, it might be obtained from one or
more of three sources : former officials and agents of the ROK Govern-
ment ; the intelligence community ; and congressional employees. This
report details elsewhere the information obtained from the first two
sources, the limitations thereof and the reasons for those limitations.
It is striking, however, that the committee received virtually no evi-
dence of misconduct from congressional employees. Indeed, the com-
mittee filed a statement against one employee alleging that she had
testified falsely and otherwise obstructed the investigation of her em-
ployer; and the committee, in sustaining a charge against one member
implicitly found unworthy of belief the testimony of his former em-
ployee in defense of the charge. It may be that there are no coilfres-
sional employees with knowl of wrongdoing relevant to House
Resolution 252. But we believe 1t is probable that congressional em-
ployees in general, like the two described above, hold personal loyalty
to the Members for whom they work to be more important than their
loyalty to this institution itself. ' _

The committee believes that the support of the Members, officers and
employees of the House for the work of this committee 1s crucial to
its continuing effectiveness.

Accordingly, the committee proposes adoption of the following addi-
tions to the Code of Official Conduct : ’

(1) It shall be the duty of every Member, officer and employee
of the House of Rpresentatives, who becomes aware of any viola-
tion or 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 Sromptly in writing to the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct; and

(2) The committee shall, consistent with the fulfillment of its
duties, maintain the confidentiality of information communicated
to it pursuant to (1) above, and the identity of the person who
communicated it, until such time as a Complaint or a Statement
of Alleged Violation is filed with respect to the information. The
information shall be kept confidential, both from the public and
from the subject of the information until a complaint or state-
ment of Alleged Violation is filed. 5

The committee is aware of the difficulties both moral and practical
of a rule reqll:li'ring every Member, officer and employee to become an
informer on his or her colleagues. These are, however, difficulties in-
herent in any effort at self-discipline. The Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct should not be asked to make this effort alone. Either
it must be the effort of every person in this institution, or the effort
should not be made at all. ,

The resolution of this problem is not easy. The committee believes
that now is as good a time as any to confront the problem, and to de-
cide whether the House of Representatives wants to discipline itself.
If so, it should be the job of every Member, officer and employeé. If not,
then the House should not ask 12 of its Members to do the job without
the support of the House. E

STATEMENT UNDER CLAUSE 2(b) OF RULE X

The committee’s oversight findings and recommendations are stated
in sections VII and VIII of this report. ' o
No budget statement is submitted.



IX. ADDITIONAL VIEWS

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVES LEE H.
HAMILTON AND RICHARDSON PREYER

The issue of ethics in the 95th Congress has left us with two basic
impressions. The first is that Members of the House of Representa-
tives understand the Code of Official Conduct and the role of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in different ways.. The
second is that procedures for handling ethics cases in the House need
significant improvement.

‘We are pleased to have an opportunity to explain our understanding
of the Code and the role of the committee. It is a consequence of our
view that the Code is best enforced by the House itself, not by a
criminal court, an independent commission, or a Member’s constituents.
Another consequence is that the denial of official powers and pre-
rogatives to a Member may be a suitable remedy for violations of the
Code. The suggestions we make are intended to supplement those of
the committee, whose report we endorse without reservation.

THE CODE AND THE ROLE OF THE COMMITTEE

The principal rule governing the official conduct of Members states
in part: “A Member, officer, or employee of the House of Representa-
tives shall conduct himself at all times in a manner which shall reflect
creditably on the House of Representatives” (House Rule XLIII,
Code of Official Conduct, Clause 1). The rule defining the jurisdiction
of the Committee states in part that the Committee shall investigate
“ ..any alleged violation, by a Member, officer, or employee of the
House, of the Code of Official Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation,——.
or other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct of such Member,
officer, or employee in the performance of his duties or the discharge of
his responsibilities . . .” (House Rule X, Establishment and Jurisdic-
tion of Standing Committees, Clause 4(e) (1) (B)). -

Unfortunately, Members differ in their interpretation of these two
rules. For example, one often hears the claim that the committee
should be concerned only with illegal activity by a Member. When
coupled with the commonly held view that all aspects of illegal activ-
ity are best left to a court, this claim leads inescapably to the con-
clusion that the committee should never take any action at all. We -
believe the argument here to be mistaken for a variety of reasons, not
the least of which is the obvious fact that actions other than violations
of law cast discredit on the House and adversely affect the ability of a
Member to perform his duties and discharge his responsibilities. More-
over, while prosecution of a Member for illegal activity must be
left to a court, no court is better able than the House to assess the
effects of that illegal activity on the House ifself. _

Another interpretation of the rules lies behind the claim that a
Member should not be expected to comply with ethical standards
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other than those implicitly recognized by the public at large. This
claim is manifestly misguided for the obvious reason that a Member
must comply with the rules of official conduct that apply to him and
his colleagues alone. A Member must neither cast discredit on the
House nor act so as to prejudice the performance of his duties or the
discharge of his responsibilities. The rules of official conduct at once
protect the integrity of the House and ensure that the public’s business
will be done in a satisfactory manner. '

Yet another interpretation of the rules gives rise to the claim that a
Member should not be held any more accountable for his conduet than
an ordinary citizen would be. Those who say this often complain of the
unfairness of “high ethical standards” for Members. They are willing
to overlook lapses and excuse transgressions on the grounds that “any-
one can make a mistake.” We believe that the argument here is funda-
mentally flawed because membership in the House has overriding prac-
tical and symbolic consequences.

A Member holds a position of power and leadership in that he makes
the law and provides an example that others live by. It is not too much
to ask of him that he adhere very strictly to the norms of behavior for
which he bears so much responsibility. ,

Our interpretation of the rules is distinet from these. As mentioned
before, we think that it should be within the purview of the committee
to look into actions by a Member that are not illegal. Several new rules
contained in the Code since March of 1977 are to be understood in this
light : they make otherwise legal actions violations of the Code. For
example, the House determined that the maintenance of unofficial office
accounts casts discredit on the House, so the maintenance of such
accounts was prohibited to Members. Likewise, the House judged that
excessive employment outside the House lessened the ability of a
Member to perform his duties and discharge his responsibilities, so a
limit was placed on the amount of income a Member could receive
from such employment. There are other examples similar to these.

Notwithstanding the importance of legal and ethical behavior by a
Member, we cannot agree that the spirit of the Code and the reach of
the committee extend to all illegal and unethical actions whatsoever.
Many illegal actions are of no concern at all. For example, if a Member
inadvertently turns the wrong way on a one-way street, he has broken
the law but has not done anything to justify a committee inquiry.
Similarly, many actions that might be considered morally question-
able, such as withholding contributions to a needy charity when one
could easily afford to make them, fall outside the area of concern. The
jurisdiction of the committee with its code does not correspond exactly
to that of a court with its law, nor does its role parallel that of a
moralist with his precepts. The committee examines only those actions
which—whether they are illegal, unethical, or both—cast discredit on
the House or diminish the ability of a Member to perform his duties
or discharge his responsibilities. In this regard the code and the com-
mittee are like the professional standards and the disciplinary board
of a medical or bar association, Just as the question for such a board
is professional integrity and performance as prescribed by the stand-
ards, so the question for the committee is House integrity and' per-
formance as prescribed by the Code. ' N

N
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This conception of the Code and the role of the Committee implies
that the primary response of the House to violations of the Code is
not punishment of an individual. The interest of the House in pre-
scribing a remedy is not reform of a Member’s character, and less still
is it retribution. Rather, the House is interested mainiy in its own
integrity and the fitness of its Members. The present remedies of
reprimand (whose older meaning is “repression”), censure (like “cen-
sor”, to remove something offensive), and expulsion make sense in this
light. In reprimanding, censuring, or expelling a Member, the House
acts to repress or remove a threat to its integrity or to the fitness of its
Members.

As we said before, our understanding of the Code and the role of
the Committee has two important consequences. One is that the Code
is best enforced by the House itself. The other is that a denial of
official powers and prerogatives to a Member may be a suitable remedy
for violations of the Code. We believe that each of these consequences
merits further consideration.

CODE ENFORCEMENT BY THE HOUSE

As was previously noted, we have frequently heard the argument
that ethics cases in the House should be turned over to civil authorities
for resolution. While the House Rules state that the Committee must
“report to the appropriate Federal or State authorities, with approval
of the House, any substantial evidence of a violation, by a Member,
officer, or employee of the House, of any law applicable to the per-
formance of his duties or the discharge of his responsibilities, which
may have been disclosed in a committee investigation...” (House
Rule X, Establishment and Jurisdiction of Standing Committees,
Clause 4(e) (1) (C) ), we cannot accept the proposition that considera-
tion by civil authorities should be the end of such matters. The House
is properly interested in unethical actions as well as illegal ones, yet
no court would permit prosecution of a Member unless it was alleged
that he had violated a law. Even when the actions in question are
illegal, the House is the only good j udge of their effects on the House
itself. The enforcement of ethical standards and the assessment of the
effects of illegal actions on the House are simply not jobs that civil
authorities can do.

The inadequacy of turning over all ethics cases to civil authorities
has a significance that is not always appreciated. It means that the
House should not decline to investigate a case solely on the grounds
that evidence is insufficient for a eriminal indictment. It means that
the House should not fail to take action in a case just because another
investigation or prosecution is going on. Further, it means that the
House should not unthinkingly acceg;il; the decisions of prosecutors and
courts (one way or the other) as final. Where allegations are made
concerning diseredit to the House or the unfitness of a Member to per-
form his duties or discharge his responsibilities, the House should be
moved to action irrespective of what the civil authorities do.

Enforcement of the code by an independent commission is often
recommended as an alternative to the present scheme of things. The
basic idea is that the House should turn over ethics cases to a body
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having no institutional connection with the House. This commission,
acting in a way not unlike the committee, would investigate each
case to determine whether the code had been violated. Other powers
the commission might have, and what its composition would be, are
matters of debate. _

We believe that there could be advantages in an independent com-
mission, not the least of which would be its position outside the per-
sonal and political crosscurrents of the. House. However, three poten-
tial problems make us reluctant to endorse its establishment at this
time. First, the question whether an action casts discredit on the House
or impairs a Member’s ability to perform his duties or discharge his
responsibilities is best left to current Members who know the institu-
tion intimately because they work in it daily. An independent com-
mission would be little better than a court in this respect. Second, it
seems likely that Members would respond more fully to a finding of
violation by their colleagues than they would to such a finding by
outsiders, Disapproval by peers is especially onerous given the close
working relationship that exists among Members of the House. Third,
and most critical, there is a profound sense in which an indenendent
commission would be self-defeating. The very existence of the com-
mission would be an admission that the House did not have the resolve
and forthrightness to police itself. The implications of such an ad-
mission for House integrity would be both clear and painful.

Many well intentioned people suggest that the issué of ethics be left
entirely to the voters. If a Member is alleged to have violated the code,
they argue, let him explain himself and answer for whatever he did
in the next election. On this view, the discipline of the electorate is
taken to be a potent threat. Indeed, the remedies of veprimand and
censure may seem bland when compared to it.

We do not find ourselves in agreement with this view. To begin.
the discipline of the electorate cannot apply evenly to all Members
at all times. Retiring Members need not be troubled by it, and those
who enjoy great popularity in their districts will fear it less than
others will. Another problem is the extreme complexity of the electoral
process. The many issues, the candidates’ personalities, and the vary-
ing levels of voter knowledge and interest make it improbable that the
typical congressional election would ever become a clear-cut referen-
dum on a Member’s conduct. Yet another problem is the balancing
of remedy with violation. Defeat at the polls may be a fitting remedy
for some violations, but it may be too strong a remedy for others.
A further problem is that a Member’s decisions and actions affect the
entire Nation, not just his district. Thus, it is not sufficient to leave
the question of a Member’s possibly irresponsible conduct solely to the
voters in his district. Finally, it is apparent that voters do not have
the means to sift through all the allegations and information that -
may be relevant to a particular case. Without a thorough House in-
vestigation they would make their judgment largely on the basis of .
hearsay and innuendo. o . '

While the options offered by civil authorities, an independent com-
mission, and an aroused electorate have their good points, we think it
best to start with the assumption that the House should polige itself.
We take this stance in full recognition that the House has been hesi-
tant in the past to judge the conduct of its Members, It is our opinion,
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however, that any lesitancy or questionable judgment in the past was
more the fault of incomplete procedures for handling ethics cases
than it was the fault of moral weakness on the part of Members. We
believe that the House can modify existing procedures or create new
ones to ensure that responsible decisions are reached. The committee
report recommends many improvements, all of which we strongly
support. We submit our suggested improvements to supplement those
of the committee.

It seems to us that procedural change is the correct starting point,
but we m?ﬁ' be wrong. If it turns out that no improvements in pro-
cedures will help, we favor the establishment of an independent com-
mission to enforce the code.

THE SYSTEM OF REMEDIES

One of the principal aims of the code is to encourage honest and
forthcoming conduct by a Member. Consequently, one of our main wor-
ries is that the present system of remedies instead encourages an ac-
cused Member to distort the facts of his case, misrepresent his role
in it, and generally do all that he can to escape House action. Some-
one who is facing reprimand or censure also has every incentive to
downplay or exaggerate the significance of the House decision when
that decision is finally rendered. In trying to determine what actions
cast discredit on the House or diminish the ability of a Member to
perform his duties or discharge his responsibilities, there are really
two sets of actions to be considered : the past violation and what the
Member now does when confronted with that violation. The character
of the past violation cannot be altered by the prospective remedy,
but the system of remedies can be restructured to encourage honest
and forthcoming conduct by a Member who is charged with a viola-
ton.

We believe that an accused Member should be subject to a lesser
remedy if he freely and openly admits to a past violation and does not
attempt to downplay its significance. For example, if a Member ad-
mits to misusing the frank and does not try to represent his action as
a trifling lapse, he might receive a reprimand. However, if that same
Member covers up his misuse of the frank or tries to convince his col-
leagues that such an action means little, he might receive a reprimand
and also be the focus of some other remedy. If the issues are the
reputation of the House and the ability of a Member to perform his
duties and discharge his responsibilities, irresponsible conduct in the
present may be every bit as important as the past violation. Proce-
dures can be modified so that admission of a violation and acceptance
of its significance would weigh very heavily in a Member’s favor
when the committee sent its recommendation to the floor. Admission
and acceptance show integrity in themselves.

Another improvement in the system of remedies has to do with the
kinds of remedies that are available and the pairing of those reme-
dies with kinds of violations. On the latter point, the House obvi-
ously could not list the precise remedies beforehand for every con-
ceivable unethical action. Nor does it seem wise for the House to try
to do so since rigidly fixed remedies would limit the latitude the
House must have to deal with the complexity and variety of circum-
stances surrounding each case. Nonetheless, the House could set out
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in a preliminary way the remedies that might be considered for var-
ious violations. A consensus of Members and the precedents estab-
lished by House action would lead to a workable pairing of ranges of
remedies with violations. o

Many kinds of remedies are either available now or possible in the
future. It is helpful to group them into four classes: '
Expulsion from the House ,

A remedy available under the Constitution is the expulsion from
the House of a Member who has violated the code. Expulsion, how-
ever, is very drastic and should be used only in the rarest of cases. To
ﬁxr knowledge, it has been used only three times in the history of the

ouse.

Public rebuke

At present the House can reprimand or censure a Member who
has violated the code. Censure is the more severe of the two remedies
since the censured Member must present himself to the House for a
formal dressing-down. Unfortunately, these remedies are essentially
symbolic in the sense that they are as serious as colleagues and the
public take them to be. We regret that the public does not perceive
them as serious, and we doubt that any acceptable changes in pro-
cedures could alter this perception.

Financial penalties

The House could impose financial penalties on a Member who has
violated the code. This form of remeg; might include an attachment
of congressional salary and benefits, a charge for the costs of ethics
proceedings (as is made in some states), or a simple fine. We acknowl-
edge that financial penalties would not fall with equal severity on all
Members. Moreover, we are aware that they are clearly punitive in
nature and thus seem more appropriate in a legal context than in a
context where ethics is the question. In some instances, however, fi-
nancial penalties might be advisable.

Denial of official powers and prerogatives

An as yet unformalized remedy is the denial of official powers and
prerogatives to a Member who has violated the code. This type of
remedy might include the taking away of committee or subcommit-
tee chairmanships, the loss of seniority on committees, or any number
of other measures. Such remedies are generally the emphasis of par-
liaments in the Scandinavian nations: legislators found to have en-
gaged in irresponsible conduct there are deprived of privileges and
Immunities.

We want to clarify one point in connection with this final form of
remedy. The voters may send whomever they wish to the House, pro-
vided that the person meets the constitutional requirements of age,
citizenship, and residency. Election to the House of course confers
certain powers and prerogatives on a person, but none of these do we
propose to deny to any Member. We are only concerned with the
many Fowers and prerogatives that cannot be construed as flowing
from the voters. These powers and prerogatives are conferred by the
House itself or by some entity within the House.

In discussing improvements in the system of remedies, we believe
that special attention should be given to the denial of official powers
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and prerogatives to a Member. There are three main reasons why we
think this. First, the prospect of such a denial would be an effective
deterrent to those who might be tempted to violate the code. A Mem-
ber unconcerned with a reprimand might think again before doing
something that could result in the loss of major Powers or preroga-
tives. Then, too, powers and prerogatives are common denominators
in the House: all Members seek to acquire and keep them. Second,
additional remedies are needed if the House is to have greater flexi-
bility in making the remedy fit the violation. The authority to deny a
Member various official powers and prerogatives would make fine dis-
tinctions possible and would allow for multi ﬁ{)le remedies in a single
case. Third, and most central, the denial of official powers and prerog-
atives to a Member is dictated by logic and common sense in many
instances. To find that a Member is in violation of the code is to find
that he has cast discredit on the House or has impaired his ability to
perform his duties or discharge his responsibilities. What remedy
speaks to the violation more directly than a denial of official powers
and prerogatives that the House itself, or some entity within it, has

conferred on him ?
Lee H. HaMivuTON.
RicuarpsoN PREYER.
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE
BRUCE F. CAPUTO

Congress instructed this Committee to investigate allegations that
Members of the House received payments from representatives of the
Korean Government and to reveal all pertinent findings. The purpose
of the investigation was to stop such payments, prevent them from
happening again, and recommend penalties for offenders.

The Committee did not dischhrge its responsibility fully.

The Committee obtained information from a variety of sources, in-
cluding intelligence, which is specific, detailed and convincing evidence
that four sitting House Members secretly received thousands of dollars
in cash from officers of the Korean Government on more than one
occasion. The evidence is trustworthy. There is no serious challenge to
its reliability. Yet on vague grounds of national-security, the Commit-
tee chose to conceal the names of those implicated and all the surround-
ing evidence.

Failing to disclose the names of those sitting Members who were
directly implicated in the receipt of substantial amounts of cash from
agents of the Korean Government is wrong—absolutely wrong.

The Committee should start disciplinary proceedings against sitting
Members implicated by the information indicating knowing receipt of
cash payments.

The American people deserve to know the evidence against these
four. The public will justifiably question the courage and sincerity of
the Committee now that it has chosen to protect House Members rather
than disclose ugly but reliable and pertinent information. Charges of
coverup will surely follow.

The Committee has left a heavy cloud over the Congress. Only the
Ethics Committee members and some executive branch officials know
who these four are. All other Americans will inevitably wonder
whether their own Representative is tainted.

I recommend (and continue to recommend) that the four Members
be brought before the full Committee and rigorously questioned. They
were not. I also believe that the President of the United States, the
Speaker of the House, and chairpersons of the appropriate interna-
tional relations and appropriations committees and subcommittees be
advised of the evidence against these four individuals, so that these
apparent security risks will be known to those who make sensitive
national security decisions. '

In addition, equally specific, detailed, convincing and reliable infor-
mation pointed to two additional sitting Members of Congress as indi-
viduals targeted for similar payments. Since this evidence fails to
indicate whether payments were actually made, it is less damaging to
those accused. Nevertheless, I believe it too should be revealed.

I have recommended (and continue to recommend) that any revela-
tion of such incriminating material by the Committee be accompanied

(130)



131

by explanatory statements by the accused Member, so that the public
can read all views on each element of this most serious matter.

To deter future Tongsun Park’s and Ambassador Kim Dong Jo’s
and to discourage Congresspersons from illicit liaisons with Iobﬁyists,
the Committee should prove that corrupt Members of Congress can
operate in the most surreptitious manner possible and still get caught.
Revealing the intelligence information which the Committee chose to
keep secret would indicate that even the most carefully hidden corrup-
tion can be detected.

I am sensitive tp the national security arguments against disclosure,
namely, that certain sources and methods of intelligence-gathering
might be compromised. In this instance, we are talking about intelli-
gence that was gathered years ago. Therefore the sources and methods
in ques‘ion are most likely no longer in place and no longer in use.

Further, we are talking about tertiary intelligence information.
None of the information involved critical defense or security issues like
weapons deployments. Indeed, the information is restricted to perconal
relationships between Members of Congress and agents of foreign gov-
ernments. The sukstance of the information is not of military diplomat-
ic or security value. The information itself need not be classified. Had
the information been collected by other than intelligence agencies, it
would not be classified.

In my view, the national security interest in identifying Members of
Congress who corruptly sold their independence of judgement to at
least one foreign government dominates any security interest in pro-
tecting specific intelligence sources used years ago.

Without revealing security information, I sought opinions of a cross-
section of Americans on the disclosure matter and found no one outside
tho Congress who feels the incriminating intelligence information
shorld remain secret. It is only Members of Congress. apparently, who
prefer to conceal the material.

It was my impression from the outset of the probe that all reliable
and relevant information tending to show corruption of Members of
Congress wotlld be revealed eventually, We have come to the end of
the investigation and the most incriminating information is being kept
secret. I cannot agree to do that and register formally in these addi-
tional views my strong disagreement both with the decision of the Com-
mittee to withhold the damaging information and with related com-
ponents of the final report.

In addition to disclosing the intelligence information, I believe the
Committee should commence discinlinary proceedings against the four
Members whom the evidence implicates with direct cash payments, If
the Ethies Committee fails to act. the 96th Congress should commence
apnronriate proceedings from the House floor.

In the case of CIA materials, at least, disclosure reauires requesting
CIA authority to disclose and appealing negative CTA responses to
the President. The Committee chose not to undertake those steps. The
failure to disclose was the Committee’s decision, not the President’s.
Mr, Carter could, of course, disclose the information at his own
discretion.

The work of the Committee is otherwise incomplete. The intelligence
agencies are likely to know a good deal about improper liaisons he-
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tween Members of Congress and representatives of the Korean Central
Intelligence Agency, the Korean diplomatic community and the
Korean Government broadly. We know that intelligence information
provided some evidence of payments by Korean Government officials
directly to Members of the American Congress. The evidence that the
intelligence community did provide was some of the most important,
specific and detailed information the Committee obtained.

However, no member of the United States intelligence community
ever appeared before the full Committee for questioning—not Stans-
field Turner nor anyone with intelligence operational experience.

Intelligence agencies are, to their credit, reluctant to release any in-
formation. The experience of the Pike intelligence committee reflects
the difficulty of obtaining information from intelligence agencies even
for clearly legitimate Congressional purpose. The Ethiecs Committee
would have to fight tough procedural and bureaucratic battles to obtain
all the relevant intelligence information. It would be understandable
and pardonable if the Committee foueht hard and well and failed to
extract important information from the intellizence community.

But the Committee did not fight. The intelligence agencies did not
have to appear before the full Committee. No documents were spe-
rificallv requested, far less subpoenaed. No challenge was issned. The
intelligence community rolled over the Ethics Committee and, in the
process over the people of the United States.

In addition to the formal components of the intellicence community,
there was a special intelligence groun in the Nixon and Ford White.
Houses. The so called “back channel” of intelligence included Messrs::
Highland, Scowcroft, Eaclebureer, and Marsh. Their function was to
receive intelligence of a nolitical nature directly from the field. U.S.
intelligence oneratives, learning of questionable contacts between gov-
ernment officials and American Congresspersons, would report such
information to the White House back channel as well as to conventional
U.S. intellieence channels.

Obviously, all back echannel members were likely to know informa-
tion relevant to the Committee’s investization. Yet no member of the
back channel appeared before the full Committee for questioning.

The back channel renorted to Henry Kissinger, who undoubtedly
learned what the back channel was learning. But Mr. Kissingey did not
appear before the full Committee. Surely Mr. Kissinger relayed some
of what he learned to Presidents Ford and Nixon, neither of whom
appeared before the full Committee. '

Much of what Tongsun Park and other Korean operatives did trans-
pired before August 1973 and hence occurred while the tapes were
rimning in the Nixon White House. Mr. Kissinger micht well have
talked about back channel discoveries to Mr. Nixon at Camp David or
in the Oval Office or Execntive Office Building presidential suite where
the tapes were operated. The Committee did not listen to any section o
any White House tape.

Defense Secretaries Laird. Cllifford. and Schlesinger, all of whom
had aceess to full ranee of U.S. intelligence. probably would have
learned about anv intelligence discoveries of illicit relations hetween
Members of Congress and Korean (overnment agents. No Defense
Sq:i‘:tary past or present was called to testify before the full Com-
mittee,
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On balance, the full Committee failed to search the areas where it
was most likely to find incriminating information against Members of
g.c]:pgress. I cannot support what I view as transparent failure of

iligence.

Efforts to obtain cooperation from the State Department were also
incomplete. Former U.S. Ambassadors to Korea—Habib, Porter, and
Snyder—were never asked to appear before the full Committee. These
gentlemen were in a position to learn first hand what the Koreans were
doing with visiting Americans, what our intelligence operation was
discovering, and the form of Korean efforts to influence Americans in
Korea and elsewhere,

The State Department specifically resisted Committee efforts to ob-
tain the testimony of former Korean Ambassador to the United States,
Kim Dong Jo, and resisted efforts even to request testimony from
former Korean Ambassador to the United States Hahm Pyong Choon
and various KCIA officials such as Lee Hu Rak.

Unlike Committee efforts with the intelligence community, the Com-
mittee did try with the State Department. But it failed, and faced
with failure, did not confront the State Department strenuously.

No Secretary of State, present or past, appeared before the full
Committee, nor did any assistant secretary or other official of the
State Department.

The Committee did not request an audience with key White House
officials in an effort to persuade the State Department and the White
House to assist Committee efforts to learn what the State Department,
officials knew. There is evidence that the State Department knew
well what the Koreans were trying, what the Koreans succeeded in
doing, and why the Koreans were operating to influence American
Congresspersons. The Committee failed to probe who, in our State
Department or other branches of the United States Government, knew
of these Korean plans to subvert' Congress, and why those persons
failed to reveal their knowledge to appropriate Congressional officials.

Congressman Fraser and his subcommittee on International Rela-
tions went materially further than the Ethics Committee in this re-
gard, but, due to jurisdictional limits, did not probe which particular
Members of Congress might have been involved in information our
Government had as early as 1973,

At the end of his Presidential term, Gerald Ford was presented
evidence tending to show a corrupt conspiracy by Korean officials to
make questionable payments to United States Congresspersons. As a
result, Mr. Ford ordered a Justice Department investigation which
eventually led to the conviction of Congressman Hanna, the indict-
ment of Congressman Passman, and other indictments and convie-
tions. The full Committee was never shown the memorandum and
o*her evidence that led President Ford to the rather momentous deci-
sion to instruct Attorney General Levi to investigate the United States
Congress for possible eriminal wrongdoing. Surely that memorandum
and its supporting evidence should have been carefully reviewed by
the full Committee. It was not. ) )

The Commiftee has overwhelming evidence that former Korean
Ambassador Kim Dong Jo made numerous payments to American
Congresspersons and their spouses. Much of that evidence is cited in
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the Committee report. Members, congressional staff, and Korean de-
fectors all testiﬁegoin quite explicit, incriminating terms about Kim
Dong Jo’s activities.

Everyone familiar with the investigation considers Kim Dong Jo’s
testimony critical. Mr. Jaworski went to great lengths to obtain Kim
Dong Jo as a witness.

Last August, the Korean Government formally rejected a carefully
drafted and respectful request by the U.S. Government for an op-
portunity to question Mr. Kim Dong Jo. Qur government’s purpose
was not to incriminate Korean officials or Korean political institutions.
Our purpose was to uncover wrongdoing by American political of-
ficials and corruption of American political institutions. We did not
seek to embarrass the Koreans. We sought the help of our Korean ally,
with whom the United States has been rather generous, in solving an
American problem.

The Koreans rejected that request in summary and, in my opinion,
insulting language.

At this juncture, one would have thought the Committee would have
acted with dispatch by responding promgtly and in plain language.
The Committee special staff recommended a strong reply to the
Korean refusal. Incredibly, the Committee did not respond at all. The
fight for the most important witness ended ignominiously, perhaps even
humiliatingly, for the Committee. Failing to answer the Korean re-
jection of our request for a critical witness was a clear mistake.

Finally, I feel the report ungraciously fails to complement and
thank the efforts of former special counsels Phil Lacovara and Leon
Jawarski. Mr. Lacovara interrupted his private career to serve under
extremely trying circumstances and demonstrated impartiality. skill,.
courage, and needed independence. Mr. Jaworski, who served for no
compensation at great personal inconvenience, ably confronted. along
with his able assistanct, Mr. Peter White, enormous difficulties ob-
taining evidence and working with a most unusual Congressional
committee.

‘While I disagreed with all three men on several specific matters, each
deserves the gratitude of the Congress and the American people.

The special and permanent staffs also served with energy and
. enthusiasm. '

With the foregoing and other reservations and objections, I voted in
favor of the Committee report to disclose what facts are contained in
the report.

Bruce Caruro, Member of Congress.



X. APPENDIX

Srrrine MEMBERS A8 T0 WHOM THE CommriTrTeE Dip Not INsTITUTE
DirscrrLinary PROCEEDNGS

TONGSUN PARK 1970 CONTRIBUTIONS
July 18,1978.

On October 29 and 30, 1970, Tongsun Park issued checks to campaign
committees of the following Members of the current Congress:*

E. de la Garza, Thomas'S. Foley, John M. Murphy, Frank Thomp-
son, Jr., Melvin Price, and Morris K. Udall.

These checks were all for $500, except the checks to the campaign
committees of Congressman Udall and Congressman Thompson, which
were for $300 and $100, respectively.

In order to determine whether the receipt of these contributions
violated any law or rule of the Code of Official Conduct, the speciai
staff took sworn testimony from Tongsun Park and took testimny
from and conducted detailed interviews with the Congressmen whose
campaign committees received checks. In some cases key staff members
were interviewed. All references to the Congressmen who received
these contributions found in documents obtained by the staff, in reports
of interviews conductd by the staff and in sworn testimony taken in
the course of the investigation, were reviewed. Though the particular
facts vary in each case, the evidence thus gathered seems to support the
following conclusions: (1) there is no evidence that anyone thought
he was doing anything wrong in accepting these contributions, and
there was no attempt to conceal the contributions; (2) the Members
did not accept the contributions on account of or to influence the
performance of their official duties and the contributions could not
reasonably be so construed ; (3) the Members did not know and had no
substantial reason to know Park was acting on behalf of a foreign
principal; and (4) Park did not have a “direct interest in any legis-
lation before the Congress,” at the time of the contributions and,

accordingly, the contributions did not constitute violations of Clause 4
of the Code of Official Conduct.

! Congressman Edward J. Patten also received a check payable to the Democratic Orga-
nization of Middlesex County. Congressman Brademas also received a check in 1970 and
two svbseguent contributions from Tongsun Park. The faets relating to Congressman
Pstten’s and Congressman Brademas’ contacts with Tongsun Park are reviewed separately.

The ecampaign committees of the following former Coneressmen also’ received checks
from Tongsun Park in 1970 : E. Ross Adair, William Avers, Harry F. Byrd. Jr.. Peter H. B,
Frelinghuysen. Lawrence Hozan. Thomas Kleppe, Spark Matsunaga, Chester L. Mige,
Tozsenh M. Montoya and Stuart SBvmineton. Four of these—Bvrd. Matsunnea, Montova and
Svmington—became Senators. and their cases are being considered by the Senate Select
Committeps on Fthies, which has not vet nublici=gd their final conclusfons with respeet to
them. The Senate Comitter has released the following with respect to contacts of Senators
with Tongsun Park: 95th Cong., 2d sess.. Senate Seleet Committer on Ethics., Korean-
Influence Inguiry. Interim Status Report as of May 22, 1978 (Committee Print 1978) and
Execntive Session Hearings (Committee Print 1978).

The followine unsuccessful candidates for Congress also recelved checks from Tongsun
Park in 1970 : Nelson Gross and Cole McMartin. This committee, of course, has no juris-
dietion to discipline either them or the former Congressmen.

(135)
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There is no indication from the way the checks were handled by the
Congressmen or by their campaign committees at the time of their
receipt to suggest that anyone thought he was doing anything wrong,
and there is no subsequent conduct suggestive of an attempt to conceal
the existence of the contributions. All were handled as routine cam-
paign contributions. One contribution was acknowledged by letter.
Although several of the Congressmen denied that they had received
any money from Tongsun Park when first questioned by the FBI
or in response to the committee questionnaire,® these Congressmen’s
explanations, that, in some cases, they did not know about the con-
tributions or that, in ethers, they did not remember the contributions,
are credible in view of the fact that (1) many of the contributions
were handled routinely by the Congressman’s campaign committee;
(2) the contributions were made almost 8 years ago; and (3) the
amounts involved are not unusually large. Moreover, because they
were made by check, the contributions were fully traceable. This
further supports the conclusion that neither Tongsun Park nor any
of the recipients viewed the transactions’as in any way improper.

The majority of the checks were made payable to and were deposited
in the accounts of campaign committees located in the District of
Columbia. At the time, under both Federal and District of Columbia -
law, these committees were not required to report the identity of
contributors. Those contributions to the campaign committees outside
the District of Columbia that were required to be reported under the
law of dthe state where the committee was located were apparently
reported.

Some of the recipients of the 1970 checks did perform acts helpful
to Park. Some made or were asked to make pro-Korean statements
on the floor of the House. And, in June and July of 1971, two of the
recipients—Congressmen de la Garza and Price—wrote letters to
President Park Chung Hee praising Tongsun Park. There is no evi-
dence, however, either from the timing of the contributions or from
any other source. which establishes that one was a guéd pro quo for
the other. Accordingly. the evidence does not suggest the contributions
were in the nature of bribes or illegal gratuities. Moreover, receipt
of the $500 contributions from Park in 1970 alone, under the circum-
stances, would not likely be construed as influencing the performance of
the members’ official duties in violation of Clause 5 of the Code of
Ethics for Government Service.

There is no specific evidence that any of the recipients knew Park
was an agent of a foreign principal. Moreover, in 1970, there was not
sufficient evidence that Park was a foreign agent to suggest that “the
circumstances placed—the Member—on notice that the gift was
tendered in an attempt by a foreign government to influence his
present or future actions” and accordingly, the Member was not
required to take action “to attempt to discover the true nature and
purpose of the gift.” 3

Park, according to evidence recently obtained by the staff, hq,d
clearly begun his lobbying activities as of this point, however, and in

21t should be pointed out that the gnestionnaire sent to Members by the committee
asked if “yon or any memher of your family” had received anything of value from Tongsun
Park. Read literally. it does not include contributionr to campaien committees,

3 Committee on Standards of Offirial Conduét., Mannwal of Offenses and Procedures.
Korean Influence Ingniry (Committee Print. June 1977) (hereinafter, the “Manual of
Offenses’) adopted by this committee on Apr. 21, 1977. '
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connection therewith may have contacted at least three Congressmen—
de la Garza, Foley, and Price—of the six members of Congress dis-
cussed in this portion of the report.

In December of 1969, there was pending before Congress legisla-
tion involving the question whether $50 million in military assistance
for fiscal year 1970 would be specifically earmarked for Korea. Dur-
ing this period, Park apparently visited Congressmen de la Garza,
I'Elglay, and Price with respect to military aid for Korea. These visits
are recorded in a document appearently prepared under Park’s super-
vision.

In early June, 1978, the Department of Justice furnished the staff
documents recently furnished them by Jay Shin Ryu in response to a
request that Ryu search his records to make sure that he had produced
everything called for in the subpoenas duces tecum served on him by
the Department of Justice and the committee. Included among these
records is a chart Ryu took from Park while in his employ showin
the dates and purpose of Park’s lobbying efforts in 1969 and 1970. I%
indicates that Park was in contact with some 51 Congressmen durin
t;.i_s period, including Congressmen Foley, de la Garza, Murphy, an

rice.

With respect to Congressman Foley, de la Garza, and Price the docu-
ment reads as follows: '

Mr. Foley—December 12, 1969, behind-the-scenes maneuver in con-
nection with military aid. February 28, Visited Korea. Delivered a
personal letter and a gift from S. G. (cuffring) * August 20, 1970 in
connection with F. I.°

Mr. de la Garza—December 12, 1969 in connection with military aid
and delivered a personal letter and gift from S. G. February 28 Visited
Korea. March 22 Public Law 480.

Mr. Price—December 29, 1969 behind-the-scenes maneuver for spe-
cial military aid and delivered director’s gift. February 28 invitation
to Korea. June 2 maneuvered to support the amendment of the Con-
stitution. August 12,1970 in connection with F.I.

Congressman Murphy was apparently not visited in connection with
the 1969 military aid bill and the entry with respect to him reads as
follows:

August 14,1970 in connection with F. I.

Park at first testified that he had had no discussions with any Mem-
bers of Congress with respect to the 1969 military aid bill. When shown
the document he testified, however, he had no specific recollection of
any of the discussions set forth in the document. However, he believed
that if they were recorded on the document they did take place, with
the exception of the meeting on “F.1.”, which Park believed involved
only his employee.

_Generally with respect to the “behind the scenes maneuver” Park tes-
tified that this deseription exaggerated the importance of the meeting

4 “§.G." refers to the Secretary General of the Opposition Party in Seoul.

5“R.I" refers to the “Conference for the Development of Free Institutions” which
wanted American and Korean legislators among its members,

The gtaff is in possession of a typewritten statement of Speaker John W. McCormack
dated Mar, 13. 1970, in which Spenker McCormack urges his collengues to support the
Conference for the Development of Free Institutions which he deseribes as an organization
“designed to bring torether those concerned with the making of laws in South Korea and
the TInited, States.” Attached thereto iz a llst and apparent signatures of some 34 Con-
pressmen ineluding Mr., Foleyv, Mr. Price, and Mr. de 1a Garza. Tongsun Park testified that
the establishment of the Conference for the Development of Free Institutions was hiz iden
but never proceeded past the organizational stage. Staff Investigation indleates that this
organization never became active.
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and that these meetings ranged from the most casual of conversations
to actual discussions of the military aid bill. Accordingly, there seems
to be insufficient evidence of lobbying by Park to say that, at this point
in time, the Congressmen who got checks from Park should have
known Park was acting on behalf of a foreign principal.

Finally, although Park did benefit from legislation passed by the
House, in that he received commissions from sales of rice to Igorea
financed by Public Law 480, he did not have, or certainly the members
did not have reason to believe that he had, such “a direct interest in
legislation before the Congress” as to make receipt of a contribution
from him a violation of clause 4 of the Code of Official Conduct.

‘When the Code of Official Conduct was adopted in 1968 Representa-
tive Teague stated the test of direct interest should be “whether the
donor would be personally (or officially) affected in some specific and
definable way by the passage or defeat of legislation. The more the
donor’s interest is shared with a large class of persons. . . the less
likely it is that the provision was meant to prohibit the acceptance of
the gift. Similarly, if the consequences for the donor are remote or con-
tingent, the rule probably should not apply.” 114 Congressional Record
8778 (1968) ; see also, the Manual of Offenses at 29.

The only legislation in which Park, as a rica broker. might be con-
sidered to have an interest in 1970 was the appropriation for Public
Law 480 contained in the Department of Agriculture and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act.® However, the legislation containing
that appropriation for fiscal year 1971 as for subsequent years appro-
priates a lump sum amount for Public Law 480.7 The appropriation
1s not broken down or segregated by commodity or country. The de-
cision to use a certain amount of money for Korea and specifically
for rice for Korea is made by the executive branch with no official
supervision by or reporting to Congress.® Therefore, Park’s interest
in the Public Law 480 legislation before the Congress—which he
shares with a large class of persons and which is contingent on rice
being sold to Korea, being financed by Public Law 480 and on his be-
ing named rice agent—would be tenuous at best and not “direct.”®

The facts relating to the relationship, if any, of Tongsun Park to
each of the members whose campaign committees received checks
from Park in 1970 follow.

Congressman E. de la Garza, Democrat, of Texas

On October 29, 1970, Tongsun Park issued a check payable in the
amount of $500 to the K. de la Garza campaign fund, a campaign

¢ The bill passed the House on June 9, 1970. and the conference report was submitted
to the Hoose and agreed to on Dec. 7., 1970. Park might also be considered to have an
interest in the authorization to expend funds pursuant to Public Law 480. That authoriza-
tion was to expire on Dec. 31, 1970, but was extende” in the Agriculture Act of 1970 to
Dee. 31, 1973. The bill passed the House on Aug. 5, 1970, and the House agreed to the
conference report on Oct, 13, 1970. Both dates precede the date on which Park rendered his
1970 checks to the varions Congressmen. Park, accordingly, cannot be said to have had
an interest in legislation before the House at the time of the contribution.

7 Furthermore, according to the Subcommittee on Agriculture and Related A neies of
the Committee on Appropriations, the appropriation itself is not controlling of the money
which may he spent pursuant to Public Law 430 because Public Law 480 permits the
Governmeni to enter into agreements involving exenditures which will he financed from
subsequent appropriations. Also, if the funds appropriated exceed the amounts actually
expended in a particular year, such excess reduces the subsequent year’s required
appropriation. :

&In subseguent years in hearings before the Subcommittee on A, ulture, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture detailed the intended use of the appropriation for Public Law 480 by
commodity and by country. .

9 Park furthermore did not receive commissions for rice sold pursuant to Public Law 480
in 1971 and part of 1972, as he had been removed as rice agent during that period of time.
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committee located in Texas. Congressman de la Garza has told the

staff that records retained by the campaign committee indicate that

the campaign committee did not receive the check until December 16.

The following day Robert de la Garza, the Congressman’s brother

?).ndkcampalgn manager, endorsed and deposited the check in a Texas
ank.

When first interviewed by the FBI on June 9, 1977, both Congress-
man de la Garza and Cecilia Martin, his administrative assistant, as-
serted strongly that the Congressman had never received a contribu-
tion from Tongsun Park. He said that only three people—Congress-
man de la Garza, his brother, and his administrative assistant—had
the authority to accept checks, and that he was sure no contribution
was received. Furthermore, the Congressman had a policy of dis-
couraging contributions from outside his district. After being shown
Park’s check, Congressman de la Garza further checked his records
and, in an interview with the staff on July 13, 1977, said that it must
have been received by his brother without his knowledge and stated
that the late date of receipt of the contribution (after the end-of-cam-
paign filing) had caused the campaign committee to include Park’s
contribution as a carry-over item in the 1971 report instead of includ-
ing it in the 1970 reﬁlort. Congressman de la Garza did not know why
the contribution, which from the date on the check was apparently
made on October 29, 1970, was not, received by the campaign committee
until mid-December of 1970.

Congressman de la Garza believes he first met Tongsun Park through
former Congressman Richard Hanna, from whom Congressman de
la Garza once jokingly re%uested an introduction to Hanna’s “high-
powered Korean friend.” Both Park and Hanna, it should be noted,
were in Korea in 1969 at the time of Codell Albert, which included
Congressman de la Garza. Congressman de la Garza, however, cannot

1 the date of his first meeting with Park, although Congressman
de la Garza's office records indicate some sort of contact with Park
on April 13, 1969.

On December 11, 1969, Hanna wrote a letter to Korean Prime Minis-
ter Chung Il Kwon and stated that Congressman de la Garza (among
others) deserved commendation for supporting Korea in the floor fight
to restore the $50 million appropriation to Korea. Hanna has testified
that, although he cannot recall specific conversations with those Con-
gressmen (including Congressman de la Garza) he mentioned in his
letter, he did in fact contact some of them.

The first meeting between Congressman de la Garza and Tongsun
Park reflected in Congressman de la Garza’s records occurred on
July 11, 1970, when Park visited Congressman de la Garza’s office
and discussed rice matters long enough to discover that Congressman
de la Garza did not represent any rice interests. Two days later, Con-

ressman de la Garza believes, he attended a dinner party at the
%'}eorge Town Club for a Korean flour mills association. (Other evi-
dence suggests this function may have taken place on July 12, 1971.)
Congressman de la Garza’s office records show that, on July 13, 1970,
he sent Park an autographed photograph. )

Park maintains that none of the recipients of his 1970 checks per-
formed any actions at his behest to benefit Korea or his rice agency.
On July 16, 1971, 4 days after the George Town Club function for
the Korean flour mills association, however, Congressman de la Garza



140

wrote Korean President Park: Chung Hee. In the letter, Congressman
de la Garza congratulates President Park on his re-election, praises
Tongsun Park, commends Korea for purchasing rice and other com-
modities, and pledges his continued efforts to help Korea “especially
through the Public Law 480 program” (Congressman de la Garza
sits on the Agriculture Committee). Congressman de la Garza vaguely
recalls that Hanna supplied the handwritten draft of this letter,
It should be noted that Congressman de la Garza’s letter follows closely
after a series of Congressional letters (including those of Congress-
man Price) which were sent at Park’s request to help him regain
his rice agency.

[The letter referred to follows:]

JuLy 16, 1971.
His Excellency Hon. CHuNG HEE PARK,
President,
Republic of Korea,
Seoul, Korea

My Dear Mg. PresipENT: Permit me to extend my congratulations
on your reelection. Mr. Tongsun Park always keeps us in the Congress
abreast of the Korean situation and never fails to convey his people’s
aspirations and needs.

Also, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for pur-
chasing American agricultural products, especially rice, cotton, wheat
and other commodities.

As a senior member of the Committee on Agriculture and as Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Department Operations, I always en-
%eavor to be helpful to Korea—especially through the Public Law 480

rogram.

Please be assured of my continued interest in Korea, and if I can
be of any assistance to you or to your government, I hope you will
not hesitate to advise me.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
v E (Kixa) pe va Garza.
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Congressman de la Garza remembers attending another function
hosted by Tongsun Park at the George Town Club (probably the
Saxbe party on Jan. 27, 1975) and estimates that, overall, he has met
Park himself 4-5 times and an employee of Park’s once. The only
other gift Park has ever offered to Congressman de la Garza was a
vase, worth perhaps $20 according to the Congressman’s estimate,
which Park give him in mid-1974. Congressman de la Garza’s name
appears on several Park documents, including the ABC list (which
described Congressmen de la Garza as strongly pro-Korean and lists
the intended 1970 contribution as $200), Park’s business and social



142

list, and other miscellaneous items found in the files of Pacific Devel-
opment, Inec.
Congressman Thomas S. Foley, Democrat, o f Washington

Tongsun Park’s $500 check to Thomas S. Foley was made payable
to the ?hom as Foley committee and was deposited by the finance chair-
man of the campaign committee, which is located in the State of
Washington. No report of the check was filed or required to be filed.™

When first asked abcut the check by the FBI on June 7, 1977, Con-
gressmen Foley remembered receiving Park’s check because someone at
the time of receipt had questioned whether or not Park was a foreign
agent. Much later, in his deposition before the committee, Congress-
man Foley recalled that it was his wife who had questioned the pro-
priety of accepting Park’s contribution, and both Congressman Foley
and his wife agreed that, their doubt stemmed not from whether or
not Park was a foreign agent, but rather from whether or not Con-
gressman- Foley could legally accept contributions from a foreign
national. At the FBI interview, Congressman Foley doubted he had
authorized his committee to accept the check, for he had been unable
to locate any records of the contribution. Congressman Foley has fully
acknowledged its existence in all interviews with the staff and on his
questionnaire. .

Congressman Foley believes he was introduced to Park by then
Congressman David Pryor in late 1968 or early 1969. Park, however,
testified in Seoul that he met Congressman Foley through a college
friend named Dennis, prior to Congressman Foley’s marriage. Park
did not recall Dennis’ last name. Since the first introduction, Congress-
man Foley has seen Park at a few social functions at the George Town
Club, but, despite the January 81 entry in Park’s 1969 diary (“dinner
for Cong. Foley-and Hanna”), Congressman Foley could not recall
attending-any function at which he was Park’s honored guest. Besides
these encounters, Park visited Congressman Foley’s office two or three
times, usnally with an oriental aide.

Park testified that the recipients of his 1970 checks performed no
actions on his behalf. Congressman Foley has testified that while Park
did request favors of him on three occasions, he did not act pursuant
to such requests; on Qctober 15,1969, Park visited Congressman Foley’s
office and asked the Congressman to insert in the Congressional Record
remarks favoring President Park Chung Hee’s Third Term Amend-
ment; in 1971 or 1972, Park asked Congredésman Foley to contact
someone at the Department of Agriculture or at AID and in or around
1974, Park asked Congressman Foley to write President Park a letter
praising Park. In his deposition, Congressman Foley testified that
one of Park’s aides (perhaps Kim Kwang or perhaps Jay Ryu) might
have made one of these requests.

Congressmen Foley has also told the FBI and the staff that, in his
encounters with Park, Park promoted financial aid to Korea and, in
particular, promoted Public Law 480 matters. Congressman Foley
%:.tes‘i 8l&x;:uwemar, he never knew Park had any vested interest in Public

w 480.

The indictment against Tongsun Park alleges that, “In or around
1971 or 1972 . .. Tong Sun Park did cause Congressman Thomas Foley

10 Reporting was not required in the State of Washingt .
ington Rev. Code Ann. §§ 29.83.080 et seg: (1972 Supp.) gton until Jan. 1, 1975. See Wasl-
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to call an official of the Executive Branch of the United States Gov-
crnment.” Congressman Foley has testified that Park did ask him to
make a call to the Department of Agriculture or AID to tell them he
was in favor of continuing Public Law 480 wheat shipments to Korea.
Congressman Foley further testified, however, that, though from time
to time he made his interest in such matters known to the Department
and to AID, he could state “definitely that I made no such call as a
result of that conversation/’” or on behalf of Tongsun Park. The lan-
ge of the indictment notwithstanding, a representative of the De-
rtment of Justice familiar with the case has confirmed that there
18 no evidence in any way contradictory to Congressman Foley’s state-
ment concerning the matter.
On his ABC list, Tongsun Park described Congressman ‘Foley as
a strong snzéué)orter of Korea and listed the intended 1970 contribution
as $200. (Congressman Foley’s name also appears on TSP’s social
and business list.)

Congressman John M. Murphy, Democrat, of New ¥ ork

Congressman Murphy describes himself as an avid supporter of
Korea and has travelled there several times since his first trip in 1963.

Congressman Murphy met Park at Park’s home in 1963 or 1964
but, according to the Congressman, had little contact with him there-
after because Park was always trying to promote his own business
ventures with Murphy. Congressman Murphy has had no contact with
Park since 1976.

On October 29, 1970, Tongsun Park contributed $500 by check to
the District of Columbia Friends for John Murphy Committee. It was
received by the committee the day after the 1970 election and deposited.
Congressman Murphy believes the contribution was unsolicited. Con-
gressman Murphy did not sec the check when it came in but did become
aware of it sometime later in reviewing the campaign records.

Congressman Murphy believes that the contribution was “auto-
matically” acknowledged in writing, though no copy of an acknowl-
edgment has been located. According to Congressman Murphy, Park
may have made an earlier contribution to a fundraiser he had in 1968.

‘Oni December 12, 1976, Congressman Murphy did acknowledge in a
New York Times interview that his campaign committee had received
a $500 contribution from T. S. Park. Congressman Murphy’s response
dated June 28, 1977, to the committee’s questionnaire with respect to
whether he received anything of value in excess of $100 from Park was
in the negative. This response is literally correct in that the contribu-
tion was received by a campaign committee. At a deposition before a
member of the committee, Murphy testified that in 1968 Tongsun Park
attended a Murphy fundraiser held in the form of a cocktail party in
Washington and that Park purchased a $50 ticket for it. There are no
records of this contribution and no filings were required in connection
with it. The staff was unaware of the contribution until Murphy dis-
closed it. Murphy does not believe that Park was invited but that he
just walked into the party. Murphy testified that, other than that $50
contribution and the previously disclosed $500 contribution, neither the
Congressman, his staff, his family, nor any campaign committee ever
received or was offered anything of value by Tongsun Park or any
representative of Tongsun Park. The staff is in possession of no evi-

dence to the contrary.
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Congressman Murphy’s name appears on various Park lists including
the ABC list. On the ABC list a “5” appears next to Congressman
Murphy’s name. '
Congressman Frank Thompson, Jr., Democrat, of New Jersey

Park also issued a check payable in the amount of $100 to the “Frank
Thompson for Congress” committee. The check was apparently de-
posited to the account of the committee in Congressman Thompson’s
home district in New Jersey. Congressman Thompson did not report
it on his committee questionnaire of July 11 but did mention a 1972
contribution from Park to Robert Reveles’ unsuccessful congressional
compaign. Reveles, a former Thompson staff member, was a classmate
of Tongsun Park’s at.Georgetown. Since the committee questionnaire
did not require contributions of $100 or less or contributions to cam-
paign committees to be reported, Congressman Thompson did not have
to disclose Park’s contribution.

Since the contribution was to a campaign committee, Federal law did
not require disclosure. Congressman Thompson testified before the com-
mittee on May 12, 1978, that he did not, report the contribution in his
New Jersey campaign report because he was not required to under
New Jersey law.’* Thompson’s conclusion about New Jersey law ap-
pears to be correct.? Congressman Thompson did preduce a card file
kept by his campaign committee, which does reflect the contribution but
not the date of receipt.

[A copy of the record follows:]

1 The FBI report, dictated on June 20, 1977', of the FBI interview of Congressman
Thompson on June 13, 1977, states as follows: *Thompson advised [that] his-campaig
contribution financial statement for 1970 revealed that, on an unspecified date in 1970
the ‘Thompson for Congress Committee’ received a $100 contribution from T, 8. Park
Esquire. There is no indication as to whether the contribution was in ecash or by check
and as to who received it ~

1 Section 19 :44—1 of the New Jersey Statutes, as it was in effeet during 1970, required
certain reporting of campazﬁn contributions, Section 19 :44—1, as then in effect, required
that reports be filed on behalf of any candidate to be voted for at “any primary, general,
municipal or special election.” Section 19 :1-1, which defined the terms used in title 19
of the New Jersey Statutes, defined the term “election” as ‘“the procedure whereby the
electors of this state or any political subdivision thereof elect persons to fill publie office.”
“Puhlic office” was defined as “any office in the government of this state or any of its
political subdivistons.” .

It seems clear from these statutory definitions that the 1970 reporting requirement i
New Jersey did not require either candidates for election as Members of Congress or thelr
campaign committees to file reports with the State.
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Cohgressman Frank Thompson, Jr. / Record of campaign contributors for 1970
PARR, Mrs. Louise N. NAJCLUB  $5.00

Box 149 '
- Columbia, NJ 07832 ... e

. PARK, T. S., Esq. T for Cong Comm  $100.00
, . . 1713 22nd St. NW : '
"+ . Washingten, D.C. 20008

© PARSONS, Robert R. NAJCLUBR - $10.00
~ RDF Asbury "o
N. J. 08802

Wb TASSETT, Mr, and Mrs.B. A | me oo
! 21 Wh&e:;.; Ave, f‘“"n'ﬁ-:. < TT  §25.00
- Trenmton, N3, ose1s. L .
* PAZDAN, Mr. and Mrs, Stamley ' T for Cong Comm '
. 73 Leavitt Lane : o : A
Pricceton, NJ 08640

Congressman Thompson testified that he never knew of the contribu-
tion (until recently) and, indeed, that he has never met Park. Park
agrees that he never met Congressman Thompson. Park gave the check
to Reveles, who was then working for Congressman Thompson, and the
staff has no evidence showin%that Reveles told Congressman Thompson
of the contribution or that Congressman Thompson ever knew of it.

Congressman Thompson, however, has had contact with one of Park’s
employees, Jay Shin Ryu. At Park’s request, Reveles hired Ryu to work
as an Intern in Congressman Thompson’s office. Park gave Reveles cash
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to be paid to Ryu as his salary. Congressman Thompson testified he did
not learn of this arrangement until recently. Ryu worked for Co

man Thompson from November of 1970 to February of 1971, when
Park arran~ed for Ryu to intern for the late Senator Joseph Montoya.
Ryu deniec he was reporting back to Park on the activities in the con-
gressional offizes, and Reveles states that Rvu’s duties were routine.
During Ryu’s internship with Congressman Thompson, Park hosted a
luncheon at the George Town Club for Congressman Thompson’s
staff. A letter from Conaressman Thompson to Ryu which praises his
work appears in Ryu’s INS file. _

Congressman Melvin Price, Democrat, of Illinois

Congressman Price first met Tongsun Park in 1969 or 1970, but he
could not remember who had introduced them or any of the circum-
stances surrounding the meeting.

On October 29, 1970, Tongsun Park contributed $500 by check to
the 24th Congressional District Campaign, the campaign committee
for Congressman Price’s Illinois district. The contribution was not
reported, nor need it have been under Federal or Illinois Jaw. No ac-
knowledgment of the contribution was sent to Park, either. According
to Congressman Price’s secretary at the time, she would customarily
have acknowledged such a contribution and would have remembered
a contribution of the size of $500. She was surprised that it had escaped
her notice because Congressman Price’s campaign manager at the
time ran a “tight ship.”

Park’s ABC list of 1970 has a “5” next to Congressman Price’s name,
a reference, Park has said, to an intended contribution of $500. The
“Report of T' S Activities,” prepared September 30, 1972, also notes
that Congressman Price was “paid 5.” If that refers to the 1970 con-
tribution, it is one of the few accurately listed payments in the report.
When deposed, former Congressman Richard Hanna recalled that
Congressman Price was one of the 1970 contribution recipients whose
name Park had mentioned to him, perhaps in connection with the con-
tribution.

During an interview with the FBI on June 15, 1977, Congressman
Price saw a copy of the cancelled check for Park’s 1970 contribution.
Congress_man Price subsequently acknowledged the contribution to
the staff in sworn testimony and in an interview at which he responded
orally to the committee questionnaire.

Tongsun Park made periodic visits to Congressman Price’s office
and. according to a former Congressman Price staff member, received
preferential treatment from Congressman Price, who would come from
Canitol Hill to see Park in his office.

According to Congressman Price, many of his contacts with Tong-
sun Park resulted from invitations from Congressmen to attend func-
tions at the George Town Club honoring other Congressmen. Con-
gressman Price would see Park at the Club where Park would initiate
conversations with him either generally about good United States-
South Korea relations or of a social nature. Congressman Price also
saw Park at Embassy functions. They never discussed anything of
substance, Congressman Price said. Park himself held functions at
the George Town Club and elsewhere, to which he invited Congress-
man Price. Congressman Price attended at least the birthday party
for Congressman O’Neill on December 10, 1973, and the dinner for
Frederick Chien on March 10, 1975. .
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Along with former Congressmen Hanna, Carl Albert, Gerald Ford
and Cornelius Gallagher, Congressman Price hosted a luncheon for
then-former Prime Minister Chung II Kwon and then-former KCIA
Director Kim Kae Won on January 22, 1971, in the Speaker’s dining
room. KCIA station chief Yoon and Political Minister of Foreign
Affairs Hwan Ho Eul represented the Korean Embassy. Tongsun
Puark was also present.

Conlgressman Price’s name appears on Tongsun Park’s Alaska and
ABC lists. A “10” next to Congressman Price’s name on the former
list represented only a contemplated contribution of $1,000 in 1972,
Park has testified. Park graded Congressman Price’s attitudes toward
Asia and Korea both as “A” on the ABC list.

[A copy of a letter written on June 24, 1971, to President Chun
Hee Park by Congressman Price, praising Tongsun Park, is attached.

Congress oF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C.,June 24,1971.

His Excellency Hon. CHUNG HEE PaRx,
President, y

Republic of Korea,

Segu?f Korea

Mr. PresENT : I wish to offer to you my sincere congratulations as
you assume another term as head of the government O%Tthe Republic
of Korea.

i For some time I have been one of a growing number of members
in the House of Representatives of the %nited States with a special
feeling of appreciation for Korea. As a member of the delegation

" chosen some time ago for an exchange visit with the Korean Assembly,
T was pleased to acquaint myself with the conditions and facts of the
new nation which has emerged since the grim days of the early 50’s,
when last I was in your country. All of my colleagues were impressed
by your progress, but none more than myself, for I could realize
from my ac¢tual experience how far you had come and the great ob-
stacles you had surmounted.

Tt is therefore especially pleasurable to extend my congratulations
for the success you have recently had in gaining for a third term the
highest office in the land. Your leadership will, I am confident, con-
tinue to serve the best interest of your people and keep the great per-
it{)rmancq for improvement as the hallmark of the modern history of

orea.

As rankinf member of the majority party on the Armed Services
Committee, I have had and will have opportunities to consider and
move on questions involving our mutual efforts for security and sta-
bility in your part of the world. The knowledge and experience I
personally have attained supports me in these efforts. I have also had
the advantage of a constant and I believe reliable flow of current in-
formation relative to Korea from Tongsun Park, a frequent and wel-
comed visitor here on Capitol Hill. He keeps our attention current and
our interest always keen.

I have looked forward to a return visit to Korea but circumstances
during the past year have not made this possible. I sincerely hope
that within the coming year, however, I will have the opportunity to
visit your fine country once again.
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I join the legion of friends and well-wishers who hope the future
will 1)6 kind to your health and bring fortune to your programs.
Sincerely,

MeLvin Price,
Member of Congress.

Congressman Morris K. Udall, Democrat, of Arizona

On November 6, 1970, the Udall Campaign Committee deposited a
check from Tongsun Park for $300 in a bank in Tucson, Ariz. The con-
tribution was treated as a routine campaign contribution in all respects
and was fully disclosed. The Udall Campaign Committee reported the
contribution to the Secretary of State of Arizona. When ﬁst ques-
tioned on May 31, 1977, about contributions from Ton%sun Park,
Congressman Udall doubted he had received any contributions be-
cause, he said, he had met Park only once. Upon checking further into
his records, however, Congressman Udall verified the contribution
and, on June 30, disclosed and documented it in response to the com-
mittee’s questionnaire.

Park contributed to Congressman Udall’s campaign through Park’s
former Georgetown University classmate, Robert Reveles. Reveles
worked for Congressman Udall from 1961 to 1963 and was also in-
volved in Park’s 1970 contribution to Reveles’ employer then, Con-
gressman Frank Thompson. _

Three days after Park wrote the check, Congressman Udall sent
Park a thank-you note, a carbon copy of which was sent to Robert
Reveles. Congressman Udall doubts he dictated the letter but agrees
he signed it. A copy of the letter was retained by Udall’s office and
turned over to the staff.

The November 3 entry in Tongsun Park’s 1972 diary reads “Evening
—Bob Riberas [Reveles]—Udall and Thompson,” but Park cannot
recall if this entry records an encounter with all three. Congressman
Udall testified it didn’t. Park believes he did not contribute to either
Congressman’s 1972 campaign. The only other encounter between Con-
gressman Udall and Tongsun Park reflected in records obtained by
the staff occurred at the December 10, 1973, party at the George Town
Club for Congressman O’Neill. Park has testified, though, that he saw
the Udalls at various social functions.

Congressman Udall was not a supporter of the Park Chung Hee.
regime. During the Fraser subcommittee hearings on August 5, 1974,
despite urging from then Korean Ambassador Hahm, Congressman
Udall and Congressman Meeds submitted a joint statement opposing
the Park regime.

Congressman Udall’s name appears on various documents recovered
from Tongsun Park’s house and the offices of Pacific De\telogmen!:,'
Inc., such as the ABC list (which described Congressman Udall’s atti-
tudes toward Korea as anti-Korean and notes an intended 1970 con-
iribution of $200), a congressional list, and Park’s business and social

ist. ' - '



JOHN BRADEMAS

INTRODUCTION

Tongsun Park gave Congressman John Brademas three contribu-
tions in all. In 1970, the National Friends of John Brademas, a cam-
paign committee located in the District of Columbia, received a $500
check from Park dated October 30th. This contribution was not re-
quired to be reported and was not reported. In 1972, Park forgave
$1,700 in expenses that Congressman Brademas had run up at the
George Town Club at a fundraiser he had held there on May 17, 1972.
This “in kind” contribution was reported. In 1974, Congressman
Brademas again held a fundraiser at the George Town Club. Shortly
thereafter, Park gave Congressman Brademas $2,950 in cash to cover
the approximate cost of the event. Congressman Brademas testified
that he hoped Park would again pick up the tab_ Park testified that he
had to give Congressman Brademas the money while Congressman
Brademas was getting out of his car so that Congressman Brademas
could not refuse the money. This money was also reported.

I3sues

The issues raised by these facts are: did Brademas properly report
the contributions from Park; did he convert the contributions to per-
sonal use; did the contributions constitute illegal bribes or gratuities;
did Brademas know that Park was giving him money as a representa-
tive of the Government of Korea; and did Park have a direct interest
in legislation pending before Congress at the time of any contribution ?

Facts

Congressman Brademas and Park both testified that they have
Imown each other since Park was a student at Georgetown University.
They were social friends, and Congressman Brademas frequently at-
tended Park’s parties and dinners. Park said his contributions to Con-
gressman Brademas were on account of his personal friendship and
for no other reason.

The first contribution to Brademas was a $500 check in October of
1970 to a Brademas campaign committee. This contribution was not
required to be reported and was not. This check was one of approxi-
mately 15 such contributions made by Park in the two weeks preced-
ing the 1970 election.

In 1971, Brademas, at Park’s request and with a blind copy to Park,
wrote a letter of congratulations to President Park. (A copy is at-
tached.) This is the only instance where Brademas took action to aid
Park. Brademas explains this as an occasion where it was easier to
comply with a friend’s request than not to comply. Therefore, Brad-
emas consented to write what he considered to be a harmless letter.
As to Brademas’ general attitude toward Korea, Park points out—
apparentlv correctly—that Congressman Brademas was not a friend
of the Park Chung Hee regime.

1401
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In 1972, Brademas held a fundraiser at the George Town Club. The
expenses incurred were $1,700. Tongsun Park paid these expenses and
forgave the indebtedness. Brademas reported an “in kind” contribu-
tion of $1,700 from Park. )

In September of 1974, Tongsun Park gave Brademas $2,950 in cash.
The facts surrounding the receipt and use of the monev follow:

On May 14, 1974, Brademas held a fundraiser at the George Town
Club. On May 16, 1974, a check was issued to the George Town Club
for $2,006.90 to cover the cost of the fundraiser. _

On May 18, 1974; while in Los Angeles to hold hearings on the
Museum Services Act, Brademas held a dinner for 18 people at Le
Bistro Restaurant. One participant described it as a social/political
dinner for persons who had previously supported Brademas and who
he hoped would support him in 1974. On May 19, 1974, Brademas
paid the bill of $800 by personal check. Upon his return, Brademas
told his aide, James Mooney, about the dinner, according to Mooney,
and asked Mooney to have the National Friends of John Brademas
reimburse him. Mooney said that he told Brademas that he would
have to wait for his money until the campaign was in a better cash
position. '

On September 23, 1974, Park and Brademas had lunch together
and after lunch Park gave Brademas $2,950 in $50 bills. On Septem-
ber 23, 1974, Brademas gave his secretary the $2,950 he had received
earlier that day. Brademas asked for and received $950 back and the
$2,000 was turned over to James Mooney. The $950 to Brademas was
reimbursement. to Brademas for the $800 dinner at Le Bistro and
another $150 in incidental expenses.

Both the receipt of the $2,950 from Park and the payment to Brad-
emas of $950 were reported on the next required report: following
September 23, 1974, namely on October 21, 1974.

Finally as to the 1974 cash contribution, it should be pointed out
that in the fall of 1974, Congressman Brademas served on the con-
ference committee for Public Law 98-443, the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act Amendments of 1974. The 1974 act made it illegal both
to accept a campaign contribution from a foreign national and to
accept more than $100 in currency. Congressman Brademas supported
both of these provisions. The conference committee met on geptem-
ber 17 and 19 and October 1 and 3; Congressman Brademas accepted
$2,950 in cash from Park on approximately September 23, 1974. Con-
gressman Brademas defended his acceptance of cash from a foreign
national at the very time he was advocating making sueh a contri-
bution illegal by Eomting out that he newertheless had acted within
the law and that he had reported the contribution. He opposed cash
contributions, he said, because they could go unrepnrted,and the 1974
act sought to correct that.

Discussion

All the contributions received from Park were handled as required
by law; the 1970 contribution was not required to be reported.and
was not; the 1972 and 1974 contributions were required to be reported
by sec. 302(b) of the Fair Election Campaign Act of 1971 and both
contributions were duly reported. '

However, $800 of Park’s 1974 contribution was used to reimburse
Brademas for a dinner held 4 months earlier. If, as Brademas claims,
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the Los Angeles dinner was a legitimate campaign expense, then the

ayment by Brademas personally constituted a loan to the National
IJ)i‘ricmds and it should have been reported as such by the National
Friends at the reporting period next following the dinner. Section
304(b) (5) uimgo that each loan to or from any person of over §100
be reported. Clearly, this was not done. Hence, there is a violation of
the campaign reporting requirements in that the loan from Brademas
to the committee was not reported. However, the violation here ap-
pears technical since the reimbursement to Brademas was reported
and there was no apparent benefit to Brademas or motive for Bra-
demas to have reported in the manner he did.

Based on the description of the dinner by Brademas and another
participant, it seems clear that the dinner was a legitimate campaign
expense, and Brademas’ reimbursement from the Park money did not
constitute an illegal conversion of the funds.

Brademas did write a letter at Tongsun Park’s request to President
Park in 1971 between the 1970 and 1972 contributions. Clearly this
letter was helpful to Park. There is no evidence, however, either from
the timing of the contribution or from any other source, which estab-
lishes that one was a quid pro quo for the other. Accordingly, the
evidence does not suggest the contributions were in the nature of bribes
or illegal gratuities.

Likewise, there is no evidence, other than the circumstances of
Brademas and Park’s friendship, to suggest that Brademas knew or
should have known that Park was an agent of the Government of
Korea (a fact herein assumed). No evidence has been uncovered other
than this circumstance which could support a conclusion that Brad-
emas knew or should have known that Park was an agent.

Finally, -although Park did benefit from legislation passed by the
House, in that he received commissions from sales of rice to Korea
financed by Public Law 480, he did not have, or certainly Brademas
did not have reason to believe that he had, such “a direct interest
in legislation before the Congress” as to make receipt of a contribu-
tion from him a violation of clause 4 of the Code of Official Conduct.

~ When the Code of Official Conduct was adopted in 1968, Representa-
tive Teague stated the test of direct interest should be “whether the
donor would be personally (or officially) affected in some specific and
definable way by the passage or defeat of legislation. The more the
donor’s interest 1s shared with a large class of persons. . . the less like-
ly it is that the provision was meant to prohibit the acceptance of the
gift. Similarly, if the consequences for the donor are remote or con-
tingent, the rule probably should not apply.” 114 Congressional Record
8778 (1968) ; see also, the Manual of 8%{&11538 at 29. A discussion of
Park’s interest in the annual Public Law 480 s,pﬁropriation is contained
In the summary of information relating to Park’s contirbutions to sev-
en other sitting Members by check in 1970. While Park did benefit in-
directly from the yearly Public Law 480 appropriation, his income as
a rice broker depended in real effect not in Congress’ routine decision
to appropriate money for all categories of produce for all countries, but
the decision of the executive branch to make a certain amount of such
appropriation available for rice purchases by Korea. Thus, Park’s in-
terest in that legislation is not “direct.”
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Coneress oF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1971,
His Exce]lenc%ePARK Cuune HeE,
President of the Republic of Korea,
Seoul, Korea

Dzear PresmeEnT PARk : T should like to take this opportunity to ex-
tend to you and the leaders of your party hearty congratulations on
your re-election as President of Korea and the retention by your party
of a majority of members of the National Assembly.

Only a day or two ago my good friend of many years, Tongsun
Park, personally recounted to me the facts of your campaign and your
impressive vietory. '

Although I have not yet had the opportunity of visiting Korea,
Tongsun has done a fine job of keeping me and other Members of Con-

ress abreast of developments there and naturally I hope that the
nds of friendship and security between our two countries will be
maintained and indeed strengthened in the years ahead.

In the current 92nd ‘Congress, I have had the honor of being appoint-
ed, together with my colleague, Congressman John McFall of Cali-
fornia, as Majority Floor Vﬁﬁp in the House of Representatives.

It is our responsibility in these positions to assist our Speaker, Con-

ressman Carl Albert; our Majority Leader, Congressman Hale
ggs; and our Whip, Congressman Thomas P. O’Neill, in carrying
out their responsibilities of leadership. This new responsibility en-
ables me in a modest way more easily to appreciate the challenges you
must face as the Chief Executive of your country.

Please allow me to reiterate my best wishes ?cr)r success as you un-

dertake your new term.
Sincerely,
JouN BrADEMAS
Member of Congress.



JOHN B. BREAUX

InTRODUCTION

. Shortly after Edwin Edwards became Governor of Louisiana in
May, 1972, his administrative assistant, John Breaux, announced his
candidacy for Edwards’ seat. Clyde Vidrine, a one-time aide to Ed-
wards, has stated that shortly agber Edwards’ inauguration, he was

resent in the Governor’s mansion along with Edwards, Breaux and
Ecbrdon Dore, when Tongsun Park handed Breaux $10,000 in cash
for his campa.lﬁeAll others present, including Park, have denied that
this ever took place.

After Breaux was elected, he accompanied Passman, Dore, and oth-
ers overseas. Tongsun Park testified that while in Korea, he gave
Gordon Dore, at Dore’s request, a $5,000 check for Breaux’s campaign
deficit. Dore denies ever receiving said check or having any knowledge
of it. Breaux has denied in his questionnaire and under oath ever re-
ceiving any money from Tongsun Park or knowing that his committee
received any money.

The issues are: Did Breaux ever receive $10,000 in the Governor’s
Mansion; did Breaux ever receive $5,000 from Park through Dore
or have knowledge of receipt of $5,000 for his campaign by Dore? If
the answers to any of the above questions are in the affirmative, it
then must be decided whether Breaux perjured himself; violated the
campaign reporting requirements; lied on his questionnaire or know-
ingly received money from the agent of a foreign government.

FACTS
A. The Vidrine Allegation. . :

Clyde Vidrine, 2 one-time aid and constant companion of Edwin
Edwards, was interviewed by this committee and testified before the
Justice Department. Vidrine and Edwards are now bitter enemies. Ac-
cording to Vidrine, he personally witnessed three payments by Tong-
son Park. Two were allegedly made to Edwin Edwards and one to
John Breaux.

As to Edwards, Vidrine claims to have been present with Edwards
and Park in New Orleans on two occasions when Park handed Ed-
wards $10,000 in cash. Park has testified that he personally gave Elaine
Edwards $10,000, Edwin Edwards $5,000 and that his assistant Jay
Ryu was instructed to bring two contributions of $5,000 each to New
Orleans for Edwards’ campaign. Park further testified that Vidrine
was never present when he made any contributions. (Park testimony,
March 8, 1978, pp. 921-922; March 9, 1978, pp. 965-966) Ryu testified
that he made his contributions to Edwin Edwards and Edwin’s
i);tg‘ng.her, Marion Edwards. (Ryu testimony, August 4, 1977, pp. 128-

Vidrine has said that he was present at the Governor’s Mansion for
a breakfast meeting shortly after the inauguration. Present also were
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John Breaux, Tongsun Park, Gordon Dore, and Edwards, according
to Vidrine. After breakfast everéyone went into the living room where
Park, according to Vidrine, said to Breaux, “Here is $10,000 for the
new rice Congressman.” (Or words to that effect.) Whereupon, Vi-
drine says, Park handed Breaux a stack of U.S. currency.

All other persons allegedly present have denied under oath that such
a meeting occurred. (Edwin Edwards testimony, June 14, 1977, pp. 12—
18; Gordon Dore testimony, Aug. 18, 1977, pp. 115-116; John Breaux
testimony, Jan. 27, 1978, pp. 14-16) Most significantly, Park, who
admits giving Dore a $5,000 check that Dore requested for Breaux, de-
nies the event, as related by Vidrine. (Park testimony, March 9, 1978,
pp. 965-966) -

The only time we can prove that Tongsun Park was in Louisiana in
the spring of 1972 was in April 1972, when Park, Edwards, Passman,
Dore, Breaux, and others went to St. Francesville, La., where Park
presented the owner of the Joan of Arc sweet potato factory with a
check for the purchase of instant yams. From there Dore, Breaux, and
Park toured the rice experiment station in Crowley, La. Breaux was
not in Baton Rouge at the Mansion on that occasion. Vidrine told the
staff that the Department of Justice gave him a polygraph test con-
cerning his allegations. He admits that “I had a {ittle trouble on
Bretiux,” meaning that the results showed he was not telling the
truth.

B. The $5,000 Check

In November and December, 1972, Breaux travelled overseas with
Otto Passman, Gordon Dore, Marion Edwards, and others. The party
visited Seoul from December 14 to December 16, 1972, Shortly after ar-
riving, Breaux testified, he became ill and missed some scheduled:
events. (Breaux testimony, Jan. 27, 1978, p. 26.)

Tongsun Park testified in both public and executive session that
while in Seoul, Gordon Dore asked Park to help Breaux with his cam-
paign deficit. Park said he resnonded by giving Dore a check made
out to cash for $5,000.2* That, Park testified, is the last he heard of

1 A copy of that check is attached as exhibit 1.
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the matter. He said he never discussed it with anyone and specifically

never mentioned it to Breaux nor did Breaux mention it to him. (Park

testimony, Mar. 9, 1978, pp. 970-976; Apr. 4, 1978, pp. 246-248)
Park identified a check stub ** number 133, dated ]g . 16,1972 (with

“* A copy is attached as exhibit 2. 1
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12/20 crossed out) with the notation “Cash (Dore-Breaux)” in the
amount of $5,000 (the figure 4000 being written over), as the stub cor-
responding to the $5,000 check he gave to Dore. (Park testimony,
Mar. 9,1978, p. 970; Apr. 14,1978, pp. 249-250)

Dore testified that Ifz'le never received nor transacted said check or
had any knowledge of it prior to it being shown to him during the
investigation. (Dore testimony, Jan. 23, 1978, pp. 16-22) His testi-
mony 1s in direct conflict both with Park’s testimony and the check
stub which was created long before Park knew it would be significant.

The check which is endorsed by Park and postdated December.20,
ﬁalthough written on December 16) (records of Park’s account at

igg’s indicate that he didn’t have enough funds to cover this check
until a deposit made on December 19) bears the stamp of the First Na-
tional Bank of Crowley. According to the stamp on the check it was
presented to the bank on December 20, 1972. Park was still in Korea
on that date according to records in the committee’s possession. Neither
the bank teller nor the bank manager remembers who presented it.
Based on records of the Riggs Bank on which the check was written it
has been established that the check was sent for collection by mail
rather than through the Federal Reserve System.”” Thus, according

16 The First National Bank of Crowley's request for collection is attached as exhibit 3.
The Riggs Bank cover memo and enclosed cashlers check are attached as exhibits 4 and 5.
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EXHIBIT §

to Crowley bank teller George Hoffpauir, it was not first credited to
someone’s account in the Crowley bank. Instead, cash was given to
the person who presented the check, but only after the Riggs Bank paid
the Crowley bank on the check. Such records of the identity of the
person presenting the check as are created in such & transaction were
desetroyed by a flood in the basement of the First National Bank of
Crowley according to both Seale, the bank president, and Hoffpauir.

On January 3, the First National Bank of Crowley’s proof tape in-
dicates that it received a $5,000 cashier’s check from Riggs and paid

out $5,000 in cash.’® No one at the bank remembers to whom the cash
was paid.

1% The proof tape is attached as exhibit 6.
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Three people present in Seoul on December 16, where the check was
received, are residents of Crowley, where the check was deposited:
Gordon Dore, Marion Edwards and John Breaux. It seems reasonable
to infer that one of the three presented the check on December 20, 1972,
Gordon Dore has sworn that he ‘never handled the check. (Dore testi-
mony, Jan. 23, 1978, pp. 16-22) Marion Edwards has sworn that he
never handled the check. { Marion Edwards testimony, Deec. 1, 1977,
pp. 24-27) John Breaux has sworn that he never handled the check.
(Breaux testimony, Jan. 27,1978, p. 30) Additionally, Breaux has pro-
vided medical records to show that he was in bed with a fever on De-
cember 16 and December 18, credit card receipts which show him en-
route to Washington on December 29 and December 30, and records of
the House that show him in Washington on January 3rd when the
money was paid out.

Breaux’s campaign records show that he did run a fundraiser in the
spring of 1978 to offset his deficit. He raised over $50,000 of which ap-
proximately $18,000 was unitemized.*”

17 Attached as exhibit 7.

| - Jomy, BREAUX UseforPartNo.2enly |
.. (Full Name of Candidate or Committee) -

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

vl 1 Surn of Proceeds during the reporting period from:

1. Sale of tickets (List by event below)*_- R §52,700.00
2. Bass coll “- (List by t bel 2..:..,.‘: g th T, .-ns-y-— ey =S
. e . . . fL. el -

3. Sale of Items

b

47, ot (Carey forward to Part 2 of Sumimary) §.

7% List of Sales and Colletions by Bveat -

. Date of Eveat - < et Ampunt From Masd.
day, year) - 45 | et Tt Persods |Collecions This Period

.75 4426173 | BE11 Cosby Fund Rafsing Show . | $52,700.00 | §52,700.00
' (See Schedule A for list of - i

e, Tope of Eveat

of $100 in tickets)

FLEE A . L e

*+." (Last page of this Schedule only) §52,700.00 | $52,700.00
*After completion of the above list by event, use a separate Schedule A to list the dumfullmand mﬂim'ﬂ}rn%m] i

1: if sny) of each parson whe has purchased ene or more tickets for events such as.
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DISCUSBION

Disciplinary proceedings cannot be justified unless there is some
credible evidence that Breaux (1) received the $10,000 as alleged by Vi-
drine; or (2) received the proceeds of Park’s $5,000 check, or knew
that li:he proceeds of the $5,000 check were received on his behalf by
another.

(1) As to the Vidrine allegation, there is no evidence other
than Vidrine’s statement that the event, as alleged by Vidrine,
ever took place. Additional}ly, Park, who has admitted many con-
tributions, and, in fact, admits a $5,000 payment to Dore for
Breaux, categorically denies this allegation. Vidrine also ap-
parently failed a lie detector test on this subject.

2) The $5,000 check, on the other hand, definitely was written
and cashed. There are only three people who were in Seoul, Korea,
when the check was written ang Crowley, La., when the check
was presented. The evidence is compelling that one of the three
has committed perjury. Park has testified that he gave the check
to Dore. The bank records, such as they are, support Park’s testi-
mony since Dore is one of only three people who could have
transacted the check.

The committee cannot prove that Breaux cashed the check and there
is no direct evidence that Breaux was aware of the Park contribution
or even that it was used in his campaign or given to him. If Park is
to be believed, Dore could inform the committee whether Breaux re-
ceived the money or knew of it. However, Dore has denied receiving
it and has not, therefore, told us what occurred after he received it.

Based on the state of the evidence, or lack thereof, this matter can-
not now be satisfactorily concluded. That someone committed per-
jury is almost certain. However, the evidence is insufficient to proceed
further against Congressman John Breaux.



Contacrs oF CoxeressmaN (Later Sreaxer) Tuomas P,
O’NerwL, Jr. Wit Tongsux Parx

INTRODUCTION

The special counsel and special staff conducting the Korean In-
fluence Inquiry submit this report to the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct summarizing all pertinent information obtained by
the staff relating to contacts between Tongsun Park and Congress-
man (later Speaker) Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr.

As in the case of each current Member of Congress who had any
significant contacts with Tongsun Park or representatives of the
Korean government, the staff obtained and analyzed correspondence,
appointment books, invitations, and boxes of other records kept in
storage by Speaker O’Neill and took sworn testimony from him at a
deposition before a Member of the Committee. The staff reviewed Mr.
O’Neill’s financial disclosure forms and campaign records. It took
extensive testimony from Tongsun Park in executive session deposi-
tions and at public hearings inquiring of Park concerning his rela-
tionship with Mr. O’Neill. The staff reviewed documents seized from
Tongsun Park’s house, documents taken fromm Park by his former
employee, Jay Shin Ryu, documents contained in over two file cabinets
of records of Park’s company. Pacific Development, Inc. (PDI), bank
records of Park and PDI, and subpenaed extensive other records
relating to Mr. O’Neill. All references to Mr. O’Neill in documents
obtained by the staff or in interviews or depositions condueted by the
staff were reviewed.!* The staff also reviewed tape recordings made
by one of Park’s employees at the birthday party Park gave for Mr.
O’Neill at the Madison Hotel in December 1974, and at the party
for William Saxbe in 1975. The staff also interviewed important staff
members of Mr. O'Neill. All allegations relating to Mr. O'Neill’s
relationships to Tongsun Park were investigated, even when the source
was of questioned reliability.

Having reviewed evidence thus gathered, the staff was unable to find
any evidence that in his dealings with Tongsun Park Mr. O’Neill vio-
lated the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, or
any law, rule, regulation or other standard of conduct applicable to his
conduct as a Member and officer of the House of Representatives.

The investigation covered various sub-areas, which are reviewed
separately: (1) parties and gifts received from Tongsnn Park: (2)
statements contained in documents seized from Tongsun Park’s house;
(3) statements contained in documents taken from Park by his former
emplovee, Jay Shin Ryu; (4) the participation of Mr. O’Neill’s son
with Tongsun Park on the Board of Directors of McLaughlin Fisher-

18 A computerized index of each reference to a current or past Member of Congress in
documents obtained by or memorandums prepared by the staff was maintained and reviewed
to assure that no rererence to a Member of Congress was overlooked.

(162)
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ies; (5) statements of Jack Kelly with respect to Mr. O’Neill and (6)
allegations that Tongsun Park obtained or paid for an apartment for
the use of Mr. O’Neill and Congressman Edward Boland.

1. Parties and Giifts Received from Tongsun Park

Tongsun Park hosted birthday parties for Mr. O’Neill on December
10, 1973, at the George Town Club and on December 16, 1974, at the
Madison Hotel.** The parties were large and expensive,

George Town Club records indicate that 86 persons attended the
1973 party. Each dinner cost $23 per person. The affair, therefore, cost
Park a minimum of $1,978. The press reported 22 Congressmen
attended and that a set of hurricane lamps was presented to Mr.
O’Neill. In addition to Tongsun Park, Congressmen Richard Hanna
and William Minshall were listed as hosts of this affair. Park testified
that he expected them to pay their share of the expenses after the party,
but they did not and he, therefore, absorbed the entire cost.?* Records
of R. Harris Co., Washington, D.C., reflect that Virginia Piersol, an
em]f)loyee of the George Town Club, purchased $263.55 worth of
“silver” from their store located on Wisconsin Avenue a block from
the George Town Club on December 10, 1978. Ms. Piersol says this
purchase represents the hurricane lamps for Mr. O’Neill.

PDI records contain a bill from the Madison Hotel for the Decem-
ber 16, 1974, party in the amount of $5,597.86 for 140 persons.

In order to determine whether the parties thrown by Park for
Speaker O’Neill and the gifts that Park gave to Mr. O’Neill would be
considered cam;i"aign contributions, which would have had to be
reported, guest lists, photo%ra}ﬁ]s taken at the parties and a tape
recording made by one of Park’s employees at the Madison Hotel
party were reviewed to determine whether the parties and gifts were
“made for the purpose of influencing the . . . election of”?* Mr.
O’Neill. The staff concluded that the parties and gifts could not be
considered as furidraisers or campaign contributions.

The parties and gifts by Park were handled openly and were widely
reported in the press. There appears to be no doubt, therefore, that both
Speaker O’Neill and Tongsun Park viewed the parties and gifts as
proper. Mr. O’Neill testified that, at the time of the parties, he prob-
ably assumed the George Town Club and, ultimately, Tongsun Park
would pay for the parties. O’Neill testified further, however, that he
did not agree to attend the parties until persuaded, in 1973, by Con-
gressman John Brademas and former Congressman Richard T. Hanna
and, in 1974, by former Congressman William E. Minshall.?? As for
the gifts, Mr. O’Neill testified that he assumed that Park paid for the
lamps, but that the Congressmen attending the second party had paid
for the golf clubs.?* A tape recording made by one of Park’s employees
at the second birthday party was obtained by the staff and it corrobo-
rates Mr. O’Neill’s testimony ; indeed, it suggests that even the hurri-
cane lamps may have been presented as gifts from Members of Con-

1 Park also gave a party for the entire Congressional delegation which Mr, O'Neill headed
prior to the delegation’s departure for Korea, in April of 1974.

¥ Tongsun Park Deposition, Feb. 8, 1978, pages 120-122 ; Mar. 9, 1978, page 964,

%t The law applicable at the time was section 301(e) of the Federal Election Campaign
Aet of 1971, Public Law 92-2265.

2 In his deposition, Speaker O'Neill also testified that he said he would not attend the
1975% pa:ity until the ?la?ga%usetts clelsé%tlon w%s invited and would not attend the 1974
DParty unless he could invite ! ercent o e guests,

#'Thomag P. O'Neill, Jr., De&siuon, Apr. 1, 1978, pages 69-75,
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gress at the 1973 party. At the 1974 birthday party Congressman Silvio
O. Conte acted as the master of ceremonies and called three Congress-
men forward to present Mr. O’Neill with the set of golf clubs. The dis-
tinct impression a listener gets from the tape recording is that although
Tongsun Park hosted the party, the present was from Mr. O’Neill’s
congressional friends. Mr. Conte referred to hurricane lamps ‘which
had been given in the same manner to Mr. O’Neill at the party in
December of 1973.

Further, whether or not Park was acting on behalf of a foreign prin-
cipal in giving the parties, there is not enough evidence in the staff’s
view to support the conclusion that Mr. O’Nei1ll knew or had reason to
know it. Consequently, a complaint charging Mr. O’Neill with receipt
of gifts from a foreign state, in violation of the U. S. Constitution,
does not seem warranted. The evidence with respect to Mr. O’Neill’s
knowledge of Park’s relationship to the Korean government is set forth
in section 3, below. It also appears that Park did not have a sufficiently
“direct interest in any legislation before the Congress” such that the
gifts would have constituted violations of clause 4 of the Code of Of-
ficial Conduct.

2. gtatementg Contained in Documents Seized from Tongsun Park’s
ouse

The most serious allegation concerning Speaker O’'Neill is contained
in a report in Korean entitled “United States Congressional Delega-
tion’s Visit to Korea,” seized from Tongsun Park’s house.?* The report,
a]{-parently prepared in connection with Codel O’Neill, which took
place in April of 1974, contains various claims with respect to Mr.
O’Neill, including the following :

Recommendations—(1) Congressman O’Neill’s Request
for Funds: The fellow Congressmen who have accompanied
(O’Neill, the delegation leader, to Korea, contributed decisively
in installing him as the majority leader and, therefore, Mr.
O’Neill specifically requested us to provide those Congressmen
with election campaign funds and their wives with necessary
expenses, This will be an ideal opportunity to hand them the
funds, but should it not be possible, we recommend that you
pay them in the near future.

Evidence made public by the committee in October, 1977, disclosed
that on a later congressional delegation to Korea in August of 1975
the Korean government did in fact make attempts to pay the wives of
at least two Members of Congress.? .

Park was examined in executive session about the authenticity of
this document. He testified that, notwithstanding the fact that the
document was obtained from his home, he did not know how the docu-
ment had been created and he had never seen it. Park's testimony is
not credible, however, in view of the fact that he also denies any

? The document was marked ns exhibit 282 and the translation as exhbibit 288 at the
publie hearings held by the Committee in April. These exhibits are reprinted and set forth
as follows : 95th Cong., 2d sess, Hearings Before the Committee on Standards of Officlal
Conduet. Korean Influence investigation part 2, exhibit Nos. 232 and 233, pages 1020 and
1029, re:i)ectlvely (Committee Print 1978) (hereinafter referred to as “hearings, part 2").

* Hearlngs, part 2, at 1031, ,

26 95th Congress, 1st sess,, hearings before the Commlttee on Standards of Official Con-
duet, Korean Influence investigation, part 1, pages 90 through 100 (Committee Print 1977)
(hereinafter referred to as “hearings, part 1').



165

knowledge of other documents seized from his home, which bear his
fingerprints and handwriting.*’

oth Park and Speaker ()’Neill have testified that the statement
contained in the document is not true, i.e., that Mr. O’Neill did not
make a request that the Koreans pay money to Codel O’Neill members.
The staff has uncovered no evidence to contradict Park or Mr. O’Neill.
The document has not been authenticated, and may be another example
of Park’s “puffing” his relationship with important Congressmen. In
all likelihood the document was prepared under Park’s supervision
to be transmitted to the KCIA but was false. In any event, 1t cannot
form the basis of a charge against Mr. O’Neill, since there is no evi-
dence that the statements in it are true.

3. Statements Contained In Documents Taken From Park by His
Former Employee, Jay Shin Byw

Additional documents were cbtained which had apparently been
written by Tongsun Park or under his direction. Jay Shin Ryu, an
employee of Park’s company, PDI, until approximately September
1972, took and retained various documents he had seen during the
course of his employment. Two of these contain references to Mr.
(’Neill. The first 1s a draft of a letter to Korean President Park Chung
Hee for Mr. (’Neill’s signature.®® (The letter is set. forth in its entirety
as hearing exhibit No. 32, ﬁage 433 of part 2 of the public hearings
held by this Committee.) The actual letter was apparently never sent
but it contains a factual recitation which, assuming the letter was pre-
pared under Park’s supervision with the intention that Mr. O’Neill be
asked to sign it, Park must have believed to be true since he would not
ask Mr. O°Neill to sign a letter which he knew contained factual mis-
statements. The draft of the letter begins:

Dear M. Presmext: Having had the great and enduring
pleasure of one official and a private visit to your country,
my interest in Kerea and her affairs, especially in your per-
sonal leadership, has been heightened, and my concern has
also been continued.

Mr. O’Neill was asked about the “private visit” to Korea both under
oath and in an interview with staff investigators, Mr. O’Neill testified
that this was in fact a trip to the Far East which was not scheduled to
stop in Korea, but diverted to Korea because of a typhoon. The staff
also determined that the trip was not paid for by the Korean Govern-
ment or any agency thereof.

Recently, Ryu was asked to make another search of his records to
make sure that he had produced everything called for in the sub-
poenas duces tecum served on him by the Department of Justice and
the Committee. On or about the second week of June, 1978, the Depart-
ment of Justice furnished the staff documents recently furnished them
by Jay Shin Ryu.

" Hearings, part 2, exhibits 281 and 285, pages 1004 and 1040, respectively, bear Park'
ﬁﬂg&rprints : exl;?iblt 231 bears Park’s handwriting. - v b §
A reading or the letter establishes that it was intended for Mr. O'Neill's signature.
';!l‘he letter refers to both “your successful election” and the writer's recent election as
majority whip.” President Park was re-elected in May of 1971 and Mr. O'Nelll became
Majority Whip in January of 1971,
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Included among these records is a chart showing the dates and pur-
pose of Parl’s lobbying efforts in 1969 and 1970. It indicates that Park
was in contact with some 51 Congressmen, including Mr. O’Neill.

With respect to Mr. O°'Neill, the document read as follows:

December 12, 1969, in connection with military aid and delivery
S. G.’s *° personal letfer and gift. February 28 invitation to Korea.
June 2 maneuvered to support the Constitution. July 14, 1970, in
connection with F. I.2° _. -

Mr. O’Neill was interviewed with respect to this document on June
29, 1978. Mr. O'Neill reviewed the page in the document concerning
himself. He stated he had absolutely no recollection of any of these
contacts and doubted that they all could have taken place. He stated
the February 28, 1969, invitation to Korea might have been in connec-
tion with his visit to Korea as a member of Codel Albert. The alleged
June 2, 1969, contact in connection with supporting the constitution,
he does not recall. Mr. O’Neill stated that he had no recollection of
legislation in December of 1969 involving a guarantee of $50 million
to Korea. He has recently read about this matter but states he knew
nothing about it at the time that the controversy and struggle over this
bill was in process. Concerning the July 14, 1970, visit regarding
“F.1.7, he stated he did not know what this meant. It was explained to
Mr. O’Neill that it was in connection with forming an organization
linking U.S. and Korean parliamentarians. Mr. O’Neill stated he
could not recall any such organization or any visit by Tongsun Park
in this regard. He reiterated that he never had any conversation with
Tongsun %’ark of a substantive nature. '

Tongsun Park’s testimony differed slightly. He had no specific recol-:
lection of any of these discussions with Mr. O'Neill. However, he be-
lieved that if they were recorded on the document they did take place,
with the exception of the meeting on “F.L”, which Park believed
involved only his employee and an Q’Neill staffer. Mr. O’Neill did
place a statement in the Congressional Record supporting the consti-
tutional amendment which permitted Park Chung Hee to run for a
third term. The statement appeared on October 14, 1969. Generally,
Park recalled more meetings and conversations of substance with Mr.
O’Neill than did Mr. O’Neill.

The staff is in possession of a typewritten statement of Speaker
John W. McCormack dated March 13, 1970, in which Speaker McCor-
mack ur%es his colleagues to support the Conference For the Develop-
ment of Free Institutions which he describes as an organization “de-
signed to bring together those concerned with the making of laws in
South Korea and the United States.” Attached thereto is a list and
apparent signatures of some 34 Congressmen, including Mr. O’Neill’s.
Tongsun Park has testified that the establishment of the Conference
For the Development of Free Institutions was his idea but never
proceeded past the organizational stage. Staff investigation indicates
that this organization never became active. '

4. The Partz’cigation of Mr. O’Neill’s Son with Tongsun Park on'the
Board of Directors of McLaughlin Fisheries :

In the course of the investigation staff lawyers and investigators

reviewed over two file cabinets of PDI documents. In the course of

20 3 G." refers to the Secretary (General of the Opposition Party in Seoul.
0 “P.L" refers to the "Conference For the Develobment nfy‘lT‘vm TroHéntianat which
wanted American and Korean legislators g:m5nw (2& =reovahyes
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this review, Chief Investigator Robert Bermingham located a folder
indicating that Tongsun Park was associated with McLaughlin Fish-
eries, Ltd., in 1973 as a member of the Board of Directors. Thomas P.
O'Neill, Ti1 Congressman O’Neill’s son, was also listed as a member
of the Board.

This discovery was a matter of immediate concern to the staff be-
cause, when asked in the committee questionnaire, “Have you or any
member of your immediate family ** had any commercial business
dealings with Tongsun Park?,” Mr. O’Neill did not set forth his son’s
service on the Board of Directors of McLaughlin Fisheries, Ltd., with
Tongsun Park. Moreover, the staff surmised that McLaughlin Fish-
eries, Ltd., could have been used as a conduit for funds from Park to
Mr. O'Neill’s son. Accordingly, a complete investigation of McLaugh-
lin Fisheries, Litd., and its relationship to Park and the two O’Neills
was immediately begun.

The investigation established that neither Mr. O’Neill nor his son
received any financial benefit from the younger O’Neill’s association
with McLaughlin Fisheries. Tongsun Park also so testified. Mr.
O'Neill testified he did not know of his son’s service on the Board of
McLaughlin Fisheries with Tongsun Park. His son stated he was
not aware of Park’s involvement in McLaughlin Fisheries.®? Accord-
ingly, it appears that there never were any “commercial business deal-
ings,” in the words of the questionnaire, between Tongsun Park and
Mr. O’Neill’s son, and, in any event, Mr. O’Neill apparently did not
know of the relationship and therefore could not have set it forth in
response to the committee questionnaire.

The PDI files also contained correspondence involving PDI, Mec-
Laughlin Fisheries, Ltd. (an Irish corporation), its president,
Francis X. McLaughlin (“McLaughlin™), and Celtic Investment and
Trading Co., Inc., (a Massachusetts company operated by McLaugh-
lin to handle McLaughlin Fisheries, Ltd., business in the United
States). These documents indicate that McLaughlin and PDI, par-
ticularly J. S. Kim of PDI, explored possibilities of a joint venture.
On November 26, 1973, McLaughlin gave Tongsun Park exclusive
rights to market products of McLaughlin Fisheries in Southeast Asia.
It appears that no business was generated by these efforts, however,
and no monies passed between Tongsun Park or. his companies and
McLaughlin or his companies. Relations between Park and McLaugh-
lin Fisheries, Ltd., ceased following a PDI letter signed by J. S. Kim
to McLaughlin, dated March 14, 1974, pointing out that PDI had
furnished services since September, 1973, and suggesting a formula
for paﬁment by McLaughlin for these services. Documents furnished
by McLaughlin also indicate that Tongsun Park interests and Mec-
Laughlin interests failed to materialize in a joint venture. These docu-
ments contain no indication that any money passed between Tongsun
Park interests and McLaughlin interests. The PDI documents and
documents supplied by McLaughlin do not contain any reference to
Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr., or his son other than the above-mentioned
newspaper article and the listing of Thomas P. O’Neill’s son as a
member of the Board of Directors of McLaughlin Fisheries.

% The term “member of your immediate famllg’_‘ iz defined elsewhere in the question-
naire to include the Member's ‘‘spouse, parent, sibling, or child” and would without gues-
tion ecover Thomas P. O'Neill, IIL

2 Thomas P. ('Neill, Jr., deposition, Apr. 1, 1978, !Jp‘ 64-68 ; Tongsun Park deposition,
Mar. 9, 1978, pg. 1045-47 ; staff memorandum of interview with Thomas P, O’'Neill, III
(StAff prmhnw AMAATON A~ = Anme



168

McLaughlin, in two interviews with the staff and by letter, told the
staff that%le initiated a fish business in Ireland know as Galway Bay
Fisheries and later changed its name to McLaughlin Fishéries and
moved it to Killala, County Mayo. He also formed and registered in
Massachusetts, Celtic Investment and Trading Company, Inc., to han-
dle interests of these companies outside Ireland. McLaughlin told of
efforts he made to obtain investments in and loans to this venture.
Loans were secured from the National Bank of Washington and the
American Security Bank in Washington. According to McLaughlin,
Tongsun Park did not invest in or loan money to him or to his com-
panies. He further stated that Speaker O’Neill, his son and his rela-
tives never invested in, loaned any money to or received anything of
value from him or his companies. He expained that he was an old
friend of the O’Neill family and put Thomas P. O’Neill, III, on the
Board of Directors in the hope that he could secure investors. He put
Tongsun Park on the B in the hope that Tongsun Park would
join in a joint venture or otherwise invest in his businesses. McLaugh-
lin states that Tongsun Park, Speaker O’Neill and his son never in-
vested in nor received any funds from McLaughlin or his businesses.
McLaughlin stated he first contacted Tongsun Park in 1973, personal-
ly and without any intermediary after reading about him in the news-
papers. He denied that anyone, especially Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr., in-
troduced him to Tongsun Park.

The investigation included subpoenaing and reviewing records of
the National Bank of Washington and PDI records, interviews of Di-
rectors of McLaughlin Fisheries, including Thomas P. O’Neill, 11T, an
interview of McLaughlin Fisheries attorney in Ireland, a review of
Massachusetts state corporate records and a review of bank credit rec-
ords of McLaughlin, This investigation failed to develop any indica-
tion that Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr., Thomas P. O’Neill, ITI, or any mem-
ber of their families were financially involved with McLaughlin Fish-
eries or McLaughlin with Tongsun Park through either McLaughlin
Fisheries or McLaughlin. ,

PDI records also contained a cop%of a June 15, 1973, newspaper
article from the Philadelphia Daily News indicating that Edwartf. J
Piszek, president of Mrs. Paul’s Kitchens, Inc., was then in Ireland
looking into the possibility of investing in McLaughlin Fisheries, Inc.
The article, referring to McLaughlin Fisheﬂ%hlnc., states “Tip
O’Neill, the democratic congressional whip from Boston, is a partner
in this outfit.” :

Piszek related that at one time he employed Ernest Cuneo to repre-
sent him in Washington on Capitol Hill. Cuneo, in about 1973, men-
tioned McLaughlin and McLaughlin Fisheries and said that Me-
Laughlin had access to crabs and crabmeat, which were then in short
supply. Cuneo suggested that Piszek purchase the entire McLaughlin
gﬁamtion. Cuneo intimated that Mr. &N&ﬂ] had some connection with

e operation but did not go into any detail. When Piszek visited the
Mq{:aughlin operation in Ireland, he decided hot to buy or invest
in it.

Ernest Cuneo was thereafter interviewed. He denied telling Piszek
that Mr. O’Neill had any money or monetary interest in McLaughlin
Fisheries. Cuneo recalled bringing the McLaughlin venture to Piszek’s
attention because Piszek needed crabmeat amf McLaughlin apparent-
ly had a supply. Cuneo stated that although he met McLaiuighlin
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through Mr. O’Neill, he never received any information or impression
that Mr. O’Neill was in any way involved with McLaughlin’s business.
5. Statements of Jack Kelly With Respect to Mr. O’Neill

Jack Kelly was associated with Tongsun Park from 1964 to 1973.
He says he served as a financial advisor to Park and was principally
employed in securing loans and fending off creditors. When first in-
terviewed, Kelly was evasive and somewhat irrational in his move-
ments; he interrupted the interview and left the room without ex-
planation; he searched his desk or pockets for objects and avoided
answering questions directly, particularly relating to payments by
Tongsun Park to Congressmen. It was subsequently determined that
Kelly is destitute and suffers from alcholism.

In the second interview with Kelly, on July 5, 1977, Kelly stated
that Mr. O’Neill was a friend of Fongsun Park’s. He recalled that
‘Tongsun Park stayed at Mr. O’Neill’s house in Massachusetts on at
least one occasion and that Mr. O’Neill visited the George Town Club.
Shortly after this interview the staff received a telephone call from
a free-lance writer who has written for Playbo; a.ng other publica-
tions. He stated that he had breen in touch with ff ack Kelly, Tongsun
Park’s former accountant, and that Kelly alleged that he delivered
sums of money to the “Speaker.” The writer further stated that he had
a tape recording of Kelly in which Kelly states he delivered money
to House Speaker O’Neill. The writer stated further that Kelly went
to Hustler magazine with the allegation regarding the delivery of
money to Mr. O’Neill. Hustler asked the writer to pursue the matter
but declined to publish Kelly’s allegations because of Kelly’s unstable
condition and apparent unreliability. A news service apparently re-
ceived the same information and asked the same writer to interview
Kelly. The writer claimed he spent 414 days talking with Kelly and
is convinced of his credibility. The staff requested the writer to supply
the tapes but he failed to do so. After having been served with a com-
mittee subpoena duces tecum commanding production of the tapes,
the writer in question stated that he had apparently mjs?llaced them.
He did not pu%lish the story. Further interviews with Kelly followed,
however. '

Kelly repeatedly denied that he had personally delivered any mone
to Mr. O’Neill. During one interview, Kelly mentioned Mr. O’Neill,
however, and stated that he was afraid of him. Efforts to elicit from
him the reasons for his fear were fruitless. At this interview, Kelly
proposed being hired by the staff as a consultant and stated he had
an idea how the staff could kidnap Ton Park out of Korea. He
was not hired. His suggestion was m&ec .

On a subsaguent contact with Kelly, he stated that $20,000 was
wired out of Ton, Park’s account at Equitable into Park’s account
at Riggs Naatiomﬁgﬁgnk and that shortly thereafter he went to Riggs
to cash a check for Tongsun Park. After cashing the check, he gave
the cash to Tongsun Park who put it in a briefcase and took the brief-
case with him to Massachusetts. He recalls riding to National Airport
with Tongsun Park in a chauffeur-driven limousine and that Tongsun
Park was going to Massachusetts to spend Thanksgiving Day with
Mr. O’Neﬂ%.m Tongsun Park purchased a ticket from Washington to
New York for c£ at the airport. Kelly said that Tongsun Park had
the briefcase with him when he got on the airplane and that he
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returned to Washington about 2 days later. It seemed surprising-
that Park would fly to New York to go to Boston, but Kelly said
Tongsun Park told him he was staying with Mr. O’Neill in Nantucket,
and would fly from New York to Boston and use a private automobile
to get from Boston to Nantucket. Kelly stated that this incident took
place in 1971. _

A review of Tongsun Park’s bank records suggested the transac-
tion Kelly referred to took place in 1972.% Aocordjn#ly, it was
pointed out to Kelly that the bank transactions he referred to as
occurring in 1971 probably occurred in 1972. He nevertheless con-
tinued to insist that the events occurred in 1971 even though it was
pointed out to him that Riggs bank records do not substantiate his
story. Interviews of various persons who were acquainted with Tong-
sun Park during this period of time indicated that none of them had
any knowledge of any trips Tongsun Park might have made to Mas-
sachusetts around Thanksgiving Day in any of the early years of
the 1970’s. Inquiry at airlimes serving the relevant routes revealed
that flight manifests were not available for the years 1971 and 1972.

Continued investigation and the testimony of Tongsun Park en-
abled the staff to resolve Kelly’s allegation. In fact, Kelly appears
to have been right about the amount and the date of the ]i?yment but
wrong about the recipient. There is no evidence that Mr. O’Neill
ever received any cash from Tongsun Park. But, on November 23,
1971—Thanksgiving that year was November 25—Park paid Cor-
nelius Gallagher $20,000. The amount of the ]ia. ent and the date
are set forth in Park’s 1971/72 ledger.®* A withdrawal of $25,000 in
cash by Park from the Equitable Trust Company is confirmed by
copies of Park’s bank records.®® Moreover, Park testified in executive
session that he did visit Gallagher to deliver $20,000 in cash around
Thanksgiving, 1971, and that he never spent a Thanksgiving holiday’
with Mr. O’Neill.?® Park also testified that he never gave Mr. O'Neill
any campaign contributions.*” The explanation for Kelly’s story ap-
pears simple: Park must have told Kelly he was going to deliver
the money to “Neil” [Gallagher]. Kelly must have thought he said
“O’Neill.” The flight to New York which Kelly recalled makes sense
if Park was visiting Gallagher in New Jersey. It would make no sense
if Park were in fact going on to Massachusetts.

6. Allegations That Tongsun Park Obtained or Paid For an Apart-
%@em} For the Use of Mr. O’'Neill and Congressman Edward

On June 23, 1977, a Capitol Hill staffer who prefers to remain
anonymous, relaqed a rumor to the staff to the effect that Congress-
man Edward Boland and Speaker O’Neill shared a house in George-

22 Bank records collected by the staff reveal that on Nov. 20, 1972, $20,000 was wired
ont of Equitable Trust to Tongsun Park's Riggs account. There was only about $18,000 in.
the account at the time of the transfer. On Nov. 22, 1972, two checks both written to cash
in the amount of $1,500 and $2,000 were cashed. One check cleared that same day, Nov. 22,
and the other on Nov. 24. Both checks are endorsed by Park Kelly’s endorsement is on
the $1,500 check as well. It should be noted that T‘hanks%lving Day that year fell on Nov.
23. Review of the Gem;%e Town Club records reflects that Park was in Washington. D.C,,
on Nov. 28. 1972, According to travel records, Park purchased an airline ticket on Nov. 22-
fgll:eu&aat;el ;ll‘-gm gew gori to Seﬁmgglth ;Ttow 21;: %ﬁs{il}gton, Los Angeles, ete. The 'd;u‘l'-

e from New York was lis as Nov. 24, mmigration records in 'ark
entered Korea on Nov. 26, 1972. ter cords Indlcate

% Hearings, part 2 exhibit Mo 219, n. 793-799.

I

ongsun Pa ep on, Mar. 8, . DDP. 6.

o Tongeun Park deposition, Feb. 28, 1978, pp 122-123,
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town which had been obtained for them by Tongsun Park. The inves-
tigation revealed that both Mr. O’Neill and Congressman Boland
then resided at 2601 Woodley Place, NW., Washi n, D.C., the Cal-
Woodley Apartments. In 1968 Mr. Boland and Mr. O’Neill signed
a lease and moved into an apartment at this address. According to
an official of the company handling these apartments, an attorney by
the name of Paul J. McGowan rented the apartment in question in
September, 1963. At that time he listed C Boland as a
re};rence. Sometime thereafter McGowan subleased this apartment
to Congressman Boland. Between 1968 and 1972 Mr. Boland and Mr.
O’Neill signed leases for the apartment. It, therefore, appears that
Boland obtained the apartment through his friendship with McGowan
and not through Tongsun Park. The resident manager for the apart-
ment for the last 2 years stated that checks that were used to pay the
rent on this apartment were congressional checks, and that Congress-
men O’Neill and Boland alternately paid the rent on the apartment
on a month to month basis. By letter dated October 12, 1977, Mr.
O’Neill furnished the staff with copies of checks reflecting payments
of the rent on this apartment which he shared with Congressman
Boland for the past 10 years.

SUMMARY

In summary, the only thing the evidence shows Mr. O’Neill to have
done of questionable gropriety is to accept two parties in his honor
paid for by Tongsun Park. The value of the parties to O’Neill is diffi-
ocult to measure. He (as well as the other guests) received food and
drink worth about $50 plus the psychic pleasure of being the guest of
honor. The parties were well’ publicized at the time, however, and
were obviously not considered 1mproper by the participants, who in-
cluded prestigious persons from the legislative and executive branches,
including, in 1973, the then Vice President of the United States. The
evidence that the ,ﬁarties were given indirectly by the Government of
Korea, or that O’Neill was aware of it, is slim. Although, judged by
today’s standards it may be unwise for an important Congressman
to permit either a forelaler or a suspected lobbyist to give him a
party, there appears to be no warrant for discipﬁ"ﬂary proceedings.



XI. EXHIBITS
Exmmer 1
[H. Res. 252, 95th Cong. 1st sess.]

RESOLUTION

Whereas article I, section 9, clause 8 of the United States Consti-
tution prohibits any person holding Federal office, including Mem-
bers of Congress, from accepting any present, emolument, office, or
title from any foreign government without the consent of Congress;
and

Whereas Congress has forbidden the receipt of political contribu-
tions from a foreign national, including a foreign government (2
U.8.C. 441e) ; and )

Whereas the Federal Criminal Code prohibits the receipt of any-
thing of value by any Member of Congress to influence his perform-
ance of his official duties or to reward or compensate him, other than
as provided for by law, for the performance of those duties (18 U.S.C.
201, 208) ; and )

‘Whereas rule XLIII of the Rules of the House of Representatives
sets forth the Code of Official Conduct for Members, officers and em-
})loyeas of the House of Representatives and, among other things, pro-
hibits the acceptance of any gift of substantial value, directly or indi-
rectly, from any person, organization, or corporation having a direct
interest in legislation before the Congress; and

Whereas information has come to the attention of the House of
Representatives alleging that Members of the House of Representa-
tives have been the object of efforts by certain foreign governments
or persons and organizations acting on behalf of foreign governments
(including the Government of the Republic of Korea) to influence
the Members’ official conduct by conferring things of value on them
or on members of their immediate families or their business or politi-
cal associates; and

Whereas clause 4(e) (1} of rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives entrusts the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct with particular responsibility—

(A) to recommend to the House of Representatives from time
to time such administrative actions as it may deem appropriate
to establish or enforce standards of official conduct for Members,
officers, and employees of the House of Representatives;

(B) to investigate any alleged violation, by a Member, officer,
or employee of the House of Representatives, of the Code of Offi-
cial Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation, or other standard
of conduct a]i})licable to the conduct of such Member, officer, or
employee in the performance of his duties or the discharge of his
responsibilities, and after notice and hearing, to recommend to

(172)
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the House of Representatives, by resolution or otherwise, such
action as the committee may deem appropriate in the circum-
stances; and

(C) to report to the appropriate Federal or State authorities,
with the approval of the House of Representatives, any substan-
tial evidence of a violation, by a Member, officer or employee of
the House of Representatives, of any law applicable to the per-
formance of his duties or the discharge o EJS responsibilities,
which may have been disclosed in a committee investigation:
Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
be and it is hereby authorized and directed to conduct a full and com-
plete inqulﬁyea | investigation to determine whether Members of the
House of Representatives, their immediate families, or their asso-
ciates accepted anything of value, directly or indirectly, from the
Government of the Republic of Korea or representatives thereof. The
scope of the inquiry and investigation shall be determined by the
committee in its discretion and may extend to any matters relevant
to discharging its responsibilities pursuant to this resolution.

Sec. 2. The committee shall report to the House of Representatives
any findings, conclusions, and recommendations it deems proper with
respect to the adequacy of the present Code of Official Conduct or the
Federal laws, rules, regulations, and other standards of conduct ap-
plicable to the conduct of Members of the House of Representatives
in the performance of their duties and the discharge of their respon-
sibilities (1) to protect the House of Representatives against the ex-
ertion of 1mproper influence by or on behalf of foreign governments
and (2) to prohibit Members of the House of Representatives from
receiving things of value under circumstances that conflict, or appear
to conflict, with their obligations to perform their constitutional du-
ties without regard to private gain or benefit.

Sec. 8. The committee, after appropriate notice and hearing, shall
report to the House of Representatives its recommendations as to such
action, if any, that the committee deems appropriate by the House
of Representatives as a result of any alleged violation of the Code
of Official Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation, or other standard
of conduct applicable to the conduct of such Member, officer, or em-
ployee in the performance of his duties or the discharge of his
responsibilities. ] L . .

‘Skc. 4. (a) For the purpose of conducting any inquiry or investiga-
tion pursuant to this resolution, the committee is authorized to
uire— :
(1) by subpena or otherwise—
(A) the attendance and testimony of any person at a
hearing or at the taking of a deposition by any member of
* the committee; and . L
(B) the production of such things; and (2) by interroga-
tory, the furnishing under oath of such information as it
: deems necessary to such inquiry or investigation.
(b) The authority conferred by subsection (a) of this section may
be exercised— ) . . _ .
(1% by the chairman and the ranking minority member acting

jointly, or, if either declines to act, by the other acting alone,
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except that in the event either so declines, either shall have the
right to refer to the committee for decision the question whether
such authority shall be so exercised and the committee shall be
convened promptly to render that decision; or

(2) by the committee acting as a whole.

(c) Subpenas and interrogatories authorized under this section may
be issued over the si%leature of the chairman, or ranking minority
member, or any member desiignated by either of them. i subpena
may be served by any person esignated by the chairman, or ranking
minority member, or any member designated by either of them and may
be served either within or without the United States on any national
or resident of the United States or any other person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States.

(d) In connection with any inquiry or investigation pursuant to.
this resolution, the committee may request the Secretary, of State to
transmit a letter rogatory or request to a foreign tribunal,. officer,
or agency.

(e) Subpenas for the taking of depositions or the production of
things may be returnable at specified offices of the committee or at a
scheduled hearing, as the committee may direct.

(f) The chairman, or ranking minority member, or any member
designated by either of them (or, with respect to any deposition, an-
swer to interrogatory, or affidavit, any person authorized by law to
administer oaths) may administer oaths to any witness.

g) For the purposes of this section, “things” ineludes books, rec-
ords, correspondence, logs, journals, memorandums, papers, docu-
ments, writings, drawings, graphs, charts, photographs, reproductions,
recordings, tapes, transcripts; printout, data compilations from which
information can be obtained (translated, if necessary, inte reasonably -
usable form), tangible objects, and other things-of any kind... .

Skc. 5. For the purpose of conducting any inquiry or investigation
pursuant to this resolution, the committee is authorized to sit.and act,
without regard to clause 2(m) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, during the present Congress at such times and
places within or without the United States, whether the House is
meeting, has recessed, or has adjourned, and to hold such hearings,
as it deems necessary.

Sec. 6. The committee is authorized to seek to participate and to
participate, by special counsel appointed by the committee, on behalf
of the committee and the House of Representatives in any judicial
proceeding concerning or relating in any way to the inquiry or investi-
gations conducted pursuant to this resolution. .

Sec. 7. The authority conferred by,this resolution is in addition
to, and not in lieu of, the authority conferred upon the committee by the
Rules of the House of Representatives. In conducting any inquiry or
investigation pursuant to this resolution, the. committee is authorized
to adopt special rules of procedures as may be appropriate.

Skc. 8. Any funds made available to the committee after the adop-
tion of this resolution may be expended for the purgose of carrying
out lthe inquiry and investigation authorized and directed by this
resolution.
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Exuamir 2.—Morion ey Mr. BENNETT
(Contingent Upon House Adopting H. Res. 252)
CommrrTEE RESOLUTION
AS AMENDED FEBRUARY 8, 1977

Whereas the House, pursuant to House Resolution 252, adopted
February 9, 1977, authorized and directed the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct to conduct a full and complete inquiry into alle-
gations that the Government of the Republic of Korea directly or
indirectly has sought or is seeking to exert influence upon Members of
the House of Representatives through the conferral of anything of
value on Members, their immediate families, or their associates, and
to render appropriate reports ; and

Whereas the committee has legislative jurisdiction and general
oversight responsibilities under clauses 1 (t) and 2 of rule X of the
Rules of House of Representatives with respect to the Code of Official
Conduct of the House of Representatives, which is set forth in rule
XLITI of the House of Representatives; and

Whereas clause 4 (e) (1) of rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives entrusts the committee with additional responsibil-
ities : Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

romptly initiate a thorough development and examination of the

acts that indicate whether or not the present Code of Official Conduct
or the Federal law, rules, regulations and other standards of conduct
applicable to the conduct of Members of the House of Representatives
in the performance of their duties and the discharge of their respon-
sibilities are adequate (1) to protect the House of Representatives
against the exertion of improper influence by or on behalf of foreign
governments and (2) to prohibit Members from receiving anythin,
of value under circumstances which conflict, or appear to conflict, wi
their obligations to perform their constitutional duties without regard
to private gain or benefit.

~ Sec. 2. For purposes of making the determination referred to above,
the committee will consider allegations that Members and employees
of the House of Representatives and other Federal officers and em-
ployees have received anything of value from the Government of
the Republic of Korea, nonaccredited Korean Government officers or
agents, or any private Korean citizens, organizations, or institutions.

Sec. 8. Whenever, at any time during the course of the inquiries
referred to above, or after their completion, the committee determines
that it has information indicating that any individual Member, offi-
cer or employee of the House has violated the Code of Official Conduct
or any law, rule, regulation, or other standard of conduct applicable
to the conduct of that Member, officer or employee in the discharge of
his responsibilities, the committee on its own initiative may undertake
an investigation relating to the official conduct of that Member, officer
or employee. .

Src. 4. The committee shall proceed in accordance with Committee
Rule 9 of the Committee’s Rules of Procedures relating to the service of
a statement of alleged facts and violation upon the Member, and the
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Member’s opportunity to answer and to submit appropriate motions.
All further proceedings relating to the individual Member shall be con-
ducted in accordance with the Committee’s Rules of Procedure and
H. Res. 252.

Skc. 5. For the foregoing purposes, the committee will retain out-
side special counsel to advise the committee on the design and conduct
of the inquiries and to propose the members of a special professional
staff. The special staff will be separate and distinct from the commit-
tee’s permanent staff. In conjunction with the special staff, outside
special counsel and the Staff Director of the committee will have the
following authority and responsibility: to supervise the gathering,
organization, and assessment of pertinent information ; to propose and
participate in appropriate hearings; to represent the committee before
other departments or agencies of the government, including the courts;
to prepare a report to the committee on the basis of the information
finally developed; and to suggest changes for the committee’s consid-
eration in the Code of Official Conduct or in Federal laws or regula-
tions. In any investigation or hearings conducted pursuant to section
4 of this Resolution and Committee Rules 9 and 10 of the Committee’s
Rules of Procedure, the special staff, under the direction of the outside
special counsel and the Staff Director, shall exercise the responsibilities
that otherwise would be performed by the committee’s permanent staff,

Sec. 6. The outside special counsel, the Staff Director and the
special staff, in conducting any inquiries or investigations on behalf
of the committee pursuant to this resolution, will comprehensively
and diligently pursue all information related to the subject matter of
the inquiries and investigations authorized herein. The activities of
both present and former Members of the House of Representatives
may be included, to the extent relevant. Relevant evidence, whether
testimonial or documentary, as well as information that may lead to
the discovery of relevant evidence, will be sought by the outside special
counsel, the Staff Director and the special staff, irrespective of the
location, status, or office of the person who may be in possession of the
evidence or information.

Sec. 7. Subpenas and interrogatories may be issued, upon applica-
tion by the special staff, in accordance with House Resolution 252,
adopted February 9, 1977, and may be made returnable at the offices
of the special staff. Depositions may be taken by any member of the
committee at any place in the District of Columbia, or wherever the
witness resides, transacts business, or may be found, as directed in the
subpena. No subpena shall be issued, or deposition or interrogatory
taken, unless authorized by a majority of the members voting a
majority being present.

Skc. 8. In developing information through the inquiries referred
to above, the Committee will cooperate with any other committee of
either House with jurisdiction over related matters. o

Skc. 9. Upon the completion of any inquiries and investigations
conducted pursuant to this resolution, the committee shall report to
the House of Representatives in accordance with House Resolution 252.

Sec. 10. The chairman, in consultation with the outside special
counsel, will promulgate procedures to protect against the unauthor-
ized disclosure of confidential information obtained by the commit-
tee and the special staff.
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Examir 8.—CoMMITTEE ON STANDARDS oF OFFiciaL CoNDUCT

Since January 1, 1970: .

1. Have you, or to your knowledge, has a member of your official staff,
visited the ]EY{,’epublic of KoreiT while you were a Member of Congress?

es__________. O,

2. Have you or any member of your immediate family (spouse,
parent, sibling, or chil({) , or to your knowledge has any member of your
official staff or any person with whom you are a business partner or co-
venturer been offered anything of value in excess of $100 by, or received
anything of value in excess of $100 from :

(2) Any person known by you to have been a representative of
of the Government of the Republic of Korea at the time of the offer
or receipt, or

(b) Any person now suspected by you to have been a represen-
tative of or affiliated with the Government of the Republic of
Korea at.that time ?

3. Have you or any member of your immediate family, or to your
knowledge has any member of your official staff or any person with
whom you are a business partner or co-venturer

( a; been offered anything of value in excess of $100 by,
(b) received anything of value in excess of $100 from,
(c) attended a function (other than at an Embassy or official
residence) given by, or
(d)-had any commercial business dealings with
(1) Tongsun Park,
(i1) Kim Dong Jo,
(ii1) Suzi Park Thomson,
iv) Hancho Kim, or
gv) Kim Sang Keun.
Yes o _________. Noo . .

If your answer to any of these questions is yes, please furnish com-

plete details.

Signatur;

Date

[If you would prefer to discuss your answers to these questions
directly, rather than complete this questionnaire, please telephone the
Committee’s offices (225-7984) to arrange for members of the special
staff to meet with you.]
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Exumeir 4—Korean INFLUENCE INVEsTIGATION PURsUANT To House
ResoruTion 252

U.S. HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CommirTEE ON STANDARDS OF OrriciaL Conpucr,
Washington, D.C.

Dear ConcressMan : House Resolution 252 directs this committee to
perform several distinct but related responsibilities, One is to ascertain
whether Members of the House have violated the standards of legiti-
mate conduct in their dealings with representatives of the Government
of the Republic of Korea or with Korean nationals. That phase of our
investi%ation is being pursued actively through a variety of means and
channels,

In addition, the committee is given the responsibility to assess the
allegations that Members of the House have been “the object of efforts”
by the Government of the Republic of Korea to influence congressional
action by conferring things of value on them, their immediate families,
or their business and political associates. This function is coupled with
a directive to report to the House the committee’s conclusions about the
adequacy of existing laws and standards “to protect the House of
Representatives against the exertion of improper influence by or on be-
half of foreign governments.”

In order to discharge our responsibilities the committee must attempt
to ascertain the existence—or non-existence—of a concerted pattern of
efforts by the Korean Government or its alleged agents to influence the
House. As the alleged “objectives” of Korean ‘“efforts” Members and
former Members of Congress are uniquely situated to furnish this com-
mittee with information about the existence or nonexistence of such
efforts. Only with collective, comprehensive information can the com-
mittee gage the nature and scope of those efforts, if any, and fulfill its
responsibilities under House Resolution 252.

Accordingly, in order to assist this committee in gathering informa-
tion necessary in discharging our responsibilities under House Resolu-
tion 252, and in order to channel the investigation so that it may more
quickly be concluded, we are asking each person who is or wasa Mem-
ber of Congress during the past 7 years to fill out the enclosed brief,
confidential questionnaire. We request that you take a few minutes to
to do so and return the completed questionnaire within 14 days of the
receipt of this letter. If you would prefer to discuss these questions
directly, instead of completing the questionnaire, members of the com-
mittee’s special staff will be available to meet with you.

We emphasize that it is important for the committee to receive a
prompt. reply to these questions, even if the answers are negative. We
also emphasize that affirmative answers would not imply any miscon-
duct. The committee is simply attempting to gather facts which will
assist us in this inquiry ; and we will not be able to responsibly account
to the House or to the public without surveying Members (and former
Members) of the House on some basic questions,

In accordance with rule XT 2.(e) (2) of the Rules of the House, the
information you furnish is confidential and is not available to anyone
outside this committee, except pursuant to an affirmative vote by this
committee.

Sincerely,
Pamrae A T.aravara
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Exmmsrr 6.—Korean INFLUENCE INvEsTIGATION PuUrsuant 1o H.
REes. 252

U.S. HousEe oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoxmrTTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear: In connecticn with the Korean Influence investigation, the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has directed that your
testimony be taken. We desire that a mutually convenient date be ar-
ranged between you and attorneys for my staff.

rﬁ t:?l deposition, the Committee also desires that the following be
produced :

(1) All appointment diaries for the years 19— through the
present;

(2) All telephone logs or messages from January 1, 19—
through the present;

(3£Corres(piondenoe of any nature between you or your office and
any Korean Government official, Tongsun Park or Hancho Kim
between January 1, 19— and this date;

(433.&:137 record of campaign contributions made from 19— to

is date.

Sincerely,
y Lrox JaworskI,
Special Counsel.

Exummsir 7.—Questions o Mr. Kim Done Jo

1. Please give the name of each person to whom or for whose cam-
paign you transferred amounts of U.S. currency during the period
January 1, 1967 to January 1, 1977, either in the United States or
in Korea, who at the time of the transfer was a Member or employee
of the United States House of Representatives.

2. In the case of each person named in response to question 1, please
state the approximate number of occasions on which you transferred
such currency.

8. With respect to each transfer set forth in answer to questions 1
and 2, please state to the best of your recollection : '

a. When the transfer took place;

b. How much money was transferred ;

c. Where the transfer took place;

d. Whoelse, if anyone, was present;

e. Whether you made any record of the transfer at or about
the time of the transfer; and, )

f. Whether the transfer was made in response to a request
and, if so, who made the request. ]

4. In the case of each transfer set forth in answer to questions 1 and
2, please state:

a. Whether you requested or the Congressman agreed to do
anything in return. If yes, please state what you requested or
the Con man agreed to do; o .

b. ether the transfer was made in order to assist the Con-

n in an election ; )

¢. Whether the transfer was a personal gift to the Congress-

man: or
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d. Whether the transfer was made for some other purpose, and,
if so, what purpose.

5. Other than in the publicized case of Congressman Larry Winn,
Jr., did you ever offer to transfer U.S. currency to a U.S. Congressman
under circumstances in which the offer was declined or the money
returned ? If yes, please state:

a. When the money was offered and declined ;

b. To whom the offer was made;

¢. How much was offered ;

d. Where it was offered and declined ;

e. Who, if anyone, else was present ; and,

f. Whether a record of such offer was made at or about the
time of the offer.

6. Other than a $2,000 check to Jerome Waldie in May, 1973, did
you ever transfer money to a U.S. Congressman or a campaign com-
mittee for such Congressman by check during the period January 1,
1967 to January 1, 1977 ? If yes, please state:

a. To whom the check was made out;

b. The amount of the check ; and,

c. The approximate date of the check.

7. Please state whether you ever transferred any item of value in
excess of $100, other than U.S. currency or checks, to any person who
was then a U.S. Congressman or congressional employee, from Janu-
ary 1, 1967 to January 1, 1977, either in the United States or in Korea.
If yes, please state:

a. When the transfer took place;

b. To whom the transfer was made;

c¢. What you transferred;

d. The value of the item at the time of the transfer; and,

e. The purpose of the transfer.

8. Please state:

a. The name of the Congressman whose office you were in when
the secretary for Congressman Winn sought to return the money
to you;

b. The purpose of your visit to that office; and,

¢. What took place in that office.

9. What did you do with the money returned to you by the secretary
for Congressman Larry Winn, Jr. ?

10. Please state:

a. When did you next speak to Congressman Larry Winn, Jr.
following the return of the money;

b. What was said on the subject of the money ; ) .

c. Whether you offered the money or other money to him again
and whether he accepted ; and,

d. Whether he had previously accepted an% money from you?

11. Did you ever fgive any U.S. currency to any Congressman or any
other U.S. citizen for the ]Eurpose or with the expectation that that
person would in turn transfer the money to any {n)litical office holder
or any candidate for political office or to any political party? If yes,
to whom did you give 1t ?

12. With respect to Suzi Park Thomson:

a. Did you ever ask her to arrange meetings between you and
any Members of Congress? If yes, please state with whom.
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b. Did you transfer any money to her or direct anyone else
to transfer any money to her for any purpose while gou were Am-
bassador for the Republic of Xorea to the United States? If yes,
please state:

1. On how many occasions such transfers were made;
2. How much was transferred on each occasion.;
3. What was the pur of the transfer;
4. What did you understand she would do with the money ;
and,
5. What, if anything, did she report to you that she had
done with the money ¢

¢. Did you supply to her, or direct anyone else to supply to

her, any food or liquor for parties attended by U,S. Congressmen;

and,

d. Did you pay, or direct anyone else to pay, any expenses
:(i?curred ggy Sl:lmy Park Thomson in entertagling embers of

ongress

13. On November 19, 1969, the foreign assistance and related pro-
grams bill for fiscal year 1970 (H.R. 14580) was reported to the House
of Representatives by the Foreign Affairs Committee, containing a
$50 million authorization earmarked for the Republic of Korea. From
March 1, 1969, to November 19, 1969, please state :

':il ;Nhich members of the Foreign Affairs Committee you met
wi

b. Which members of the Foreign Affairs Committee you
offered or gave money to during this period

14, On December 9, 1969, the foreign assistance and related pro-

s appropriations bill for fiscal year 1970 (H.R. 15149) was passed

y the full House after debate on the floor, containing an appropria-
tion of $50 million earmarked for Korea. Please state:

a. With what members of the leadership in the House (both
fgg‘giges) did you meet during the period December 6 through 15,

b. To what members of the leadership in the House (both
parties) or any other members of the House did you give, offer or
promise money during the period December 6 tﬁ'rough 15, 1969 ¢

15. Senate action on the foreign assistance and related programs
appropriations bill differed from that of the House. A conference
ensued. On December 18, 1969, the conference report recommended no
earmarking of funds for Korea—but retained earmarked funds for
Taiwan. The Senate refused to adopt the conference report. A second
conference ensued. On January 27, 1970, the conference report rec-
ommended no earmarking of funds for Taiwan but returned to a
recommendation of $50 million earmarked for Korea. This report was
adopted by both the House of Representatives and the Senate. Please
state:

a. Which Members of the House who were appointed to the con-
ference did you meet with during the period December 18, 1969
to January 27,1970,

b. Which Members of the House who were appointed to the con-
ference you gave, offered or promised money to during the period
December 18,1969 to January 27,1970,

16. Please state to which Members of the full Foreign Affairs Com-
mittep worr mawa presraiin el ong or otherwise transferred
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17. In December, 1970, the Foreign Affairs Committee reported a
bill authorizing $150 million in supplemental military aid for, plus
the transfer of defense articles to, the Republic of Korea. Please state:

a. With which Members of the Foreign Affairs Committee you
met during November and December, 1970. ) -

b. To which Members of the Foreign Affairs Committee you
gave, offered or promised money during November and December,
1970.

18. In July, 1971, the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of
Representatives voted not to authorize $50 million to be earmarked
for the Republic of Korea for fiscal year 1972. Please state:

a. With which Members of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee you met in June or July, 1971.

b. To which Members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee
you gave, offered or promised money during June or July, 1971.

19. In July, 1972, the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of
Representatives voted not to authorize $50 million to be earmarked
for the Republic of Korea for fiscal year 1973. Please state :

a. \Iﬂjfith which Members of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee you met in'June or July, 1972.

b. To which Members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee
you gave, offered or promised money during June or July, 1972.

20. Please state to which Members of the full House of Representa-
tives you gave campaign contributions or otherwise transferred money
in connection with the 1972 congressional elections.

21. Please state the names of the Congressmen to whose offices you
went on the day that Lee Jai Hyon saw you in your office ﬁ]ﬂng
envelopes with U.S. currency.

22. In July, 1973, the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of
Representatives voted not to authorize $50 million to be earmarked for
the Republic of Korea for fiscal year 1974. Please state:

a. With which Members of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee you met during June or July, 1973.

b. To which Members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee
you gave, offered or promised money during June or July, 1973.

23. In August, 1974, joint hearings on the Republic of Korea were
held by two subcommittees of the House Foreign Affairs Committee.
Please state :

a. With which members of the full Foreign Affairs Committee
goulctigl;nunicated by mail during the period July 1 to Septem-

er 1,1974.

b. With which members of the full Foreign Affairs Committee
you met in the United States during the period September 20 to
October 9, 1974.

c. With which members of the full Foreign Affairs Committee
you met outside of the United States during the period July, 1974
to January, 1975.

d. To which members of the full Foreign Affairs Committee
you transferred, offered or promised money during the period
July, 1974 to January, 1975,
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EXHIBIT 9

SENSITIVE

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Washington, D.C. 20520

September 19, 1578

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On September 18, 1978, U.S. Ambassador Gleysteen in
Seoul received from the Foreign Ministry of the Republic
of Korea the response by former Ambassador KIM, Dong-jo

- to the interrogatory submitted by the House Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct. The response was written
in the Korean language, and transmitted under cover of
an official aide memoire from the Foreign Ministry.

The text of the aide memoire, together with an
informal English text of Mr. Kim's statement as trans-
lated by the U.S. Embassy in Seoul are enclosed. The
Korean-language original will follow by. courier. I
have not examined the text of Mr. Kim's sealed statement,
which in accordance with our agreement with your
Committee has been handled by the absolute minimum number
of persons in the Executive Branch. However, I under-
stand Mr. Kim addressed his response to Representative
O'Neill as Speaker of the House. The material is thus
being delivered to you with the concurrence of the Speaker
and under his auspices.

The Korean Government plans to make no announcement
that the responses have been transmitted. Ambassador
Gleysteen recommends that any necessary follow-up or
clarification questions to Kim, Dong-jo be dealt with
prior to public discussion or characterization of the
response. We are prepared to forward any desired request
for clarification to Kim through the Korean Government at
such time as the Committee wishes.

Sincerely,

Richard Ho ooke
Assistant Secretary for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs

The Honorable
John J. Flynt, Chairman
House Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

Enclosures:
1. Aide Memoire
2. Response from Ambassador KIM, Dong-jo {sealed translation)

cc: Speaker of the House
(w/enclosure #1 only)



EXHIBIT 10

Republic of Korea
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

AIDE-MEMOIRE

Upon receiving on August 19, 1978 the "gquestions" that
the Congress of the Unite';ir_lstates. wished to have submitted’
.bo former Ambassador Kim Dong-jo, the Foreign Ministry
Ii:rmptly conveyed them to Ambassador Kim.

- At the same time, the Foreign Ministry properly
informed him of the contents of the understanding
reached between the two governments in handling the said
Congressional inquiries.

As Ambassador Kim has now completed his replies, the
Foreign Ministry is pleased to transmit them to the American
Embassy with the request that they be forwarded to their

respective destinations.

September 18, 1978.
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MSUBJECTS KIM DUNE-JD'S RESPONSE TO HOUSE GUESTIGNN&IRE

BFOLLOWING IS INFORMAL EMBASSY TRANSLATION OF FORMER AMBASSADOR
K1M'S RESPONSE TO HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE, ORIGINAL SIGNED TEXT IN
OREAN BEING POUCHED.

BEGIN TEXTS

0! SPEAKER THOMAS P, O'NEILL
+5, MOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DEAR mR, SPEARER:

ON 19 LUGUST 1978, I RECEIVED THE GUESTIDNNAIRE THAT YDUR
QUSE FORWARDED TO MNE THROUGH DIPLOMATIC CHANNLES. I AM FORWARDING
@MY REPLY TO IT TODAY.

A SINCE THE PRESS BEGAN PUBLICIZING THE SO=CALLED SUSPICIQUS

CASE CONCERNING KOREA, I HAVE PALID ATTEWTION TO THE DEVELOPRMENT

OF THIS CASE WITH DEEP CONCERN, I DID IT NOT ONLY BECAUSE OF THE'

ACT THAT THE TIMING OF THE CASE HAPPENED TO GENERALLY

OINCIOE WITH MY TENURE AS AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED STATES

ND, &S & RESULT, MY ACTIVITY A5 AMOASSADOR TO THE UNITED
CONFIDENTIAL
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STATES HAS BECOME ThE TARGET OF DEBATE DIRECTLY OR
INDIRECTILY, BUT ALSD BECAUSE OF MY FEAR THAT THE, CASE
WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THE TRADITIONAL FIRENDSHIP AND
COOPERATION BETWEEN THE ‘U,5, AND THE ROK.

WHEN THE WOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE DECIDED ON A SPECIAL -
INVESTIGATION AND BEGAW EARNEST INVESTIGATION, I SINCERELY
HOPED THAT THE TRUTH WOULD BE UNCOVERED THRUUGH FAIR AND
JUST INVESTIGATION AND THE HONOR OF SOME DF THE U,S,.
CONGRESSMEN, WHOM I HAD ALWAYS RESPECTED AND wHO WERE
UNDER UNFAIR SUSPICION, WOULD BE RESTROED SD THAT THE
CLOUD OF SUSPICION THAT MARRED THE MUTUAL TRUST AND
QRESPECT BETWEEN THE U,5, AND THE ROK EVEN TEMPORAILY
QICOULD BE CLEARED AWAY,

ON THE OThER HAND, I REGRETTED THAT THE INVESTIGATION
gOURING ITS COURSE AND THROUGH RELATED PRESS REPDRTING,
INSTEAD OF BRINGING THE TRUTH TO LIGHT, RATHER UNJUSTLY
DAMAGED THE HONUR AnND PRESTIGE OF MANY DFFICIALS OF THE
TWO GOVERNMENTS. THIS ADVERSELY AFFECTED THE FRIENDSHIP
AND TRUST BWATWEEN THE U,5, AND THE RODK, -

IT wAS ON 9 NOVEMBER 1967 THAT I PRESENTED MY
REDENTIALS A5 AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED STATES TO
RESIDENT JOMNSON, AT THAY TIME, THE ROK HAD DISPATCHED
WO ArMY DIVISIUWNS TU VIETNAM AT THE REGUEST OF THE U.S.
WGOVERNMENT AND THE ROK SOLDIERS WeRE FIGHTING THMERE
SHOULDER TO ShOULDER wWITH AMEWRICAN SDLDIERS,

ALSO AT ThHAT TIME, kIMm IL-50NG UF NORTH KOREA WAS

BINCREASING HIS mMILITARY POWER IN ORDER TO COMMUNIZE THE

MMOREAN PEMINSULA AND WAS WAITING FOR A& DECISIVE MOMENT
FOR UNIFICATION OF THE COUNTRY BY FORCE,

CONFIDENTIAL
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ON 21 JANUARY 1968, ONLY THREE MONTHS AFTER I WAS
ASSTGNED AS AmBASSADOR TO THE UNITED STATES, NORTH KOREA
DISPATCHED A SPECIAL FORCE UNIT FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ATTACKING THE RESIDENCE OF OUR PRESIDENT AND THE UNIT
APPROACHED AS CLOSE AS 15@ METERS TO THE PRESIDENTIAL
RESIDENCE. ONLY TWO DAYS LATER, ON 23 JANUARY, NORTH
S KOREA CAPTURED THE PUEBLO BY FORCE IN FRONT OF WONSAN
HARBOR AND, ON 15 APRIL 1969, THEY SHOT OOWN A U,S.
EC~121 RECDNNAISSANCE PLANE, THROUGH THESE PROVDCATIVE
ACTS, KIb IL=-SONG EXPOSED HIS GREED FOR COMMUNIZED
UNIFICATION BY FORCE TO THE WHOLE WORLD.

IN JULY 1968, THE U,5, ANNOUNCED THE NIXON DOCTRINE
WHICH GENMERATED A CONCERN THAY THE U,S5, COMMITTMENT IN
ASIA MIGHT HAVE BEEN WEAKENED, IN DCTOBER DF THE SAME
YEAR, THEN SECRETARY OF DEFENSE LAIRD ANNOUNCED A PLAN
TO GRAGUALLY REDUCE THE U,S, FORCE IN THE ROK.
SUBSEQUENTLY, THE REDUCTION PLAN WAS PUT INTO EFFECT
AND, AS A RESULT, TmE U,8, 7TH DIVISION WITHDREw FROM THE ROK,

UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, 1T WAS DBVIOUS THAT MY
RESPONSIBILITY AND THE GOALS OF MY ACTIVITY AS AMBASSADOR
TO THE UNITED STATES WERE TO SECURE CLOSE U,5, CDOPERATION
IN DROER TD STRENGTHEN THE ROK'S NATIONAL SECURITY POSTURE,

AT THAT TIME, BECAUSE OF THE VIETNAR wAR, ThE U,S,
WAS RIDDEN WITH ANTI=wAR SENTIMENTS AND A TREND FOR NON=
INVOLVEMENT IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES, PROBABLY BECAUSE OF
THIS CLIMATE, BOTH HOUSES OF THE U,S5, CONGRESS DID NOT
COME TOGETHER INSUPPORTING THE ADMINISTRATION'S AID TO
THE ROK'S NATIOWAL SECURITY AND, AS A RESULT, THE ROK
AID PLAN, WHICH ThE ADMINISTRATION HAD FROMISED, COULD

B NOT BE MATERIALIZED AND INSTEAD WENT ASTRAY.

UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, I FELT A STRONL NEED TO
CONFIDENTIAL
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SECURE POSITIVE SUPPORT (FOR THE RDK) BY CONVINCING THE
EADERS OF THE EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES. OF THE
.5, GOVERNMENT AND ThE ACADEMIC, JOURNALISTIC AND
ECONOMIC FIELDS THAT STABILITY AND PEACE IN THE KUREAN
PENINSULA WOULD NOT ONLY AFFECT THE STABILITY AND PEACE
IN NDRTHEAST ASIA AS A WHOLE, BUT ALS0 WERE DIRECTLY
LINKED TO THE INTEREST OF THE U,S., AS HELL. 1 WAS
CONYINCED THAT TO DO S0 WAS A VERY NATURAL MISSION OF
MINE A5 AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED STATES,.

I WANTED TO HAVE wIDE CONTACT WITH THE MEMBERS OF
BOTH SENATE AND HOUSE BUT IT WAS PRACTICALLY IMPOSSIBLE
IFOR ME TO CONTACT ALL OF THE 435 HODUSE hEMBERS,

CONFIDENTIAL
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BCONSEQUENTLY, I TIRED TO HAVE A POSITIVE CONTACT WITH THE
PROMINENT HOUSE LEADERS AS WELL AS THE MEMBERS OF THE
FOREIGN AFFAIRS, MILITARY AND BUDGETARY COMMITTEES AND TO .
SEEX THEIR UNDERSTANDING AND SUFPURT. A5 A4 MATTER DF FACT,
THE U,5, ADMINISTRATION AUTHORITIES ONCE COMMENTED THAT MY
MACTIVITY wITH CONGRESS AS ABOVE WAS HELPFuUL IN BRINGING
W4BOUT A CURRECT UNDERSTANDING OF THE ROK'S SECURITY ON

THE PART OF THE CONGRESS, On 18 DECEMBER 1872 THE

@ANEWSWEEK MAGAZINE, IN A SPECIAL ARTICLE ON THE FOREIGN
DIPLOMATIC COPRS IN WASHINGTON, D.C., SELECTED AND
PUBLICIZED ME AS ONE OF THE FIVE MOST EFFICIENT AMBASSADORS
OGETHER WITH ISRAELI AMBASSADOR RABIN, JAPANESE AMBASSADOR
JUSHIBA, ROMANIAN AMBASSADOR BOGDANI AND SDVIET AMBASSADOR
[DOBRYNIN, AND GAVE A PARTICULARLY POSITIVE COMMENT TD MY

ON THE OTHER HAND AND TO MY SURPRISE, TmE ETHICS 4
COMMITYEE OF YOUR HOUSE DISTRIBUTED UNIFORM QUESTIONNAIRES

ON MY OVERALL ACTIVITIES A5 AMBASSADOR TO ALL MEMBERS OF

NTHE HGUSE AND ASKED THEM TOD ANSWER THEM, IT GAVE ONE &N
IMPRESSION THAT THE COMMITTEE CONSIDERED MY NORMAL

DIPLOMATEC ACTIVITY AS IMPROPER AND WANTED TO INVESTIGATE

@I[T. THE ETHICS COMMITTEE, IN THE COURSE OF THE LONG=

MIDRAGGED OUuT INVESTIGATION, AGONIZED ThE RESPECTABLE

EMBERS OF CONGRESS, MYSELF AND MY FAMILY MEMBERS AND
CONFIODENTIAL
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DAMAGED THEIR REPUTATION WITHOGUT ANY OBJECTIVE EVIDENCE
ND BASED SULELY ON ONE=~SIDED INFORMATION BY SOME.
INOIVIDUALS. THE COMMITTEE EVEN DAMAGED THE VIMAGE" OF
HE ROK GUYERNMENT BY MAKING AN UNFOUNDED CLAIM THAT THE
ROK GOVERNMENT HAD A PLAN TO CORRUPT THE U.S, CONGRESS,.
THIS WAS EXTREMELY REGRETTABLE.

IT IS5 MY UNDERSTANDING THAT. THE ROK GOVERNMENT HAS
B0 FAR RENDERED MAXIMUM COOPERATION TD THE U.S. CONGRESS
ROM A BROAD VIEW OF MAINTAINING FRIENDLY RELATIONS
BETWEEN THE U.5, AND THE ROK BUT WITHIN THE LIMIT OF
NTERNATIONAL LAWS AND DIPLOMATIC PRACTICES, I MYSELF
4D EARLIER PROPOSED THAT I WOULD VOLUNTARILY OFFER MY
XPLANATIDONS IN THE FORM DF PERSONAL LETTER CONCERNING
FHE SUSPICION OF CONGRESSIONAL MEMBERS AND MYSELF.
MTHE CONGRESS REJECTED MY PROPOSAL AND INSTEAD DEMANDED
NFAIRLY THAT 1 SHOULD APPEAR PERSONNALLY AND TESTIFY
NDER OATH.

THE ROK GOVERNMENT MADE ITS POSITIDN KNOWN THAT
EUCH A DEMAND CONSTITUTED VIOLATION OF INTERNATIONAL
AW AND DIPLOMATIC PRACTICE, AND THEREFORE, IT AS A
BOVERIGN STATE, COULD NGT POSSIELY RESPOND TO SUCH
kN UNFAIR DEWAND, I ALSO UNDERSTAND THAT THE U.5,
ETATE DEPARTMENTY KADE PUBLIC LTS DFFICIAL VIEW THAT
NUER INTERNATIONAL LA¥ A FOREIGN ODJPLOMAT COULD NOT
BE REQUIRED TO TESTIFY. HOWEVER, THE L.5. CONGRESS
0T ONLY MISLED THE PRESS, AS IF THE ROK GOVERNMENT
DID NOT COOPERATE AT ALL, BUT SOME CONGRESSMEN THREATENED
HE SUSPENSION OF THE SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS LOAN
BFOR KDREA AS A MEANS TO ENFORCE THE ONE=SIDED DEMAND,
@THIS ACTION GENERATED A& DEEF SKEFTICISM AMONG THE KOREAN
FOWPLE ABDUT THE wISDOM OF THE U.5. CONGRESS,
CONFIDENTIAL
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ALSD, THE ETHICS COMMITTEE OF YDUR HOUSE SERVED. A
SUBFONE TD THE FAMOUS BURNING TREE CLUB, WHERE MANY
DISTINGUISHED PEDPLE IN AND QUT OF THE U.S, GDVERNMENT
AND I MYSELF WERE MEMBERS, AND THE AMERICAN EXPRESS
COMPANY wHERE 1 HAD AN ACCOUNT, AND REQUESTED THEM TO
JSUBMIT THEIR RECORDS CONCERNING ME, THUS INFRINGING
UPON EVEN MY PRIVATE LIFE, .,

IF IS5 A FACT THAT, FROM THE COMPOSITION AND CONTENTS,
WTHE QUESTIONNAIRE OF YOUR HOUSE CUNTAINED MANY GUESTIDNS
ATHAT COULD NOT POSSIBLY BE ASKED DF A FORMER DIPLOMATIC
MOFFICIAL OF A FRIENDLY NATION, HOWEVER, I HAVE DECIDED
MITO ANWER THE GUESTIONNAIRE OF YOUR HOUSE BECAUSE FIRST,
M1 am CONCERNED ABOUT THE TRADITIONAL FRIENDSHIP BETWEEN
ATHE U,$, AND THE ROK} SECOND, I CONSIDER IT MY DUTY AS
M4 HuMab BEING, WHOD LIVED IN THE U.S5, MORE ThHAn SIX YEARS
JAAND WHO LOVES THE U,S5,, TD HELP RESTORE THE REPUTATION
OF THE RESPECTABLE U.S. CONGRESSMEN AND THE DIGNITY OF
THE U,5, CONGRES; AND THIRD, 1 WANTED TO RESTGRE MY
REPUTATION AND THE REPUTATION OF MY FAMILY HEMBERS.
HOWEVER, YOUR GUESTIONNAIRE IS IN A FORM OF INTERROGATION
JAND I CaNWOT ANSWER GUESTION FOR GUESTION BECAUSE 1T wOUuLD
\JCONSTITUTE A RESPONSE TD INTERROGATION, INSTEAD, I AM
h JANSWERING THE SUBSTANTIVE PROVISIUNS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
MCOMPREAENSIVELY, TAKING THE CONTENTS INTU CUNSIDERATION,
qAnD A5 FAR A5 MY COnSCIENCE DICTATES. ’

% I HOPE THAT MY ANSWERS wILL CONTRIBUTE IN BRINGING

dTHE REGKRETTABLE CASE TO AN END AS 500N AS PDSSIBLE. I

HogdhlL 50 HOPE THAT MY ANSWERS wWILL PROVIDE AN OCCASION ON
BHHICH THE TRADITIONAL FRIENUSHIP AND SECURITY COOPERATION

SINCERELY YOURS,
CONFIDENTIAL
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KIM TONG~CHO .
FORMER AMBASSADOR TO THE U,5,

SEPTEMBER 18, 1978

(NSWER ATTACHEWENT FOLLOWS)

ATTACHEMENT ANSWERS

» REGARDING MY "MONETARY OFFER" TO THE MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE,

1 CONSIDER IT ILLEGAL FOR FOREIGN AMBASSADOR TD
BATTEMPT TO INMFLUENCE WOST COUNTRY POLITICIANS THROUGH
OFFERS OF MONETARY PAYMENTS, WMETHMER IT BE IN THE ROK,
HE U,5. OR ANY OTHER COUNTRY. YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE ASKED
HETHER I EVER OFFERED MONEY TO U.S5. CONGRESSMEN DURING
HE PERIOD FROM 1 JANUARY 1967 TO § JANUARY 1977, BUT 1

COnFIDENTIAL
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olULD LIKE TO REMIND YDU THAT I WAS THE AMBASSADOR TD
APAN FROM JANUARY 1967 TD OCTOBER 1967, FOREIGN MINISTER
ROM DECEMBER 1973 TO DECEMBER 1975, SPECIAL ADVISOR TO
WETHE PRESIDENT ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS FROM APRIL 1876 TO JUNE
M 378, AND I WAS NOT IN WASHINGTON DURING THIS PERIOD,
REGARDING THE REPEATED QUESTIONS IN YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE
BOUT MY MONETARY OFFER, I wOULD LIKE TO STATE THAT I
EVER OFFERED OR ATTEMPTED TO OFFER ANY MONEY DIRECTLY

R INDIRECTLY TO ANY U.S5. CONGRESSMEN OR OTHER PUBLIC
PDFFICIALS, HOWEVER, I WOULD LIKE TO EXPLAIN AS FOLLOWS
REGARDING THE GUESTION OF JEROME wALDIE,

PF. AREGARDING PAYMENT FOR TICKETS ON BEWALF OF JEROME
ALDIES

BECAME ACQUAINTED WITH CONGRESSMAN JERDME WALDIE
WFTER fik REGUESTED MY HELP CONCERNING A SERVICEmMAN FROM
IS CONSTITUENCY IN CALIFORNIA. AT THAT TIME THIS
ERVICEMAN HAD COMMITTED THE CRIME OF MURDER IN KDREA
ND RECEIVED A DEATH SENTENCE, ON AN EARNEST REGUEST
OR HELP FROM THE CONGRESSMAN 1 PROPDSED TO THE ROK
OVERNMENT TO TRANSFER THE SERVICEMAN TO THE U.S.

HEREAFTER 1 MAINTAINED RELATIVELY CLOSE RELATIONS
ITH CONGRESSMAN WALDIE AND SAW HIM OFTEN AT SOCIAL
ATHERINGS, IN ABOUT MAY 1573, WHEN CONGRESSMAN WALDIE
CONFIDENTIAL
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RAN IN THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY PRIMARY FOR GOVERNOR OF
ALIFORNIA, HIS FUND RAISING COMMITTEE SENT DINNER
TICKETS COSTING APPROXIMATELY 52,000 TO MY OFFICE., I WAS
SURPRISED BY THE RECEIPT AND AGONIZED ABOUT THE DISPOSITION
OF THE TICKETS, BECAUSE I WAS A CLDSE FRIEND OF CONGRESSMAN
WALODIE, 1 WAS IN A DIFFICULY POSITION IF I TURNED DOWN THE
REQUEST FOR SUPPORT FROM THE FUND RAISING COMMITTEE. AFTER
CAREFUL CONSIDERATION, I DECIDED TQ BUY THE TICKETS ON
BEHALF OF KOREAN RESIDENTS IN HIS CONSTITUTENCY IN
CALIFORNIA., ACCORDINGLY, THIS WAS IN FACT TO SUPPORT
ATHE KOREAN RESIDENTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN FUND RAISING
DINNERS, OTHER THAN THIS I DO NOT REMEMBER IF 1 GAVE
NY MONEY TO CONGRESSMAN WALDIE EITHER DIRECTLY OR THROUGH
ISOMEONE ON MY BEHALF OR THROUGH A FUND RAISING DINNER OR
OME OTHER MEANS,

. REGARDING THE ALLEGATION ABOUT MY VISIT TO CONGRESSMAN
fLARRY WINN'S OFFICE:

LTHOUGH CONGRESSMAN LARRY wINN'S SECRETARY ALLEGED
DURING mER TESTIMONY TO THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE THAT
KOREAN EMBASSY UFFICIAL ATTEMPTED TO UFFER MOMEY AND
HE IDENTIFLIED ME A5 THAT PERSON FROM AMONG 14 PICTURES,
1 NEVER VISITED CONGRESSMAN WINN'S DFFICE DURING THE
ALLEGED PERIOD, IN SEFTEMBER OR OCTOBER 1872, NOT 7O
MMENTION THE MONETARY OFFER. I NEVER YISITED ANY
CONGRESSMEN'S OFFICES WITHOUT AN ADVANCE APPOINTMENT
AND I BELIVE THAT ANY OF MY VISITS MUST HAVE BEEN
MRECORDED IN THE VISLITORS' ROSTERS OF THE CONGRESSMEN
CONCERNED, 1 WAS MOT WELL ACGUAINTED WITH CONGRESSMAN
gWINN, IN 1972 HE WAS A MEMBER OF BOTH THE SCIENCE AND
TECHNDLDGY AND wELFARE COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE AND HE
HaD WO DIRECT RELATIONS WITHKOREA'S SECURITY AFFAIRS,
CONFIDENTIAL
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4, _ REGARDING THE OFFER OF GIFTS:: .

[EIFTS TO MY PERSONAL FRIENDS AMONG CONGRESSMEN, _
ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS AND LEADERS OF VARIOUS SOCIAL
SECTORS, INCLUDING THE PRESS, ON THE OCCASIONS OF THEIR
BIRTHOAYS, CHILDREN'S WEDDINGS, HAPPY FAMILY OCCASIONS,
AND CHRISTMAS, 1 ALSC RECEIVED GIFTS FROM THEM., FOR
EXAMPLE,] SENT LACGUER wARE AND A CUDKIE BOX AS WEDDING
IFTS TOD FORMER PRESIDENT JOMNSDN'S DAUGHTER, AND I
RECEIVED GIFTS FROM MANY AMERICAN FRIENDS ON THE
ellOCCASION OF MY DAUGHTER'S WEDDING. 1 WOULD LIKE TO
MAKE IT CLEAR THAT GIVING GIFTS IS A GRACIOUS CUSTOM

0 EXPRESS FRIENDSHIP IN HUMAN SOCIETY WHETHER IT IS IN }

URING mY TENURE AS AMBASSADOR TO THE V.5, I GAVE /

HE WEST OR THE EAST, I BELIEVE THAT IF 4 GIFT 15 GIVEN
OR THE PURPDSE OF RECEIVING A RETURN, IT 1S A BRIBE

AND NOT A GIFT., I HAVE NEVER GIVEN A BRIBE TD ANYONE

NOR RECEIVED ONE FROM ANYOMNE. I ALSO FIRMLY BELIEVE

HAT GIVING OVERLY EXPENSIVE GIFTS IS RATHER OISCOURTEOUS,

I DO NOT RECALL THAT I EVER FIGURED OUT HOW MUCH THE
GIFTS THAT 1 GAVE OR RECEIVED WERE WORTH, BUT I BELIEVE
THEY wERE NUT OVERLY EXPENSIVE, I MADE ND RECORD OF
IFTS THAT 1 OFFERED AND AS A RESULT 1 DD NOT REMEMBER
HAT GIFTS I GAVE TO wHOM, BUT I BELIEVE I GAVE GIFTS
TO MANY PEOPLE BECAUSE MY SOCIAL ACTIVITIES WERE WIDE.
MOST GIFTS THAT I GAVE WERE KOREAN=MADE SILK MATERIAL
MAND OTHERS INCLUDED KOREAN DOLLS, JINSEN, JINSEN TEA,
INATIVE ORNAMENTS AND LACQUER VASES,

« REGARDING SUZI PARK THOMSON2
BITHE PARENTS OF SUZI PARK THOMSON AND THE PARENTS OF

IMY WIFE ARE FROM THE SAME HOMETOWN IN CH'UNGMU, KYONGSANG
EDNFIDEN?I&F
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NAMDO, BECAUSE OF THIS RELATIONSHIP, MY WIFE AND SUZI
PARK THOMSOR KNEW EACH OTHER WELL BEFORE THEY WENT

TO THE U,S. AND THEY CONTINUED TO MAINTAIN RELATIVELY
[CLOSE RELATIONS IN WASHINGTON. AS AN EXPRESSION OF
RIENDSHIP, THEY OFTEN EXCHANGED GIFTS WMICH SOMETIMES
INCLUDED FOOD AND LIGUDR, THE RELATIONSHIP

BETWEEN THE TWO wAS STRICTLY PERSONAL, AND NEITHER I
INOR ANY MEMBER OF MY FAMILY EVER OFFERED MONEY TO SUZIL
PARK THOMSON EITHER OIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY OR REQUESTED
ER TO ARRANGE MEETINGS OR PARTIES ON BEHALF OF ANY
ONGRESSMEN, '

B5. REGARDING MY CONTACT wITH HOUSE MEMBERS IN CONNECTION
ITH THE CONGRESSIONAL FOREIGN AJD DEBATES BETWEEN 1969
ND 18733

THE YEAR OF 1965 FOLLOWED THE YEAR WHEN THERE WAS
HE BLUE HOUSE RAID AnD THE PUEBLU WAS CAPTURED,

e

CONFIDENTIAL
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QVODIS/CHERDKEE

N THAT YEAR (1969), THE ROK GOVERNMENT REQGUESTED FROM
HE U.S5. GOVERNMENT SPECIAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE, IN
RDDEITION TO THE GENERAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE, S0 THAT

HE ROK'S DEFENSE CAPABILITY COULD BE REINFORCED. THE
EPECTAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE BILL FOR KOREA PASSED THE
DUSE THROUGH TrE SUPPORT OF DEMOCRATIC PARTY WHIP CARL
BLBERT AND REPUBLICAN PARTY WnIP GERALD FQRD, BUT IT
QULD MOT PASS THE SENATE BECAUSE OF THE OPFOSITION BY
ILLIAM FULBRIGMT, MIKE MANSFIELD AND OTHERS, AS A
RESULT, 1T BECAME AN OGBJECT OF HEATED DEBATE IN A JOINT
ONFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO HOUSES. IN EVERY YERR SINCE

97¢ THE SUPPORT TO THE ROK ARMY MDDERNIZATION PLAN TO
BE IMPLEMENTED BTWEEN 1871 AND 1875 BECAME THE SUBJECT
Wn THE CONGRESSIONAL DEBATES ON KOREAN MILITARY ASSISTANCE.
BN SUPPURTING TdE PLANy THE CONGRESS REDUCED BY OWE=HALF
HE AMDUNT REQUESTED BY THE ADMINISTRATION FOR EVERY
WEAR EXCEPT FOR THE INITIAL YEAR, 1871, AND AS & RESULT
gl HE PURSUANCE OF THE PLAN WAS HAMPERED, DUE TO THE
YBENERAL TREND FOR REQUCTION IN FOREIGN AID, THE TEN
IPERCENT LDCAL CURRENCY DEFICIT SYSTEM WAS ADDPTED IN

972 WHICH CAUSED CONSIDERABLE FRUBLEMS FOR AID
RECEIVING COUNTRIES, PARTICULARLY THE ROK, UNDER THESE
IRCUMSTANCES, I, AS AMBASSADOR OF THE ROK FACING THE
IGRAVE TnREATS FROUM NORTH KOREA, FELT IT WAS MY DUTY TO
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APLAIN THE KOREAN SITUATION TO THE MEMBERS OF THE

CONGRESS, PARTICULARLY THE WHIPS OF BOTH POLITICAL PARTIES
AND MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS, MILITARY AND BUOGETARY
COMMITTEES OF BOTH HOUSES WHO WERE DIRECTLY CONCERNED WITH
THE MILITARY ASSISTANCE MATTERS FOR THE ROK, AND TO REGUEST
THEIR SUPPORT FOR MILITARY ASSISTANCE FOR THE ROK, 1 DD

NOT REMEMBER THE SPECIFIC DETAILS OF WHAT TOOK PLACE, WHOM

I MET AnD WrAT I DISCUSSED NINE YEARS AGO, BUT I PROUBABLY
HAVE MET WITH THE PROMINENT CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS AND MANY
MEMBERS OF THE MOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS, MILITARY AND BUGGETARY
OMMITTEES AND REQUESTED THEIR SUPPORT FOR SPECIAL MILITARY
ASSISTANCE FOR KOREA, FOR ABOLITIUN OF THE TEN PERCENT
RESERVE SYSTEm AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ROK ARMY
WMODERNIZATION PLAN, IN S0 DOING, I SOMETIMES MET THEM

@IN THEIR OFFICES AND ENGAGED IN CORDIAL DISCUSSIONS OR

RIED TO PROMOTE PERSONAL FRIENDSHIF WITH ThEM THROUGH
MW§SOCIAL GATHERINGS SUCH AS LUNCHEON OR DINNER PARTIES.

A1 CONTACTED NOT OmLY THOSE MEMBERS WHO WERE FRIENDLY

TOWARD THE ROK BUT ALSO THOSE MEMBERS WnO WERE CRITICAL
WOARD THE ROK AND wHO WERE PLAYING LEADING ROLES IN
REDUCING THE MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO THE RDK, I WOULD

LIKE TDO MAKE IT CLEAR THAT MY CONTACT WITh THE CONGRESSIONAL
MEMBERS ALWAYS REMAINED WITHIN THE LIMIT OF NORMAL RELATIONS
BETWEEM A FOREIGN AMBASSADOR AND HDST COUNTKY PUBLIC
OFFICIALS AND IT NEVER VIOLATED THE U,S, LAw OR MORAL
STANDARDS, '

7. REGARDING THE TESTIMONY BY YI CHAI-HYON:

§I CAN ONLY SAY THAT YI'S ALLEGATION THAT HE SAW ME

# W ASTUFF CASH IV A BRIEFCASE AND CARRY IT TO CONGRESS wAS

T¥A LIE NOT WORTHY OF AnY COMMENT. I STAYED IN WASHINGTON
MFOR SIX YEARS AS AMBASSADOR TO THE U.8,, DURING WHICH
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TIME I NEVER CARRID & BRIEFCASE Tu ANY OFFICE, NOT TOD
MENTION CONGRESSIONAL OFFICES., WHEN HE WAS WITH .THE
ROK "EMBASSY AS PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER, YI CHAE~HYON
DID HIS BEST TO OFFER FALSE LOYALTY TO THE FATHERLAND,.
WHEN ME RECEIVED RECALL ORDERS, HE JUDGED ThAT HE WOULD
HAVE O FUTURE AS A PUBLIC OFFICIAL AND DECIDED TO
SETTLE IN THE U,S., HE WAS AN OPPURTUNIST WHO BETRAYED
AND CRITICIZED THE FATHERLAND AND CONTINUED TO OFFER
MALICIOUS TESTIMONY OnLY TO JUSTIFY HIS POLITICAL ASYLUM
ACTION,.

&, REGARDING MY CONTACT WITH CONGRESSIONAL MEMBERS IN
1974 aND 1975:

1 WOULD LIKE TD REMIND YOU THAT DURING THE PERIOD
FROM 1974 TD 1875 I WAS THE FOREIGN MINLISTER,

#Enp TEXT.
GLEYSTEEN
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