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IN THE MATTER OF
REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES H. WILSON
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Mr. Fry~T, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H. Res. 1414]
INTRODUCTION TO THE REPORT

After an inquiry conducted by the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct (the “Committee’’) pursuant to House Resolution
252, the committee on July 12, 1978, filed a Statement of Alleged
Violation charging Representative Charles H. Wilson of California
with a violation of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of
Representatives. The charge against Representative Wilson grew
out of his response dated July 28, 1977, to the questionnaire sent by
the committee to each member of Congress. In the response, Repre-
sentative Wilson stated that he had not received anything of a
value greater than $100 from Tongsun Park. In fact, Mr. Wilson
had received United States and foreign currency from Tongsun
Park worth about $1,000 on October 22, 1975. A hearing was held
at which Representative Wilson was represented by counsel. After
the submission of evidence and written and oral arguments by
attorneys for Representative Wilson and by the committee’s staff,
the committee voted, 8 to 1, one member present not voting, to
sustain the charge with a modification in the language of the
Statement of Alleged Violation.

The committee found it had been established by clear and con-
vincing evidence that Representative Wilson had made “a false
statement in writing” when in his July 28, 1977 response to the
committee’s questionnaire he denied receiving anything of a value
greater than $100 from Tongsun Park and that Representative
Wilson “then and there knew that” that statement was false.

The committee voted, 8 to 1, one member present not voting, to
recommend that, as a result of its findings, Representative Wilson

m
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be reprimanded. The adoption of this report by the House shall
constitute such a reprimand.
This report summarizes the findings made by the committee and
rocedures followed by the committee with respect to the said
IS)tat;ement of Alleged Violation. The record of the hearing with
respect to the Statement of Alleged Violation is set forth in full as
appendices hereto.

DISCUSSION

On February 9, 1977, the House unanimously adopted House
Resolution 252.! That resolution directed the committee to conduct
a “full and complete inquiry and investigation to determine wheth-
er Members of the House of Representatives, their immediate fami-
lies, or their associates accepted anything of value, directly or
indirectly, from the Government of the Republic of Korea or repre-
sentatives thereof.”

In pursuing the investigation mandated by House Resolution 252,
the committee in early June of 1977 mailed a questionnaire to all
current Members of the House and to all persons who had been
Members of the House since 1970 asking them about their contacts
with Tongsun Park and with representatives of the Korean Gov-
ernment. Among other things the committee questionnaire asked
whether Tongsun Park had offered the Member or whether the
Member had received from Tongsun Park anything of a value
greater than $100. Representative Wilson responded to the commit-
tee questionnaire by sending a letter to the Chairman, John J.
Flynt, Jr., dated July 28, 1977, in which he stated that he had not
been offered by and had not received from Tongsun Park anything
of a value greater than $100.

Thereafter, on July 12, 1978, the committee filed a statement of
Alleged Violation ? against Representative Wilson,® which provided
in its entirety as follows:

STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATION
In the matter of—

CONGRESSMAN CHARLES H. WiLsoN

On or about July 28, 1977, Charles H. Wilson, the re-
spondent, who at all times relevant to this statement of
alleged violation was a Member of the House of Represen-
tatives from the State of California, did conduct himself in

1 Section 3 of H. Res. 252 provides that 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 all
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 employee in the performance of
his duties or the discharge of his responsibilities.”

2 A “Statement of Alleged Violation” is the name given by the Committee’s Rules of Proce-
dure to a charge filed after an investigation conducted on the initiative of the committee. The
committee files such a charge, according to its Rules of Procedure, only if it determines that
there is “reason to believe” that a violation of the Code of Official Conduct or any other law,
axlke, relgaulation, or standard of conduct applicable to a Member in his offficial capacity has

en place.

3 Prior to the filing of the Statement of Alleged Violation the Committee, among other things,
took the sworn testimony of Representative Wilson at a deposition in executive session before a
Member of the Committee. The Committee is specifically empowered to take depositions by H.
Res. 252, sec. 4(a)1XA).
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a manner which did not reflect creditably on the House of
Representatives (in violation of rule 1 of the Code of Offi-
cial Conduct of the House of Representatives) and did vio-
late the laws of the United States, to wit, title 18, United
States Code, section 1001, in that, in a matter within the
jurisdiction of an agency of the United States, to wit, the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, the respon-
dent, Charles H. Wilson, knowingly and willfully did make
a false statement and did make a false writing, to wit, in a
letter to the Honorable John J. Flynt, Jr., Chairman of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, dated July
28, 1977, the respondent Charles H. Wilson did respond
“No” to the following question contained in a question-
naire issued by the Committee:

Since January 1, 1970:

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 dealings with—

(1) Tongsun Park.

(2) Kim Dong Jo.

(3) Hancho Kim.

(4) Kim Sang Keun (emphasis added).

When he then and there knew that on or about October
22, 1975, he was offered by Tongsun Park a sum of money
in Korean currency of value in excess of $100, and that
subsequently on that same date, he received from an agent
of Tongsun Park the sum of $600 in United States curren-
cy together with a sum of money in foreign currency, and
when he then and there well knew that his answer was
false. (Rule XLIII (1), Rules of the House of Representa-
tives; 18 U.S.C., sec. 1001)

After the filing of the Statement of Alleged Violation, Represent-
ative Wilson, through his attorney, filed a motion seeking the
dismissal of the Statement of Alleged Violation and seeking a
hearing in executive session. He also filed an Answer sworn to by
Representative Wilson, all as provided for in the Committee’s Rules
of Procedure. The staff filed a Response. Later, the committee
denied Representative Wilson’s motion to dismiss the Statement of
Alleged Violation. Thereafter Mr. Wilson’s attorney was supplied
with copies of documents obtained by and depositions and inter-
views conducted by the staff in its investigation of Representative
Wilson’s contacts with Tongsun Park.

On September 14, 1978, Representative Wilson and his attorney
appeared before the committee in executive session. Representative
Wilson read a prepared statement, and his lawyer again argued
that the Statement of Alleged Violation should be dismissed and
that the hearing should be held in executive session.
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The committee voted to deny the motion to dismiss the State-
ment of Alleged Violation and voted to proceed instead with an
investigative hearing in public session.* That afternoon, an investi-
gatory hearing was held.

Prior to the hearing, Representative Wilson was given the oppor-
tunity to request the issuance of subpoenas compelling the attend-
ance of witnesses or the production of documents necessary for his
defense. At the hearing, Representative Wilson’s attorney was
given an opportunity to cross-examine witnesses called by the com-
mittee’s staff and to call his own witnesses and offer evidence.
Representative Wilson testified in his own behalf at the hearing.

The full record of the testimony and exhibits received in evi-
dence at the hearing, Representative Wilson’s answer, the staff’s
response, opening statements of counsel for Representative Wilson
and the staff are attached hereto as appendices.

After the conclusion of the hearing, Representative Wilson’s at-
torney and staff counsel submitted Proposed Findings of Fact and,
on September 27, 1978, made oral arguments to the committee.

At the conclusion of the arguments on September 27, 1978, the
committee immediately began deliberations in executive session
and, later that day, announced in public session that the Statement
of Alleged Violation had been amended by unanimous consent to
read as follows:

STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATION

In the matter of—
CONGRESSMAN CHARLES H. WiLsoN

On or about July 28, 1977, Charles H. Wilson, the re-
spondent, who at all times relevant to this statement of
alleged violation was a Member of the House of Represen-
tatives from the State of California, did conduct himself in
a manner which did not reflect creditably on the House of
Representatives, in violation of rule 1 of the Code of Offi-
cial Conduct of the House of Representatives, in that the
respondent, Charles H. Wilson, did before the House Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct knowingly make a
false statement in writing, to wit, in a letter to the Honor-
able John J. Flynt, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, dated July 28, 1977, the
respondent Charles H. Wilson did respond “No” to the
following question contained in a questionnaire issued by
the Committee:

Since January 1, 1970:

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 anythinf ofg value in excess of $100 from,

(c) attended a function (other than at an Embassy or
official residence) given by, or

p ‘ Ir(;d determinitn ?; prgcee;ihwtitht }alm invest('al%s;ltt’ilon thg Comn;ittee, pursuant to its own Rules tl?f
rocedure, must determine that “there is credi i respo; '8] violati e
code of Official Conduct. " rule 8(bX1). @ evidence of [the ndent’s] violation of
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(d) had any commercial dealings with—
(1) Tongsun Park.

(2) Kim Dong Jo.

(3 Hancho Kim.

(4) Kim Sang Keun (emphasis added).

When he then and there knew that on or about October
22, 1975, he was offered by Tongsun Park a sum of money
in Korean currency of value in excess of $100, and that
subsequently on that same date, he received from an agent
of Tongsun Park the sum of $600 i in United States curren-
cy together with a sum of money in foreign currency, and
when he then and there well knew that his answer was
false.) (Rule XLIII (1), Rules of the House of Representa-
tives.

The Committee found by a vote of 8 to 1, one Member present not
voting, that the Statement of Alleged Violation, as amended, had
been sustained by clear and convincing evidence. The Proposed
Findings of Fact of the staff and the evidence set forth and cited in
support thereof are set forth in appendix A hereto. The Proposed
Findings of Fact submitted by Representative Wilson are set forth
in appendix B hereof. The committee found in substance that in his
July 28, 1977 letter Representative Wilson had submitted a false
statement to the Committee when he denied receiving anything of
a value greater than $100 from Tongsun Park, and that Represent-
ative Wilson then and there knew that on or about October 22,
1975 he had received approximately $1,000 in currency from Tong-
sun Park.

At the same time the committee anounced hat it had decided, by
a vote of 8 to 1, 1 member present not voting, to recommend to the
House that Representative Wilson be reprimanded. The adoption of
this report by the House shall constitute such a reprimand.

Accordingly, the committee recommends that the House adopt a
resolution in the following form.

HOUSE RESOLUTION

Resolved, That the House of Representatives adopt the
Report by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
dated October 6, 1978, In the Matter of Representative
Charles H. Wilson of California.

Statement Under Rule XI Clause 2(1)3)XA) of the Rules of the
House of Representatives

The committee made no special oversight findings on this resolu-
tion.

This report was approved by the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct on October 6, 1978 by a vote of 7 yeas, 0 nays, 1
Member present not voting.
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The unusual nature of the cash gift from Tongsun Park and the
prominence of Park's name in the media prior to the time Wilson answered
the Committee questionnaire are more than clear and convincing evidence
that Wilson intentionally failed to tell the Committee of the $1,000 in
cash he got from Tongsun Park. Wilson's repeated false stories to
others about his contacts with Park make even more clear that his sub-

mission to the Committee was intentionally false.
CONCLUSION
The Committee should adopt both Findings of Fact set forth

above.
Respectfully submitted,

TN =

Thomas M. Fortuin
Counsel

TMF :gcj
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PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT
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A. Well, I can't recall anything else not in the
newspaper story." (Tr. 109, 126, 138-139)
With respect to the obviously damaging testimony of John
Pontius, Wilson's own Administrative Assistant, that Wilson told him he
had never met Tongsun Park, Wilson first admitted that he told his staff
he had not met Tongsun Park and then tried to deny it altogether:
Q. Didn't you in fact tell several of your staff
members that you had never met Mr. Park?
A. I very possibly did, yes.

* * *

Q. And you don't recall telling any other staff
members that you had never met Mr. Park?

A. No, I don't.” (Tr. 110-111)

Wilson sought to avoid the damaging evidence concerning the
FBI interview in a similar manner. He first sought to deny that he had

been asked about Tongsun Park. In his sworn statement he stated:

"1 frankly have no independent recollection of
having been asked about Tongsun Park during the course
of that interview. I have checked with my Administra-
tive Assistant and Mr. Gould, who is here, who was
staff director of my subcommittee of the Post Office
Committee, both of whom were present during the inter-
view. Neither of them has any recollection of any
questions about my meeting with Tongsun Park or my
response to it." (Tr. 159)

. Then Wilson called George Gould, an employee of Mr. Wilson's
Subcommittee on Postal Personnel and Management, as a witness. Gould also

testified that he did not recall Congressman Wilson's being asked whether
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APPENDIX A

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMAITTEE ON STANDARUS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

In the Matter of Congressman

CHARLES H. WILSON of California

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT
SUBMITTED BY THE SPECIAL
STAFF _TO THE COMMITTEE

The Special Staff proposes that the Committee adopt the
following findings as a result of the hearing held on September 14,

1978, with respect to Congressman Charles H. Wilson.

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

I. ON OR ABOUT JULY 28, 1977, CONGRESSHMAN CHARLES H. WILSON
MADE AND SUBMITTED TO THE COMMITTEE A FALSE WRITING, TO WIT, A LETTER
SIGNED BY HIM STATING HE HAD NEITHER RECEIVED FROM NOR BEEN OFFERED
"ANYTHING OF VALUE IN EXCESS OF $100 BY" TONGSUN PARK.
II. AT THE TIME HE SUBMITTED THE SAID LETTER, CONGRESSMAN
CHARLES H. WILSON KNEW THAT IN 1975 HE HAD BEEN OFFERED BY AND HAD
ACCEPTED FROM TONGSUN PARK CURRENCY OF AN APPROXIMATE VALUE OF $1,000.

DISCUSSION
PROPOSED FINDING NUMBER I

Congressman Wilson first met Tongsun Park on October 16, 1975,

on an airplane flight from Taipai to Korea. (Tr. 77) Wilson was with
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his fiance, Hyun Ju Chang, whom he was about to marry. On the plane,
Wilson spoke only briefly with Tongsun Park:
"We had a brief chat during which I informed
him that I was accompanied by my fiance and that I
would meet her family in Korea. He congratulated
us stating he was happy that I was marrying a lTovely

Korean lady and he hoped we would see one another in
the future." (Exnibit W-3)

Upon arriving in Korea Wilson was warned to stay away from
Tongsun Park. He testified:
"1 had been advised when 1 got off the plane by
a friend of mine, a long-time Korean friend, that 1
ought to stay away from him, because he was not in the
good graces of the Korean Government." (Tr. 84)
Nonetheless, Wilson met with Park the following Wednesday
while both were still in Korea. Wilson testified:
"Q. And thereafter, on Wednesday, October 22, 1975, he
called you at the Chosun Hotel; correct?
A. A representative of his called me in my room at
about 7:30 in the morning and asked if I would
be able to come down to the hotel dining room
and have breakfast with Mr. Park.
And what happened there?
1 went down and had breakfast with him.
And who was present?
Mr. Park, an associate of his, and myself.

And what transpired?

?O)O:DO

Just small talk, again. We had breakfast. As we
were getting ready to break up, he gave me a small
box and said this is a traditional Korean wedding
gift, it is a pair of silver chopsticks, it is not
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necessary for you to open it now. And then
he reached in his pocket and pulled out an
envelope filled with Korean currency, handed
it to me, and he said, 'l have a thousand
dollars here for you.'

I said, 'Well, 1 appreciate your generosity,

but I have no use for this money, it is Korean,

1 am leaving today, and it is of no value to me,
but I do appreciate your generosity.'" (Tr. 80-81)

Wilson even recalled the precise cost of the silver chopsticks.

He testified:

“A.
Q.
A.

We had quite a few sets of silver chopsticks.
From Tongsun Park?

No, one set from him. It costs $17." (Tr. 142)

Wilson kept the chopsticks but returned the money because it

was Korean currency. Before Wilson left Korea, however, Park sent him

some U. S. currency, which Wilson kept. Wilson described these events

as follows:

"Q-

And then it came about that you actually got some
of the money from Mr. Park; is that correct?

Yes. I went back to my room, and packed my bags,
and then came back to the lobby to check out of
the hotel, and another associate, someone who was
not with us at breakfast, approached me-and said
he was associated with Mr. Park, and he said, 'Mr.
Park really wants you to have this for a wedding
present.'

And I said, 'Well, it is not necessary.'

And he said, ‘Well, Mr. Park wants you to have it.

So I took it and went back wp to the room. There
were six $100 bills in the envelope. And I didn't
count the Korean currency, the rate of exchange,
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about five hundred to one. And I handed it to

my wife, the Korean currency, which is customary
when she goes to visit her family in Korea, that
her father gives her a large handful of Korean
money, and she gives it back to him at the airport,
whatever is left over, when she leaves Korea. And
1 said, 'When you see your father, your brother
today at the airport, give him this along with
whatever you are turning back.'" (Tr. 82-84)

When, on July 28, 1977, Wilson responded to the Committee
questionnaire about contacts with Tongsun Park, however, he did not tell
the Committee about the $1,000 he had received from Park, and, in fact,
stated he had never received nor even been offered anything of value in
excess of $100 by Tongsun Park. His July 28, 1977 response to the
Committee's questionnaire reads as follows:

"Have you or any member of your 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 of Official residence) given by, or

(d) had any commercial business dea]ing§ with
(1) Tongsun Park
(2) Kim Dong Jo
(3) Hancho Kim
{4) Kim Sang Keun
Yes No " (Exhibit W-3)
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This answer is plainly false, and the Committee should so
find. Wilson does not deny tﬁat it is false but instead says he had

simply forgotten getting the money when he answered the questionnaire.

PROPOSED FINDING NUMBER II

Wilson plainly knew his answer was false when he made it.

The receipt of the money from Park was unusual, as Wilson

himself admitted. He told the Committee:
"I admit the wedding present was unusual. . . .

The present was unusual because it came to me in cash;

and although the amount was modest, it was one of the

very few cash presents that Mrs. Wilson and I received

at the time of our wedding. It was unusual because it

came to me from Tongsun Park whom I had never met be-

fore that trip to Korea and never saw again afterward.”

(Tr. 69)

Wilson further characterized the gift as "unique" and "a
very unusual gift." (Tr. 138, 140) He could recall receiving only

one other gift of cash and that was not made directly to him. (Tr.

133-37)

Tongsun Park's name had been prominently mentidned in the
media which, as Wilson admitted in his testimony before the Committee,
focused on Park's handing out envelopes filled with cash:

"Q. The issue current at that time [the time of the
Committee questionnaire] was money in envelopes.
Is that not what people were talking about at
that time?

A. Yes.

Q. And you knew Tongsun Park had been mentioned in
that connection?

33-86
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A.  Yes. (Tr. 89-90)

Not only was Park's name associated with cash-fil}ed
envelopes in the public press, but also, Wilson himself had at least
twice before answering the Committee questionnaire been asked about
his contacts with Tongsun Park: first by Washington Post reporters in
December, 1976 and later, eight days before he answered the questionnaire,
by the FBI and an attorney with the Public Integrity Section of the

Department of Justice. (Tr. 84-96, 111-12)

It is simply incredible that Wilson would not remember such
an "unusual” gift of cash or, if he bhad momentarily forgotten it, that
his memory was not refreshed by the prominence of Park's name in the
media and by the two interviews he had in which his relationship to Park
had come up. The facts surrounding Wilson's ultimate disclosure of the
receipt of money from Park make it even more clear that Wilson did recall

the payment from Park.

In July of 1977, when Wilson answered the Committee's question-
naire, Tongsun Park, as the Committee well recalls, was outside the
territorial limits of the United States; few believed that his testimony

wouid ever be obtained.

In November 1977, Wilson claims he was asked by Ambassador
‘Sneider to intercede with President Park Chung Hee to assist in getting

Tongsun Park to testify. Still his memory was not refreshed.
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In the last days of 1977, however, and the early days of
1978, it became clear that Park's. testimony would be obtained. On
December 31, 1977, the papers carried the story that the Korean Govern-
ment had agreed to let Mr. Tongsun Park testify in an agreement with

the Department of Justice. (Exhibit W-8)

On January 13, 1978, the Los Angeles Times, which Mr. Wilson
reads regularly, (Tr. 113) announced in banner headlines:
"PARK STARTS TALKING
'Lots of People, Sums of Money' Revealed to Probers
Lawmakers Reported on His List"

(Exhibit W-9)

The article also reported that Congressman Capute, who had
attended Park's testimony in Seoul, "would report his findings to the

House Ethics Committee.” (Exhibit W-9)
On January 14, 1978, the Los Angeles Times reported:

"But Park reportediy said also that dozens
of other members of Congress had accepted amounts
ranging from several hundred dolliars to $1,000 or
$2,000 apiece.” (Exhibit W-10)
Five days later, on January 19, 1978, a Committee lawyer,

Martha Talley, and a Committee investigator v{sited Wilson and delivered

a letter from Leon Jaworski. That letter provided, in part:

“Dear Mr. Wilson:
In connection with the Korean Influence Investi-

gatiop, the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
as directed that your testimony be taken."

AN
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* * *

At the deposition, the Committee also desires
that the following be produced:

* - % *

(3) Correspondence of any nature between you
or your office and any Korean Government official,
Tongsun Park or Hancho Kim between January 1, 1968
and this date . . . ." (Exhibit W-4)

Then, Wilson heard again that some incumbent Congressman had
been implicated and that that evidence would be turned over to this

Committee. Wilson testified:

*Q. Shortly after Miss Talley visited you, did you
see the headlines in the Washington Post on
January 21, 1978, which indicated 'Korean Probers
Claim Evidence,’ then in big headlines, 'Incumbents
Implicated*? Did you see that?

A. I am sure I did.

Q. Shortly thereafter, [Acting Deputy Attorney
General] Civiletti gave a briefing to some Members
of Congress. Were you present for that?

A. Oh, no. I felt that was very improper, incidentally,
for him to do that.

Q. Do you recall learning that he had told the meeting
that ‘evidence on an additional 15 to 20 present and
former Members of the House will be turned over to
parallel House investigators for possible disciplinary
proceedings?'

A. I am sure I read it, because I have understandably
been reading everything in connection with the Korean
investigation.” (Tr. 122-23)
It was only then, in fear that Park had implicated him and
that the .evidence would be turned over to this Committee, that on February

7, 1978, Wilson told the truth about getting the money from Tongsun Park.
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Wilson's explanation for why he failed to tell the Committee
about the $1,000 he got from Tongsun Park in response to the question-
naire is wholly unpersuasive. In.his February 7, 1978 letter Wilson
sought to justify his previous false statement to the Committee on the
sole grounds that at the time of filling out the Committee questionnaire
he did not think wedding gifts were called for. He wrote:

At the time of answering your Committee inquiry,

I was thinking in terms of gifts given for the purpose

of influencing a member in his functions as a Congress-

man and not as a courtesy at the time of a wedding.

(Exhibit W-5)

In fact, when Wilson was asked on one occasion about the wed-
ding and on another about wedding gifts in particular he failed to tell
about the $1,000 gift from Park. Indeed, Wilson's numerous inconsistent
stories about his relationship to Tongsun Park establish convincingly
that his failure to correctly answer the Committee questionnaire was a

pattern of conduct in which he repeatedly lied about his relationship to

Tongsun Park.

Wilson told five different false stories to various persons
concerning his contacts with Tongsun Park over the approximately one
year period from December 1976 until January 1978 when the "Koreagate

scandal" was being prominently reported in the media.

Wilson's first false story about his relationship to Tongsun
sPark came in an interview with reporters from the Washington Post on
December 2, 1976. By Wilson's own sworn testimony, he told them about -

the silver chopsticks he received from Tongsun Park but did not tell

*/ There is also the matter of the mysterious ride to the airport which
Congressman Wilson took in Tongsun Park's limousine. No one has been able
to say how it is that Wilson got hold of Park's limousine: both Wilson and

Pontius dgnx having made any arrangements for the limousine.
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them about the cash he received at the very same time. His testimony
with respect to the Washington Post interview was as follows:
Q. Let me focus your attention back to December
of 1976.
Do you recall December 2, 1976, you were inter-
viewed by Mr. Armstrong and McAllister of the
Washington Post? Do you recall that?
A. How could 1 forget it?

* * *

Q. And did you tell them about getting some silver
chopsticks from Mr. Park?

A. 1 did. 1 told you that today.

Q. And you told them that [that] gave you a set of
eight chopsticks?

A. That is right.

A. But you did not tell them about the money offered
at the same time you got the chopsticks?

A. No, I did not. (Tr. 94-96)

It is inconceivable that Wilson could recall the $17 silver
chopsticks and forget the $1,000 worth of cash he received simultaneously.
Wilson plainly lied to the Washington Post reporters because, given the
publicity surrounding the "Koreagate scandal,” he felt that admitting
receipt of $1,000 in cash from Park would be publicly damaging. He was
plainly mad-at the Washington Post reporters and felt it was none of

* their business just as, when he answered the Committee questionnaire,

he was angry with the Committee.

With respect to why he did not tell the Washington Post

reporters about the $1,000, Wilson testified:
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Mr. Caputo, even if I did have any memory of
it at that time, it was none of the newspaper re-
porter s business whether I received it or didn't
receive it. (Tr. 141)

With respect to the Committee, he testified:

I will be frank to say that the questionnaire
surprised and annoyed me. (Tr. 55
Wilson's pattern of false denials with respect to his contacts
with Tongsun Park continued not only through his answér to the Committee
questionnaire but also through his meeting with the FBI, and his meeting

with Committee lawyer Martha Talley on January 19, 1978.

Eight months after the Washington Post interview, Wilson was
interviewed by an FBI agent and an attorney from the Public Integrity
Section of the Department of Justice, Craig Bradley. Bradley described
Wilson's manner as “antagonistic." Once again the wedding in Korea was
mentioned but Wilson did not tell Bradley even about the chopsticks; nor
did he tell him about the meeting at the Chosun Hotel. Bradley, now a
visiting law professor at the University of North Carolina Law School,
testified as follows:

A. I asked Mr. Wilson to describe his connections with

Tongsun Park. I no Jonger recall what it was he
indicated, but one had to do with his wedding. 1

then asked him if he had ever been offered or received
anything of value by or from Tongsun Park, and he said
he had not. He did not relate to me any meeting with
Tongsun Park in the Chosun Hotel in Korea. I would
have remembered that had he done so.

Q. Was there any comments about any chopst1cks or any-
thing of that nature?
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A. He made the flat statement he never received
nor had been offered anything. (Tr. 163)

The FBI Report (Exhibit W-13) confirms that the wedding was
discussed but that Wilson still denied the Chosun Hotel breakfast and

that he received anything of value from Tongsun Park:

"The marriage of a U. S. Congressman to a Korean
woman generated a lot of publicity in ROK. It was
during that 1975 visit that TONG SUN PARK introduced
himself to WILSON. Sometime later WILSON attended a
Wine Tasting Party given by the California Wine Pro-
ducers Association at The George Town Club (TGTC) at
which TONG SUN PARK was present. In 1976 WILSON and
his wife were invited to a reception given by TONG SUN
PARK which they declined due to a previous engagement.
WILSON can recall no additional contacts with TONG SUN
PARK. PARK never offered WILSON anything of value."
(Emphasis added) (Exhibit W-13}

To his staff Wilson denied ever having met Tongsun Park.
John Pontius, the Congressman's Administrative Assistant, testified
unequivocally that even after Wilson had gotten the money in 1975 he
denied at least twice even having met Tongéun Park. Pontius testified:
A. This may be an isolated instance, but at one
point in 1976, there were numerous society stories
in the papers as to Tongsun Park entertaining
locally, and Mr. Wilson said in passing he had not
been invited to any of his receptions, and that he,
in fact, had not met the gentleman.
Q. He said he had not met Tongsun Park?

A. That is correct.

Q. How many times did he tell you that he had not met
Tongsun Park, if you recali?

A.  Mr. Fortuin, I am not certain. I would say once
or maybe twice, before the questionnaire, and what
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he said at that time in terms of the papers, it
was something said-very lightly in passing as
an aside. There was nothing which precipitated
bringing it up.

Q. What is your best recollection as to when that
conversation took place?

A. In 1976. (Tr. 16)

* * *

Q. Other than the incidents you have testified to,
do you have any recollection of conversations
with Mr. Wilson?

A. . As to Tongsun Park prior to the receipt of the
gquestionnaire, no; just those I mentioned. To
summarize, there was a newspaper article about
invitations, where he indicated he had not met
this fella.

Q. Had not Mr. Wilson told you at one time that he
had been told not to meet Tongsun Park?

Yes.
When was that?

I am really not certain when it occurred.

»O'>.C>

. Tell us what was said?

* * *

A. Ambassador Hahm had told Mr. Wilson that he should
not meet him. (Tr. 27-28)
Thus, even to his staff, Wilson sought to falsely minimize his
contacts with Park. Then, on January 19, 1978, a Committee lawyer,
Martha Talley, and an investigator delivered a letter from Leon Jaworski
asking Mr. Wilson to pro&hce any correspondence he had with, among others,
Tongsun.Park. Wilson told Martha Talley that he had met Park only once

on an airplane en route to Korea. She testified:
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"He reviewed the letter that we had brought
from Mr. Jaworski, and he commented, just as he was
looking over it, reading what the documents we were
asking for, he commented that he was fairly certain
he had no correspondence with Tongsun Park, because
he had met him only once on an airplane flying to
Seoul.” (Emphasis added) (Tr. 34)

In fact, he gave Martha Talley the precise date of this meeting, October
16, 1975, (Tr. 45) making it clear that he had reviewed the

events surrounding his marriage in Korea and that he had a precise re-
collection of those events even to the point of remembering the exact day,
month and year of his alleged first meeting with Tongsun Park. It is
preposterous to suppose that Wilson could remember the exact date of
chance epFounter but not $1,000 in currency received just six days there-

..

after.

This evidence establishes a pattern of conduct in which Wilson
falsely denied his contacts with Tongsun Park. Thus, prior to admitting
the receipt of the money from Tongsun Park, Wilson told five false and
different stories concerning his relationship to Tongsun Park. He told
the Committee that he had not received anything of value from Park of
over $100 when, in fact, he received $1,000 in cash. He told the
Washington Post about the $17 worth of silver chopsticks but did not tell
them about the $1,000 in cash he received at the very same time he re-
ceived the cash. To his own trusted Administrative Assistant, he falsely
claimed he had never met Tongsun Park. He told the FBI he received
nothing of value from Tongsun Park, failing to mention the chopsticks or
the cash.” To the Committee's lawyer, Martha Talley, Wilson said that he

had met Park only once, giving her the precise date of the meeting but
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failing to tell her about the meeting a few days later at the Chosun
Hotel, about the silver chopsticks he had mentioned to the Washington
Post more than a year earlier, or about the $1,000 in cash he got from
Tongsun Park. Thus, Wilson was more candid with the Washington Post
than he was with the FBI or Public Integrity Section of the Department

of Justice or the Committee's lawyer.

Recognizing how damaging the evidence was of his inconsistent
false statements to the Washington Post, the FBI and his own staff,
Wilson adopted before the Committee the same strategy he had used to
deal with the receipt of the money from Tongsun Park: except when he
felt the Committee was in possession of clear evidence, he claimed a

failure of recollection.

Thus, at first, thinking the staff had a tape recording of
the interview, Wilson swore that he told the Washington Post about the
silver chopsticks but not the cash (his unequivocal testimony on this

portion of the Washington Post interview is set forth above).

When he found out that the staff had, in fact, not had access
to the recording (Tr. 98), Wilson sought to claim a failure of recollec-

tion with respect to the interview:

"Q. At that time you knew that?

A. I don't know about this, Mr. Fortuin. 1 am
not going to respond to any question that goes
beyond the actual newspaper article. 1 cannot
recall the complete conversation, I cannot recall
the type of questions that were asked, I cannot
recall my answers. And I really am reluctant to
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respond to anything in connection with that
interview unless 1 have a copy of the newspaper
article here so 1 can refresh my memory of what
the reporter did write about his interview with
me.

* * *

Do you recall any questions -- Do you now re-
call any questions being directed to you as to
presents from Tongsun Park of any kind or
character?

It is very likely questions were directed to
me about any gifts that I may have received
from Tongsun Park, as well as possibly other
Korean people. 1 cannot recall vividly. 1
would be unable to recall anything in detail at
this time. That was not printed in the paper
and was just a general part of the interview.

* * *

Did you have an interview with Washington Post
reporters in early December 19767

Yes, I did.

Did you relate to them the gifts you got at your
wedding?

No, I didn't.

You told no Washington reporter that you received
silver chopsticks from Tongsun Park at your
wedding as a wedding gift?

1 can't recall what I told them, Mr. Caputo.
Again, we are getting into the same area that
Mr. Fortuin asked me about. I am not able to
comment about anything that was not in the news-
paper article itself.

It has been too long ago. I cannot recall what
was said in that interview. The only way I can
recollect or recall anything to my mind would be
if 1 saw the newspaper article itself.

1 am not asking for what is in the newspaper story,

but what you --
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A.  Well, I can't recall anything else not in the
newspaper story." (Tr. 109, 126, 138-139)
With respect to the obviously damaging testimony of John
Pontius, Wilson's own Administrative Assistant, that Wilson told him he
had never met Tongsun Park, Wilson first admitted that he told his staff
he had not met Tongsun Park and then tried to deny it altogether:
Q. Didn't you in fact tell several of your staff
members that you had never met Mr. Park?
A. 1 very possibly did, yes.

* * *

Q. And you don't recall telling any other staff
members that you had never met Mr. Park?

A. No, Idon't." (Tr. 110-111)

Wilson sought to avoid the damaging evidence concerning the
FBI interview in a similar manner. He first sought to deny that he had

been asked about Tongsun Park. In his sworn statement he stated:

"I frankly have no independent recollection of
having been asked about Tongsun Park during the course
of that interview. 1 have checked with my Administra-
tive Assistant and Mr. Gould, who is here, who was
staff director of my subcommittee of the Post Office
Committee, both of whom were present during the inter-
view. Neither of them has any recollection of any
questions about my meeting with Tongsun Park or my
response to it." (Tr. 159)

Then Wilson called George Gould, an employee of Mr. Wilson's
Subcommittee on Postal Personnel and Management, as a witness. Gould also

testified that he did not recall Congressman Wilson's being asked whether
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he received anything of value from Tongsun Park at the interview. (Tr.
149) The testimony of Brad]éy and the FBI Report dictated one week after
the interview establish, however, that these questions were asked and
that Wilson unequivocally denied having received anything of value from

Tongsun Park. (Tr. 163, Exhibit W-13)

Wiltson further sought to defend against the charge against
him by making the absurd claim that in November 1977 he interceded with
the President of Korea to urge him to return Park to this country so that
Park could cooperate with this Committee. (Tr. 60-61) Of course, only
Mr. Wilson and President Park know what was actually said at that meet-

ing. (Tr. 117)

Wilson's claim that he was attempting to help the Committee's
inquiry in November 1977 is, however, absurd in view of the fact that
only days before, on October 31, 1977, Wilson had gone on the Floor of
the House angrily denouncing the Committee's first set of hearings held
in October 1977 and calling the Committee's witnesses "defectors and
traitors of Korea." When confronted with this fact, Wilson at first
claimed that he was referring to the Fraser Committee hearings. But the
Congressional Record of October 31, 1977 makes it clear. that he was
referring to this Committee:

“I have not had the advantage of participating
* in the hearings chaired by the gentleman from Georgia-

(Mr. Flynt) but.from what I saw on television of the

hearings that were televised I saw a group of defec-

tors and traitors of Korea who were testifying against

their country so they could have the security of stay-
ing here in the great United States of America."
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The unusual nature of the cash gift from Tongsun Park and the
prominence of Park's name in the media prior to the time Wilson answered
the Committee questionnaire are more than clear and convincing evidence
that Wilson intentionally failed to tell the Committee of the $1,000 in
cash he got from Tongsun Park. Wilson's repeated false stories to
others about his contacts with Park make even more clear that his sub-

mission to the Committee was intentionally false.

CONCLUSION
The Comnittee should adopt both Findings of Fact set forth

above.

Respectfully submitted,

TN =

Thomas M. Fortuin
Counsel

TMF:gcj
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APPENDIX B
Before the Committee
on
Standards of Official Conduct
Proceedings in Re: Hon. Charles H. Wilson, M.C.

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF RESPONDENT, HONORABLE CHARLES H. WILSON, M.C.

Congressman Charles H. Wilson, by his attorney,
herewith submits his proposed findings in this proceeding
in which the Congressman stands accused of having knowingly
and willfully submitted a false statement to the Committee
in violation of the Standards of Conduct of the House
of Representatives and, apparently, Title 18 U.S.C. §1001.

The cardinal facts in this matter may be simply
put. On July 28, 1977, Congressman Wilson submitted
his response to the Committee's June 15, 1977 guestionnaire
issued as a part of its investigation of Korean influence.
He neglected to report the fact that he had received
2 wedding Present from Tongsun Park at the time of his
marriage in Korea in.October 1975. It is not claimed
that acceptance of the wedding present was illegal or
otherwise improper. Congressman Wilson reported the
fact of the wedding present, and the circumstances
surrounding its receipt, in a letter to the Committee
dated February 7, 1978. This constituted the fitrst informa-

tion the Committee received as to the wedding present;
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it occurred prior to any depositions of Congressman Wilson;
and it occurred some months before Tongsun Park himself
acknowledged that the present had been given.

On these undisputed facts, the issue for determina-
tion by the Committee is: whether the original omission
of the fact of the wedding present from Congressman Wilson's
response, although subsequently/voluntatily reported,
constitutes the deliberate and willful submission of
a false statement with respeét to a fact material to
this Committee's investigation of Korean influence?

Special staff counsel to the Committee asks

the Committee to answer this question in the affirmative.
Counsel does so on the extraordinarily narrow theory
that Congressman Wilson's corrected statement of February
7, 1978 was not voluntary but was motivated out of fear,
generated from press accounts, that the Committee otherwise
knew or soon would find out about the gift in any event;
and upon the theory, never expressly stated but strongly
implied, that the wedding present was so unusual Congressman
Wilson could not possibly have ever forgotten about it.

We respectfully but urgently submit that a finding
that Congressman Wilson has violated the rules of the
House of Reéresentatives and a criminal statute by the
deliberate and willful -submission of a false statement

cannot be sustained on special counsel's theory or the
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(d) had any commercial dealings with
(1) Tongsun Park
(2) Kim Dong Jo
(3) Hancho Kim
(4) Kim Sang Keun

3. Respondent admits tbat, by letter dated July 28,
1977 and delivered on or about such date, he submitted a
response to the aforesaid guestionnaire in which the response
to the guestion set forth in paragraph 2 was ®"No.*

4. Respondent asserts that, by letter dated February 7,
1978, addressed to the Chairman of this Committee and
Gelivered to him on or about such date, a copy of which is
annexed hereto and made « part hereof, the negative response
to the above guestion was amended and amplified as more fully
set forth in the annexed letter; and that Respondent took
other and further acts, including intercession with the
government of the Republic of Korea, in furtherance of this
Committee's investigation.

5. Respondent denies each and every one of the allega-
tions of the Statement of Alleged Violation which asserts or
implies that Respondent's response to the abeve-referenced
Committee questionnaire and/or his subsequent voluntary

submission dated February 7, 1978, constitute or can be
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facts now set forth in the public record in this case.

There are four elements to the offense with which Congressman
Wilson stands accused: there must be (i) a statement;

(ii) which is false; and (iii) which relates to a material
fact; and (iv) which was made deliberately and willfully.

United States v. Lang, 528 F.2d 1280 (5th Cir. 1976).

Of these elements, we submit and will show in these proposed
findings that the presence of two are, at best, doubtful.
There is doubt whether Congressman Wilson's original
submission may properly be characterized as "false” although
it is undeniably incomplete. There is much greater doubt
whether the omission of the wedding present is a fact
material to this Committee's investigation of improper
influence. Bbove all, it is plain, as we will show in
these findings, that the failure to report the wedding
present was not deliberate or willful but was the result
of sheer, innocent inadvertence. We therefore respectfully
urge this Committee to dismiss the statement of alleged
violation.

In support the following is stated:

L, At best, the third guestion of the June 15,
1977 questionnaire prepared by the then special counsel
to the Committee must be characterized as cumbersome.
It sought information with respect to (i) the Congressman,

(ii) any member of his immediate family, (iii) any member
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of his official staff, or (iv) any person with whom the
Congressman is a business partner or co-venturerer; it
sought to elicit information with respect to four very
different types of transactions, ranging from the casual
-- attendance at "a function other than at an embassy
or official residence" -- to the substantial —-- "commercial
business dealings.” It sought all of this information
with respect to five different Koreans. The questionnaire
itself permitted only a simple yes or no response and
added -- almost as an afterthought -- that if the answer
to any of the multiple questions propounded is in the
affirmative, the respondent should "furnish complete
details™ (Tr. 37; Exh. W-2).

2. As Congressman Wilson testified, under the
format of the question "a lot of things got mixed together.”
(Tr. 56). As a result, he stated "I was confused by this
structure." The confusion was compounded in Congressman
Wilson's case because one subpart of the question called
for information which Congressman Wilson clearly did remember
and which he felt necessary to report to the Committee.
He remembered having attended social functions at Suzi
Park Thomson's. Concerned to report these facts accurately
go the Committee under the cumbersome structure of the
question, the Congressman "failed to pay attention to the
other subparts.” (Tr. 57-58). 1Inevitably, the necessity

to report the fact of the wedding present which Congressman
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Wilson and his wife had received three years earlier and
which was not clearly in his mind was obscured by the cumber-
some multi-part qguestion with-thch he was confronted.

3. On cross-examination, staff counsel sought
to insinuate that the Congressman's confusion is dissembling
and that, if there were genuine confusion the Congressman .
should have contacted the Committee's staff as the gquestion-
naire invited him to do. (Tr. 88). The Congressman acknow-
ledged that he should have answered the guestionnaire with
greater care and should indeed have retained counsel sooner
to assist him in more effectively parsing the multi-part
question with which he was confronted (Tr. 75, Tr. 88-89).
We may even concede that perhaps the Congressman should
have contacted the Committee's special staff in view of
his confusion. But, none of this alters the fact that
the questionnaire was cumbersome and that the Congressman
was justifiably confused by it.

4. We have grave doubts whether, as a matter of policy,
this Committee should base a charge of submitting false
statements on a gquestion which is itself a trap for the
innocent. Certainly, Congressman Wilson's answer to the
question was not entirely responsive to all of its multiple

subparts. But there is serious question whether the answer
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was,\in view of the structure of the question, legally
false. As the Supreme Court hgs said in a somewhat related
context, "It is not uncommon for the most earnest witnesses
to give answers that are not entirely responsive. Sometimes
the witness does not understand the gquestion, or may in

an excess of caution or apprehension read too much or too

little into it.” Bronston v. United States, 409 U.S. 358

(1973). This is why, in perjury cases, the courts will
not sustain convictions unless the question is unmistakably
incapable of confusing the witness and unless the answer

is entirely false. Bronston, supra. It is highly debatable

whether Congressman Wilson's answer although undeniably
incomplete and therefore inaccurate, meets this standard
of falsity. In any event, the record establishes that

(i) the cumbersome séructure of the guestion afforded
justification for confusion and (ii) Congressman Wilson
was genuinely confused. These facts must be taken into
acccount by the Committee in determining whether his
omission of the fact of the wedding present was deliberate
and willful.

5. The Committee must also consider the ﬁatetiality
and importance of the omitted fact in assessing whether
Congressman Wilson's action was deliberate and intended
to deceive the Committee. Congressman Wilson did not
regard the wedding present as illegal; he had no reason

to believe that Tongsun Park was an agent of a foreign
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government because he knew. that Mr. Park “"was not in
the good graces of the governm;nt of Korea." (Tr. 144-145).
It is manifest that the gift was in no way intended to
influence Congressman Wilson's vote on pending legislation
affecting Korea or otherwise, Indeed the Congressman
expressly testified and the record will confirm that
he was a supporter of United States aid to Korea "long
before Tongsun Park was ever heard of." (Tr. 74). 1If
Tongsun Park had a motive, other than simple generosity
in making the present, it was to impress Congressman
Wilson's father—-in-law, a prominent Korean businessman
and not to influence Congressman Wilson's views. (Tr.
132). Congressman Wilson has expressed regrets at having
accepted the gift (Tr. 75) but that is a purely personal
judgment which does not bear upon the propriety of the
gift itself. 1In a word, the gift was neither illegal
nor, in the circumstances, was its acceptance improper.

6. Thus, there was no "motive to falsify." Freidus
v. U.S., 223 F.2d4 598, 603 (D.C. Cir., 1956). It is
equally the case that the fact omitted from Congressman
Wilson's response to the questionnaire has only a tenuous
{elationship to the purposes of the Committee's investiga-
tion. Pursuant to House Resolution 252) the purpose

of the investigation was to ascertain whether "members
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of the House have been the object of efforts by certain
foreign governments or persons_and organizations acting
on behalf of foreign governments... to influence the
members official conduct by conferring things of value
on them." So far as we are aware, it was not the purpose
of the Committee to investigate or to expose any and
all contacts, no matter how innocent or innocuous between
members of Congress and persons such as Tongsun Park
who might otherwise be engaged in nefarious activities.
Whatever else Tongsun Park may have done, the wedding
present he gave to Congressman and Mrs. Wilson was innocuous
and its acceptance was neither illegal nor improper.

7. For precisely this reason, the failure
to report the wedding present in Congressman Wilson's
original response to the guestionnaire does not constitute
the omission of a material fact. It seems to be the
position of special counsel that any misstatement or
omission, no matter how trivial, can serve as the basis
of a finding of violation and the imposition of sanctions.
That ought not to be, we submit, this Committee's policy.
Rather, only those statements which have "a natural tendency
to influence or was capable of influencing the decision"”.

Robles v. United States, 279 F.2d 401, 404 (9th Cir.

1960) are material. The fact of the wedding present

is no more relevant to the purposes of the Committee's
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investigation than was the fact, fully reported by Congress-
man Wilson, that he attended two or three social functions
given by Suzi Park Thomson. The omission was immaterial
because the omitted fact was simply incapable of influencing
the Committee's investigation of Congressman Wilson's
affairs. At the very least, the Committee must take
into account the singular unimportance of the wedding
present, and the absence of any motive to keep it from
the Committee, in determining whether Congressman Wilson's
original mistake was inadvertent. Freidus, supra.

8. Congressman Wilson squarely addressed the
qguestion of why the gift was forgotten at the time he
responded to the original guestionnaire. He forthrightly
apologized to the Committee for having made the mistake.
(Tr. 75). He explained that his response to the questionnaire
had been prepared guickly and almost entirely from memory.
(Tr. 57). Be openly set forth the circumstances under
which he received the present and which significantly
contributed to his failure to remember it three years
later. In acknowledging that the gift itself was somewhat
unusval, Congressman Wilson pointed out that the entire
circumstances surrounding his marriage to Mrs. Wilson
Mwere highly unusual” (Tr. 70). The sudden decision
to marry in Korea was ; time of great excitement and

happiness. There were, the Congressman stated, “many



41

parties, presents, expressions of goodwill and congratula-
tions.” (Tr. 70) As a result, the events of that five
day period are "for the most part a blur. The present
from Tongsun Park along with many others that we received,
disappeared from my mind." (Tr. 71) 1In preparing the
response to the questionnaire from memory, working perhaps
more guickly than he should have, troubled by the structure
of the guestion itself the Congressian explained that
"there is simply no way that an isolated incident which
had occurred three years earlier at an exciting and busy
time of my life, involving a man whom I never saw again,
would come to mind."™ (Tr. 74).

9. Above all, the Congressman pointed out that
as soon as he remembered the present and realized the
necessity, with the assistance of counsel, to report
it to the Committee he did so, "voluntarily, freely."
(Tr. 68) As the Courts have long recognized "willingness
to correct a misstatement... is potent to negative a

willful intent to swear falsely."” Beckanstin v. United

States, 232 F.2d4 1, 4 (5th Cir. 1956).

10. The attack on this simple, straightforward
narrative rests, by contrast, on innuendo and surmise.
Much of the evidence adduced by special staff counsel
to show that the mistake was willful and deliberate is

non-probative; some is simply irrelevant; and the balance
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affirmatively supports the conclusion that the mistake
was indeed inadvertent and was corrected as soon as it
came to Congressman Wilson's attention. The essential
"facts" adduced by special staff counsel are these:

(a) Sinister significance is attached to the fact
that it took slightly more than a month for Congressman
Wilson to respond to the guestionnaire after it was received.
(Tr. 32-34) But, as Congressman Wilson himself explained,
the delay in responding the questionnaire is nothing more
than the result of his decision to see whether other
members of Congress intended to reply to it. Although
a number of members of Congress apparently did not ultimately
respond, Congressman Wilson subsequently determined that
he had a responsibility to cooperate with the Committee
and he did so. (Tr. 57.) Mr. Pontius, testifying for
the special staff, confirmed that the delay in responding
the guestionnaire was merely a function of Congressman
Wilson's uncertainty as to whether it was necessary to
respond at all. (Tr. 33). The delay in responding to
the guestionnaire is thus non-probative.

(b) Similarly, some signifitance is attached by
special staff counsel to the fact that Congressman Wilson
was taken to the airport, either in thg Fall of 1975
or the Spring of 1976, in a limousine owned by Pacific
Development Corporation. (Tr. 23-27). The apparent

theory is that if Congressman Wilson received a favor --—
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no matter how innocent -- from a corporation owned by

Tongsun Park he should have remembered the wholly unrelated

wedding present in preparing his response to the Committee's

guestionnaire. The theory itself is specious. Moreover,

although the exact facts as to the procurement of the

limousine are extremely unclear, this much is certain:

Congressman Wilson did not himself make the arrangements

for the limousine nor did he instruct his staff to obtain

it from Tongsun Park or Pacific Development Corporation

(Tr. 35-36); and Tongsun Park, assuredly, was not in

the car (Tr. 72). The evidence concerning the limousine .

is at best, non-probative and more aptly simply irrelevant.n/
(c) It is suggested that, as a matter of probabilities,

Congressman Wilson should have been more likely to remember

the wedding present than meeting Tongsun Park on the

flight from Taipei to Seoul. This cgnjecture is based

upon the fact that, one week before he responded to the

guestionnaire, Congressman Wilson was interviewed by

an FBI Agent and an attorney from the Department of Justice

and told them of his meeting Tongsun Park on the flight

from Taipei to Korea in October 1975 but denied having

*/ Special staff counsel itself seems to recognize that
the dinner invitation to Tongsun Park from a "Congressman
and Mrs. Wilson" is equally non-probative. As Congressman
Wilson testified "that was not me"” (Tr. 71). Special staff
counsel did not pursue the matter.
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received anything of value from Tongsun Park (Tr. 164;
Exhibit W-13). Neither the FBI witness Qor the report
itself were, however, models ;f clarity. Most importantly,
witness Bradley's account of Congressman Wilson's demeanor
during the FBI interview entirely substantiates Congressman
Wilson's testimony that he did not remember the wedding
present when he was interviewed by the FBI and did not
remember it a week later when he prepared the response

to the guestionnaire. (Tr. 60) Witness Bradley stated
that Congressman Wilson answered guestions about himself
and his personal involvement with Suzi Park Thomson and
Tongsun Park calmly; he became hostile only when asked

for information about other members of Congress (Tr. 167).
That is not the conduct of a man who has guilty knowledge
and is seeking to protect himself! Further, as Congressman
Wilson testified, there was a particular reason to remember
the airplane from Taipei to Seoul: in addition to Tongsun
Park, then Congressman Passman was also on the flight.

In light of subsequent developments with respect to both

of these men, it is entirely possible that the airplane

*/ The witness, a relatively young man, stated he had
no recollection of when the interview with Congressman
Wilson had taken place or of having reviewed the report
prior to its filing; yet he claimed he would have remembered
if Congressman Wilson had told him of meeting Tongsun
Park at the Chosun Hotel in Seoul. (Tr. 163; Tr. 161;
Tr. 165.) The report itself is flatly inaccurate: we

are prepared to offer proof that the California Wine
Tasters party at The Georgetown Club took place in 1971,
not 1975, as asserted in the report, and, as Congressman
Wilson testified, if Tongsun Park was at that 1971 party,
Congressman Wilson did not see him (Tr. 60).
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ride would stick in his mind when the meeting at the
Chosun Hotel, which occurred five days later and under
very different circumstances, did not. (Tr. 125). At
most, the testimony concerning the FBI interview in July
1977 is non-probative; in fact, it tends to support the
conclusion that the omission of the wedding present from
Congressman Wilson’s original response was genuinely
inadvertent.

(d) Finally, special staff counsel tried to insinuate,
through questioning, that Congressman Wilson had told
a reporter for The Washington Post at least of the chopsticks
he had received from Tongsun Park in conjunction with
an interview which the Congressman gave to the Post in
December 1976. (Tr. 94-98.) The apparent theory of
this line of questioning was to establish that the meeting
at the Chosun Hotel was still in Congressman Wilson's
mind at least as late as December 1976. There is no basis
in the record for determining exactly what was said in
that December 1976 interview. If there is a record of
the interview —— either in the form of reporters' notes,
or a tape recording —-- it was not offered into evidence.
Neither did special staff counsel produce the reporters
as a part of his direct case or for purposes of impeachment.
Congressman Wilson has'testified that he has an imperfect

memory; and repeatedly stated that he had no independent

33-¢

N\
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recollection of the interview. (Tr. 95-96). Yet special
staff counsel, for whatever reason, declined to make
available a copy of the article in order to refresh Con-
gressman Wilson's recollection and did not offer the
article itself in evidence. It may be doubted whether
there was any discussion of wedding presents during the
course of that interview. Certainly, the only direct
testimony concerning the interview came from Mr. Gould,
who was present during the interview and who had no recol-
lection of any questions being asked about weddisg presents
or about Tongsun Park in particular. (Tr. 148).  The
record concerning the December 1976 interview is, at

best, inconclusive.

11. The claim that Congressman Wilson knowingly
and willfully submitted a false statement to the Committee
thus comes to rest ultimately on the naked proposition
that the wedding present was so unusual that he could

not have forgotten it and that, when he corrected the

*/ Our objection to special staff counsel's line of
questioning was thus based both on legal and policy con-
siderations. There was no foundation to the line of
questions concerning the December 1976 interview because
that interview was neither a part of special staff counsel's
direct case or of Congressman Wilson's testimony. It

is not the practice of the Courts to permit counsel,

in the guise of questioning, to present evidence, because
that “evidence" is beyond the reach of cross—-examination
('r. 98). Yet, that is exactly what special staff counsel
did here. (Tr. 96) And, if facts are to be adduced

on the basis of documents, such as newspaper accounts,
reporters notes or tape recordings, those documents should
be made a part of the record.
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statement by his letter of February 7, 1978, he did so
not because he had remembered the present but because
he was fearful that the Committee already knew or would
somehow find out about the present independently. The
Congressman candidly acknowledged in his testimony that
the wedding present was "unusual® (Tr. 69). It was unusual
because it came in cash, was one of the few cash presents
the Congressman has received either at the time of his
marriage or otherwise (Tr. 130-31). And, the Congressman
acknowledged, it was unusual because it came from « man
whom Congressman Wilson "had never 'met before that trip
to Korea and never saw again afterward. (Tr. 69). But,
the insinuation that because the present was somewhat
out of the ordinary it was impossible for Congressman
Wilson to have forgotten it when he responded to the
Committee's questionnaire in July 1977 is a non seguitur.
The entire circumstances surrounding the wedding present
were unusual; it is a perfectly human reaction to completely
lose track of one isolated and not very significant incident

during a "busy and exciting time of my life.” (Tr. 74).
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The present and the possibility“that it might be forgotten
must be viewed in context.

12. Equally without evidentiary foundation is the theory
that Congressman Wilson submitted the February 7 letter
not to voluntarily correct his own prior mistake but out
of fear that the Committee would otherwise learn of the
gift or already knew of it. The relevance of Ms. Talley's
testimony concerning her meeting with Congressman Wilson
on January 19 (Tr. 41-44) is by no means apparent except
to establish the fact of a conversation between Congressman
Wilson and the Speaker of the House several days earlier.
But, that conversation with the speaker would be probative
of the proposition that Congressman Wilson submitted the
February 7 letter out of fear only if the Speaker had told
the Congressman that he was suspected by the Committee;
and this did not occur. (Tr. 121). Otherwise, the testimony
as to Ms. Talley's interview with Congressman Wilson on
January 19, 1978 is largely irrelevant. Congressman Wilson
himself volunteered the observation that he had only met
Tongsun Park once; and Ms. Talley did not ask whether he

had received anything of value during the course of that

-
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one meeting. (Tr. 44; Tr. 47) Special staff counsel's
theory thus continues to rest on the accident of timing —-
that the interview occurred on January 19 and Congressman
Wilson corrected his original response to the questionnaire
shortly thereafter. But, as Congressman Wilson himself
explained, it was not until after that meeting with Ms.
Talley that he remembered the present. (Tr. 63-64)

13. The press accounts (Exs. W-6 to W-11) which special
staff counsel introduced to establish that Congressman
Wilson's corrected statement of February 7 was motivated
by fear are essentially without probative value. The accounts
after January 19 are entirely irrelevant: on that date
Congressman Wilson retained counsel and the decision was
made to correct the response. (Tr. 123) Moreover, as
Congressman Wilson testified, he was of course aware of
the earlier accounts; "it was impossible not to be." (Tr.

67) But the press accounts showed Tongsun Park to be an
exceptionally evasive witness, and staff counsel's own

exhibits confirm this. 1In those circumstances "the calculated
decision wguld have been for me to say nothing to the Committee
and to take the chance...that Tongsun Park would say nothing

*
either.”  (Tr. 67) 1If they have any probative value,

*/ 1In fact, Tongsun Park.aid not acknowledge the wedding
present until some months after it had already been reported
to the Committee by Congressman Wilson.
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the press accounts tend to confirm the conclusion that
Congressman Wilson freely and v;iuntarily submitted the
February 7 letter.

14. Finally, the theory that the corrected statement
was submitted out of fear cannot be reconciled with the
extraordinary step which Congressman Wilson took in November
1977, after the original response had been filed and before
it was corrected. He affirmatively interceded with high
governmental officials of the Republic of Korea to assist
in the return of Tongsun Park for questioning by the full
Committee. (Tr. 59-61)

15. It is undisputed that that on November 1977 trip
Congressman Wilson, Congressman Daniel apd Mr. Marshall
met with the American Ambassador; that the American Ambassador
requested Congressman Wilson to convey a message to the
President of the Republic of Korea utging the return of
Tongsun Park for questioning. (Tr. 61) Staff counsel
seeks to cast doubt whether Congressman Wilson actually
carried out that mission. Staff counsel refers to a speech
made by Congressman Wilson on the floor of the House in
which he castigated as "traitors" Korean governmental officials
then appearing before the Committee. (Tr. 115) But that
stalement has been taken out of context. More importantiy,

counsel has omitted a crucial passage.
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16. As a reading of the full speech will disclose, its
essential thrust is that there is a difference between
conventional pressure which Congressmen may receive from
foreign governments seeking United States aid and
illegal conduct and that it was therefore necessary to
be "very cautious and not do anything to disrupt the friend-
ship” with the Republic of Korea, of which Congressman Wilson
had long been a supporter. At the same time, the Congressman
explicitly étated "Of course, there is no defense for bribery,
if bribery has taken place.” (Congressional Record H. 11819,
October 31, 1977.) We ask the Committee to take official
notice of the entire text of Congressman Wilson's October
31 speech. There is no inconsistency between Congressman
Wilson's disdain for Korean officials whom he believed
willing to trade information for asylum and his willingness
to aid the Committee's efforts to ferret out improper conduct
for which, he said "there is no defense.” Congressman
Wilson's testimony that he interceded with the Republic
of Korea in November 1977 in aid of this Committee's inves-
tigation is entitled to full credit.

17. This action alone is compelling evidence that Congress-

man Wilson's omission of the wedding present from his original

*/ This incident serves to underscore the soundness of
the legal policy which prohibits counsel from testifying
and which requires that if documentary evidence is to be
relied upon it be made available to the witness and placed
in the record.
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response was entirely inadvezteﬁi and innocent. He acted
innocently in aid of the Committee's investigation because
he had genuinely forgotten the present and because he was
and is innocent of any attempt to withhold information
from the Committee.

Conclusion

For these reasons, we respectfully submit that the
statement of alleged violation issued against Congressman
Wilson should be dismissed and that no further action be
taken against him. Congressman Wilson's explanation of
the circumstances surrounding his failure to remember the
gift, his consequent failure to originally report it to
the Committee, his free and voluntary correction of his
own mistake, is probative, creditable, gnd indeed, compelling.
There was a genuine oversight, freely corrected. The conten-
tion that the original omission was deliberate and that
the correction was self-serving rests entirely upon innuendo,
speculation and surmise which is wholly lacking in a factual
foundation. This type of evidence cannot as a matter of

law and should not as a matter of policy be permitted to’
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serve as the basis for recommendation of sanctions by this
Committee. Congressman Wilson should therefore be exonerated.
Respectfully submitted

CHARLES H. WILSON

By S, D-\/;—QA&/\

Ian D. Volner

Cohn and Marks
1920 L Street, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20036

His Counsel
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APPENDIX C

THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

IN THE MATTER OF
STATEMENT OF

ALLEGED VIOLATION

CONGRESSMAN CBARLES H. WILSON

COMES NOW Charles H. Wilson ("Respondent™), pursuant
to Rule 7 of this Committee's Rules of Procedure, and
answers the above-referenced Statement of Alleged Violation

issued by Resolution of this Committee adopted July 12, 1978,

as follows:
1. Respondent admits that he is a member of the
House of Representatives from the State of California.
2. Respondent admits that on or about June 15, 1977,
he received a guestionnaire issued by the then Special Counsel
to this Committee containing the following guestion:
Since January 1, 1970:
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
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construved to constitute conduct in violation of Rule 1 of the
Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives or
in violation of the laws of the United States. Without
limiting the generality of the foregoing, Respondent specifi-
cally denies that he knowingly and willfully made a false
statement and a false writing in the letter dated July 28,
1977 and further specifically denies that, at the time of
preparation and transmission of his letter of July 28, 1977,
he then and there well knew that the above recited answer to
the Committee's questionnaire was false.

6. Respondent affirmatively asserts that his conduct
in conjunction with the Committee guestionnaire does not
reflect adversely upon the House of Representatives or
violate Rule 1 of the Code of Official Conduct because,
among other things, the letter of February 7, 1978 amplifying
such response was submitted voluntarily and at Respondent's
own volition; because such letter was submitted prior to the
conduct of any proceedings by this Committee or its staff of
matters to which the questionnaire was addressed; because
Respondent took other and further acts, includigg interces-
sion on behalf of the Committee with the government of the
Republic of Korea, in furtherance of the Committee's investi-
gation; and because Respondent has otherwise comported him—
self in a manner consistent with the purposes of House

Resolution 252 and Rule 1 of the Code of Official Conduct.
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7. Respondent further affirmatively asserts that,
because his July 28, 1877 letter is a negative response
contained in an unsworn statement arising from an investiga-
tive proceeding, it does not, as a matter of law, constitute
a violation of 18 USC 1001 or of Rule 1.

WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully prays that this
Committee be convened as provided in Rule 10 of the
Committee's Rules; that a hearing in Executive Session be
held on the matters addressed in the Statement of Alleged
Violation; that REspondent be afforded an opportunity to be
heard; and that, upon conclusion of such hearing, the Committee,
by resolution or report, dismiss the above-referenced State-
ment of Alleged Violation as improvidently issved or,
alternatively, exonerate Respondent from the unfounded and

unfair charge made therein.

Respectfully submitted

Charles H. Wilson

Sworn to before me this 6/ -

/1
day of /////m(4;AL’ , 1978.
) 7

. I e )
7)741 Ay (Al /j(-q”wf ot

/Notary Public

I

My Commission Expires: (z;;-éj<j¥ 7 7

Y

g
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Honorable John J. Flynt, Jr.

Chairman,Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

Room 2360

Rayburn House Office Building

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On July 28, 1977 I replied to a letter of in-
quiry from Special Counsel to your Committee concerning
having been offered or received anything of value in
excess of $100.00 from Korean Government officals or
certain named individuvals. I replied in the negative.

Subsequently I realized that I had failed to
mention my wife and I were the recipients of certain
wedding gifts given to us at the time of our wedding in
Seoul, Korea on Saturday, October 18, 1975.

At the time of -answering your Committee inquiry,
I was thinking in terms of gifts given for the purpose
of influencing a member in his functions as a Congress-
man and pot as a courtesy at the time of a wedding.

My then fiance Hyun Ju Chang, a U. S. citizen,
but a native of Korea, and I traveled to Korea from
Taipei on October 16, 1975. During the course of the
flight I was introduced to Tongsun Park. We had a
brief chat during which I informed him that I was ac-
companied by my fiance and that I would meet her family
in Korea. He congratulated us stating he was* happy that
I was marrying ‘a lovely Korean lady and he hoped we would
see one another in the future.

Upon arrival at Seoul we were met by U. S. Embassy
personnel, members of my fiance's family and a XKorean-
American friend of ours, Ki Su Shin. While waiting for
the transfer of my baggage to my hotel I was -chatting
with my fxiend Mr. Shin who stated that he noticed Tongsun
Park get off the plane. I stated that I had been introduced

7200 Casy Courtan Bonsvane
Panausunt, Mam Post Orrice
Panaunier, Careamia BOTZN
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to Tongsun Park on the flight to Seoul and Mr. Shin
stated that he understood that Tongsun Park was not
viewed with favor by the Korean Government.

With the aid of U.S. Embassy personnel Hyun
Ju Chang and I were married in a civil ceremony at
Seoul City Hall on Friday, October 17, 1975 and a re-
ligious ceremony on Saturday, October 18, 1975 at the
U. S. Army Base in Seoul. ’

I had many meetings with Korean Government offi-
cials over the next few days and my wife and I were
guests at several luncheons, dinners, and receptions
given by her family, the. U.S. Ambassador and Korean offi-
cials to celebrate our wedding.

I had a meeting with the Prime Minister who pre-
sented us with a calligraphy that he had made himself in
honor of our wedding and at a dinner given by the Director
of the KCIA he presented us with a painting that he had
made in honor of our wedding. There is no way to deter-
mine the value of these personalized wedding gifts.

On our last day in Korea (Wed., Oct. 22) Tongsun
Park called me at the Chosun Hotel where we were staying
and asked me to join him at the Hotel for breakfast.

During the breakfast meeting he again congratulated
me on my marriage and expressed his pleasure that my wife
was Korean. He stated he wished to give us a wedding
present and presented me a small box containing two chop-
sticks and an envelope which contained Korean currency.

I thanked him but returned the envelope to him stating
something to the effect that we were departing Korea and
would be unable to use the currency. I thanked him for
his generous gesture. I do not know the amount of the
Korean currency.

We parted and I returned to the room to prepare to-
check out of the hotel. . Later.when I returned to the
lobby to complete the check out from the hotel I was ap-
proached by a Korean, whom I did not know, who said he was
an associate of Tongsun Park who handed me an envelope
and said Tongsun Park wanted me to receive it as a wedding

gift.
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I returned to my room, opened the envelope and
found $600.00 in U.S. currency and some Korean cur-

rency.

I suggested to my wife that she might want to
leave the Korean money with some member of her family

which she did.

The meetings outlined above are the only times I
have ever met Tongsun Park. -

Very truly yours,

Charles H. Wilson
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APPENDIX D

THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

In the Matter of

CHARLES H. WILSON

e

RESPONSE OF SPECIAL STAFF TO
THE ANSWER OF CHARLES H. WILSON

The Special Staff to the Committee submits this
memorandum pursuant to Rule 7(2) of the Committee Rules in
response to the answer of Congressman Charles H. Wilson to the
Statement of Alleged Violation (the "Statement") served on him.

First, Mr. Wilson argues that his letter of February 7, 1978,
in which he admitted for the first time the receipt of money from
Tongsun Park “was submitted voluntarily and at [his] own volition"
and "because such letter was submitted prior to the conduct of
any proceedings by this Committee or staff of matters to which this
questionnaire was addressed." The latter point is erroneous in
that the staff had conducted countless depositions during the
period of July 28, 1977 through February 7, 1978 attempting to
learn which Congressmen had been the beneficiaries of Park's
largess.

In any event the Statement alleges that Congressman

Wilson deliberately withheld information when he answered the
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questionnaire and it is plainly unethical for a Congressman to
lie to a Committee of Congress even if he later admits that he
lied. Moreover, the staff will urge at the hearing that the
timing of Wilson's letter of February 7, 1978, makes it clear that
he recanted only because he feared at the time that the falsity
of his statement had become manifest to the Committee. Wilson

had been informed on January 19, 1978 that he was the subject of
the Committee's inquiry and at that time was requested to produce
correspondence with Tongsun Park. WNewspaper accounts at that time
made it clear that Park was supplying the names of Congressmen to
whom he had given money in his testimony in Korea, and Congressman
Wilson, no doubt, feared that Park had implicated him.

Second, Wilson argues that the July 28, 1978 letter
could not provide the basis for a violation of Title 18, United
States Code, Section 1001 because "it is a negative response con-
tained in an unsworn statement arising from an investigative pro-
ceeding." Section 1001 of Title 18 prohibits anyone from making
“any false, fictitious or fradulent statement or representation"
or using "any false writing or document knowing the same to con-
tain any false, fictitious or fradulent statement or entry" in any
matter "within the jurisdiction of any Department or Agency of
the United States." This provision has been held to be applicable
to false statements made to the Congress. United States v.

Bramblett, 348 U.S. 503 (1955). Moreover, such statements need
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not be under oath. Adler v. United States, 380 F.2d 917, 922

(2d Cir.), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 1006 (1967). */

For the most part, Congressman Wilson simply denies
that his response, dated July 28, 1977, to the Committee
questionnaire was knowingly false. This claim and indeed his
other claims merely raise a factual issue which can only be re-
solved at a hearing before the Committee. In fact that is all
that Congressman Wilson requests. **/

Conclusion

The Committee should proceed with the hearing requested

by Congressman Wilson pursuant to the Committee rules.

Respectfully submitted,

/I\MM (‘\U‘l@k

Thomas M. Fortuin
Counsel

.,

e

*/ While we are aware that some courts have concluded in the con-
text of criminal investigations that an "exculpatory 'no'" in an
oral unsworn response to oral questioning by criminal investigators
does not constitute a "statement" within the meaning of Section
1001, see, e.q., United States v. Bedore, 455 F.2d 1109 (9th Cir.
1972); Paternostro v. United States, 311 F.2d 298 (5th Cir. 1962);
United States v. Erlichman, 379 F.Supp. 291 (D.D.C. 1974); United
States v. Stark, 131 F.Supp. 190 (D. Md. 1955), those cases have
no applicability here where the false statement was contained in a
written document signed by the Congressman and was supplied in re-
sponse to a written questionnaire.

**/ Congressman Wilson, however, requests that this hearing be
held in executive session. The staff opposes this request for the
reasons set forth in its response to a similar request made by
Congressman Edward R. Roybal.
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PROCEEDINGS RE: REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES
H. WILSON

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1978

Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFIcIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 2:20 p.m., in room
H-140, the Capitol, Hon. John J. Flynt, Jr. (chairman of the com-
mittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Flynt, Spence, Quillen, Bennett, Preyer,
Fenwick, and Caputo.

Also present: John M. Swanner, staff director; Martha Talley,
committee counsel; Jeffrey Harris, Thomas M. Fortuin, and John
W. Nields, Jr., professional staff members.

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will come to order. The staff director
will call the roll.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Flynt.

Mr. FLYNT. Here.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Spence.

Mr. SPENCE. Here.

Mr. SwANNER. Mr. Teague.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Quillen.

Mr. QuiLLEN. Here.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Here.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Quie.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton.

[No response.]

Mr. SwANNER. Mr. Cochran.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer.

Mr. PREYER. Here

Mr. SWANNER. Mrs. Fenwick.

Mrs. FENwick. Here.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Flowers.

[No response.]

Mr. SwaANNER. Mr. Caputo.

Mr. Caputo. Here.

Mr. SWANNER. Seven present; five absent, not voting.

Mr. FLYNT. A quorum is present.

(1)

N\ e
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At this time, it is the duty of the Chair to make a statement of
the committee’s authority to hold hearings and to state the purpose
and scope of this hearing.

This investigative hearing is held pursuant to House Rule X
4.(e)1)(B), which provides that the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct shall:

* * * investigate, subject to subparagraph (2) of this paragraph, 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 perforrpance of his duties or
the discharge of his responsibilities, and, after notice and hearing, to recommend to
the House by resolution or otherwise, such action as the committee may deem
appropriate in the circumstances;

Additionally, House Resolution 252, 95th Congress, lst session,
mandates, in section 3, that this committee:

* * * after appropriate notice and hearing, shall report to the House of Represen-
tatives 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 employee in the
performance of his duties or the discharge of his responsibilities.

The scope and purpose of this hearing is to resolve the allega-
tions contained in the statement of alleged violation with regard to
Charles H. Wilson.

The object of this hearing shall be to ascertain the truth.

The statement of alleged violation has been served, and do you
insist that the statement be read, or do you waive the reading?

Mr. VoLNER. We will waive the reading.

Mr. FLYNT. The respondent and counsel waive the reading of the
alleged violation, and without objection the statement of alleged
violation will be included in the record at this point.

Reading of the response of the special staff to the answer of
Mr. Wilson is waived by the staff and by the committee and without
objection is to be inserted at this point.

[The information is set forth as Appendix D, hereof.]

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Volner, have you been supplied a copy of the
supplemental rules of procedure?

Mr. VoLNER. | have, Mr. Chairman.

. Mr. FLYNT. I just wanted to make sure the record shows that you
ave.

The committee counsel, Mr. Nields, or his assistant, Mr. Fortuin,
will now under the rules make an opening statement, if either one
so desires.

Mr. FortuiN. If it please the committee, the evidence in this case
will show on July 28, 1978, the respondent, Congressman Charles
Wilson, of California, responded to a questionnaire which had been
sent out by the committee in which the committee asked whether
or not, among other things, he had received anything of value over
$100 from Tongsun Park.

The evidence will show he indicated he did not. He signed the
questionnaire and forwarded it to the committee.

There is no dispute that statement was false. In fact, at the time
of his wedding in Korea in 1975, Mr. Wilson received approximate-
ly $600 in American money as well as Korean currency from
Tongsun Park.
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The staff submits the evidence will further establish Mr. Wilson
knew the answer was false when he made it and he intended to
deceive the committee.

The evidence will show he kept the questionnaire for 7 weeks.

At this time, as the committee well recalls, Tongsun Park was
outside the territorial limits of the United States; few believed he
would ever be a witness before this committee. There seemed little
likelihood his truthful testimony would be obtained.

In the last days of 1977, however, and the early days of 1978, all
that changed.

On December 31, 1977, the papers carried the story the Korean
Government had agreed to let Mr. Tongsun Park testify in an
agreement with the Department of Justice.

On January 13 and 14, 1978, the papers indicated Park had
begun testifying in Korea to the Department of Justice. All this
time, Mr. Wilson was silent with respect to the questionnaire re-
sponse he submitted to the committee.

Five days later a lawyer and investigator visited Mr. Wilson with
a letter over the signature of the special counsel, Leon Jaworski,
and requested information as to contacts Mr. Wilson had had with
Tongsun Park.

Thus, in short order, Mr. Wilson learned Mr. Park was testifying
in Korea and the committee was conducting an investigation.

The press carried numerous stories of the testimony being given
in Seoul. That was in early February of 1978. It was against this
background on February 7, 1978, that Mr. Wilson sent in a letter to
the committee in which he admitted for the first time having
received a large sum of cash—large at least by my standards of
receiving currency—in the sum of $600 from Tongsun Park. He
claimed at the time he answered the questionnaire he was thinking
of gifts to a Member for the purpose of influencing his functions
and not as currency given as a present for a wedding.

Then he indicated he had been interviewed by an FBI member
and an attorney for the Department of Justice and he admitted
meeting him, but not the fact that he had received anything from
Tongsun Park.

This chronology makes it clear Mr. Wilson admitted receiving
money from Tongsun Park only when the falsity of Mr. Wilson’s
questionnaire would become manifest. In fact, Mr. Park did not tell
of the payment, but Mr. Wilson did not know that, because these
were secret meetings. The impression was that Park had told all.

That is the outline of the evidence I will present in arguing these
facts after the conclusion of the presentation of evidence. Thank
you.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Volner, do you wish to make an opening state-
ment at this time?

Let the record show Representative Charles H. Wilson is present
and is represented by his counsel, Mr. Ian D. Volner.

Mr. VoLNER. The baseline facts in this proceeding are not very
much in dispute, although counsel has set them forth at some
length. We freely admit and the Congressman has admitted from
the beginning that his original statement was at least incomplete
insofar as he failed to report the receipt of the wedding present
from Tongsun Park.
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In February 1978, that omission was corrected voluntarily and
freely by the Congressman of his own free will and volition; and as
staff counsel belatedly acknowledged, long before that information
had been supplied to the committee by Tongsun Park.

The question then is very simple: Did Congressman Wilson delib-
erately and willfully fail to report the information to the commit-
tee? Did he try to suppress that information? Did he try to with-
hold it from the committee? Is there any evidence to support that
impression?

Your counsel has said that is a matter of circumstantial evi-
dence, but there is a difference between circumstantial evidence
and speculation and guesswork.

You will hear testimony from Congressman Wilson that he genu-
inely forgot the wedding present at the time he was interviewed by
the FBI and at the time he responded to the questionnaire. You
will hear, having filed the questionnaire, he took the unusual step
of interceding with the Government of Korea to procure the return
of Tongsun Park from Korea so this committee could have his
testimony. That is not the action of a guilty man trying to suppress
knowledge from the committee.

You will hear from Congressman Wilson, that when he discov-
ered his mistake, he promptly disclosed it to the committee long
before Tongsun Park ever came forward.

Under these circumstances, we submit if this committee finds
Congressman Wilson should be sanctioned or reprimanded, the
committee will not only have done an injustice but you will do your
own committee a disservice, making it impossible for future Mem-
bers of this House to correct mistakes they may have made.

We believe and can clearly show the Congressman’s action was
sheer inadvertence; that it was corrected as soon as possible. For
this he should be commended for his candor in coming forward and
reporting his own mistake to the committee.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Fortuin, call your first witness.

Mr. Fortuin. The staff calls John Pontius.

Mr. FLYNT. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you will
give before this committee in this matter will be the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. PonT1us. I do.

TESTIMONY OF JOHN PONTIUS

Mr. FLYNT. Are you represented by counsel?

Mr. PonTius. Yes, I am.

Mr. FLynT. Will you identify him?

Mr. PonTius. Charles Schulze.

Mr. ScrurLze. My name is Charles Schulze, 1010 Vermont
Avenue, Washington, D.C.

Mr. FLYNT. You are attending this hearing in company with Mr.
Pontius as his counsel?

Mr. ScHULZE. Yes.

Mr. Forruin. By whom are you employed?

Mr. Ponrtius. Charles H. Wilson of California.

Mr. ForTUuIN. What is your position with Mr. Wilson?

Mr. PonTius. That of administrative assistant.

Mr. ForTuin. How long have you been so employed?

1
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Mr. Pontius. I have been employed with Congressman Charles
Wilson since February 23, 1971.

Mr. ForTUIN. Do you recall a time, Mr. Pontius, when a question-
naire from this committee was received in the offices of Mr. Wilson
which dealt with his contacts with Koreans and the Korean Gov-
ernment?

Mr. PonTius. Yes, I do.

Mr. ForTUIN. Prior to that time did you have any discussion with
Mr. Wilson or were you present at any discussion in which the
name Tongsun Park came up with Mr. Wilson at which Mr. Wilson
was also present?

Mr. PonTius. This may be an isolated instance, but at one point
in 1976, there were numerous society stories in the papers as to
Tongsun Park entertaining locally, and Mr. Wilson said in passing
he had not been invited to any of his receptions and that he, in
fact, had not met the gentleman.

Mr. ForTuiN. He said he had not met Tongsun Park?

Mr. PonTius. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. How many times did he tell you that he had not
met Tongsun Park, if you recall?

Mr. PonTius. Mr. Fortuin, I am not certain. I would say once or
maybe twice, before the questionnaire, and what he said at that
time in terms of the papers, it was something said very lightly in
passing as an aside. There was nothing which precipitated bringing
it up.

Mr. ForTUIN. What is your best recollection as to when that
conversation took place?

Mr. PonTiUs. In 1976.

Mr. FortUuiN. Did you have any other conversation with Mr.
Wilson or in Mr. Wilson’s presence relating to Tongsun Park prior
to the time your office received the questionnaire?

Mr. PonTius. There were two communications from Mr. Spencer
Robbins concerning the use of a limousine and an invitation, but
those were the only times Mr. Park’s name came up.

Mr. ForTUuIiN. When was the first time that you spoke to Mr.
Robbins?

Mr. PonTrus. It is hard to recall the time. It was possibly in the
fall of 1975, before Congressman Wilson went on a trip before his
marriage to his present wife, possibly the spring of 1976.

Mr. FortuiN. That is Capt. Spencer Robbins, an employee of
Tongsun Park?

Mr. PonTius. 1 spoke to Spencer Robbins; yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. Did you call him, or did he call you?

Mr. Ponrius. I called him.

Mr. ForTuiN. How was it that you came to call Mr. Robbins?

Mr. PonTius. For some reason, I had a slip of paper on my desk
which had Mr. Spencer or Mr. Spencer Robbins and a phone
number on it.

Mr. ForTUIN. Do you know who gave you that piece of paper?

Mr. PonTius. I am not completely certain who gave it. In one of
my depositions I mentioned if it was before Mr. Wilson went to
Korea it possibly could have been the gentleman who escorted him
on the trip.

Mr. ForTUIN. Who was that?
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Mr. PonTius. Minister Hu, minister of China—Taiwan Embassy.

Mr. ForTuIiN. Do you recall what he told you when he gave you
that slip of paper?

Mr. PonTius. No; I do not really recall. It was just to call Mr.
Spencer Robbins.

Mr. ForTuIN. Did you call Mr. Robbins?

Mr. PonTius. I did.

Mr. FortuIN. Did you discuss this with Mr. Wilson before doing
s0?

Mr. PonTius. No; I do not believe I talked to Mr. Wilson.

Mr. FortuiN. What did you say when you spoke to Mr. Robbins
on this first occasion?

Mr. PonTius. I introduced myself, and it was a very brief conver-
sation, and it was either that conversation or a second conversation
about an invitation. The two may have occurred at the same time,
but the subject of the use of a limousine came up.

Mr. ForruiN. Tell us first about the conversation. Who was
inviting whom?

Mr. PonTius. The invitation was being initiated by Mr. Park for
Mr. and Mrs. Wilson to attend a breakfast between the three of
them, a breakfast or a dinner.

Mr. ForTUIN. When you say Mrs. Wilson, are you referring to
the second Mrs. Wilson?

Mr. PonTius. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUuIN. Were they, Mr. and Mrs. Wilson, at that time or
had they yet to be married?

Mr. PonTius. I cannot recall. If it was fall of 1975, they had yet
to be married. If it was spring of 1976, they were in fact married.

Mr. FortuiN. In any event, the trip they were about to go on was
to be paid for by whom, that Mr. and Mrs. Wilson were to go
on——

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Chairman, I am going to object to that ques-
tion. The scope of that is whether the Congressman knowingly,
deliberately then and there well knew if his answer was false.

This question is as to his travel arrangements. He may have
been going to California. Even if he were going to Korea, it is
beyond the scope of this hearing.

Mr. Fortuin. It is when he first had contact with Tongsun Park.
The only way to get at that is it is a matter of setting you a
chronology so we have every contact of Mr. Wilson with Mr. Park.
There are several trips, and if I do not identify it, the record will
be unclear as to which trip we are talking about.

Mr. VoLNER. The witness has already testified as to the date of
this invitation.

Mr. FLynT. What would be the relevance of the answer to the
question that you just asked?

Mr. ForTuiN. It would fix the trip as only one possible trip, the
October 1975 trip. If counsel stipulates that is the trip we are
talking about, I will withdraw.

Mr. VoLnERr. I will not specifically stipulate, but he may ask the
witness the best of his recollection at the time the limousine was
arranged for. The witness has said, if it was in the fall of 1975, it
was before he was married, and if it was in the spring of 1976, it
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was after he was married. I will stipulate to that. But where the
trip was to, I have a great deal of objection to that.

Mr. ForTuIN. The answer will identify which trip it was and will
resolve the ambiguity the counsel is objecting to.

Mr. VoLNER. I do not object to the ambiguity.

Mr. ForTuIN. Mr. Witness, where do you believe Mr. Wilson was
going on this occasion, on the occasion you spoke to Mr. Robbins?

Mr. PonTius. I spoke to Mr. Robbins on either one or two occa-
sions. The subject matter of the limousine and the invitation could
have been the same call or a different call. The invitation would
have occurred probably in the spring of 1976 or the fall of 1975.

Mr. ‘FORTUIN. How about the cﬁscussion with respect to the lim-
ousine?

1}'{r. PonTius. It could have occurred at either of those times as
well.

Mr. ForTuIN. You said you got the card with respect to Spencer
Robbins from Mr. Hu at the Embassy?

Mr. PonTius. Yes.

Mr. ForTuIN. Does that help you establish where Mr. Wilson was
going on the trip for which he needed the limousine?

Mr. PonTius. I am just really not certain.

Mr. ForTuUIN. That does not help you?

Mr. PonTius. No.

Mr. ForTUIN. And you have no idea why Mr. Hu, of the Chinese
Embassy, why he asked you to call Mr. Robbins?

Mr. PonTius. I mentioned earlier, of the people who possibly
gave me a piece of paper, it could have been Mr. Hu, and Mr.
Wilson did go to Korea a couple of weeks after I saw Mr. Hu. There
was one time about the limousine or invitation Mr. Wilson said he
was unavailable. I do not know if he was going to his district or on
a trip.

Mr. ForTUIN. So you have no idea which trip it was in which you
had this discussion about a limousine. You do not have any idea
which that was?

Eh% trip in which Mr. Hu accompanied Mr. Wilson occurred
when?

Mr. PonTius. That is precise. It occurred probably late Septem-
ber, early October 1975.

Mr. FortuiN. That is the trip on which the Congressman ulti-
mately got married?

Mr. PonTius. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. But you do not know if that is the trip when Mr.
Hu gave you the card with respect to Mr. Robbins?

I thought you testified earlier you believed you got the slip of
ﬁallper from the person who was going to accompany Mr. Wilson on

e trip.

Mr. PonTiUS. Yes.

Mr. ForTuiN. That would be Mr. Hu?

Mr. PonTius. Yes.

Mr. ForTUuiN. Mr. Hu accompanied Mr. Wilson on the trip in
October 1975?

Mr. PonTius. That is right.

Mr. ForTUIN. So you got the note with respect to Spencer Rob-
bins in October of 1975?
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Mr. PonrIUs. Yes. )

Mr. ForTuIN. Then you did call Spencer Robbins?

Mr. Ponrrus. I did. )

Mr. ForTuIN. Tell us as best you recall the conversation you had
with Mr. Spencer Robbins. .

_Mr. PonTius. I called the number not knowing who Mr. Spencer
Robbins was. The girl put me on hold and there was music in the
background while I was on hold. ) '

Mr. Robbins answered the phone and I said I was John Pontius
of Congressman Wilson’s office. The whole call only lasted a
minute or two, but at some point during the call, the matter of a
limousine came up. . . .

Mr. ForTuiN. Who brought up the idea of a limousine?

Mr. PonTrus. I cannot specifically recall if he brought it up or I
brought it up. But he knew what I was talking about, because the
limousine was subsequently arranged. ) )

Mr. ForTuiN. Did you ask Mr. Robbins for a limousine or did he
offer it to you?

Mr. PonTius. My recollection is uncertain, honestly uncertain.

Mr. FortuiN. What did you tell Mr. Robbins with respect to the
limousine?

Mr. PonTius. I said it is possible Mr. Wilson could use a limou-
sine.

Mr. Fortuin. Did you tell him to deliver it at a certain time or
place?

Mr. PoNTiUs. No, I did not.

Mr. FortuiN. Did you tell him you would get back to him and
tell the time and place?

Mr. PonTius. As I recall, I did.

Mr. ForTuIN. How did you leave it with Mr. Robbins?

Mr. PonTius. As I recollect, I left it with Mr. Robbins, there was
a limousine available for Congressman Wilson, but we did not tie
down where the Congressman lived or what time he wanted to get
the limousine.

Mr. ForTuiN. Did you then have communication with anybody
else in the office about the limousine?

Mr. PonTius. I do not know if I mentioned it to Congressman
Wilson, but he would be the only person.

Mr. ForTuIN. You had to mention it to someone so they could
call the limousine and tell it where to go, did you not?

Mr. PonTius. For some reason, the whole incident is rather un-
usual, because I was caught in the middle of a series of fact
situations: Order a limousine; ascertain the time and place—it
seems to me Mr. Robbins knew more about it than I did. I was not
even certain at the time that the limousine was ever used. There
was just that one call—

1\'([11:) ForTuUIN. You later became certain that the limousine was
used?

Mr. PonTius. Yes.

Mr. ForTuIN. You had a conversation with Mr. Wilson and he
told you he had used Park’s limousine?

Mr. PonTius. That is correct.

Mr. ForTuIN. Other than the incidents you have testified to, do
you have any recollection of conversations with Mr. Wilson?
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Mr. PoNTiUus. As to Tongsun Park prior to the receipt of the
questionnaire, no; just those I mentioned. To summarize, there was
a newspaper article about invitations, where he indicated he had
not met this fellow.

Mr. ForTUIN. Had not Mr. Wilson told you at one time that he
had been told not to meet Tongsun Park?

Mr. PonTiUS. Yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. When was that?

Mr. PonTius. I am really not certain when it occurred.

Mr. ForTuIN. Tell us what was said.

Mr. PonTius. As I said in my deposition, I believe—and inciden-
tally, I have not received a copy of my deposition.

Mr. ForTuiN. I did give you the opportunity to read them yester-
day.

Mr. PonTius. You gave me the first opportunity to quickly
review them. I was never given an indication before Monday or
Tuesday that the committee was thinking of using me, and those
depositions go back to May.

Ambassador Hahm had told Mr. Wilson that he should not meet
him.

Mr. ForTulNn. I told you I would meet with you, I would be there
at any hour of the day or night to review those transcripts; is that
not correct?

“Mr. PonTius. Yes. You also said that my counsel would have to
request permission of the committee and the committee probably
could not get a quorum, so the question was moot.

Mr. FortuIn. I told you if you desired a copy, to keep within
House rules, the committee would have to consider the request.
But in any event, I would make it available to you. Is that correct?

Mr. PonTius. Correct.

Mr. ForTuIN. Tell us further as to the instance in which he was
told not to meet Tongsun Park.

Mr. PonTius. There was no further conversation. He just men-
tioned that Tongsun Park—it was not necessary to know Tongsun
Park or to meet with Tongsun Park.

Mr. ForTUuIN. He had been told not to meet him; is that correct?

Mr. PonTIUS. Yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. Who told him?

Mr. PonTiUS. Ambassador Hahm,

Mr. FortuIN. I take it, Mr. Pontius, you have told us of every
conversation you recall in which Mr. Wilson was present prior to
the receipt of the committee questionnaire.

Mr. PonTIUS. Yes, I believe so.

Mr. ForTUIN. After the committee questionnaire arrived, you
had other discussions with Mr. Wilson as to how he should respond
to the questionnaire?

Mr. PonTius. That is correct.

Mr. ForTuiN. How many such conversations were there, as best
you recall?

Mr. PonTius. I would imagine a few, particularly the day it came
in.

Mr. ForTuIN. The day it came in? What was said the day it came
in?
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Mr. PonTius. We received the questionnaire and also a letter
from Mr. Lacovara stating all Members of Congress were respect-
fully asked to state if they had any communications with any
member of the Government of Korea; and they were also asked
about office accounts. When the letter came in, the personal secre-
tary gave it to me and I gave it to the Congressman. The Congress-
man then asked, were all Members asked to send in the question-
naire? Why do they use January 1970, rather than any other date,
and questions of that sort, and whether it was necessary to respond
or not.

Mr. ForTuIN. Thereafter, did you have subsequent conversations
with the Congressman in his answering of the questionnaire?

Mr. PonTius. No; he just set the questionnaire aside for a period
of time until the day came to amswer it. When that time came, he
answered it very quickly and promptly.

Mr. FortuiN. Did you go over the questionnaire with Mr. Wilson,
Mr. Pontius?

Mr. PonTius. What do you mean? Did I go over it?

Mr. FortuiN. Did you go over it with him as to what his re-
sponses would be?

Mr. PonTiUs. Really, not in that much depth. The Congressman
is a very intelligent individual and he had received a copy of a
questionnaire in which they have asked the Congressman himself
to answer. He asked me only to provide him—to verify the dates of
various trips he had taken and in a previous letter to the commit-
tee, we had mentioned trips of 1975 and 1976 which you asked us
to verify. The Congressman said there may be a trip earlier and
there was a 1971 trip. We actually took the questionnaire and filled
in where applicable.

When he was ready to answer the questionnaire he dictated it
and a couple of sentences which are at the bottom of the question-
naire.

Mr. FortTuIN. Did he express any hesitancy to you about answer-
ing the questionnaire?

Mr. PonTiUs. Hesitancy in what sense, counsel?

Mr. FortuiN. That he did not think he should respond to it too
quickly.

Mr. PonTius. No; not in that respect, just in the sense of well, I
guess all my other colleagues are beginning to answer it, and I
fhé:k it is time for me to answer, and he dictated a few minutes
ater.

Mr. ForTuIN. Did you have any conversation about who he knew,
the people listed on the questionnaire, about which ones Congress-
man Wilson knew and which he did not know?

Mr. PonTius. The only individual I believe was, as I recall him
saying something about, was Suzi Park Thomson. He mentioned he
had seen her or had been invited to a reception or dinner party at
her house.

Mr. ForTuIiN. What did you say?

Mr. PonTius. I said Suzi Park Thomson—I guess at the time she
was the former Speaker’s personal assistant and it would not be
unusual for people in the Congress to know Suzi Park Thomson.

Mr. Fortuin. How many times was the questionnaire response
redrafted, Mr. Pontius?
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Mr. PonNTius. I have not really been asked that before. I would
have to check my files. But the questionnaire came in, because the
meat of the questions were very confusing. If you answered the yes
to any of the above, this whole long list of people and incidents, the
press could possibly say—if Mr. Wilson answered yes to had you
met Suzi Park Thomson, they could say, yes, he had met A, B, C,
and D. So all we did was take the questionnaire and clip it to a
piece of paper with his closing remarks. I remember him dictating
it; I wrote it out in longhand, and I gave it to his personal secre-
tary who typed it up, and she in turn typed in the 1971 trip. So it
possibly could have been one draft, maybe two, if there was a
typing thing.

Mr. ForTuIN. But you took time to make sure the answers were
unambiguous; is that right?

Mr. PonTius. I do not know if anybody is taking the time to
make certain answers were unambiguous, but we took time to
make sure Suzi Park Thomson was in a certain part of the re-
sponse.

Mr. ForTUIN. Because she was the only person the Congressman
had a positive reply for?

Mr. PonTius. I only took the names——

Mr. ForTUIN. The answers were no except Suzi Park Thomson; is
that correct?

Mr. PonTius. Yes.

Mr. FortuiN. No further questions of this witness, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Volner.

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Pontius, as to the limousine episode, you have
no recollection as to whether that trip was in the fall of 1975 or
spring of 1976?

Mr. PonTius. That is correct.

Mr. VoLNER. Did Congressman Wilson instruct you to call Pacific
Development Corp. to get a limousine for the trip?

Mr. PoNTius. No, counsel. It is my recollection he did not know
what Pacific Development Corp. Inc., was.

Mr. VoLNER. Was there any time prior to February 1978 when
Congressman Wilson told you that he had met Tongsun Park?

Mr. PonTius. Would you repeat your question? Was there any
time before January or February 1978 that he had said he had
actually met Tongsun Park?

Mr. VoLNER. Correct.

Mr. PonTius. The answer is no, there was no time.

Mr. VoLnER. Did you ever see Tongsun Park in the office?

Mr. PonTIUS. No.

Mr. VoLNER. Did you ever see Congressman Wilson in any other
place with Tongsun Park?

Mr. PonTiUs. No.

Mr. VoLNER. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. FLyNT. Redirect.

Mr. ForTuIN. Nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLyNT. You may step down, Mr. Pontius.

Call your next witness.

Mr. ForTuiN. I would like to offer some documents.
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Counsel and I have reached a stipulation that the letter from
Philip Lacovara and the questionnaire marked as exhibits W-2 and
W-1 for identification were received by Mr. Wilson, and Mr.
Wilson responded to the above-mentioned letter and questionnaire
by a letter signed by him dated July 28, 1970, which has been
marked as exhibit W-3 for identification. And the stipulation con-
tinues that W-3 for identification was received at the committee
offices on or shortly after July 28, 1977. I would offer those exhibits
at this time, W-1, W-2, and W-3.

Mr. FLYNT. Any objection.

Mr. VoLNER. No objection.

Mr. FLynT. Without objection they will be received as marked.
(See exhibits.)

Mr. ForTuiN. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would also like to
offer certain public-record material consisting of newspaper arti-
cles, from December 31, 1977, through mid-January, prior to Janu-
ary 19, 1978, which have to do with the testimony of Tongsun Park
in Seoul, Korea—these articles are from the New York Times, the
Washington Post, and the Los Angeles Times—to establish what
was going on in the public record at this time with respect to Mr.
Park’s testimony.

Mr. FLyYNT. Do you have a stipulation on that?

Mr. ForTuUIN. I do not at this time. We just got them all together.
%hely1 are marked as exhibits W-6, W-7, W-8, W-9, W-10, and

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Chairman, I have some reservations about the
relevance of this testimony. But I will not object to its introduction,
for what it is worth.

Mr. FLyNT. If there is no objection, they will be received.

[Whereupon, committee hearing exhibits Nos. W-6 through
W-11, inclusive, were received in evidence.] [See exhibits.]

Mr. FLynT. However, the Chair is going to state in order to have
any probative value, I think you would have to establish that Mr.
Wilson has seen them.

Mr. ForTuiN. Well, I hope to review these with Mr. Wilson at the
time when I have his testimony. But I do think what is going on in
the public domain certainly in a city like this is relevant to a
hearing like this. In any event, counsel has no objection, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. VoLNER. I do suggest that it does not have probative value,
because it has not been linked to the Congressman. It has not been
linked to anything which is at issue in this proceeding. I will wait
for cross-examination.

Mr. FortuiN. I do not think the Congressman will deny he reads
the Los Angeles Times. That is his home district.

Mr. FLynT. Without objection it will be received.

T I}’fr. ForTUIN. Special staff calls as its next witness Martha
alley.

Mr. FLYyNT. Ms. Talley, will you take the stand please, ma’am.

Will you raise your right hand. Do you solemnly swear that the
testimony you will give before this committee in the matter now
under consideration will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing
but the truth, so help you God? '

Ms. TALLEY. I do.
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Mr. FLYNT. You may be seated.

TESTIMONY OF MARTHA TALLEY, PROFESSIONAL STAFF
MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Mr. FLYNT. You are Martha Talley?

Ms. TALLEY. That is correct.

Mr. FLYNT. Are you employed by this committee?

Ms. TALLEY. Yes, sir, I am.

Mr. ForTUIN. What is your position with the committee?

Ms. TALLEY. I am an attorney. I am on the special staff investi-
fzggftging the Korean influence matter pursuant to House Resolution

Mr. ForTuIN. Did there come a time when you had a conversa-
tion with Congressman Charles Wilson?

Ms. TaLLEY. I have had a number of conversations with Con-
gressman Wilson.

Mr. FortuiN. Focusing your attention now on the first such
conversation, when did that occur?

Ms. TaLLEY. I believe the first conversation I had with Congress-
man Wilson was in his office, on January 19, 1978.

Mr. ForTUuiN. Who was present?

Ms. TaLLEY. Congressman Wilson, his administrative assistant,
John Pontius, myself, and a committee investigator, Harold Gos-
sett.

Mr. ForTuiN. Did you bring with you any documents on that
occasion that you gave to Mr. Wilson?

Ms. TaLLEY. Yes, I brought with me a letter signed by then
Special Counsel Leon Jaworski.

Mr. ForTuIN. Let me show you form letter marked W-4, and ask
you if that is a blank form letter of the type of letter that you
delivered.

Ms. TaLLEY. Yes; it is.

Mr. FortUIN. And was the letter that you actually delivered
filled out, I take it?

Ms. TaLLEy. Yes; it had Congressman Wilson’s name on it. All
the blanks were filled in.

Mr. ForTUIN. And that letter requests, does it not, among other
things, correspondence of Mr. Wilson with Tongsun Park; is that
correct?

Ms. TaLLEY. That is correct.

Mr. FortUIN. Now, the form I notice is blank. What period of
time was requested, if you can recall?

Ms. TaLLEY. I believe it went back to 1967.

Mr. FortuiN. Incidentally, the reason we are using a blank letter
is that the committee copy is still with the Jaworski firm. Is that
correct?

Ms. TaLLEY. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUuiN. Now, will you tell us what was said on this occa-
sion with respect to the letter, W-4, and what was said with
xl'gipect to other matters when you spoke to Mr. Wilson on January

Ms. TaLLEy. As I recall, we came into the office, introductions
were made. I had spoken to Mr. Pontius previously on the tele-
phone I think in setting up the interview. Mr. Wilson commented
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that he was frankly surprised to hear from us, or request for this
appointment, because he had shortly before been informed by the
Speaker, Mr. O’Neill, that he was not under investigation by the
committee. He reviewed the letter that we had brought from Mr.
Jaworski, and he commented, just as he was looking over it, read-
ing what documents we were asking for, he commented that he
was fairly certain he had no correspondence with Tongsun Park,
because he had met him only once on an airplane flying to Seoul.
From the conversation it seemed that it was an accidental meeting,
and they had a casual conversation.

He went on to say that he had written one letter that he recalled
to President Park of Korea, commending the work of Ambassador
Hahm, I think that was when Ambassador Hahm was leaving the
United States. He asked about the format of the proceeding. He
asked—he was sort of wondering aloud whether he should have
counsel. He asked about the format. We explained the deposition—
we explained there would be a single Congressman present, we
gave him the general outline of the kinds of questions we would be
asking. He mentioned that—both he and Mr. Pontius mentioned
they were concerned about—concerned that the investigation
would proceed expeditiously.

He mentioned he had a primary election in June, and we indicat-
ed that we also were interested in having the investigation go
quickly.

Mr. ForruiN. Did Mr. Wilson mention to you the date of the
meeting that he had with Tongsun Park on the airplane?

Ms. TALLEY. According to the memorandum that I wrote at the
time, he did, yes.

Mr. ForTuUiN. And do you have an independent recollection of
the date?

Ms. TaLLey. I don’t have an independent recollection of the date.

Mr. FortuIN. Did you make a memo of that at the time of your
conversation?

Ms. TaLLEY. Yes; I made a memorandum the same day.

Mr. ForTUIN. Let me just show you a copy of your memorandum.
Is that a copy of your memorandum? '

Ms. TaLLEY. That is the original of the memorandum.

Mr. ForTUIN. Does that contain the date of the meeting Mr.
Wilson told you about with Tongsun Park?

Ms. TALLEY. Yes; it does.

Mr. ForTuiN. What is the date?

Ms. TALLEY. October 16, 1975.

Mr. FortuiN. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions.

Mr. VoLNER. I have a few questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Volner.

Mr. VoOLNER. You put into your memorandum Congressman
Wilson said not only he had no correspondence with Tongsun Park,
but he only met him once on October 16, 1975, on a flight from
Taipei to Seoul. Did you ask Congressman Wilson whether he ever
received anything of value from Tongsun Park?

Ms. TALLEY. I don'’t believe I asked him any such question.

Mr. VoLNER. Did you ask him whether he ever met Tongsun
Park again? .

Ms. TALLEY. No, I didn’t.
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Mr. VOLNER. So you simply noted that information and went on?

Ms. TaLLEY. That is right.

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ForTuUIN. Nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. You may step down, Ms. Talley.

Mr. ForTuiN. Mr. Chairman, we have an additional stipulation.
Incidentally, I would offer exhibit W-4, which is the Jaworski
letter.

Mr. FLYNT. Any objection?

Mr. VoLNER. I don’t know whether I have objection. I would like
to see it. I think we might be able to do better, because I have a
copy of the letter received by Mr. Wilson.

Mr. FortulN. If we could substitute that, we would be happy to
do that.

Mr. VoLNER. I would like to see that one.

Mr. FortulN. Certainly.

Mr. VoLNER. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. I do have one further
question from Ms. Talley.

Mr. FLyNT. Do you have any objection?

Mr. ForTuIN. No objection.

Mr. FLyNT. Ms. Talley, would you resume the stand.

Mr. VoLNER. Ms. Talley, were you subsequently supplied copies
of correspondence of any nature between Congressman Wilson,
Korean governmental officials, Tongsun Park, Hancho Kim, be-
tween January 1, 1968, and the date of this letter by Congressman
Wilson or by me?

Ms. TaLLEY. Yes, I was. But the correspondence did not include
letters from Tongsun Park, as I recall.

Mr. VoLNER. You have answered my question, thank you.

Mr. FLynT. Mr. Fortuin, do you have any questions?

Mr. ForTUIN. No questions.

Mr. VoLNER. I think you might do better to offer the real letter
in evidence.

Mr. ForTuUIN. I would prefer to do that. With that understanding,
I would offer as Exhibit W-4 the original version of the Jaworski
letter that was referred to in Ms. Talley’s testimony.

Mr. FLyNT. I understand it is a copy.

Mr. VoLNER. It is a Xerox copy.

Mr. FortuiN. That is fine.

Mr. FLynT. Without objection it is entered in the record. [Where-
upon, Committee hearing exhibit No. W-4 was received in evi-
dence.] (See exhibits.)

Mr. ForTUuIiN. Mr. Chairman, we have a further stipulation that
on or about February 7, 1978, Congressman Wilson caused to be
delivered to the committee a letter dated February 7, 1978, and
bearing his signature, which is exhibit W-5. And I would offer that
at this time. I would dispense with reading these exhibits, because
I believe the committee has been furnished copies of them.

Mr. FLYNT. Do you have any objection?

Mr. VoLnER. No objection.

Mr. FLynTt. Without objection, it is received and made a part of
the record.

[Wherenpon, committee hearing exhibit No. W-5 was received in
evidence.] (See exhibits.)
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Mr. FortumN. Mr. Chairman, special staff has no further evi-
dence to offer at this time with respect to the statement of alleged
violation filed against Mr. Wilson.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Volner.

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Chairman, we hate to impose upon the commit-
tee but Congressman Wilson has a prepared statement which he
would like to read.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Wilson, would you please rise and let me admin-
ister the oath. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you will
give before this committee in the matter now under consideration
will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so
help you God?

Mr. WiLson. I do.

Mr. FLYNT. You are Representative Charles H. Wilson.

Mr. WiLsoN. That is correct.

Mr. FLYNT. A Representative from the 25th District of the State
of California?

Mr. WiLsoN. Thirty-first District.

Mr. FLynT. Thirty-first District, excuse me. Thirty-first District
of California.

Do you wish to make a statement to the committee rather than
to have questions posed to you by your counsel at this time?

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Chairman, I am reluctant to give you the same
statement I did in executive session. Yet since this has been opened
up, I feel in fairness to myself I should——

Mr. FLynNT. Yes.

Mr. WiLsoN. It is as difficult for me to do it, Mr. Chairman, as it
n}llay be for you to hear it a second time. But I would like to do
that.

Mr. FLynT. Well, I think it is necessary both for you and the
committee that it be read into the record.

Mr. WiLsoN. Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF HON. CHARLES H. WILSON, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee.

I welcome the opportunity to appear before you today and to be
afforded the chance to squarely address the serious charge which
has been made against me.

For 24 years I have served the people of California, first in the
California Legislature and then in this House of Representatives.
This is the first time that I have ever been accused of misconduct
by my colleagues. For that reason, I regard the allegation as a
matter of the utmost importance. And I am deeply appreciative of
this opportunity to demonstrate my innocence.

As I understand it, the charge against me is that I knowingly
and willfully submitted a false statement to this committee. This is
based upon the fact that, in my original response to this commit-
tee’s questionnaire of June 15, 1977, I failed to report the wedding
present which Mrs. Wilson and I received from Tongsun Park on
the occasion of our wedding in Seoul, Korea, in October 1975. I
freely admit that, in my original response to this committee’s
questionnaire, I did neglect to report the fact of the wedding pres-
ent. But I subsequently discovered my mistake; and I voluntarily
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corrﬁcted it. I am accused of having lied even though I told the
truth.

I solemnly and earnestly swear to you that I did not knowingly,
deliberately, or willfully supply this committee with false informa-
tion. The mistake I made was an innocent one. I know of only one
way to demonstrate this. That is to set forth, as clearly and careful-
ly as I can, the facts. These facts will show that my mistake was a
genuine good faith error.

Let me start with the circumstances surrounding the preparation
of my response to the committee’s questionnaire. As you will recall,
the questionnaire was issued by the committee’s then Special Coun-
cil on June 15, 1977. I will be frank to say that the questionnaire
surprised and annoyed me. I felt that the questionnaire was arbi-
trary and confusing. It was not clear to me whether the informa-
tion sought related to my official capacity or my personal life.
Moreover, some questions had a number of subparts. As a result, a
lot of things got mixed together. In particular, question 3—the
question which I am charged with having deliberately falsified my
answer to—dealt with me, my immediate family and my staff; it
asked for information of four different types of dealings; and it
then set forth a list of five different Korean names. But only a
“yes” or ‘“no” answer was called for. Thus, any answer would
seemingly apply to myself, my staff or my family, all the different
transactions covered and all five of the different persons named. I
was confused by this structure.

I remember complaining to my Administrative Assistant, Mr.
John Pontius, about the confusion caused by the questionnaire and
I believe that Mr. Pontius confirmed this in his deposition. So,
when the questionnaire first came in, I did nothing about it.

Toward the end of July 1977—in other words, about a month
after I had received it—I decided that I should answer the ques-
tionnaire. I understand that some Members never did respond to
the questionnaire. But I knew that many of my colleagues were
attempting to do so and I concluded that it was my duty to respond
to the questions—confusing though they were—as best I could. I
prepared my answer almost entirely from memory. I made a list of
the trips which I had taken to Korea in order to respond to ques-
tion 1. As it turned out, I made a mistake in the compilation of
that list, as well as in my response of question 3. I corrected this
gllniis;;)sn concerning my trips to Korea in a letter dated February

Question 3 presented a separate problem for me because of its
structure which, as I have said, seemed to mix a number of differ-
ent transactions and people, but called for only one answer. I
remembered clearly attending two or three social functions at Suzi
Park Thomson’s home. Of the remaining four names, two—Hancho
Kim and Kim Sang Keun—were totally unknown to me. As to the
last two names, Tongsun Park and Kim Dung Jo: I knew who they
were, but I had never attended any social function given by them.

Because of the complex layout of question 3, I was concerned
about how to report to the committee that I had attended social
functions given by Suzi Park Thomson but not with the other
persons. As a result, I failed to pay attention to the other subparts
of the question which, among other things, asked whether I had
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ever been offered or received anything in excess of $100 from any
of the five people. As I recall, my secretary typed up my response
on my instructions. When the completed response came to me, I
glanced at it to satisfy myself that the facts concerning my attend-
ance at social functions given by Suzi Park Thomson were clearly
and separately reported. I signed it and sent it on to the commit-
tee.

About a week before I prepared my response to the question-
naire, I was also interviewed by an FBI agent and an attorney
from the Department of Justice. As I recall it, the interview dealt
primarily with the activities of former Congressman Hanna. I
frankly have no independent recollection of having been asked
about Tongsun Park during the course of that interview. I have
checked with my Administrative Assistant and Mr. Gould, who is
here, who was staff director of my subcommittee of the Post Office
committee, both of whom were present during the interview. Nei-
ther of them has any recollection of any questions about my meet-
ing with Tongsun Park or my response to it. However, apparently
during the course of that interview, I mentioned that I had met
Tongsun Park on the flight from Taiwan to Korea in 1975. If there
was any such mention, it was fleeting. It came up in the context of
an inteview which covered a number of other wholly unrelated
subjects and passed from my mind, as well as the other persons
present, as quickly as it occurred. The FBI report of that interview
is not factually correct in several respects. For example, the Cali-
fornia wine-testing party at the George Town Club was before 1
went to Korea in 1975, not after; and if Tongsun Park was at that
California Wine Producers function, I surely never saw him. I
simply did not remember the wedding present when I was inter-
viewed by the FBI any more than I remembered it a week later,
when I prepared the response to the committee’s questionnaire.

I had no further occasion to look at or think about my response
to the questionnaire until late January 1978. Indeed, so far was the
questionnaire from my mind during 1977 that an event occurred in
the fall of- 1977 which, as much as anything else, demonstrates that
my omission of the wedding present from my original response was
innocent. I interceded on behalf of your committee with the Presi-
dent of Korea to enable this committee to take testimony from
Tongsun Park.

In November of 1977, I was in Korea on an official trip for the
Armed Services Committee. At that time, our Ambassador was in
the process of his negotiations to try to get Tongsun Park to come
to the United States to testify before this committee. He was en-
countering difficulties. Knowing of my good relationship with
President Park and that I intended to pay a courtesy call upon the
President, he asked me to convey to President Park the importance
of cooperating in every way with this committee’s investigation. I
told Ambassador Snyder that I would be happy to deliver this
message. Congressman Dan Daniel was with me on that trip and
was present at the time the request for my intercession was made.
My counsel has supplied you with an affidavit from him confirming
these facts, as well as an affidavit from Mr. Ralph Marshall, a staff
member of the Armed Services Committee.
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As I promised, when I met with President Park I did indeed urge
him to do everything possible to enable Tongsun Park to return for
questioning by the committee.

I want to emphasize that I took this step after my original
response to the questionnaire had been put on file and before I had
corrected it.

As elected officials, we all become students of human nature. I
ask you to ask yourselves whether I would have interceded with
the President of Korea if I knew in November of 1977 that the
answer which I had already filed with this committee was false
and, if I wanted to keep that fact a secret. Why would I attempt to
expedite Tongsun Park’s return for questioning by the committee if
I wanted to keep the piesent a secret? Tongsun Park was, after all,
virtually the only other person who could possibly testify to the
fact of the wedding present. The fact is that I did not remember
the wedding present at the time that I completed the question-
naire; or did I recall it in November 1977. I never intended the
present to be kept a secret; and I carried out Ambassador Snyder’s
request because I was, and am, innocent.

That was in the late fall of 1977. As I have said, I did not
remember about the wedding present until the end of January
1978. Not more than 2 weeks later, I corrected my response to the
original questionnaire.

At the end of January 1978, I was visited by Ms. Martha Talley
of your staff and an investigator. They wanted certain materials
from my files and to schedule a deposition for the taking of my
testimony. I asked about the scope of, and procedures concerning,
the deposition. I believe I also asked whether it was appropriate to
have counsel. I had never been deposed before and was unfamiliar
with what this involved. Of course, I agreed to supply the materials
from my files requested by your staff and I have done so. As a
matter of fact, I think in one of my depositions there was a state-
ment made by Ms. Talley that I probably submitted as much if not
more material than any other Member of Congress.

Immediately after the meeting with Ms. Talley, I was in my
office with my administrative assistant reflecting on the visit from
your staff. I remembered that I was puzzled by the visit because, I
said, I had no useful information to supply to the committee,
having had no dealings with any of the people who seemed to be
involved. And, then, I remembered the breakfast I had had with
Tongsun Park 3 years earlier, and the wedding present given to us
after that breakfast. As I recall it, I said to John something to the
effect “I have mentioned in the past that I have not met Tongsun
Park, but I have.” The conversation with my administrative assist-
ant did not go further; he indicated he did not want to discuss it
with me and I respected his wishes.

At that point I decided to retain counsel to advise me. Counsel
and I met shortly thereafter. One of the first things we did was to
look at my response to the committee’s questionnaire. We then
realized—for the first time—that I had not only failed to report my
social contact with Mr. Park, but the wedding present, as well. We
agreed that it was necessary to inform the committee of the fact of
the wedding present as soon as possible. We concluded that this
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should be done by letter; and I did so in my letter of February 7,
1978, a copy of which you have.

It has been suggested that if I had not reported it, this committee
never would have learned of the omission in my original response
to the questionnaire. Whether that is true or not, it is certainly the
case that the first information the committee received concerning
the wedding present came from me. The first time that my re-
sponse to that multipart question 3 was known to be incomplete
was when I corrected it.

I know this to be so based on this committee’s own records. We
have recently been supplied with extracts from the depositions of
Tongsun Park taken in executive session. They show that Mr. Park
was deposed in executive session on March 1, 1978, and again on
March 6, 1978, nearly a month after I delivered my letter correct-
ing my original response. On both of those occasions Tongsun Park
continued to deny that he had given Mrs. Wilson and me a wed-
ding present.

On both of those occasions your staff repeatedly pressed him as
to whether there had been any wedding presents to any Members
of Congress and to me in particular. Your staff knew—because I
told them in my letter of February 7—that there had been a
wedding present to me. But Tongsun Park continued to deny it;
and he did not get around to acknowledging the fact of the present
until his public hearing in April. This was 2 full months after I had
reported the present to the committee. I share with many Ameri-
cans the view that Mr. Park had been less than a candid and
straightforward witness.

It really does not matter to me whether Mr. Park would have
ultimately come forward. My decision was not in any way based
upon whether or not Tongsun Park had told the committee—or
would tell the committee—about the wedding present. Consider-
ations whether the committee knew or could otherwise find out
about the wedding present simply did not enter into my decision to
submit the letter of February 7.

Your staff contends that the “timing” of my letter proves that I
corrected the omission because I was afraid that the fact of the
wedding present had already “become manifest to the committee.”
I vigorously denounce this entirely unsubstantiated attempt to
inpugn my motives for the submission of the February 7 letter.

If T had believed that the present, in your staff words, ‘“had
become manifest,” then there would have been absolutely no logic
to my filing the letter. It simply would have been too late.

Your staff suggests that I was motivated out of fear based upon
press accounts of Tongsun Park’s testimony; they suggest that I
was concerned that Park might tell the committee and that I
wanted to beat him to the punch. Of course, I was aware of the
press accounts; it was impossible not to be. But those press ac-
counts also made plain that Tongsun Park was an extraordinarily
evasive witness. Your staff implies that I am not only dishonest,
but foolish. Precisely because it was nearly 6 months after the
original response, and because Tongsun Park’s evasions were be-
coming well known, if I had wanted to keep the present a secret,
the calculated decision would have been for me to say nothing to
the committee and to take the chance—which would have been
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pretty good incidentally —~that Tongsun Park would say nothing
either. But I did not do this. I did not do so because neither the
press accounts about Tor.gsun Park nor the imminence of my own
deposition entered into n y decision to rectify the omission.

That decision was, ratl er, based upon the fact that I have always
been open—even too outspoken—in my dealings with my col-
leagues. The course to me was clear: I had forgotten the breakfast
and wedding present at the time I originally responded to the
questionnaire; I remembered them in January; it was my duty to
correct the questionnaire and I did so as promptly as possible. I do
not regret that action. I am only surprised that I now stand
charged with having been less than honest with this committee
when I myself voluntarily, freely came forward.

This is the first time that these facts have been heard. Not once
in the depositions by your staff was I asked to explain how the
wedding present slipped my mind at the time that I prepared the
original response. Not once was I asked or permitted to discuss the
confusion which the multipart question itself caused and which
significantly contributed to the omission. Certainly, there is noth-
ing in the records or in my narration which can be pointed to by
anybody as a basis for saying, “This proves that, in the words of
the complaint, ‘he then and there well knew’ that the statement
was false.” Instead, I have a feeling that the entire charge against
me rests upon the single proposition that the wedding present was
so unusual that I could not possibly have forgotten about it when I
came to answer the question.

I admit the wedding present was unusual. In my own deposition
I testified to that. The facts surrounding my wedding and the
present to my wife and me are set forth in my letter of February 7
which you have before you. The present was unusual because it
came to me in cash; and although the amount was modest, it was
one of the very few cash presents that Mrs. Wilson and I received
at the time of our wedding. It was unusual because it came to me
from Tongsun Park, whom I had never met before that trip to
Korea and never saw again afterward.

But it does not follow, because the present was somewhat out of
the ordinary, that it should be indelibly printed on my mind when,
3 years later, I came to respond to the committee’s questionnaire.

In the first place, the entire circumstances surrounding my mar-
riage to Mrs. Wilson were highly unusual. As you know, Mrs.
Wilson is a U.S. citizen who was born in Korea. Her family lives
there. I met her in early 1975, about a year after the death of my
first wife. We went to Korea in October 1975, for the sole purpose
of my meeting her family. We were to be married here in Novem-
ber. Because of her family’s wishes, we were married not once, but
twice while we were in Korea. We were then married again here
on our return. The Korean trip was a time of great excitement and
of happiness. It was particularly a time of delight to the people of
Korea because I was the first, and may well be the only, elected
American official who is married to a Korean woman. There were
many parties, presents, expressions of good will and congratula-
tions. .

Certain details of that trip stand out in my mind with startling
clarity: We had hamburgers and champagne for our wedding lun-



92

cheon on October 17 which the Embassy so graciously arranged for
us on such short notice. But, the events of that 5-day period are, for
the most part, a blur. The present from Tongsun Park, along with
many others that we received, disappeared from my mind.

Second, I literally never saw Tongsun Park nor had any dealings
with him again after that Korean trip in October 1975. I am aware,
from the materials which the committee has given us, of a dinner
invitation apparently made by a ‘“Congressman Wilson and Mrs.
Wilson” to Tongsun Park in August 1976. The invitation is referred
to in a telex from one of Park’s employees to Park. All I can say is
that was not me. At that time, my wife and I were still living in
the apartment which I had before we were married. We enter-
tained no one other than immediate family until we moved into
our house later that year. As you know, there are several Congress-
men Wilson. And even Tongsun Park’s employee admitted that he
did not know which of the Congressmen Wilson was referred to in
his own telex.

I am also aware of the matter of the limousine. I remember
going to the airport in a limousine for an early morning flight in
the spring of 1976. I remember, in the afternoon before the trip,
remarking to my staff that I would like to have a ride because I
don’t like to drive in the early morning traffic. That night I had a
call from my office advising me that a car would come for me. I
have some recollection of having been told that the limousine
belonged to Pacific Development Corp. or Tongsun Park.

But I most assuredly did not make the arrangements for that
limousine. I haven’t the slightest idea how it came about. And,
based upon the materials which the committee has given us, it is
plain that neither my staff nor Tongsun Park’s employee has a
clear recollection of the circumstances surrounding it.

This much I can say with certainty: If it was Tongsun Park’s
limousine, he certainly was not in it. I absolutely never saw him or
spoke with him or had any contact with him after October 1975.

I am sorry that I did not reject Tongsun Park’s offer of a wed-
ding present the second time as I did when it was first offered to
me. I bitterly resent the insinuation in his public testimony that I
solicited the present. That is simply untrue. The fact is that I
unthinkingly accepted the present and spent the $600. Because I
never saw him again, Tongsun Park and his wedding present
3l.ippid_ from my memory shortly after we returned from our wed-

ing trip.

I admit that I have an imperfect memory. Unfortunately, we did
not make a list of presents received or send thank you notes after
our wedding. As I have said, I found the questions confusing. As a
wedding present, the gift was to me and my wife. Even if I had
records, I would not have been sure that the questionnaire intend-
ed to reach my personal life or dealt only with official matters, like
campaign contributions.

I was having difficulty figuring out how to report the social
functions which I attended at Suzi Park Thomson’s but not at the
other named Koreans. I did not focus on the other parts of the
question which dealt with receiving things of value. Even if I had,
there is simply no way that an isolated incident which had oc-
curred 3 years earlier at an exciting and busy time of my life,
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involving a man whom I never saw again, would come to mind.
Indeed, I cannot explain even now what suddenly caused me to
remember the present in January of this year when I reported it to
you.

There are certain things which may relate to my appearance
today, for which I have no apology. I was a champion of our
support and aid—military and economic—to Korea long years
before Tongsun Park was ever heard of; and I will continue to urge
that support for as long as that policy seems to me to be needed. I
also have no apology for my marriage to a lovely woman who
happens to be Korean; I would make that wedding trip again
today. I also have no regrets for my decision to rectify the omis-
sion, which has caused me more difficulty and anguish that the
incident would seem to warrant.

At the same time, I recognize that I have made several mistakes
in connection with this matter. I should have refused the present
the second time as I did when it was first offered. I should have
answered the questionnaire more promptly and with greater care. I
made an error. I wish I had remembered and corrected my re-
sponse sooner than I did.

But these things are not a basis for the issuance of a statement
of alleged violation. They most certainly are not grounds for repri-
mand or sanction.

I am not a lawyer and I am not interested in legalisms as to the
jurisdiction of this committee or the significance of my exculpatory
negative response to the question of the original questionnaire. I
leave those matters to my lawyer. What is ultimately at stake here
is the integrity of my 24 years of service as an elected official and
my relationship with my colleagues.

And, on that central issue, I swear to you that I did not knowing-
ly and willfully submit a false statement; I did not, when I original-
ly answered, “then and there well know” that my answer was
incomplete, much less false; I did not deliberately suppress infor-
mation and I did not ever intend to deceive or mislead the commit-
tee. My oversight was genuinely innocent. I corrected it as soon as
I became aware of it. I hope and trust that these facts, which are
absolute truth, will convince you of this and that the statement of
alleged violation will be dismissed.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLyNT. Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

Mr. Volner, do you wish to ask any questions before I recognize
Mr. Fortuin?

Mr. VoLNER. I may have some after.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Fortuin, you may cross examine.

Mr. ForTuiN. Mr. Wilson, let’s first review the contacts that you
had with Tongsun Park. When did you first meet Mr. Park?

Mr. WiLson. As I stated in my deposition, I met him for the first
time on the airplane from Taipei to Seoul on October 16, 1975.

Mr. ForTuiN. Had you seen him prior to that at any public
function?

Mr. WiLsoN. No. He may have been at some public function, but
I never saw him. I would—the answer is “No.”
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Mr. FortuiN. I thought you said—how about this California
Wine Producers Association at the George Town Club; didn't you
see him there?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I didn’t see him there. I did not say I saw him
there when the FBI interviewed me.

Mr. ForTuIN. But he was present?

Mr. WiLson. I don’t know whether he was present or not. I didn’t
see him.

Mr. ForTuiN. But didn’t you tell the FBI that he was present?

Mr. WiLson. No; I didn'’t.

Mr. Fortuin. I take it, Mr. Wilson, you have seen the official
FBI report of the inteview with you; correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; I have.

Mr. ForTuIN. And your statement in it is false?

Mr. WiLsoN. My statement is what?

Mr. ForTUuIiN. Let me show it to you so we know what we are
talking about.

Mr. WiLsoN. The statement is false; yes.

Mr. ForTuIN. So the FBI agent wasn’t correct here?

Mr. WiLsoN. He was not correct. He has the time wrong also. He
says that I mentioned the wine-tasting party happened after I
came back, and after we were married. It would be very easy to
verify when that wine-tasting party was.

Mr. ForTUIN. But——

Mr. WiLsoN. It was before, 1973.

Mr. ForTuiN. There was a wine-tasting party but Tongsun Park
was not present; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. ForTuiN. And the statement in the FBI report is not so?

Mr. WisoN. They misunderstood apparently some statement
that I made. I think the way this came up, they asked me if I had
ever been to the George Town Club, and I said on two occasions.
And one was a wine-tasting party that was given by the California
Wine Dealers Association, or something like that, and the second
one was just a private cocktail party prior to a Black Caucus
dinner, where the hosts of the table were having their table guests
get together before going over to the dinner.

Mr. ForTUIN. Now, then you did meet him on the airplane. How
long did you talk to him on the airplane?

Mr. WiLsoN. Very shortly. I went into the restroom, and he came
down and introduced himself to Mrs.—to my fiancee at the time,
the future Mrs. Wilson. And when I came out, he was back in his
seat, and his associate with him came down to me and said Mr.
Park would like to meet me, and I went back and visited with him
for a few moments, and then came back to my seat.

Mr. ForTUIN. Was there anything about that meeting that made
it stand out particularly in your mind?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; only that that was the first time I had ever met
him. I had heard so much about him. I never met him before. I was
surprised to see him on the same plane I was on.

Mr. ForTuIN. And that was a relatively brief meeting with noth-
ing particularly important that transpired; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. And that was on October 16, 1975?
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Mr. WiLsoN. Correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. And thereafter, on Wednesday, October 22, 1975,
he called you at the Chosan Hotel; correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. A representative of his called me in my room at
about 7:30 in the morning and asked if I would be able to come
down to the hotel dining room and have breakfast with Mr. Park.

Mr. ForTUIN. And what happened there?

Mr. WiLsoN. I went down and had breakfast with him.

Mr. ForTUIN. And who was present?

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Park, an associate of his, and myself.

Mr. ForTUIN. And what transpired?

Mr. WiLsoN. Just small talk, again. We had breakfast. As we
were getting ready to break up, he gave me a small box and said
this is a traditional Korean wedding gift, it is a pair of silver
chopsticks, it is not necessary for you to open it now. And then he
reached in his pocket and pulled out an envelope filled with
Korean currency, handed it to me, and he said: “I have $1,000 here
for you.”

I said: “Well, I appreciate your generosity, but I have no use for
this money, it is Korean, I am leaving today, and it is of no value
to me, but I do appreciate your generosity.”

Mr. ForTUuIN. Now I take it at this time Mr. Park didn’t know
you other than the two meetings you told us about; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. He had no reason to know me.

Mr. ForTuIN. And he didn’t know your wife; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. He knew of her family.

Mr. ForTuIN. Did you find it unusual for somebody to be offering
you an envelope full of money, someone you personally never met,
other than casually on the plane?

Mr. WiLsoN. No, no. My son married a little Italian young lady
of Italian parentage and background, and I was standing in the
receiving line at the reception afterward, and her mother was
there with a big bag, and I never saw so many envelopes handed to
her by people that we had never seen before in my life. And I can
tell you that was—they got a lot more than I did.

Mr. FortuiN. OK. Then I take it you returned the envelope to
Mr. Park; correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. And did you thank him for it?

Mr. WiLson. Well, I thanked him for his generosity, but returned
the envelope to him.

Mr. ForTuIN. And then it came about that you actually got some
of the money from Mr. Park; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes. I went back to my room, and packed my bags,
and then came back to the lobby to check out of the hotel, and
another associate, someone who was not with us at breakfast,
approached me and said he was associated with Mr. Park, and he
said, “Mr. Park really wants you to have this for a wedding pres-
ent.”

And I said, “Well, it is not necessary.”

And he said, “Well, Mr. Park wants you to have it.”

So I took it and went back up to the room. There were six $100
bills in the envelope. And I didn’t count the Korean currency, the
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rate of exchange, about 500 to 1. And I handed it to my wife, the
Korean currency, which is customary when she goes to visit her
family in Korea, that her father gives her a large handful of
Korean money, and she gives it back to him at the airport, what-
ever is left over, when she leaves Korea. And I said, “When you see
your father, your brother, today at the airport, give him this along
with whatever you are turning back.”

Mr. ForTuUIN. So as between the two meetings that you had with
Mr. Park, certainly the second one was longer; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, it was the length of a breakfast, yes.

Mr. ForTUuIN And it was more eventful in that he offered you a
wedding present of some silver chopsticks; correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, I don’t know that it was more eventful, Mr.
Fortuin. I was surprised to get the call. But at that time you must
recall that Mr. Park was still a very well, highly respected person
here in Washington. There had been no allegations made against
anybody. People were still anxious to be invited to his parties. And
I didn’t consider this anything particularly improper. I had been
advised when I got off the plane by a friend of mine, a long-time
Korean friend, that I ought to stay away from him, because he was
not in the good graces of the Korean Government.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Fortuin, would you suspend just a minute? I am
not trying to hurry you. I am just inquiring how long you think the
cross-examination will take. Because we do have a vote.

Mr. ForTuiN. I would think about 20, 25 minutes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. There is a vote in progress on the floor of the House.
I suggest that we retire from the hearing room, and proceed to the
floor of the House to cast our votes. I respectfully request all
members to return promptly.

The committee will stand in recess until we vote.

[Recess.]

Mr. FLyNT. Seven members are present. The committee will
come to order.

At this time, Mr. Fortuin, you may continue.

Mr. Fortuin. I think the pending question was——

Mr. FLYNT. I do not think there was a pending question. A
question had been answered and I think I asked you to suspend.

Mr. ForTuin. I think you told us the meeting at which Tongsun
Park offered you the money did not have any greater impression in
yi)ur mind than the occasion when you ran into him on the air-
plane.

Mr. WiLsoN. That is correct.

Mr. ForTuiN. You had been told after you landed in Korea to
stay away from Mr. Park?

Mr. WiLsonN. I was advised there would be no point in having
anything to do with him because he was not in the good graces of
the government, the Korean friend that met me along with Mrs.
Wilson’s family and some American Embassy people. They thought
we may have been traveling together because they saw him come
off the plane behind us. He was just trying to caution me.

Mr. ForTUIN. But notwithstanding the caution, you had break-
fast with him?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.

Mr. ForTuiN. And you got money from him?
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Mr. WiLsoN. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. But that event was no greater in your mind than
meeting him on the airplane?

Mr. WiLsoN. Right.

Mr. FortuIN. Let us talk about the committee questionnaire.

You testified you found it confusing.

Mr. WiLsoN. I certainly did.

Mr. ForTUIN. So you retyped it and rearranged the questionnaire
so it would not be confusing; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, instead of filling out the questionnaire itself, I
took each question in order and then responded to it in that
manner rather than using the questionnaire as it was presented.

Mr. ForTuiN. Incidentally, the questionnaire provided at the
bottom if you would prefer to discuss your answers directly, please
telephone the committee offices to arrange for members of the staff
to meet with you.

Did you ever call the offices and tell them you felt it confusing
and ask for a face-to-face meeting as to the questionnaire?

Mr. WiLsoN. No. I think probably one of the biggest mistakes I
made in this whole thing was when the questionnaire came, as it
did to every Member of Congress, I should have talked to counsel
then. I was not aware then of section 1001. I was not aware of the
type of penalties that can come to someone by making a wrong
answer to a governmental agency or a committee in Congress. I
was completely ignorant of this type of thing. The only advice I can
ever give to anyone in the future is to hire a lawyer.

Mr. ForTUIN. Are you telling me when you filled out the ques-
tionnaire you did not think there was anything wrong in making a
false statement?

Mr. WiLsoN. No, no. I did not think I was making a false state-
ment. I said that in my statement, and I have said it over and over
again.

Mr. ForTUIN. So the lawyer could not have been of any help to
you.

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, the lawyer might have asked me more ques-
tions and told me to take more time than I did. I tried to do this
too quickly and it was based purely on memory.

Mr. ForTUIN. It took you 7 weeks——

Mr. WiLsoN. No; it took me 1 day. It took me 7 weeks to decide
whether I would reply or not.

Mr. ForTuIN. You had Mr. Pontius assist you?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. And you tried to rearrange it to make it clear?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.

Mr. ForTuIiN. What the committee was trying to get at was
whether you had received any money——

Mr. WiLson. It involved bribery of an American Congressman by
the Korean Government. I had no reason to think that I was
involved in any way whatever either by bribery or Government
officials.

Mr. ForTuIiN. The issue current at that time was money in
envelopes. Is that not what people were talking about at that time?

Mr. WiLson. Yes.
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Mr. ForTuIN. And you knew Tongsun Park had been mentioned
in that connection?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes. )

Mr. ForruiN. But it was that question you answered falsely——

Mr. VoLNER. I object. o ) )

Mr. FLYyNT. Mr. Fortuin, the Chair is going to advise you to use
the word “inaccurate” rather than “false.”

Mr. FortuiN. I did not mean to characterize it—it goes more to
intent. L.

Mr. VoLNER. I object to your characterization. )

Mr. ForTuIN. When you said in response to the question:

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 coventurer

(a) Been offered anything of value in excess of $100 by,

(b) Received anything of value in excess of $100 from,

(¢) Attended a function (other than at an Embassy or official residence) given by,
or

(d) Had any commercial business dealings with—

(i) Tongsun Park,

(ii)) Kim Dong Jo,

(iii) Suzi Park Thomson,
(iv) Hancho Kim, or

(v) Kim Sang Keun

You answered no. That was not so.

Mr. WiLsoN. It was an inaccurate statement; an error that I
made at the time. My memory was foggy at the time.

Mr. ForTuiN. And that question is not particularly confusing, is
it, the way you have it set forth here?

Mr. VoLNER. I object to that question as calling for a legal
conclusion.

Mr. WiLson. It was confusing to me.

Mr. ForTUIN. Question No. 3, the way it was retyped, you felt it
was confusing?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I felt I had responded to it in the best manner
possible.

Mr. FortuiN. So that is not confusing, what you have here, No.

Mr. WiLsoN. Let me review the way I have it.

No; I think that is stated reasonably, and I attempted to answer
it in as reasonable a manner as I could.

Mr. ForTUIN. You say in your statement, because of the complex
layout of the question, number 3, I was concerned as to how to
report to the committee that I had attended social functions given
by Suzi Park Thomson, but not by other persons. As a result I
failed to pay attention to other subparts of the question which
asked among other things if I had been offered or received any-
thing in excess of $100 by five people.

Mr. ForTUIN. You cannot have thought the committee was more
interested in parties Suzi Park Thomson was sponsoring.

Mr. WiLsoN. Why did you have her on the questionnaire if you
were not concerned about it?

Mr. ForTuIiN. And you thought that was more important than
the receipt of cash from Tongsun Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. She was in the paper more than anybody else. I
wanted to separate that because as I said before if I had said yes, it
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could have applied to any one of those people, and there was only
one occasion that I recall where I attended any social function with
any of them, and that was Suzi Park Thomson, at her apartment.

Mr. ForTUIN. And you wanted to make it clear that your yes
answer referred to a completely innocent contact?

Mr. WiLsoN. I answered that question, Mr. Fortuin, to the best of
my ability. I did not know if she was innocent, guilty or what she
was, and I do not know yet.

Mr. ForTuIiN. But you wanted to report in your yes answer the
only contact with her that you had had was a contact that was
completely innocent?

Mr. WiLsoN. I do not know what is in your mind, whether you
would think it was innocent or not. You are reading things into my
ming, and I am having difficulty in knowing what you have in your
mind.

Mr. ForTUIN. I will move along if you have difficulty with that.

Before the questionnaire arrived, in fact the question of wedding
gifts that you would receive had been a subject matter of concern
to you and a matter of question quite some time before the commit-
tee questionnaire arrived, was it not, Mr. Wilson?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I cannot recall wedding presents we had re-
ceived was a matter of concern. As I mentioned, we received quite
a few wedding presents, and unfortunately, Mrs. Wilson did not
keep a record of who we got them from, and we never acknowl-
edged any of them. So it was not of any concern to me at all at the
time.

19%1‘. ForTUIN. Let me focus your attention back to December of

Do you recall December 2, 1976, you were interviewed by Mr.
t}lrm?strong and McAllister of the Washington Post? Do you recall
that?

Mr. WiLsoN. How could I forget it?

Mr. ForTUIN. They had a tape recorder present?

Mr. WiLson. Yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. At that time they asked you about wedding gifts,
did they not?

er. WiLsoN. They possibly did. I do not have the article in front
of me.

Mr. ForTUuiN. Do you recall telling them you received no cash
gifts, or other negotiables, from anyone, whether Korean or not?

Mr. WiLsoN. I may have. I was not thinking at all of any of the
wedding gifts we received.

Mr. ForTuin. You did tell them that you had met Tongsun Park
when you were in Korea; is that correct?

Mr. WiLson. I may have. Again, I do not have the story in front
of me, and I am not going to answer any direct question as to what
was in that story or what I told them, unless I have it in front of
me.

Mr. ForTuIN. I am just asking for your best recollection. Do you
not recall telling them about going to the girls’ school Mr. Park
sponsored?

Mr. WiLsoN. I may have done that. I do not recall it.

Mr. ForTuiN. And you did tell them about getting some silver
chopsticks from Mr. Park?
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Mr. WiLson. I did. I told you that today.

Mr. ForTuiN. And you told them that that gave you a set of
eight chopsticks?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is right.

Mr. ForTuin. But you did not tell them about the money offered
at the same time you got the chopsticks?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I did not.

Mr. ForTuiN. You also told them Tongsun Park never gave you
money of any kind, did you not?

Mr. WirsoN. I do not recall. Again, you are ?.sking me some
things that I cannot recall, and if you want to give me a copy of
the newspaper article——

Mr. ForTuIN. It is not all in the newspaper article.

Mr. WiLsoN. Then how do we know what you are talking about?

Mr. VoLNER. I assumed, because I assumed counsel was reading
from the article. It now appears counsel is developing his whole
line of questioning from I do not know what.

At this point, I cannot in all fairness let the question go on any
further at least until the article is made available to us.

I do not know what is in the article.

Mr. WiLson. He is talking about the tape recording.

Mr. VoLNER. I not only object to questions apparently not based
on any document, but based upon materials counsel has declined to
provide us in the face of our discovery request.

My request was all encompassing for everything pertaining to
the wedding presents and others.

I do not know what counsel is depending on for this question. If
it is the newspaper article, we ought to see it; if it is other evi-
dence, we ought to recess and be allowed to be made aware of it.

Mr. QuUILLEN. In the discovery request, I thought the request
would be granted. I want to ascertain if that is the case.

Mr. FLynT. Have you had access to a tape recording?

Mr. ForTuIN. I cannot answer that question, Mr. Chairman. I
will happily answer it to the committee in executive session.

Mr. FLYNT. The Chair directs you to answer.

Mr. ForTUIN. The answer is I have not.

Mr. FLyNT. Do you have it?

Mr. ForTUIN. The answer is [ have no access to it.

Mr. FLynT. Have you had access to the contents of it?

Mr. ForTUIN. I have been informed orally of what I believe to be
the substance of the conversation.

Mr. FLyNT. Did you know that at the time the request for discov-
ery was served upon you?

Mr. VoLNER. Do I understand these questions are based on hear-
say information submitted to counsel?

Mr. FLyNT. I think if you want to proceed further along this line
of questioning, you will have to bring the person in.

Sustain the objection.

Mr. Nievps. Mr. Chairman, I request a ruling by a majority of
the members of the committee.

A lawyer may ask a witness any question he has a good-faith
basis to ask. Mr. Fortuin has a good-faith basis to ask the questions
of Mr. Wilson.

I appeal your ruling to the committee.
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Mr. FLyNT. I think a request for an appeal has to come from a
member of the committee.

Mr. Caruro. I will request it.

Mr. QuiLLEN. Before the question is put, let me say this, that I
think this is most unusual. I am not an attorney, but under the
ground rules of the committee, I thought the discovery information
requested would be granted, and I think that certainly it should
have been, or it should not be part of the questioning by counsel.

Therefore, I want to say that I am going to support the chairman
in his ruling and urge the other members of the committee to do
likewise.

Mr. BENNETT [presiding]. Will the reporter read back the ruling?

What is the resolution you are submitting?

Mr. Caruro. I prefer to make my own motion.

Mr. BENNETT. I would prefer that you did.

Mr. Capruro. I understand the counsel objected to a certain line
of questioning. The chairman sustained the objection. I would like
to appeal the ruling of the chairman for making that objection.

Mr. BENNETT. What is the objection?

Mr. VoLNER. My objection, Mr. Chairman, is that if there has
been a failure of discovery here, then I object to the whole line of
questioning. If counsel is asking questions based upon a document,
that document should be put before the witness. If questions are

_ being asked on other forms of evidence, that evidence should be put
before the witness. If counsel is proceeding from a line and just
asking questions, then it should be made clear that he is extrapo-
lating in the area. I do not care if counsel is in good faith or not.

Mr. BENNETT. I think we understand the motion now.

Mr. Caruto. May I be heard on my motion?

Is it the position of the counsel that when it becomes my turn to
ask questions, I will not be able to ask questions as to documents or
other sources of evidence that you have not seen?

Mr. VoLNER. That is my position, yes, sir.

Mr. BENNETT. We will not find it easy to have a real thorough
discussion. I doubt if it is debatable. I sought to get definitely what
it was.

Mr. Caruto. I would like unanimous consent to explain my view
on this motion.

Mr. BENNETT. All right. I have no objection.

Mr. Capurto. It seems a preposterous position by counsel that
Members of Congress cannot ask questions of witnesses——

Mr. BENNETT. Suppose you restate your motion, if you are going
to construe your motion.

Mr. CaruTo. Let me make a coherent statement without inter-
ruptions.

Second, it seems to me it is somewhat futile to seek this motion
at this stage when I will ask the same question later on.

Third, in the history of this committee we have asked repeatedly
questions of witnesses without the source of the Government infor-
mation leading to the question.

Fourth, it seems reasonable for the witness to answer the ques-
tions as to what he told people from time to time—that is probative
of the state of his knowledge from the time he got the gift to the
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time he stated he did not get it; at what point in time did his
memory fade?

Mr. BENNETT. We are prepared to vote. The motion was to over-
ride the chairman’s ruling.

All those in favor of overriding the position of the Chair let it be
known by raising your right hand.

All those who wish to sustain the position of the Chair?

Four and four. .

I have a little difficulty in using the attorney for the prosecution,
which I assume you practically are, as my adviser because I do not
feel at ease with that. Have we other counsel in the committee?

Mr. FLyNT. Staff director.

Mr. QuiLLEN. Mr. Chairman, under the rules of the House a tied
vote does not pass.

Mr. BENNETT. I have been advised by the staff director under the
rules of the House it is not overruled.

Mr. NieLps. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes.

Mr. NieLps. I would like to have an opportunity to be heard on
the issue of whether the ruling of the Chair should be sustained or
overridden.

Mr. BENNETT. We have already voted.

Mr. NieLDs. I request to be heard.

Mr. BENNETT. You are too late.

Mr. NiELDs. So you will not permit explanation——

Mr. BENNETT. I indicated we were cutting off discussion.

N Mx('1 NieLps. I request a re-vote after having an opportunity to be
eard.

Mr. BENNETT. I understand as a matter of fact the parliamentary
rules of the House state it is not debatable, anyway. I let Mr.
Caputo raise the question because it is not a debatable question
and because we are used to letting Mr. Caputo raise nondebatable
questions.

According to the rules of the House——

Mr. NieLps. Congressman——

Mr. QuUILLEN. I would assume this committee is running this
investigation. If we are not, I move we adjourn.

Mr. BeEnNETT. It has been a long time since I have practiced law,
and I may have well been wrong as to proper things, but I could
have a heart of gold as to what is fair and proper.

The thing I took offense to personally, not on a legal basis, was
the implication in the lawyer’s language that he was referring to a
paper and it was a newspaper account, and it developed later on it
is a conversation you had with somebody who had heard a tape
recorder.

Mr. ForTuIiN. I was asking Mr. Wilson about the conversation he
had with the reporters which resulted——

Mr. BENNETT. But you are basing questions on the theory that
there is something which exists that you know about which has
application to you because some person told you what they had left
on the tape recorder.

I think that is remote in evidence to bring before any court of
law or pseudo court of law, and I think your question is, therefore,
not proper. I am not sure what the rule of Wigmore cites, but I
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have a feeling that is not the way in which evidence should be
submitted, and if you submitted your questions in another manner,
we could make progress.

If you merely ask the witness whether he, in fact, had a conver-
sation with somebody, he could say yes, no, but to lead him into
believing what is supposed to have been a newspaper account is
not, is not fair. So, as far as I am concerned, and I now turn the
chair back over to the real care of the committee.

As far as I am concerned if you would proceed by merely asking
the witness as a matter of fact did you have a conversation with
somebody, that would be proper. But-to base it on a newspaper
account, as we thought you were doing, then to discover you were
doing it on the basis of a tape recording which you yourself have
never heard, is distressing to me.

Mrs. FENwick. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VoLNER. I have no objection, but my objection was based on
the same.

Mrs. FENwick. If the counsel is not allowed, surely a Member of
Congress can speak. I do believe, at least I understood clearly,
there does exist some tape recording, but that there was a conver-
sation, and the person who had the conversation reported that
conversation to Mr. Fortuin. Surely Mr. Fortuin has a right, as I
would think any member of this committee has, to question any
witness, Ms. Tally, or anybody else who comes before us, as to the
veracity of that conversation and the facts reported in that conver-
sation. Otherwise——

Mr. BENNETT. Nobody ever said they would not. I said they could.
It was the way in which he asked the question. He led the witness
to feel that he was relying on a newspaper account. He did not ask
direct questions as to whether or not Mr. Wilson had in fact had a
conversation with the person and said these things. He had a
perfect right to ask that. What was wrong with his questions was
that he implied by the way he asked the questions that it was
based upon some information coming from a newspaper account.

Mrs. FENwicK. Then we will proceed on that basis.

Mr. ForTUIN. That is what I intended to do, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Unfortunately, you didn’t.

I yield the Chair back to Mr. Flynt. I am just doing that out of
sheer feeling of gut fairness. And I have no Wigmore’s rules to cite.

Mr. FLyNnT. Thank you, Mr. Bennett.

You may proceed, Mr. Fortuin.

Mr. ForTuiN. Mr. Chairman, let me get the ruling clear, because
I do not want to inadvertently contravene the ruling. As I under-
stand Mr. Bennett’s last statement, I may ask questions about the
conversation and that is all.

Mr. BENNETT. You can ask Mr. Wilson if he had a conversation
with a particular person and if in that conversation he said x, y
and z.

Mr. Fortuin. That is fine. Is that the chairman’s understanding?

Mr. FLynT. I think the gentleman from Florida stated the situa-
tion precisely.

Mr. ForTUIN. All right.
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So that, Mr. Wilson, there was no question in December 1976
that you knew Tongsun Park and had met with him; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. WiLson. Well, yes, I don’t think I have kept any secret of the
fact that I met him on the plane.

Mr. ForTUIN. And that you received some silver chopsticks from
him at that time?

Mr. WiLsonN. Yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. At that time you knew that?

Mr. WiLsoN. I don’t know about this, Mr. Fortuin. I am not going
to respond to any question that goes beyond the actual newspaper
article. I cannot recall the complete conversation, I cannot recall
the type of questions that were asked, I cannot recall my answers.
And T really am reluctant to respond to anything in connection
with that interview unless I have a copy of the newspaper article
here so I can refresh my memory of what the reporter did write
about his interview with me.

Mr. ForTUIN. Well; let me ask you this question. You have told
us there was never any question in your mind that you met Park
on the airplane. Mr. Pontius testified this morning that you told
him on a couple of occasions that you never even met Mr. Park.
How did that come about?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well; I can’t recall Mr. Pontius’ testimony. He was
very confused about several things. I don’t recall that I ever dis-
cussed Tongsun Park with him.

Mr. ForTuIN. Didn't you, in fact, tell several of your staff mem-
bers that you had never met Mr. Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. I very possibly did, yes.

Mr. ForTuIN. But that wasn’t s0? You had met him?

Mr. WiLson. Well, what time frame are you talking about? I said
all the way along the line that I met him on the plane.

Mr. Fortuin. I am talking about the period prior to the question-
naire. Didn’t you tell your staff members prior to the questionnaire
you never met him?

Mr. WiLson. I don’t recall what I told any staff members prior to
that time.

Mr. ForTuIiN. You heard Mr. Pontius’ testimony. You told him
you were warned not to meet Mr. Park and you didn’t?

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Pontius said I was warned not to meet him by
Ambassador Hahm, and that is incorrect. The only person who
ever suggested I should not have any dealings with him was Mr.
Jay Shin Ryu, a friend of mine who is a businessman in Korea.

Mr. ForTuiN. And you don’t recall telling any other staff mem-
bers that you had never met Mr. Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I don’t. I had no occasion to tell any other staff
members, because none of them—they do their work, and their
work has nothing to do with my social affairs. Or with any of the
relationships I have.

Mr. ForTUIN. Then there came a time when you were inter-
viewed by the FBI. Do you recall that?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; I have a copy of their——

Mr. ForTuin. ‘That is correct. And when you met with them—
well, let me go back a moment.
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Mr. WisoN. Which incidentally was misquoted from earlier
today, too.

Mr. ForTUIN. In your letter you said at the time of your answer-
ing your committee inquiry “I was thinking in terms of gifts given
for the purpose of influencing a member in his functions as a
Congressman, and not as a courtesy at the time of a wedding.”
Now, when you spoke to the FBI you did speak about the wedding;
is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well; let me see what they say I said.

Mr. ForTUIN. I am asking for your best recollection.

Mr. VoLNER. Would you indulge us for a moment, so we can
get——

Mr. Forruin. I am just asking you to recall, Mr. Wilson, what-
ever you can recall. If your recollection is not good, I accept that.

Mr. WiLsoN. There are errors in this FBI statement. I am sure
they are honest errors. Because they were just keeping notes and
didn't have a reporter with them. Now, what is the question?

Mr. ForTUuIiN. The question is, you mentioned to them that you
had met Park when you visited Korea in connection with your
marriage; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; I did mention that to them.

Mr. ForTUIN. And you also told them that Park had never of-
fered you anything of value; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsonN. Yes.

Mr. ForTUuIN. Now I want to go to the period of late 1977 and
early 1978. Towards—let me ask you this question. Do you on a
regular basis read the Los Angeles Times?

Mr. WiLson. Fairly regularly, yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. How about the Washington Post?

Mr. WiLson. Yes.

Mr. ForTuIN. So that in late 1977 you became aware that Tong-
sun Park had agreed to testify in Korea; is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; in fact, I indicated in my statement, I helped to
try and get him to talk and tried to get him over here for the
committee.

Mr. ForTUuiN. Well—

Mr. WiLson. In November of 1977.

Mr. FortuiN. Well; let me ask you about that, Mr. Wilson.
Maybe I will come back to this.

You say in your answer that you were interceding with the
Government of the Republic of Korea on behalf of this committee;
is that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. The committee did not contact me and ask me to do
it. The Ambassador, the American Ambassador in Korea asked me
if I would mind discussing the matter with President Park and
impress upon him to the best of my ability the importance of
having Mr. Tongsun Park come back and testify in the United
States as well as the testimony he was to give there.

Mr. ForTUIN. And you told us this morning that you did that; is
that correct?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is correct.

Mr. ForTUIN. Because you wanted to help out the committee’s
inquiry; is that correct? )

Mr. Winson. I was anxious to help them in any way I could.
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Mr. ForTuIN. In fact, when the committee held hearings in Octo-
ber, you characterized the witnesses as defectors and traitors of
Korea; didn't you?

Mr. WiLsoN. What committee are you talking about?

Mr. ForTuIiN. This committee.

Mr. WiLsoN. No. That was—I don’t think this committee—Octo-
ber of when?

Mr. ForTUIN. 1977. We had hearings October of 1977, early Octo-
ber, and in late October. You characterized the witnesses, the
Korean witnesses as defectors and traitors, didn’t you?

Mr. WiLsoN. I was making reference to the witnesses appearing
before Mr. Fraser’s committee, I believe.

Mr. ForTuIN. Let me read to you, Mr. Wilson, from the Congres-
sional Record of October 31, 1977. This is Charles H. Wilson of
California:

I have not had the advantage of participating in the hearings chaired by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. Flynt) but from what I saw on television of the
hearings that were televised I saw a group of defectors and traitors of Korea who

were testifying against their country so they could have the security of staying here
in the great United States of America.

Mr. WiLsoN. That is what my feelings are and were at that time,
yes.

Mr. ForTUIN. So notwithstanding these feelings in October it was
shortly thereafter that you went out unsolicited to help out the
committee’s inquiry with Tongsun Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is right. I see no inconsistency. At that time I
believe you had several Korean witnesses—perhaps that was the
time Mr. Hanna was being interviewed or questioned. And as I
recall, all of them were defectors, and people who were taking
advantage of the committee to try and prove they would be of
value to the United States. I think they were traitors and defec-
tors.

Mr. ForTtuIN. Did you take any State Department personnel
along with you when you visited with President Chung Park Hee?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; Ambassador Snyder purposely felt it would be
better to go there alone. If a State Department person had been
with me on that occasion, he said, it would appear too much as if it
was a State Department request I was making. I wanted to make
the request on my own.

Mr. ForTUIN. So the only persons present were you and Presi-
dent Park Chung Hee?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes, and his assistant, who was an interpreter.

Mr. ForTuIiN. Now let me go back to the time when you learned
that Tongsun Park was testifying, and that would be about the end
of 1977; is that correct? The last day I believe it was announced.
Maybe I can refresh your recollection.

Mr. WiLson. Well, didn’t he testify in Korea in January? And
then he came here in March and April, I believe.

Mr. ForTuIN. That is correct. Maybe I can just show you some of
these articles that will refresh your recollection.

Mr. WiLsoN. I saw all the newspaper articles that were in any-
thing but in the New York Times. I am sure I saw the articles that
were in the Los Angeles Times and the Washington Post and the
Washington Star.
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Mr. FLyNT. The committee will suspend while the members
repair to the floor of the House to record their votes.

[Recess.]

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will come to order and resume the
hearing.

With the approval of the committee, the Chair will entertain a
motion which must be made in open session with a quorum pres-
ent.

I will recognize Mr. Spence.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move that pursuant to House Rule
XI 2.(gX1), the committee upon the adjournment of this hearing
resolve itself into executive session for the purpose of hearing from
Representative Edward J. Patten.

Mr. FLynT. This is a motion which must be made in open session
with a quorum being present. The committee is in open session and
a quorum is present. Further, a vote must be taken by a rolicall
vote.

As many as favor the motion when their names are called will
vote aye; those opposed, no.

The staff director will call the roll.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Flynt.

Mr. FLYNT. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Spence.

Mr. SPENCE. Aye.

Mr. SwWANNER. Mr. Teague.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Quillen.

Mr. QUILLEN. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Quie.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton.

[No response.]

Mr. SwWANNER. Mr. Cochran.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer.

Mr. PREYER. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mrs. Fenwick.

Mrs. FENWICK. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Flowers.

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Caputo.

Mr. CaruTo. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Seven members aye, five absent, not voting.

Mr. FLyNT. On this motion by rollcall vote, the ayes seven, the
nays are none. The motion is agreed to, and upon the adjournment
of this hearing, the committee will go into executive session.

Mr. Fortuin.

Mr. ForTUIN. Mr. Wilson, I am sorry I did not get the name of
the friend who told you that Tongsun Park was not in favor with
the government.

Mr. WiLson. Kyu Shu.
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Mr. FortuiN. Has he ever had any dealings with the Korean
‘Government?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; he is a private businessman.

Mr. ForTuiN. You were visited by Miss Talley and Mr. Gossett.
They requested, among other things, correspondence.

Mr. WiLsoN. The letter from Mr. Jaworski asked for all commu-
nications from Korean officials, not just Tongsun Park.

Mr. ForTuIN. You told Miss Talley that the Speaker had told you
that you had been cleared in the inquiry? )

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, I do not know exactly how I said it. The day
before 1 had a meeting with the Speaker in connection with some
legislation. At the end of the meeting, he felt pretty jovial, and he
said, “Charlie, one thing I am happy to be able to tell you is that
neither you nor I are under investigation as to this Korean thing.”

Then, the next thing, Miss Talley and Mr. Gossett dropped in on
me, and it was upsetting.

Mr. FortuiN. You have read Mr. O’'Neill’s sworn testimony in
which he denies saying that?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes. He and I have an honest difference of opinion,
I think, in what the conversation was. He told you what he recol-
lected, and I told Miss Talley what I recollected. I am sure there is
no real conflict.

Mr. ForTUIN. Shortly after Miss Talley visited you, did you see
the headlines in the Washington Post on January 21, 1978, which
indicated ‘“Korea Probers Claim Evidence,” then in big headlines,
“Incumbents Implicated?” Did you see that?

Mr. WiLson. I am sure I did.

Mr. ForTuiN. Shortly thereafter, Mr. Civiletti gave a briefing to
some Members of Congress. Were you present for that?

Mr. WiLsoN. Oh, no. I felt that was very improper, incidentally,
for him to do that.

Mr. ForTuIN. Do you recall learning that he had told the meet-
ing that evidence on an additional 15 to 20 present and former
Members of the House will be turned over to parallel House inves-
tigators for possible disciplinary proceedings?

Mr. WiLsoN. I am sure I read it, because I have understandably
been reading everything in connection with the Korean investiga-
tion.

Mr. ForTUIN. Then you learned, probably February 1, 1978, or in
that period, you learned that Park had agreed to testify in closed
session before the committee?

Mr. WiLsoN. I am sure I read it; yes.

Mr. ForTuIN. All that came before you sent the committee your
letter of February 7?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes—the February 1 date, I might say, I retained
counsel the day—the 19th of January. We had our discussion be-
cause it was then that I recalled that there were some wedding
gifts that T had neglected to mention in the original questionnaire,
and the decision to send a letter was made prior to February 1. It
did not get prepared and sent to you until February 7. Mr. Volner
verified or, correct me if I am wrong, he was out of town for some
time on other cases and was not able to immediately prepare the
letter. I can honestly tell you that our decision is not related to
anything stated in the papers February 1 or at any time.
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Mr. ForTUIN. When you responded to the committee question-
naire, you had no idea what the committee knew from Tongsun
Park, did you?

Mr. WiLsoN. No.

Mr. ForTuiN. I did not mean to say the questionnaire. When you
wrote the letter in February 1978, you had no idea what Tongsun
Park had told the committee?

Mr. WiLsoN. No, I did not.

Mr. ForTuIN. You did know from press accounts Mr. Caputo had
been in Seoul during the questioning of Mr. Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes, sir.

Mr. ForTuiN. Mr. Chairman, if I may confer a moment, I think I
am just about finished.

[Brief recess as counsel confer.]

Mr. ForTuUIN. I have no further questions of this witness.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Volner, have you any questions?

Mr. VoLNER. I have one or two questions, Mr. Chairman, and I
have one further witness to call, as well, a very brief witness.

Congressman Wilson, you have been asked by counsel several
questions which are inclined to suggest you would remember the
breakfast meeting better than the airplane ride. Is there anything
about the airplane ride that particularly sticks in your mind?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, there was a couple in the first-class section—
there were only 12 first-class seats, 3 rows, a gentleman, chairman
of the board of the Sunkist company in California, and his wife,
who I had known from previous occasions. They were staying at
the Chosen hotel, where we were staying, and they also came to
the wedding reception Saturday night, October 18. Also, Congress-
man Passman was on the plane. I recall the trip probably as much
as some of the later events because of the people who were on the
plane in the small section.

Mr. VoLNER. When you had breakfast with Tongsun Park, you
had not previously met Park except on that airplane, is that right?

Mr. WiLson. No.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you know his associate’s name?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I do not. There was a young man traveling with
him, and I did not get his name or I do not recall it.

Mr. VoLNER. Now, you were asked a series of questions about an
interview you gave to the Washington Post, I believe it was.

Do you recall any questions—do you now recall any questions
being directed to you as to presents from Tongsun Park of any kind
or character?

Mr. WiLson. It is very likely questions were directed to me about
any gifts that I may have received from Tongsun Park, as well as
possibly other Korean people. I cannot recall vividly. I would be
unable to recall anything in detail at this time. That was not
printed in the paper and was just a general part of the interview
itself.

Mr. VoLNER. When counsel asked you about that article in the
Washington Post, you said, “How could I help it?” Why was that?

Mr. WiLsoN. It was a horrible story. I never should have given
the interview.

33-865 ~
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Mr. VoLNER. You were asked questions as to certain witnesses
who appeared before the committee. Was Tongsun Park at that
time testifying before this committee, do you know?

Mr. WiLsoN. At what time?

Mr. VoLNER. You were asked a question about a statement you
put in the Congressional Record—— ) )

Mr. WiLsoN. Oh, that was in October 1977; he did not testify
before the committee until March 1978, I believe. )

Mr. VoLNER. So the persons referred to in your statement did not
include Tongsun Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. No. . .

Mr. VoLNER. As far as you know, Tongsun Park was still back in
Korea, playing hide-and-seek?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes. -

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. No questions.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Spence.

Mr. SpENCE. No questions.

Mr. FLynT. Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. HamiLToN. No questions.

Mr. FLYNT. Mrs. Fenwick.

Mrs. FENwick. What was the date of this interview? I am afraid
I must have missed it.

Mr. WiLson. I am glad you did. It seems to me it was in early
November or December 1976.

Mrs. Fenwick. This confrontation as to the newspaper story?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.

Mrs. FENwick. Where were you going in 1976 on the trip where
you took the limousine?

Mr. WiLsoN. Out to my district. As I recall it, I was going to my
district in March or April 1976. This was after Mrs. Wilson and I
were married. That is my memory of the limousine incident.

Mrs. FENwick. All right. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Judge Preyer.

Mr. PrevER. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLynt. Mr. Caputo.

Mr. Caruro. Your testimony is that you received $600 in Ameri-
can currency, plus an unidentified amount of Korean currency,
from Tongsun Park on——

Mr. WiLsoN. October 22.

Mr. Capuro. Can you identify the approximate amount of
Korean currency at the second installment?

Mr. WiLsoN. When he first offered me the envelope in the dining
room, he said, “I have $1,000 for you,” so I assume it was in the
neighborhood of $1,000, if that was an accurate amount that he
mentioned.

Mr. Caputo. Had you ever received an amount of cash like that
from anyone before?

Mr. WiLsoN. Oh, I have received cash gifts in the past. It is the
only wedding present such as that, that I have received. I might
say there were gifts from time to time—we were remarried in
Washington on November 22; I had a few friends who knew we did
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not need anything in a material way of gifts, and they knew there
would be a large expense in connection with the reception, and we
did go to Trader Vic’s restaurant, and there were several people
who made direct contact with the restaurant and paid amounts
toward that. There was one $500 contribution, I believe, by a party
at that time.

Mr.hq’APUTO. I had difficulty in hearing. Somebody gave you $500
in cash?

Mr. WiLsoN. It was made to Trader Vic’s restaurant.

Mr. Capuro. Do you know his name?

Mr. WiLsoN. Donald Page.

Mr. Caruro. Did you report that as income?

Mr. WiLsoN. No, no. It was a gift. It went against expenses of the
reception. That was his wedding gift.

Mr. Caruto. Did you ever receive cash on another occasion
from——

Mr. WiLsoN. From what?

Mr. Caputo [continuing]. From any person in excess of $500.

Mr. WiLsoN. I cannot recall, Mr. Caputo. It is possible. I am 61
years old. I have lived a long life, and I may have received personal
gifts.

Mr. Capuro. But there were not several $500 or more cash gifts
to you, cash?

Mr. WiLsoN. No.
. Mr. Caruto. There have only been two, in your entire life?

Mr. Wison. I do not know that there were only two, but I
cannot recall how many or what the circumstances were or any-
thing of that sort.

Mr. Caputo. You do not find it unusual to get more than $500 in
cash from an individual?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; I would say it is unusual.

Mr. CaruTto. How well do you know Mr. Don Page?

Mr. WiLsonN. Well, at the time of the wedding, I knew him quite
well. I have not had any contact——

Mr. Caruto. In November of 1975, you had known him for sever-
al years?

Mr. WiLsoN. About a year prior to that time.

Mr. Caruro. Is it not even more unusual to get $1,000 from
someone you do not know?

Mr. WiLsoN. I do not think so. I did not connect—you are talking
about Mr. Park’s gift?

Mr. Caruro. I am talking about anyone who you do not know.

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, the only one in question is the gift by Mr.
Tongsun Park. I did not consider that too unusual, and I did not
consider it as anything to try to influence me or anything of the
sort. Mrs. Wilson’s father is a very important businessman in
Korea. At that time, he was preparing to put up a large building, a
zinc refinery, and there must have been a half dozen people who
contacted me during my stay there to find out if I could put in a
good word for them, and if they could be considered for the con-
tract work. I suspect Mr. Park was as much involved in trying to
impress me for that purpose as anything else.:

Mr. CapuTo. At the time you received the money you felt he was
trying to impress you?
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Mr. WiLson. No; not exactly, because of his reputation in addi-
tion to that. But I tried to figure out why all of a sudden when I
had been neglected as to all his parties and never been invited——

Mr. CapuTo. Tell me how you remember the $500 gift from Mr.
Page and not the $1,000 gift from Mr. Park?

Mr. Wison. I have been trying to recall since this—there were
other gifts in Korea that we also reported at the time we amended
our questionnaire. I do not really consider—there is really no
reason why I should not have reported this. I am not ashamed of
receiving it. It was not illegal.

Mr. Capruto. You seem to remember well the $500 gift from Mr.
Page, or was that a recent recollection?

Mr. WiLsoN. No. I had no reason to remember that.

Mr. Caruro. At the time you filed your questionnaire in 1977,
would you have remembered the $500 from Page?

Mr. WiLson. Well, it would depend upon—I do not know whether
I would have or not. I really do not.

Mr. Caruto. Yet you have only received two large cash gifts,
ever.

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I am not going to say that I have only received
two, ever. I cannot respond to you in connection with that, Mr.
Caputo.

Mr. Carurto. I have some more questions, Mr. Chairman. Do you
want to break now?

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will suspend while members cast
their votes. The Chair requests all members to return promptly.

[Recess.]

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will come to order.

Let the record show that seven members are present.

Mr. Caputo?

Mr. Caruro. I think I find myself questioning your reaction to
receiving $1,000 from a stranger. I just want to, now that we have
had a moment to reflect, be sure that you did not receive large
amounts of cash from anybody else to your memory today, other
than Mr. Page——

Mr. WiLsoN. You mean throughout my life?

Mr. Capuro. No; since you have been a Member of Congress. 1
don’t care about prior to that.

Mr. WiLsoN. Well, not that I can recall.

Mr. Capuro. Can you tell us what Mr. Page’s occupation is? He is
an employee of Trader Vic’s?

Mr. WiLsoN. Oh, no, no, no. He is an employee of the Northrop

rp.

Mr. Caruto. Northrop?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.

Mr. Capurto. What does he do for them, do you know?

Mr. Wison. I don’t know what his title is. He was back here
doing some Government relations work for them at the time.

Mr. Caruto. Does that mean lobbying?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; I guess so. He was contacting California repre-
sentatives and their staffs at the time. ’

Mr. Caruro. Do you know if he gave $500 in cash to any other
Member of Congress?
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Mr. WiLsoN. I don'’t really know whether this was cash or how it
was handled. He handled it directly with Trader Vic’s. He either
used a credit card, or he gave them cash, or he gave them a check.

Mr. CaruTto. Gave who?

Mr. WiLsoN. Trader Vic's Restaurant.

s 13’{)1‘; CapuTo. In other words, you had a line of credit there worth
5007

Mr. WiLsoN. No; I didn’t. That is where we held our Washington
wedding and had a large reception there.

Mr. Caputo. Let me back up. I understood you to say earlier that
you received $500 in cash from Mr. Page.

Mr. WiLsoN. I am not sure how it was handled, but it was a $500
wedding gift, that was other than a dish or something like that. It
was equivalent to money.

Mr. Capuro. Well, either it was cash or it wasn’t.

Mr. WiLsoN. I didn'’t see it.

Mr. Capuro. Maybe I am confused. My memory of your testimo-
ny only a few minutes ago was that Mr. Page gave you U.S.
currency worth $500.

Mr. WisoN. No; I didn’t intend to imply that, Mr. Caputo.

Mr. Caruro. I am sorry.

Mr. WiLson. What he gave I became aware of, but he gave it
directly to Trader Vic’s. I never saw the money.

Mr. Caruro. There is only one person that you can remember
that gave you a large amount of cash since you have become a
Member of Congress?

Mr. WiLsoN. As a personal gift, there possibly——

Mr. Caruro. Any kind of gift.

Mr. WiLsoN [continuing]. Is more than one, but I cannot recollect
or recall now.

Mr. Caruro. So that to your memory at this time the $1,000 that
you got through Mr. Park’s agent, from Mr. Park, is unique.

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes; I said that in my statement, page 11.

Mr. Capuro. And yet you didn’t remember it?

Mr. WiLsoN. That is right.

Mr. Caruro. Until—

Mr. WiLsonN. I didn’t remember that, or several other wedding
gifts that I received.

Mr. Caruro. Did you have an interview with Washington Post
reporters in early December 1976?

Mr. WiLson. Yes; I did.

Mr. Capuro. Did you relate to them the gifts you got at your
wedding?

Mr. WiLson. No; I didn’t.

Mr. Caruro. You told no Washington reporter that you received
silfvgar chopsticks from Tongsun Park at your wedding as a wedding
gift?

Mr. WiLsoNn. I can’t recall what I told them, Mr. Caputo. Again,
we are getting into the same area that Mr. Fortuin asked me
about. I am not able to comment about anything that was not in
the newspaper article itself.

It has been too long ago. I cannot recall what was said in that
interview. The only way I can recollect or recall anything to my
mind would be if I saw the newspaper article itself.
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Mr. Caruro. I am not asking for what is in the newspaper story,
but what you—— ‘

Mr. WiLson. Well, I can’t recall anything else not in the newspa-
per story.

Mr. CapuTO. Let me try to refresh your recollection.

Did you explain that you received a plaque at your wedding, as a
wedding gift?

Mr. WiLson. No; I didn’t get a plaque at my wedding. I indicated
that it was not unusual in Korea for people to give you gifts at
weddings or any other time, for visiting dignitaries.

I indicated the type of gifts that you might receive. Plaques are
quite common.

Mr. Caputo. But you had no——

Mr. WiLsoN. I received no plaque as a wedding gift.

Mr. Caputo. We are talking about a point in time about 14
months after your wedding.

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.

Mr. Caruro. Early December 1976. You were asked what you got
for your wedding in Korea, and at that point——

Mr. WiLsoN. I don’t know that I was asked directly what all I
received because I couldn’t have read what I received, and I didn't
remember.

Mr. Caputo. What I am building to is the condition of your
memory 14 months after you received $1,000 in cash from a stran-
ger. You couldn’t remember 14 months after that, that you had
received that $1,000?

Mr. WiLsoN. I indicated it was a very unusual gift, Mr. Caputo,
and I honestly did not recall anything about gifts at the time I
completed my questionnaire.

Mr. Caputo. My question was not at the time you completed
your questionnaire, but in December of 1976 you could not recall,
only 14 months after the fact.

Mr. WirsoN. The questionnaire I think is what we are talking
about, isn't it?

Mr. Capuro. I am trying to learn the validity of your claim that
you did not remember. I am trying to find the point in time where
it escaped your memory. Obviously the day you received it you
must have read it. Obviously at some point in time it slipped from
your memory.

I am trying to find when that was. Now——

Mr. WiLsoN. I couldn’t tell you when it slipped from my memory.

Mr. Capuro. I am not asking that question directly. In December
of 1976 you had no memory of receiving $1,000 in U.S. currency 14
months earlier. Is that your testimony?

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Caputo, even if I did have any memory of it at
that time, it was none of the newspaper reporter’s business wheth-
er I received it or didn’t receive it.

Mr. Caruro. I think that is right. Did you remember at that time
that Tongsun Park gave you silver chopsticks?

Mr. WiLsoN. We had quite a few sets of silver chopsticks.

Mr. Capruto. From Tongsun Park?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; one set from him. It costs $17.
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Mr. Capuro. Let me ask this. Did you make any—when a strang-
er gave you $1,000, did you make any effort to learn who that
stranger was and why he might be making a gift of that kind?

Mr. WiLsoN. Well; I knew who the stranger was, Mr. Caputo. I
had two or three things that came into my mind as to why he
might have done it. I suspect that he was in the habit of doing
that, for one thing.

I indicated that he may have had a motive to do it because of the
potential business he might get from my wife's father. I didn’t
think it was unusual, just because of the man’s reputation, and
even though he was a stranger to me.

Mr. Capuro. So you didn’t make any attempt to discover the true
nature and purpose of the gift?

Mr. WiLsoN. The purpose of it was a wedding present.

Mr. Caruto. OK. If I may, I would like to read into the record
for purposes of establishing the gravity of this incident, and hence
the likelihood that it ought to have been read by a Member of
Congress, a section from our Manual of Offenses that we adopted
as a committee earlier.

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will take notice of its own documents.

Mr. Carurto. I won’t be permitted to read this out loud?

Mr. FLYNT. You can if you want to.

Mr. Caputo [reading]:

Even if a Member of Congress did not have actual knowledge of a donor’s ties to
the Korean Government, for example, or did not actually know of any corrupt
motivation underlying the gift offer, the Member should still be subject to at least
some sanction if the circumstances place that Member on notice that the gift was
tendered in an attempt by a foreign government to influence his present or future
actions and he took no action or insufficient action to attempt to discover the true
nature and purpose of the gift; that is, if all the circumstances should have alerted a
responsible Member concerned about both the letter and spirit of the law to hesitate

and inquire before acting, the failure of a Member to learn the truth should not be
an excuse.

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Caputo, may I say that in the first place I had
no reason to think that he was an agent of a foreign government. I
had been advised that he was not in the good graces of the Govern-
ment of Korea. I never felt that he was an agent for the Korean
Government.

I just felt that he was a businessman. I think that is all he was. I
don’t think there has been any evidence to prove otherwise.

Mr. Caruto. Thank you.

Mr. FLYNT. Any other questions?

Mr. Volner?

Mr. VoLnEr. I have one or two questions, if I might.

Mr. FLyNT. All right.

Mr. VoLNEr. And then I would like to call our last witness.

Congressman Wilson, have you ever voted against aid to Korea?

Mr. WiLsoN. No; not even during these difficult times.

Mr. VoLNER. When you went to Korea in October 1975, to be
married, would you say it is fair to characterize your position with
respect to Korean aid as a matter of public record?

Mr. WiLsoN. It certainly should have been.

Mr. VoLNER. Did you at any time ever feel that the wedding
present was illegal?

Mr. WiLsoN. Absolutely not.
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Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Fortuin?

Mr. Fortuin. Nothing further.

Mr. FLYNT. Do you want to call another witness?

Mr. VoLNER. I have one more witness.

I call George Gould, please.

Mr. FLyNT. Would you please raise your right hand. Do you
solemnly swear that the testimony you will give before this com-
mittee in the matter now under consideration will be the truth, the
whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. Gourp. I do.

Mr. FLYNT. You may be seated.

You are Mr. George Gould?

Mr. GouLp. Yes, sir.

TESTIMONY OF GEORGE GOULD, HOUSE POST OFFICE AND
CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Gould, would you state by whom you are em-
ployed?

Mr. Gourp. House Post Office and Civil Service Committee, Sub-
committee on Postal Personnel and Management.

Mr. VoLNER. Who is the chairman of that subcommittee?

Mr. GouLp. Charles Wilson.

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Gould, were you present in Congressman Wil-
son’s office when he was interviewed by two reporters from the
Washington Post?

Mr. GouLb. Yes, sir.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you have any recollection of that interview?

Mr. GouLp. Some. It has been a while.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you recall generally what was discussed?

Mr. GouLp. Yes; generally what the thrust, supposed thrust was;
yes.

Mr. VoLNER. Were you asked or was Congressman Wilson asked
about gifts of any kind or characteristic?

Mr. GouLp. Yes, sir.

Mr. VOLNER. Specifically, was he asked about wedding presents,
to the best of your recollection?

Mr. Gourp. Not to my recollection.

Mr. VoLNEr. What was the subject, what were the sorts of re-
sponses as you recall them to the questions about gifts?

Mr. GouLp. Basically, the reporters wanted to know, in my par-
ticular instance it was involving a committee trip, if we had re-
ceived gifts from representatives of a foreign government.

Mr. VoLNER. And what was the response to that question?

Mr. GouLp. The response was we received what we characterized
as mementos, plaques, maybe a small key to the city, some type of
remembrance, maybe a small stamp album.

Mr. ForTuIN. I am sorry, can I have that again. I just didn’t
quite get it.

[The reporter read the answer.]

Mr. VoLner. Do you have any recollection of Congressman
Wilson saying he had received a set of silver chopsticks from
Tongsun Park at the time of that interview?

Mr. GouLbp. No, sir.
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Mr. VOLNER. Do you recall whether he was asked by the reporter
whether he received cash or anything else from Tongsun Park?

Mr. GouLp. I don’t remember any such conversation.

Mr. VoLNER. Now, you were also present when the FBI came to
visit Congressman Wilson and the attorney from the Department
of Justice on or about July 20, 1977?

Mr. GouLp. I was at the interview.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you recall Congressman Wilson being asked
whether he had met Tongsun Park?

Mr. GouLp. No; I do not.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you recall Congressman Wilson being asked
whether he received anything of value from Tongsun Park?

Mr. Gourp. No; I do not.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you recall his answers to those questions, assum-
ing that they were asked?

Mr. GouLp. I don’'t remember the questions. I don’t remember
that being discussed.
alllxlr. VoLNER. Do you have any recollection of that interview at

Mr. GouLp. Yes; I do. They asked him questions, the newspaper
reporters, on the committee trips did we receive anything of value
from officials of foreign governments.

l\gj'.? VoLNER. Did they ask about anything else that you can
recall?

Mr. GouLp. The purpose of the trips, people we met, the business
of the trip, why we were there, who paid for it.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you recall any questions being asked about
former Congressman Hanna?

Mr. Gourp. I think he asked if Mr. Wilson knew Mr. Hanna.

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Fortuin?

Mr. ForTUIN. Let me just ask you about the interview with the
FBI. You are saying you don’t recall any conversation with respect
to the receipt of anything from Tongsun Park?

Mr. GouLp. No, sir, I do not.

Mr. FortuiN. You don’t recall any conversation? There could
have been one.

Mr. GouLp. I answered your question. I do not recall any conver-
sation.

M;‘ ForTUIN. Would you recall it if there were such a conversa-
tion?

Mr. GourLbp. Would I recall it if there were such a conversation? I
don’t know if I would recall it, since I don’t recall it.

Mr. ForTuin. OK. How about Mr. Wilson’s marriage to a Korean
v&lfnon},an and his marriage in Korea. Was there any discussion of
that?

Mr. GouLp. There was at one of the interviews, and I will be
frank with you, I cannot remember which interview it was.

Mr. ForTUuIN. How about the FBI interview? Do you know if that
was discussed there?

Mr. GouLp. Again, I cannot remember if it was that interview or
the one with the reporters.

Mr. ForTuiN. When was the first time that you learned about
the wedding gift, Mr. Gould?
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Mr. GouLp. After it was publicized.

Mr. Fortuin. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Volner?

Mr. VoLNER. Just one or two questions.

Mr. Gould, did you ever see Congressman Wilson with Tongsun
Park at any place at any time?

Mr. GouLp. With Tongsun Park?

Mr. VOLNER. Yes.

Mr. GouLbp. No, sir.

Mr. VoLNER. Did you and Mr. Wilson ever discuss Tongsun Park
prior to the July 19—prior to July 1977?

Mr. Gouwp. I don’t remember a specific occasion, but since he
was in the newspapers I have to assume that I did—it was some-
thing that was rather well discussed.

Mr. VoLneR. Did he ever say to you that he did or did not know
Tongsun Park?

Mr. Gourp. No, I don’t remember him making any comment
either positive or negative. ‘

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions.

Mr. FLYNT. Any member of the committee have questions?

Mrs. FENwick. I have a question.

Mr. FLYNT. You do?

Mrs. FENwick. If I may, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Mrs. Fenwick is recognized.

Mrs. FEnwick. I think you said that the question was raised as
to who had paid for that trip. What was the answer to that ques-
tion?

Mr. GouLp. The committee paid for the trip.

Mrs. FENwick. The postal committee?

Mr. GouLp. House Post Office and Civil Service Committee.

Mrs. FeEnwick. Thank you.

Mr. Caruro. I have trouble hearing from back here.

Mr. Gouwrbp. I am sorry.

Mr. Caruto. Your testimony is that you have no memory of what
those reporters asked in October?

Mr. GouLp. My answer to his question.

Mr. Capruto. You don’t remember what the reporters asked or
you don’t remember the answers to the questions?

Mr. GouwLp. I don’t remember what he asked me about.

Mr. Capruto. Let me start from the beginning. Do you recall
meeting with reporters in December?

Mr. GouLp. Yes; I do.

Mr. CapuTo. 1975? 1976?

Mr. Gourp. I think 1976. I think the Congressman is right.

llglfi"’ Caputo. Do you recall any questions that those reporters
asked?

Mr. GouLp. Yes, as I said, I did.

Mr. CarpuTto. What questions did they ask you?

Mr. Gourp. Well, as I indicated earlier, I remember them asking
about the purpose of the trip, who we met with——

Mr. Caruro. I didn't hear you earlier.

Mr. GouLp. Who we met with, the purpose of the trip, how
expenses were paid for the trip, results of the trip, was anything
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done after the trip, were there hearings, was there a report, was it
publicly known.

Mr. Caputo. And you stated that the reporters did not ask ques-
tions about what kind of gifts did he receive for his wedding.

Mr. Gouwp. In that interview they asked about gifts that were
received from officials of the government.

Mr. Caruro. Try to answer my question. My question is your
testimony——

Mr. Gouwp. I am sorry, I can’t hear either, sir.

Mr. Caputo. Your testimony is not that you don’t remember, but
that you do remember specifically that the reporters never asked
at that interview about wedding gifts.

Mr. GouLp. I do not remember them asking about wedding gifts.

Mr. Caruro. So, your testimony is not that you have a memory
of that questioning and at no time did the reporters ask such a
question. Your testimony is rather different. It is that you don’t
remember whether or not——

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Caputo, would you like to have another 5
minutes? I have to go to the floor.

Mr. Caruro. I am almost done. You may go ahead. I don’t mind.

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will recess.

[Brief recess.]

Mr. FLYNT. The committee will come to order.

The gentleman from New York.

Mr. Caputo. Mr. Wilson, I understood you to say—Mr. Gould, I
understood you to say that this trip to Korea was paid for by the
committee.

Mr. Gourp. That is correct.

Mr. N1eLps. Mr. Chairman, the respondent is not here.

Mr. VoLNER. I assume he has gone to vote. Since he is not on the
stand, we may proceed. I will waive his presence for the purpose of
this questioning.

Mr. FLynr. All right.

Mr. Caruto. You mean you waive his right to be present?

Mr. VoLNER. Right.

Mr. Capruto. The trip to Korea was paid for by the committee.

Mr. GouLp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Capuro. Can you help me to understand why, in the respon-
dent’s prepared statement, which is unlabeled, it reads at page 12,
“We went to Korea in October 1975 for the sole purpose of meeting
htgr family,” meaning his new wife’s family. Is that a legitimate use
0 s e

Mr. Gourp. We are talking about two different trips. The report-
ers initially discussed a trip that was taken in April of 1976 to
Korea, during the spring recess. That is the one that they discussed
during that meeting, to my recollection.

Mr. Caputo. Well, they knew he didn’t get married until Octo-
ber, so how could they possibly have asked about his wedding gifts
on a trip he didn’t get married on?

Mr. Gourp. All T can do is tell you what I remember as a
participant in that meeting, and that is what I remember him
discussing, was that trip.

Mr. CapurTo. I don’t think you were at the right meeting.

Mr. GouLp. Possibly. Maybe I missed the right meeting.
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Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Caputo, if I may be permitted, Congressman
Wilson was married on a trip in October 1975. There was a subse-
quent trip in April 1976. There was an interview by the Washing-
ton Post reporters in December of 1976 which, according to the
witness, made refrence to the April 1976 trip.

Mr. Capuro. I don’t believe so. I think there was a Washington
Post interview about perhaps, in addition to an April trip, the
previous year’s trip, the 12-month earlier trip, in which the Con-
gressman got married. I think they specifically asked about wed-
ding gifts. Now, you didn’t hear——

Mr. Gouwp. I don’t remember.

Mr. Capuro. I just want to verify for the record that your
memory is incomplete. You are not saying: I remember all the
questions that were asked and at no time did they ask a question
about wedding gifts.

Mr. GouLp. I say my memory is not perfect.

Mr. Capruro. You are saying you don’t know whether or not they
asked about wedding gifts?

Mr. GouLrp. That is right.

Mr. Caputo. They might have.

Mr. GouLrp. That is correct.

Mr. Caputo. And you are not even sure whether they were
asking about an April trip or an October trip?

Mr. Gourp. I know they asked about the April trip because 1
participated in it.

M?r. CaruTto. At no time did they ask about an October 1975,
trip?

Mr. Gourp. They talked in generalizations concerning trips. They
didn’t specifically lay it out. They didn’t give us time frames. They
talked about trips in general to Korea, meeting government offi-
cials in Korea in general.

Mr. Caruto. I understand you work for a subcommittee.

Mr. GouLp. That is right.

Mr. Capruro. You are not on the Congressman’s personal-staff?

Mr. GouLp. That is correct.

Mr. Capuro. So; if he were going to talk about personal gifts he
got, personal relationships he had with Tongsun Park, that prob-
ably would have been a conversation he had with his personal
staff, is that right?

Mr. GouLp. Probably.

Mr. Capuro. OK. I am finished.

Mr. FLyNT. Mr. Volner?

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions.

Mr. FLYNT. Any other questions?

Mr. Fortuin?

Mr. Fortuin. I have no further questions of this witness.

Mr. CapuTto. One more question, sir. Who paid for the October
1975 trip?

Mr. Gourp. I don’t know, sir.

Mr. FLYNT. Do you have anything else?

Mr. VoLNER. No, sir.

Mr. FLYNT. Do you have anything else?

Mr. ForTUIN. A brief rebuttal witness, Mr. Chairman, here from
North Carolina.
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Mr. BENNETT. You have another witness?

Mr. ForTUIN. One brief witness.

Mr. Fuynt. All right, call him.

Mr. ForTuin. Call Craig Bradley.

Mr. FLYNT. The hearing will come to order.

Mr. Fortuin, call your next witness.

Mr. ForTUIN. Craig Bradley.

Mr. FLYNT. Please raise your right hand.

Do you swear that the testimony that you will give in this
matter before this committee will be the truth, the whole truth the
nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. BrapLey. I do.

Mr. FLYNT. Your name is Craig Bradley?

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes.

Mr. ForTu:N. What is your occupation?

Mr. BrRADLEY. Visiting professor of law, University of North Caro-
lina, Chapel Hill.

Mr. ForTUIN. In July of 1977, how were you employed?

Mr. BrabLEY. Senior trial attorney, integrity section of the Jus-
tice Department, investigating the so-called Koreagate scandal.

Mr. ForTuIN. In the course of your duties, did you have occasion

- to visit Congressman Charles Wilson?

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes.

Mr. ForTUuIN. Do you recall the date?

Mr. BrapLEY. Not of my independent recollection now, no.

Mr. ForTUIN. Let me show you an exhibit which we have pre-
marked W-13 for identification, and ask if this refreshes your
recollection as to the date of that meeting.

Mr. BrabpLEY. Yes; this is the memorandum of that meeting
prepared by the FBI agent who came with me. It indicates the
meeting was on July 20, of 1977.

Mr. FortuIN. Did you review that exhibit for accuracy shortly
after it was prepared by the FBI?

Mr. BrRabDLEY. It was my practice to do so, whenever I went on an
interview with an FBI agent, to review the agent’s notes, since I
did not prepare the interview. I do not recall whether or not I
specifically reviewed this one, but I am sure I did.

Mr. ForTUuiN. Who else was present when you interviewed Mr.
Wilson?

Mr. BrRabLEY. Two of his staff and an agent of the FBL

Mr. FortuiN. Did you have any questions as to the subject
matter of Tongsun Park?

Mr. BraprEY. Yes; I asked Mr. Wilson to describe to me his
contacts with Tongsun Park.

Mr. ForTuin. Tell us what was said.

Mr. BrabLey. Well, I can either tell you what I recall directly or
what I recall buttressed by what I read here which, to my recollec-
tion, is correct.

Mr. FortuiN. Tell us what you recall. Then we will ask you
about the document.

Mr. BrabpLEy. I asked Mr. Wilson to describe his connections with
Tongsun Park. I no longer recall what it was he indicated, but one
had to do with his wedding. I then asked him if he had ever been
offered or received anything of value by or from Tongsun Park,
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and he said he had not. He did not relate to me any meeting with
Tongsun Park in the Chosen Hotel in Korea. I would have remem-
bered that had he done so.

Mr. ForTUIN. Were there any comments about any chopsticks or
anything of that nature?

Mr. BRaDLEY. He made the flat statement he never received nor
had been offered anything.

Mr. ForTuUIN. As I understand it, it is your testimony that exhib-
it W-13 is accurate and reflects your recollection of that meeting
with Mr. Wilson.

Mr. BrabLEY. The interview took, I would guess, between 15 and
20 minutes, perhaps even longer. This is only a 2-page document,
s0 it obviously does not reflect everything that happened. However,
everything it reflects is accurate.

Mr. ForTUIN. On that basis, I would offer W-13 into evidence,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VoLNER. No objection.

Mr. FLYNT. So ordered.

[Whereupon, Committee Hearing Exhibit No. W-13 was received
in evidence.] (See exhibits.)

Mr. ForTuIN. Did you ask Mr. Wilson as to whether any other
Member of Congress had received anything of value from Mr. Park
or any other member of the Korean Government?

Mr. BrabrLey. Yes, I remember that, because at that point, Mr.
Wilson got very angry with me and essentially indicated he would
throw me out of the office or terminate the interview if I was going
to ask questions like that. I was surprised at that response. Since
he had coolly denied receiving anything himself, why he should
react as to the question about other Congressmen? At the time I
was particularly interested in Mr. Hanna.

Mr. FortuiN. I have no further questions.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Volner?

N{)r. VOLNER. Yes. This interview took place approximately a year
ago?

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes.

Mr. VoLNER. But you have no specific recollection of reviewing
that report before it was filed?

Mr. BrabLEy. Other than——

Mr. VoLNER. I believe you testified it was your practice.

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes.

Mr. VOLNER. So you assume you reviewed this one before it was
filed, but you do not specifically recall it was reviewed?

Mr. BRADLEY. | assumed it was accurate——

Mr. VoLNER. That is not my question. Do you specifically recall
seeing this report before it was filed?

Mr. BraDLEY. No.

Mr. VOLNER. Does the report accurately reflect the order in
which things were taken up?

Mr. BrADLEY. The FBI tries to group things into paragraph. For
instance, if I asked things about Suzi Park Thomson at the begin-
ning of the interview and asked other questions at the end, the
agent would have put everything into one paragraph. So it does not
generally reflect the chronology.

Mr. VoLNER. You have seen the document.
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Mr. BRADLEY. Yes, I have it right here.

Mr. VoLNER. In transcribing the notes, why would the FBI start
the report with the last subject interviewed? It struck me as not
being logical.

Mr. BrabLEY. I do not know what that has to do with anything,
but it does not strike me as logical.

Now, if you ask if the FBI typically does things logically, I would
say, probably not, but I am no expert on how the FBI typically
operates.

Mr. VoLNER. Do you know if the subject of Congressman Hanna
came first, followed by Congressman Wilson’s visit——

Mr. BraDLEY. I believe the entree I used in interviewing Mr.
Wilson was to put him at ease in hopes he would be less defensive
in answering questions. Instead of saying, “I am here to inquire
about you,” I think I eased into the interview by indicating I was
primarily interested in Hanna, not Wilson.

Mr. VoLNER. Congressman Wilson got hostile, I believe was your
phrase, when you asked about possible payments to other Congress-
men.

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes.

Mr. VoLNER. But he did not at all become upset when you asked
him questions about himself?

Mr. BrabrLEy. He was somewhat antagonistic throughout the
interview, but he did not become upset at that question. That is
correct.

Mr. VoLNER. When you conducted the interview with Congress-
man Wilson in July of 1977, did you have any knowledge of any
wedding present by Tongsun Park or anybody else to Congressman
Wilson?

Mr. BrRabLEY. No.

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further questions.

Mr. ForTUIN. Nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Any member of the committee have any questions of
Mr. Bradley?

Mr. Fortuin, any other witnesses?

Mr. ForTuIN. Staff rests.

Mr. QuiLLEN. Mr. Chairman, one question, if I may, and it is
really not a direct question, but I would like to have a response.

In your opinion, did Mr. Wilson’s attitude to you reflect just
what you intended to get over to this committee? Do you think his
an§?wers to the questions about himself to you reflected his credibil-
ity?

Mr. BrRaDLEY. | am not sure I understand you.

Mr. QuiLLEN. You said he was not upset, but somewhat antago-
nistic throughout the interview.

Mr. BRADLEY. Are you asking if I believe Mr. Wilson?

Mr. QUILLEN. Are you trying to leave the impression he did not
answer the questions correctly, or do you have a doubt?

Mr. BrapLEY. Absolutely, since Tongsun Park later told us that
he had given Mr. Wilson money and Mr. Wilson denied it.

Mr. QUILLEN. About attitudes, Mr. Chairman, I would say it
would be very difficult to determine the truthfulness, because here
we get very heated at times, and I think in the end, we say in a
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creditable way what we think or mean, but I do not think by
inference you could even infer that, really. )

Mr. Brapiey. I really did not come to any conclusion of Mr.
Wilson’s credibility on the basis of his attitude.

Mr. QUILLEN. That is what I asked you. )

Mr. BrapLey. I simply took note of what he said and later on I
collected evidence which contradicted it. )

Mr. QuiLLEN. Why, then, would you bring that point out to the
committee? .

Mr. BRapLEY. Which point? As to what his attitude was?

Mr. QUILLEN. Yes. .

Mr. BrabpLEY. I brought it out in response to the question, and
now I do not remember what the question was, so I am at a loss as
to my motives, but in any event, it impressed me. It aroused my
suspicions that Mr. Wilson should have gotten upset by what seems
to me a more innocuous question from his point of view than the
question had he taken any money. I recall going back to the office
and discussing with my superior what appears to be a highly
suspect response on his part.

Mr. VoLNER. With respect to which question?

Mr. BrabLEY. With respect to whether he had knowledge of any
other Congressman receiving money.

Mr. QuILLEN. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Any other questions?

Mr. VorLNER. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLyNT. Any further witnesses?

Mr. ForTuUIN. Nothing further.

Mr. VoLNER. I have no further witnesses.

MI") FLynT. Do you have anything further to present at this
time?

Let me read from the supplemental rules of procedure, page 2,
paragraph No. 2:

At the conclusion of the taking of all testimony and the receiving of all evidence
with regard to each above named respondent, the chairman shall fix a date certain

to hear closing oral argument from the staff and the respondent and to conduct
deliberations thereon.

Counsel from both sides having agreed on the date of September
27, that date, September 27, 1978, is set as a date certain to hear
closing oral argument and to conduct deliberations thereon.

Is that agreeable to staff?

Mr. ForTUIN. Yes.

Mr. VoLNER. Yes.

Mr. FLYNT. I am informed the staff and Mr. Volner have also
agreed they shall file with the committee written proposed findings
of fact on September 22; is that correct, Mr. Volner?

Mr. VOLNER. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FLYNT. Then September 22 is the date set for the filing of
proposing findings of fact with support for each proposed finding.

Is there anything further to come before the committee in the
matter of Representative Charles Wilson? If not, this meeting is
adjourned, and the committee will go into executive session.

[Whet]'eupon, at 6:20 p.m., the committee proceeded in executive
session.
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1978

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 3:53 p.m. in room 2226, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. John J. Flynt (chairman of the committee)
presiding

Present: Representatives Flynt, Bennett, Hamilton, Flowers,
Spence, Quillen, Quie, Cochran, Fenwick, and Caputo.

Also present: John M. Swanner, staff director; John W. Nields,
chief counsel; Thomas M. Fortuin, professional staff member, and
Ian D. Volner, counsel for Hon. Charles H. Wilson.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now will proceed to hear oral argu-
ments in the matter of the statement of alleged violations regard-
ing Representative Charles H. Wilson of California.

Let the record show that Mr. Fortuin and Mr. Nields are present,
counsel for the committee, and that Mr. Ian D. Volner is present as
counsel for Mr. Wilson.

Let the record further show that 10 members of the committee
are present.

Will Mr. Wilson be present?

Mr. VoLNER. No, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you waive his presence?

Mr. VOLNER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will announce that both sides having
introduced evidence, the customary rules and practices will be
followed, that is, that staff counsel will open and close. Counsel for
respondent will have an equal amount of time in between the
opening and closing arguments of the staff.

Is 30 minutes to each side sufficient or do you suggest a lesser
amount or greater amount? I ask that of counsel for both sides.

Mr. ForTuIN. That is about right.

Mr. VoLNER. Mr. Chairman, I hope I would not use the full
amount of time, but I would like it.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

Under the rules and practices, the committee counsel will be
recognized for 30 minutes to use such time as he desires, reserving
the balance of the 30 minutes allotted for conclusion.

I assume Mr. Fortuin will open for the staff?

Mr. ForTuIN. That is right, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fortuin is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ForTuiNn. If it please the committee, the evidence in this case
establishes clearly and convincingly that the respondent, Charles
H. Wilson of California, submitted a false statement to the commit-
tee when, in response to the committee questionnaire, he said that
he never received anything of value more than $100 from Tongsun
Park.

(127)
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In fact, the evidence established that he received $1,000 in cash
from Mr. Park in the summer of 1975. The evidence further estab-
lishes clearly and convincingly that Mr. Wilson knew that his
answer to the committee was false when he submitted it.

Let’s first look at what happened in Korea in the summer of
1975 when Mr. Wilson took the money from Tongsun Park. I think
these facts alone and Mr. Wilson’s clear recollection of what hap-
pened in Korea establish that Mr. Wilson could not and did not
forget about getting money from Tongsun Park.

When I review these with you, I would ask you to think that if
this had happened to you, if you had gotten this money from
Tongsun Park under these circumstances, if this is something that
you would forget about.

Congressman Wilson first met Tongsun Park on October 16,
1975, on an airplane flight from Taipei to Korea. Mr. Wilson was
with his then financee whom he was about to marry in Korea.

On the plane Mr. Wilson spoke only briefly with Tongsun Park.
Here is Mr. Wilson’s recollection of what was said:

We had a brief chat. I informed him I was accompanied by my fiancee and I

would meet her family in Korea. He congratulated us, stating he was happy I was
marrying a lovely Korean lady and he hoped we would see each other in the future.

When Mr. Wilson got to Korea he was warned to stay away from
Tongsun Park. Notwithstanding that warning, Mr. Wilson met
with Park the following Wednesday in Korea. On October 22, 1975,
Park’s assistant called him at the hotel. Mr. Wilson told us in the
testimony that the call was at 7:30 in the morning. Today he
recalls the precise hour of the day when he was called, but when
he answered the questionnaire, he didn’t remember anything about
it.

Park’s assistant called him to the dining room to have breakfast
with Tongsun Park. He went down and had breakfast with Park
and his associates. Here is how he described the breakfast:

As we were getting ready to break up, he—referring to Mr. Park—gave me a
small box and said, “this is a traditional Korean wedding gift, a pair of silver
chopsticks. It is not necessary for you to open it now.” Then he—referring to Park—
reached into his pocket and pulled out an envelope filled with Korean currency,
handed it to me and said, “I have $1,000 for you.” I said—again Mr. Wilson
talking—well, I appreciate your generosity but I have no use for this money, it is

Korean. I am leaving today and it is of no value to me, but I do appreciate your
generosity.

Wilson even recalled that the silver chopsticks he got from Tong-
sun Park were worth §17. He tells us today that he can remember
they were worth $17 but he could not remember in the summer of
1977 that on precisely the same occasion he got $1,000 in cash.

Mr. Wilson kept the $17 worth of chopsticks but he returned the
money because it was Korean currency. But before he left Korea,
P}f\rk sent some U.S. currency to Mr. Wilson and Mr. Wilson kept
this.

Again, here is Mr. Wilson’s description of those events:

I went back to my room and packed my bags and then came back to the lobby to
check out of the hotel and another associate, someone who was not with us at the
breakfast, approached me and said he was associated with Mr. Park and he said,
“Mr. Park really wants you to have this wedding present,” and I said—this is Mr.

Wilson speaking—*‘‘well, it is not necessary.” And he said, “well, Mr. Park wants
you to have it.” So I took it and went up to the room. There were six $100 bills.
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Notice that today Mr. Wilson can recall for you the precise
denomination of the bills in the envelope, but in the summer of
1977 he didn’t remember anything about it. Again, Mr. Wilson told
you, “I didn’t count the Korean currency, I handed it to my wife.”

Then he continued in the course of his testimony and told you
how his wife turned the money, $400, over to her father and
brother when he left at the airport.

I say to you that that is an unusual transaction; the receipt of
cash from Tongsun Park is an unusual transaction. Mr. Wilson
admits that it is an unusual transaction. Here is what he told the
committee:

I admit the wedding present was unusual. The present was unusual because it
came to me in cash, and although the amount was modest, it was one of the very
few cash presents that Mrs. Wilson and I received at the time of our wedding. It was

unusual because it came to me from Tongsun Park, whom I had never met before
that trip to Korea and never saw again afterwards.

Wilson in other testimony characterized the gift as unique and
on one occasion as a very unusual gift.

In response to Mr. Caputo’s questions, he could recall receiving
one other cash gift and that was not made directly to him. It was
made to Trader Vic’s on his behalf.

I think that those facts alone establish to you that the man had
to remember this transaction in the summer of 1977, but there is
more to that. Not only was this the type of gift you could not
forget, but it came from Tongsun Park. For months prior to the
time that the committee sent out its questionnaire, the media had
been filed with stories of Park’s payments to Members of Congress.
In fact, the media were talking about precisely the type of transac-
tion that Mr. Wilson had with Tongsum Park, handing out cash in
envelopes. That is what the investigation was about.

This was not lost on Mr. Wilson. I asked him. I said, ‘“The issue
current at that time,” referring to the time when he filled out the
questionnaire, “was money in envelopes. Is that not what people
were talking about at the time?”’ He answered, “yes.”

Question, “And you knew Tongsun Park had been mentioned in
that connection?”’

His answer was yes.

I say to you that the prominence of the stories of Park handing
out cash-filled envelopes is important because it shows that at the
time in that climate it was inconceivable that even if Mr. Wilson
had forgotten about this transaction, his memory would have been
refreshed by all the newspaper accounts.

Second, it shows, that at the time Mr. Wilson felt that it would
be embarrassing to admit a cash gift from Tongsun Park.

Now, not only was Tongsun Park prominent in the media, but
Wilson, himself, prior to answering the committee questionnaire,
had been interviewed on two separate occasions concerning his
contacts with Tongsun Park. The first of these occurred in Decem-
ber of 1976 when he was interviewed by the Washington Post, and
8 days before he answered the questionnaire he was interviewed by
an agent of the FBI and an attorney from the public integrity
section of the Department of Justice. ) )

I say to you with all this prominence in the media, with these
interviews, it is inconceivable that Mr. Wilson would not recall this
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unusual gift of $1,000 in cash in Korea. When you put it altogeth-
er, it comes to this: the receipt of $1,000 in cash from someone you
don’t know is unusual. If you could forget about a pile of cash from
somebody else, you could not forget about a pile of cash from
Tongsun Park, given his prominence in the media. )

I suggest to you, third, that if Mr. Wilson had admitted that in
the summer of 1977, it would have been embarrassing and that is
why he didn’t do it. )

Finally, I suggest to you that Wilson knew that his own contacts
with Park were being questioned at the time by both the newspa-
pers and the FBI, and under the circumstances he could not have
forgotten about a stack of $100 bills.

Nonetheless, when on July 28, 1977, he responded to this com-
mittee’s questionnaire about Tongsun Park, he didn’t tell the com-
mittee about the $1,000. In fact, he stated that he had never
received and he had never been offered anything of value more
than $100 from Tongsun Park.

Now you have not only the evidence of the transaction itself, but
the facts and the circumstances under which Mr. Wilson ultimately
disclosed that gift make it plain that he knew at the time that he
submitted the questionnaire that it was false.

In the summer of 1977, Mr. Wilson believed that he could submit
a false statement to the committee with impunity because Tongsun
Park simply was not around to implicate him. With time, however,
that all changed.

As the committee recalls, on December 31, 1977, the papers
carried the story that the Korean Government would let Tongsun
Park testify. On January 13, 1978, and we are now about 3 weeks
before the time that Mr. Wilson actually disclosed the gift, the Los
Angeles Times, which Mr. Wilson admitted he reads regularly,
carried a banner headline and this is contained in exhibit W-9
which you have. The banner headline says, “Park starts talking,
lots of people, sums of money, revealed to probers. Lawmakers
reported on his list.”

The articles reported that Mr. Caputo, who had been in Korea
for the testimony, said, “He would report his findings to the House
Ethics Committee.”

On January 14, the next day, the Los Angeles Times reported:

But Park reportedly said also that dozens of other Members of Congress had
accepted amounts ranging from several hundred to $1,000 or $2,000 apiece.

So, on January 14, Mr. Wilson learns: (1) That Park is talking
about gifts to sitting lawmakers, that is himself; (2) he is talking
about gifts of §1,000 to $2,000. That is precisely what he received;
and (3) that Mr. Caputo, who heard it all, is going to tell this
committee about what he learned.

Then, 5 days later, Mr. Wilson is visited by Martha Talley, a
committee lawyer and investigator, and he is told two things: One,
the committee wants to take his testimony under oath, and, two,
the committee wants among other things all of his correspondence
with Tongsun Park. ..

I suggest to you that it was then that Mr. Wilson realized that
Park—or felt or feared—that Park had revealed the $1,000 gift to
him, that the committee was about to investigate him for it, and he
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then had to tell the truth. It was then about a week later on
February 7, 1978, that he finally did tell the truth about his con-
tacts with Tongsun Park

I suggest to you that these facts establish that Mr. Wilson did
not and could not forget about the $1,000 that he got from Tongsun
Park.

Before I continue, I want to speak very briefly to, I think three
issues that have been raised by the defense that I think are wholly
frivolous and I will not spend much time with them.

One, Mr Volner claims that the response to the questionnaire
was not necessarily false, that it was merely misleading or some-
thing of that sort. I don’t know what can_be more false than to say
that you were never offered or you never received anything more
than $1,000 when in fact you took $1,000 in currency. It seems to
me that is unequivocal.

Second, they say that Mr. Wilson’s false statement is not materi-
al to the committee’s inquiry——

The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me one second. Did you mean more than
$100 when you just said more than $1,000?

Mr. Fortuin. I did, Mr. Chairman, I am sorry.

Second, they say that Mr. Wilson’s false statement to the com-
mittee was not material to the committee’s inquiry. I simply don’t
know how that can be. The House Resolution provides or directs
the committee to conduct a full and complete inquiry and investi-
gation to determine whether Members of the House of Representa-
tives, their immediate families or their associates, accepted any-
thing of value directly or indirectly from the Government of the
Republic of Korea or representatives thereof.

I simply don’t know how anything could be more material than
the committee seeking to determine whether Mr. Wilson received
something of value from Tongsun Park.

The third thing they say I think is wholly frivolous is that the
questionnaire was ambiguous. It seems to me you would not even
have to read the committee questionnaire in the summer of 1977 to
know the thing the committee was interested in was whether you
got money from Tongsun Park, but if you do read it, you will see,
first of all, Mr. Wilson rearranged the questionnaire so that it
would be completly clear, and if you read his answer, you will see
the question is absolutely unambiguous. It asked him whether he
got or was offered anything of value more than $100.

So the idea that this was somehow confusing frankly strikes me
as wholly frivolous.

Now I should think that the unusual nature of the transaction
along with the prominence of Park’s name in the media and all
these other things that I have mentioned should establish beyond a
doubt that Mr. Wilson knew that his response to the committee
questionnaire was false. But there is more.

I want to reviw with you now the different stories that Mr.
Wilson told other people about his contacts with Tongsun Park. I
want to do that for two reasons.

The first is that you will recall that when Mr. Wilson first told
the truth about his relationship with Tongsun Park, he gave one
reason why he had not set forth the gift in response to the commit-
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tee questionnaire. That was because he said he was not thinking
about wedding gifts. Here is what he said:
At the time of answering your committee questionnaire, I was thinking in terms

of gifts given for the purpose of influencing a Member in his function as a Congress-
man and not as a courtesy at the time of a wedding.

In fact, when Mr. Wilson was asked on one occasion about the
wedding and on another occasion about wedding gifts in particular,
he failed to tell about the $1,000 he received from Tongsun Park.

There is a second reason why I want to go into these stories
because I am going to tell you about four false stories that Mr.
Wilson told about his relationship with Tongsun Park. These false
stories establish beyond a doubt that he felt that linking himself to
Park would be extremely damaging to him.

The stories also establish that Mr. Wilson’s false answer to the
committee questionnaire was not an inadvertent incident but was
rather a part of a pattern of activity in which the Congressman
repeatedly falsified and repeatedly sought to minimize his contacts
with Tongsun Park. You will see that each of these different sto-
ries is false, each of them is different, but they all have this in
common: They all falsely underplay Mr. Wilson's contacts with
Tongsun Park. Here is what happened.

Mr. Wilson’s first false story about his relationship to Tongsun
Park came in an interview with reporters from the Washington
Post on December 2, 1976. Mr. Wilson’s sworn testimony, he told
the Washington Post about the silver chopsticks he received from
Tongsun Park but he did not tell them about the cash that he
received simultaneously.

Here is Mr. Wilson's testimony before this committee:

Question. Let me focus your attention back to December of 1976. Do you recall
December 2, 1976, you were interviewed by Mr. Armstrong and Mr. McAllister of

the Washington Post. Do you recall that?
Answer. How could I forget it.

Then deleting a little down to page 96:

Question. Did you tell them about getting silver chopsticks from Mr. Park?

Answer. I did. I told you that today.

Question. And you told them that, that he gave you a set of eight chopsticks?

Answer. That is right.

Question. But you did not tell them about the money offered at the same time you
got the chopsticks?

Answer. No, I did not.

That is Mr. Wilson’s testimony about what happened at the
interview with the Washington Post.

I say to you it is inconceivable that Mr. Wilson could have
remembered §17 worth of chopsticks and forgotten $1,000 worth of
cash that he received on the same occasion.

Now what does this show? Obviously, Mr. Wilson was under no
obligation to tell the truth to the Washington Post. But this inci-
dent, I suggest to you, shows that even when wedding gifts were
specifically brought up, Mr. Wilson was denying the receipt of the
$1,000. He plainly remembered the gift at the Chosen Hotel and he
lied because he thought it was embarrassing. The chopsticks were
not embarrassing so he told about them. He told a half truth.

This is important because it is the beginning of the pattern in
which Mr. Wilson sought to deny having gotten anything from
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Tongsun Park. Eight months after the interview with the Washing-
ton Post, Mr. Wilson was interviewed by an agent of the FBI and
an attorney from the public integrity section of the Department of
Justice.

Once, again, the wedding in Korea was mentioned but Wilson did
not tell the agent or the attorney even about the chopsticks, not
did he tell them about the meeting at the Chosen Hotel.

Is this a convenient time to break, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a vote. You have consumed 19 min-
utes. That is a notice quorum.

Mr. Fortuin. I will conclude shortly.

When Mr. Wilson spoke to the FBI agents, a Mr. Bradley, he did
not tell him about the chopsticks or the meeting at the Chosen
Hotel. Here is Mr. Bradley's testimony, who is a visiting professor
at the University of North Carolina.

I asked Mr. Wilson to describe his connections with Tongsun Park. I no longer
recall what he indicated, but one had to do with his wedding. I asked him if he had
ever been offered or received anything of value by or from Tongsun Park and he
said he had not. He did not relate to me any meetings with Tongsun Park in the
Chosen Hotel in Korea. He would have remembered had he done so.

Quh'ugion. Were there any comments about any chopsticks or anything of that
n‘aAns'wer. He made the flat statement he never received nor had been offered
an

Thus, Mr. Wilson did not tell the FBI about the chopsticks or the
meeting at the Chosen Hotel and he did have an obligation to tell
them the truth. Even though he did mention to them meeting Park
at the time of the wedding, he did not tell them about the $1,000
wedding gift.

When he said to the committee he did not mention the wedding
gift because he was not thinking about it, I suggest to you that is
also false because when the FBI inquired specifically about the
area of the wedding, Mr. Wilson did not mention the $1,000. That
is two false stories.

The third false story Mr. Wilson told was to his staff. Even after
he had met Park twice, he had gotten $1,000 and some chopsticks
from him, Mr. Wilson told his staff he had never met the man.
Here is the testimony of Mr. Pontius who, as you will recall, was
Mr. Wilson’s administrative assistant. This may be an isolated
instance, but in one point in 1976 there were numerous society
stories in the papers as to Tongsun Park entertaining locally and
Mr. Wilson said in passing he had not been invited to any of his
receptions and that he had in fact not met the gentlemen.

Question. He said he had not met Tongsun Park?

Answer. That is correct.

Queatior;. How many times did he tell you that he had not met Tongsun Park, if

() !
y m. Mr. Fortuin, I am not certain. I would say once or maybe twice before
the questionnaire.

We asked him the date and he said that was in 1976. He testified
to that again on pages 27 and 28. Mr. Pontius testified unequivocal-
ly that Mr. Wilson had told him that he never met Tongsun Park.
Thus, even to his own staff he was falsely minimizing his contacts
with Tongsun Park.
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Then on January 9, 1978, Martha Talley went to see him with an
investigator and what did he tell Martha Talley? He told her, I
only met Tongsun Park once and he gave her the_ precise date of
that meeting. He said it was October 16, 1975, making it clear that
he had reviewed the events surrounding his marriage, that he had
a precise recollection of those events even to the point of remem-
bering the exact day, month, and year of the first meeting with
Tongsun Park.

It is ridiculous to suppose he could remember the exact date of
the chance encounter, but could not recall $1,000 in currency he
received just 6 days later.

The evidence establishes a pattern of conduct in which Wilson
falsely denied his contact with Tongsun Park. He told the commit-
tee he had received nothing over $1,000 and in fact he got $1,000.
He told the Washington Post about the silver chopsticks, but not
about the $1,000 in cash he got at the same time. He told his
administrative assistant he had never met Tongsun Park and told
the FBI he received nothing from Tongsun Park, and he told Mrs,
Talley that he had met Tongsun Park, giving the precise date of
the meeting, but telling her nothing about the Chosen Hotel Meet-
ing, but nothing about the money and chopsticks he had received.

Now, while it is unnecessary for us to show any motive in this
case, let me suggest to you one reason quite frankly why Mr.
Wilson told these stories was he felt it would be embarrassing to
him and Korea if he admitted he got cash from Tongsun Park.

Another reason, he felt it was nobody’s business, he was angry
with the Washington Post, the Department of Justice, and the
committee’s questionnaire.

Mr. Bradley testified when he spoke with Mr. Wilson he was
antagonistic. “He told Mr Caputo, even if I did have a memory at
that time, it was none of the newspaper reporters’ business wheth-
er I received it or I didn’t receive it.”

He said with respect to the committee questionnaire, quoting Mr.
Wilson, “I will be frank to say that the questionnaire surprised and
annoyed me.”

You may find Mr. Wilson’s conduct in this case was nothing
inor;z1 than an angry defiance of his lawful obligation to tell the
ruth.

Now, recognizing how damaging the evidence was of these var-
ious and consistent false statements, Mr. Wilson adopted before
this committee the-same strategy he used before to deal with the
receipt of money from Tongsun Park. Except when the committee
had clear evidence, he claimed he did not remember anything.

With respect to what he told his staff, he testified both ways.
Eir(sit:dhe told them he didn’t know Tongsun Park and then he said

e did.
Question. Didn’t you in fact tell several of your staff members that you never met

Mr. Park?
Answer. I very possibly did; yes.

Next page:

P Alr:;i you don’t recall telling any other staff members that you never met Mr.
ark?

Answer. No; I don’t.
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He goes on to say it was none of their business, we would not
talk about it. That is on page 11.

With respect to the FBI, he sought to deny it altogether, said he
didn’t remember it. You will remember in his sworn statement Mr.
Wilson said, “I frankly have no independent recollection of having
been asked about Tongsun Park in the course of that interview.”

You will remember Mr. Gould’s testimony. Mr. Gould said he
didn’t remember him being asked about the gifts from Tongsun
Park.

Then you have the testimony of Mr. Bradley and the FBI report
which is exhibit W-13 which shows unequivocally that the wedding
was discussed and that Mr. Wilson told the FBI and Mr. Bradley
that he had no additional contacts with Tongsun Park and Park
never offered him anything of value.

Finally, I think what happened before the committee, before
your very eyes, is precisely what happened with the committee
questionnaire. You will recall when we asked Mr. Wilson about the
Washington Post interview, when he thought that we had a tape
recording of that interview, he testified unequivocally that he told
them about the chopsticks, but not about the cash.

I just read that testimony. It was not equivocal. He testified to it
clearly and unequivocally. Then when he learned we didn’t have a
tape l:ecording, then he backed off and said he didn’t remember

anything.
Mr. Caputo asked him and he said:

I can’t remember what I told them, Mr. Caputo. Again, we are getting into the
same area Mr. Fortuin asked about. I am not able to comment about anything not
in the newspaper article itself. It has been too long. I cannot recall what was said in
the interview. The only way I can recollect anything would be if I saw the newspa-
per article itself.

Mr. Caputo asked him:

I am not asking what was in the newspaper story, but what you answered.
Well, I can’t recall anything else not in the newspaper story.

What does this show? It shows that Mr. Wilson up to and includ-
ing the time of this hearing admitted only what he thought the
committee knew. As to everything else, he said “I don’t recall.”

At 3 p.m. he remembered the chopsticks with the Washington
Post. At 5 p.m. he doesn’t. The only difference is that at 3 he
thought we had the tape and at 5 he didn't.

In February of 1978 he admits he got cash from Park. In July
1977, he says he didn’t. The only difference was in 1978 he thought
we had the evidence and in 1977 he thought we didn’t.

I suggest to you that all this evidence suggests unequivocally
that Mr. Wilson knew that the answer he submitted to the commit-
tee was false and he knew that when he submitted it to us.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fortuin, you have consumed 28 minutes.
You have 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. Volner, you are recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. VoLNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is despite all
the rhetoric, a very simple and uncomplicated test.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Volner, would you suspend 1 minute? I
think it would be probably best if the members who desire to
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answer a live quorum do so rather than to break the continuity of
your argument. .

Mr. VoLNER. I am at the pleasure of the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will stand in recess. The live
quorum will be followed by an aye and nay vote. Members will
please return as soon as they have voted if a vote is called for.

The committee stands in recess.

[A brief recess was taken.]

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.

Oral argument will be resumed.

Mr. Volner, you are recognized for 30 minutes.

ORAL ARGUMENT OF IAN VOLNER ON BEHALF OF
CONGRESSMAN CHARLES WILSON

Mr. VoLNER. When you strip this case of all the rhetoric, we
submit it is a very simple one.

We further submit that to punish Congressman Wilson for
having made a false statement when he voluntarily and freely
came forward and corrected that statement would be an injustice.
It would also, I believe, do a serious disservice to the important
purposes of this committee.

The case is a simple one because there is no claim here nor can
there be one that Congressman Wilson violated the conflict of
interest or other rules of the House.

There is no charge of improper influence, of pocketing campaign
contributions or illegal payments of any kind.

The wedding present was perfectly lawful and in the circum-
stances of his wedding was perfectly proper.

The issue then is a very narrow procedural one: Whether Con-
gressman Wilson’s failure to originally report the wedding present
he and his wife admittedly received from Tongsun Park, even
though that present was later disclosed, nevertheless constitutes
the deliberate and willful submission of a false statement, with
respect to a material fact.

The cardinal facts themselves are not seriously in dispute. In
October 1975, Congressman and Mrs. Wilson were married in
Korea. They received a cash present amounting to $600 American
money and $400 Korean money from Tongsun Park.

That was legal and proper.

Three years later, in July 1977, Congressman Wilson failed to
report that present in his response to the committee’s questioning.

In November 1977, 4 months after that, while the reponse was
still on file and while it still had not been corrected, Congressman
Wilson, at the request of the Ambassador, interceded with the
Government of the Repubic of Korea to urge the return of Tongsun
Park to the United States for questioning by this committee.

In January 1978, Congressman Wilson remembered that he had
received the wedding present. He immediately contacted counsel to
find out what he should do about it. He filed a corrected statement
as promptly as possible thereafter. Even so, it was more than 2
months later before Tongsun Park himself got around to acknowl-
edging the fact of that wedding present and I submit to you that if
Congressman Wilson had not told you about it, it is doubtful that
you would know to this day.
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So the case boils down to a very simple pattern.

Congressman Wilson freely and voluntarily corrected a state-
ment he made with respect to a present, the acceptance of which
was perfectly absolutely legal. He is, nevertheless, charged with
having deliberately made a material misstatement.

As a legal matter, the elements of the defense are not terribly
complicated either. That there was a false statement, and we will
concede for the purposes of this proceeding that there was, it must
be false. We have great difficulty as to the falsity of the statement.
It must be with respect to a material fact which we also have great
difficulty with, and it must have been made knowingly and willful-
ly.

When you apply these four elements to the facts of this case, it
becomes clear that Congressman Wilson is entirely innocent of any
wrongdoing.

Staff suggests that the question, question 3, to this questionnaire,
was absolutely lucid, that no man could possible have been con-
fused by it and I mean no disrespect to your staff when I assert
that the multipart question 3 can only be characterized as a blun-
derbuss. There are at least 60 possible answers to that question and
this assumes that you have a single Congressman and a one-man
staff, no business enterprises, and nobody else in his family. The
more you add to any one of those components, the more possible
answers you get to that question.

The question calls for information with respect to three different
groups of people.

The Congressman—four different groups of people. The Congress-
man, his staff, his immediate family and business partners. It
involves four very different types of transactions ranging from
social contacts to business dealings and then it sets forth five
different people, on of whom was Tongsun Park.

Maybe that is why we have lawyers. If I had seen that question,
certainly in a courtroom context I would have objected to it. In the
context of the questionnaire, I would examined it much more thor-
oughly than someone who is not a lawyer, as Congressman Wilson
is not, would be inclined to do.

I submit to you that kind of question is a trap for the innocent.
Unfortunately, the unwary tend to be innocent. The innocent man,
feeling he has nothing to fear, answers the question. It is the guilty
man who sits down and kicks the question about and devises an
answer which comes as close to the truth as he can possibly get
without disclosing that which he wants to hide.

Congressman Wilson answered that question relating to Tongsun
Park with a flat no. He did so because he had nothing to hide. He
did not attempt to evade the question.

As I said, we do not before this panel contend or engage indispu-
tation as to what the legal significance of that question, whether it
is legally false or not, but I do think that this committee must
consider that this was not as outright and blatant attempt to lie to

ou.
Y This was not an attempt to withhold information in response to a
direct and clear question which was unmistakable.
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I think you have to consider that in assessing the validity of your
counsel’s claim, that Congressman Wilson cooly and with malice
aforethough sat down and did not record the wedding present.

The other thing you have to consider is the question of motive.
We have suggested that the wedding present, because it was
lawful, was not material to this committee’s investigation. It cer-
tainly was not an important fact to this committee’s investigation.

Congressman Wilson, incidentally, did report the fact of his at-
tendance at social functions given by Suzi Park Thomson and no
action was taken with respect to those.

The wedding present is no more material than were those casual
social contacts.

The purpose of the committee’s investigation was to uncover
wrongdoing, influence peddling, conflicts of interest and improper,
that is unlawful conduct.

Congressman Wilson has testified that he regrets that he accept-
ed the present. That is a personal comment. It is not a legal
conclusion. There was nothing improper or illegal about the pres-
ent.

It follows that there was no reason, no purpose, no conceivable
reason to hide it.

Your staff suggests that Congressman Wilson wanted to hide it
because he was embarrassed. I put it to you, gentlemen, and Mrs.
Fenwick, that people don’t hide things in this sort of arena merely
because they are embarrassing.

They hide for one or two reasons: Because the admission is,
itself, criminal, as may have been involved in the situation this
morning, or because there is some economic incentive to hiding
things. People don’t hide things merely because they might be
embarrassing if they become public, and in this situation there was
no reason to believe it ever would become public because the com-
mittee said it would conduct the investigation in the utmost secre-
cy.
Moreover, if Congressman Wilson was embarrassed by the wed-
ding present, why did he tell you he had gone to two or three social
functions at Suzi Park Thompon’s?

I suggest embarrassment is not a motive to hide and there is
nothing like that here.

We turn then to the question of the evidence of intent. We
recognize this is a disciplinary, not a criminal proceeding, and the
standards of proof beyond a reasonable doubt which would be
applicable in a criminal case do not apply here, but if justice is to
be done and if the committee’s effectiveness is to be preserved,
there must be some real hard concrete evidence, some fact upon
which a finding of violations is based.

There was a sharp and clear difference in my mind at least
between evidence, real facts, and the kind of conjectural conspira-
torial view of the world upon which your staff has placed its claims
and urged its conviction.

I will spare you a detailed recitation of the record. I had original-
ly intended not to deal with what I regard as the distortions of
counsel’s presentation. There is one point I will come to in a
moment which I cannot leave unanswered, but when you get down
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to it, your staff’s case comes down to an incredibly narrow proposi-
tion.

They say the present was so unusual that no person could ever
possibly have forgotten it and they say that the corrected state-
ment of February 7th was bad timing and therefore was not volun-
tary. They say it was motivated by fear, if you will, a blatant
attack of free-floating anxiety that the committee either- knew or
would soon find out about the present.

There is certainly no credible evidence in this record to support
either of those contentions.

At page 6 of your staff’s brief, they say, “It is simply incredible
that Wilson would not remember such an unusual gift as cash.”

Congressman Wilson did indeed testify that the wedding present
was unusual. But the circumstances in which he got that present
were, to say the least, highly unusual. He was on his way to Korea
to meet his fiancee’s family. He married her not once, but twice, in
a time of great excitement, in great celebration, and the present
slipped from his mind. He never saw Tongsun Park again. It is a
perfectly normal reaction, I submit to you, for a man to lose track
of an isolated and unimportant event in his life. Your staff sug-
gests, and they are right, that there are certain events in a man’s
life which are truly unforgettable.

I suggest to you that this was not such an event. The wedding
present must be viewed in the context in which it was given and in
that context it is clear that it was not only forgettable, but soon
forgotten.

Your staff goes on to assert “It is preposterous to suppose that
Congressman Wilson—" I am quoting them:

That Congressman Wilson could remember meeting Tongsun Park on the air-

plane on the way to Seoul, but to completely forget the event which took place 5
days later, the breakfast after which he received the wedding present.

Staff ignores the fact there were things in that airplane ride
which would make it somewhat less forgettable. In particular, in
addition to Tongsun Park, Congressman Passman was on that
plane, and in the light of subsequent developments, which are all
well known to all of us, it is the type of incident which, when you
pick up the newspaper, you are inclined to say to yourself, “My
Lord, I was on an airplane with those two characters. I wonder
what was going on at the same time.”

The wedding 6 days later occurred under a different set of cir-
cumstances and the present in conjunction with that wedding could
readily be forgotten and was readily forgotten.

The only thing which is interesting about Congressman Wilson's
admission to the FBI that he had met Tongsun Park on an air-
plane ride from Taipei to Seoul is the FBI agent’s description of
Congressman Wilson’s demeanor. What the FBI agent said is, “He
answered the questions about himself calmly. He became extreme-
ly upset when he was asked to inform on other members.”

I put it to you that that is not the conduct of a man with guilty
knowledge who is trying to hide it. If he was trying to hide knowl-
edge, he would have been anxious to talk about other members and
not about himself. The best that can be said about the FBI report is
that it proves Congressman Wilson did not remember the present

AN e asdiasea
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when he was questioned by FBI and a week later, when he re-
sponded to the questionnaire. ) )

Your staff assumes that Congressman Wilson told the Washing-
ton Post that he received the silver chopsticks from Tongsun Park.
That is not what this record says and I am astounded the argu-
ment was made.

Let me read the passage from page 96. ) )

“And did you tell them about getting some silver chopsticks from
Mr. Park?”’

That is Mr. Fortuin’s question.

“I did.”

That refers to the fact that he had gotten silver chopsticks from
Mr. Park and the next sentence proves it: “I told you that today.

What did he tell you today? He didn’t tell you on that day in
that hearing that he had been interviewed by the Washington Post
and had told them about the chopsticks. He told you that he had
received silver chopsticks from Tongsun Park.

When he was asked more directly what he told the Washington
Post, he said, “Truthfully, I don’t know.”

Frankly, I don’t think that Congressman Wilson ever mentioned
Tongsun Park to the Washington Post or the chopsticks. If he had,
the Post would have printed it and then your counsel would have
produced either the article or the notes or the tape recording which
presumably took place. This sort of attempt to entrap a congress-
man I submit to you has no place in a proceeding, the object of
which is to get at the truth.

Equally frankly, I have to tell you that I don’t think it matters
very much what Congressman Wilson told the Washington Post. If
he had told the Post about meeting Tongsun Park in Korea, there
was even less reason to hide it from you. The information was
already public. Whatever Congressman Wilson told the Post, it was
clear that he had forgotten that and the wedding present when he
answered the questionnaires.

There is finally the claim that Congressman Wilson had an
attack of free-floating anxiety in Mid-January, 1978, motivated by
press accounts as to what Tongsun Park was or was not doing or
might or might not do.

Half of those press accounts which are in his record are entirely
irrelevant. The reason for that is that Congressman Wilson testi-
fied, and I will confirm it, that he contacted me on January 19,
1978, so that all of the press accounts after that date simply had
no—could not have any conceivable impact upon his decision to
correct the statement.

The other half are relative only to your counsel’s theory of
timing, that the timing of the corrective statement was bad.

I don’t believe, members of the committee, that you can base a
decision on the accident of timing. Does it really make a difference
in terms of Congressman Wilson’s intent to deceive you whether he
remembered the present and corrected the statement one day after
he submitted his response, 2 months after he submitted his re-
sponse, 4 or 6 months?

The point is, he submitted the statement voluntarily; he did it
before you knew anything about the wedding present from anybody
else; he did it before he was deposed. This is not the type of
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situation which you may encounter from time to time in which a
witness comes forward with just as much as he thinks you may
have to respond to it.

This is a situation in which he carefully and fully set forth in the
letter all of the circumstances surrounding the acceptance of that
present.

That story has not been challenged by your counsel and it cannot
be.

Incidentally, the reason for the 3-week delay between January 19
and February 7 was precisely that. Your counsel suggests that
Congressman Wilson on the stand had extraordinary grasp of the
details of that incident. That was because between January 19 and
February 7 he and I went through everything we possibly could so
that when we did submit the statement it was the truth, the whole
truth and nothing but the truth and that is indeed the case.

The only other thing that your counsel invokes is the classic
avoidance dodge of prior inconsistent statements. He says incor-
rectly he told the Post one thing; that he told his staff another;
that he told the FBI and Martha Talley the same thing.

Well, the first observation I have to make is, we seem to be
developing a new rule of law around here that it is improper for
Congressmen to be less than candid with the press. If that is the
case, then I suggest Congress has to adjourn sine die because we
are all guilty of this charge.

The second thing I have to observe is what is important is what
he told you and he told you the truth. He told you the absolute
truth; he told you before you knew from anybody else and he told
you freely and voluntarily.

The.inconsistent statements, if they were inconsistent, to staff,
iilre just absolutely irrelevant to the charge which has been made

ere.

Now, against this sort of speculation and conspiracy and invec-
tive, really, there are facts which affirmatively support the proposi-
tion that Congressman Wilson is indeed, as we claim, entirely
innocent. His narrative is simple and straightforward. He apolo-
gized to you for having made the mistake. He explained he an-
swered the question entirely from memory, that he did it too
quickly; that perhaps he should have retained counsel and perhaps
indeed he should have consulted with the committee staff.

There is nothing complex about that. That is a man who has
made a mistake and recognizes it. He pointed out in his testimony
that he voluntarily came forward and corrected it and in the
language of the court that patently negates any intention to de-
ceive.

Second, he voluntarily interceded with the Government of the
Republic of Korea to urge the return of Tongsun Park, the only
other person who could testify about that wedding present.

I put it to you that this is simply not the conduct of a man who
is trying to keep information from this committee.

Your staff says that that staement is absurd. They base their
contention on a highly selective and I think grossly unfair reading
of a speech which Congressman Wilson made a month before he
went to Korea in November of 1977.
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He did indeed in that speech, as your staff read into the record,
characterize certain of the witnesses before this committee, Korean
officials, as traitors, but he also went on to say: “Of course, there is
no defense to bribery if there has been bribery.”

We know, because the record is uncontested on it, that Congress-
man Wilson was asked by the ambassador to convey a message to
the President of the Republic of Korea. We know because the
record is uncontested that he agreed to do so.

I submit to you it is insulting to suggest that he didn’t carry out
that mission, particularly when he had said, ‘“There is no defense
to bribery if there has been bribery.”

He was perfectly willing to help this committee ferret out brib-
ery. He did not particularly care apparently for people who were
willing to trade information for asylum in this country.

Third, as I said, there is, after all, nothing to hide. The Congress-
man himself regards the acceptance of the present as an error in
judgment, but it is not the type of error in judgment for which
sanctions ought to be imposed.

As I said, this is not a case where the story came out piecemeal.
It came out once and it came from the one man other than Tong-
sun Park who could tell you about it, and the Congressman told
you about it first.

Then the case against Congressman Wilson is entirely devoid of
any evidence which establishes that he deliberately and willfully
omitted the wedding present from his original response.

The charge rests upon the premise that because Congressman
Wilson has been a longtime champion of aid to Korea, because he
has visited Korea fairly often, because the wedding present was
somewhat out of order and because his wife is of Korean birth, he
could not possibly have forgotten it.

That kind of argument by your staff, I submit to you, is called
“Forget the facts; in your heart you know he is guilty.”

Thomas Moore once said that only God can know what is in the
heart or mind of man.

I don’t believe you will or should find Congressman Wilson guilty
of the charge based upon guesswork and speculation as to what
was in his heart and mind when he sat down on July 28, 1977, to
answer that questionnaire.

I don’t believe for a minute that you are going to base a finding
of violation on irrelevancies such as what was in the newspapers at
the time, or the fact that he is a supporter of aid to Korea, or that
his wife, a lovely woman, is of Korean birth.

If you do base a final violation on the kind of flimsy record you
have here, you would have severely hampered, if not entirely de-
stroyed, this committee’s ability to function in the future. You
depend upon the free flow of voluntary information from the other
members. Otherwise you can’t work.

If you make a finding of violation on the record here, you will
have created what will become known as the rule in Wilson's case.
You are damned if you voluntarily come forward; you are damned
if you don’t and the committee subsequently finds out by some

other means. If that becomes the rule, the functioning of the com-
mittee will be at an end.
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You should be concerned to make sure that there is clear and
convincing, overpowering proof before you find a man guilty when
in these circumstances he has voluntarily and freely come forward
with the response.

For these reasons, as I said at the outset, it is not a complicated
case. It comes down to three facts: He did indeed fail to respond
accurately . He corrected his statement. What more is it that you
could want out of him?

Even if you believed, despite the fact that his action was deliber-
ate, you should acquit him because he expunged the mistake when
he submitted the corrected statement.

More properly, I submit you should find there was no violation
whatever because the mistake was entirely innocent and was cor-
rected voluntarily, freely and promptly once it became known.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Volner, you consumed 22 minutes.

Mr. VoLNER. I will waive the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fortuin, you have two minutes remaining.

You are recognized for that 2 minutes.

Mr. ForTuIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I don’t think I will need more than that.

The committee should be clear that the evidence with respect to
Mr. Wilson’s interview with the Washington Post was precisely as I
set it forth and it was clear that what he was testifying to there
was what he told the Washington Post and that is on page 96 of
the transcript, quoted in our memorandum. 1t is clear that what he
is talking about is what he told the Washington Post.

P Qzl:gstion. And you did tell them about getting some silver chopsticks from Mr.
arKk/

Answer. I did. I told you that today.

Question. And you told them that that gave you a set of eight chopsticks?

Answer. That is right.

Question. But you did not tell them about the money offered at the same time you

got the chopsticks?
Answer. No, I did not.

I think Mr. Volner’s reading is contrary to the record. There are
some other things he said. I think we have answered them in our
papers. We have answered them before. The idea that in November
of 1977 Mr. Wilson went to President Park and tried to help us get
Tongsun Park is ridiculous.

Days before he characterized the witnesses at the October hear-
ings as “defectors and traitors,” he said they were trading informa-
tion in order to get asylum in this country. That is precisely what
Park was doing; he was trading the information he had so he could
get an indictment dismissed, so he could get immunity, so he could
come back to the United States, so Mr. Volner would have you
believe Mr. Wilson, in October 1977, is calling all the witnesses
traitors and defectors and then he goes to the President of Korea
and makes exactly that kind of deal for Mr. Park.

I say that is absurd and I say that testimony is fraudulent.

I think I have used up my time. I think our papers contain the
answers to a few other things that Mr. Volner covered that I didn’t
have a chance to respond to.

Thank you. .

The CHAIRMAN. All Time has expired.
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Is there any further written statement counsel desires to submit?

Is there anything which should properly come before the commit-
tee at this time? ,

Mr. ForTuIN. I have nothing, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VoLNER. I have nothing, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Spence is recognized to make a motion.

Mr. SpENcE. Mr. Chairman, I move we go into executive session.

The CHAIRMAN. This is a motion which under the rules of the
House must be made in open session. We are in open session. It
must be made with a quorum present. We have a quorum.

This vote must be, under the rules of the House, taken by record-
ed or rollcall vote.

The staff director will call the roll. When your name is called,
those who favor the motion will vote aye. Those opposed, vote no.

The staff director will call the roll.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Flynt.

The CHAIRMAN. Aye.

Mr. SwWANNER. Mr. Spence.

Mr. SPENCE. Aye.

Mr. SwaNNER. Mr. Teague. [No response.]

Mr. Quillen.

Mr. QUILLEN. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Bennett. [No response]

Mr. Quie.

Mr. QUIE. Aye.

Mr. SwaNNER. Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. HAMILTON. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Cochran.

Mr. CocHRAN. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer. [No response.]

Mrs. Fenwick.

Mrs. FENWICK. Aye.

Mr. SwWaNNER. Mr. Flowers. [No response.]

Mr. Caputo. [No response.]

Mr. Chairman, the yeas are seven, the nays are none.

The CualrMAN. The motion is agreed to and the committee will
go into executive session immediately upon reconvening after the
vote, which is now in progress.

[Whei'eupon, at 5:50 p.m., the committee proceeded in executive
session. .
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1978

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFIcIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to other business, at 6:52 p.m. in
room 226, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John J. Flynt,
(chairman of the commtittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Flynt, Bennett, Hamilton, Spence and
Fenwick.

Also present: John M. Swanner, staff director; John W. Nields,
dJr., chief counsel; Thomas M. Fortuin, professional staff member,
and Ian D. Volner, counsel to Hon. Charles H. Wilson.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Volner, do you waive the presence of Mr.
Wilson, both now and in the public hearing?

Mr. VoLNER. Yes, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. The committee is now prepared to inform coun-
sel before informing the public of the action of the committee.

The committee sustained the statement of alleged violation with
and amendment.

Now do you have the statement of alleged violation?

Mr. VoLNER. No; I don’t, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you like one?

Mr. VoLNER. Yes, I would.

The CHAIRMAN. The staff director will read it.

Mr. SwANNER. The amended statement reads as follows:

On or about July 28, 1977, Charles H. Wilson, the respondent, who at all times
relevant to this Statement of Alleged Violations was a Member of the House of
Representatives from the State of California, did conduct himself in a manner
which did not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives, in violation of
Rule 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, in that the

respondent, Charles H. Wilson, did before the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct knowingly make a false statement in writing; to wit. . . .

The CHAIRMAN. Do you have any questions?

Mr. VoLNER. What is the recommended action?

The CHAIRMAN. The recommendation is that upon the adoption
of this report, Mr. Wilson be reprimanded, and that upon the
adoptg)n of the report that the reprimand be considered as admin-
istered.

Now, I will go one step further. The language relating to the
violation of section 1001, title 18, is stricken. The word “willfully”
is stricken. The words ‘“false statement and false writing” are
condensed to read ‘“did make a false statement in writing.”

Mr. VoLNER. May I ask one question? I don’t know whether it is
appropriate, Mr. Chairman, but may I know the vote?

The CHAIRMAN. The vote was unanimous. The amendment was
agreed to first—excuse me, it was not unanimous. There were eight
in the affirmative, one in the negative and one abstaining. Ten
members were present. I beg your pardon.

(147)
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The amendment was agreed to by unanimous consent.

Are there any other questions?

Mr. VoLNER. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fortuin?

Mr. ForTUIN. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Nields?

Mr. Niewps. I have no question, Mr. Chairman. I trust that the
hearing on Bonnie Robinson——

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has been advised that we will
meet tomorrow morning at 10 a.m. on that case.

Mr. BENNETT. I want to say that the attorneys did a good job.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I want to invite them in if there is anybody
out there. N

The committee in closed session, having voted to come into
public session, the comittee is in public session. There are five
members of the committee present. At the time when all action
were taken, there were 10 members present.

The Chair would like to read rule I of the Committee Rules:

Scope and Authority. These rules govern the procedures to be followed by the

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct and are adopted under the authority of
Rule XI2.(a) of the Rules of the House of Representatives, 95th Congress.

The Chair will further read rule 10(d) which reads as follows:

This relates to investigative hearing procedures:

The investigative hearing shall consist of two phases, unless the committee deter-
mines that a single phase is more appropriate. The first phase shall be for the

purpose of obtaining probative evidence upon which the committee can base its
findings and conclusions.

That phase was completed last week.

The second phase shall be for the purpose of making recommendations for action.
Evidence offered solely as a reflection of the respondent’s character or which tends
to mitigate the charges against the respondent shall be received only during the
second phase.

The second phase provided for in rule 10(d) was completed today.

The Chair will now read rule 13 of the Committee Rules;

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations. After completion of the investiga-
tive hearings, the committee, by the affirmative vote of a majority of its members,
shall adopt an appropriate resolution, report, or recommendation, which shall be
made public and furnished to the complainant, if any, “—there is no complainant in

this case—" unless a majority of the members of the committee determines that
there is good cause not to do so.

In accordance with the wording and the intent of rule 13, the
Chair announces that it has completed action on the statement of
alleged violation in the matter of Congressman Charles H. Wilson,
and before voting on whether or not to sustain the statement of
alleged violation, by unanimous consent an amendment to the
statement of alleged violation was agreed to.

The statement of alleged violation as amended will now be read
in its entirety by the staff director.

Mr. SWANNER [reading:]

On or about July 28, 1977, Charles H. Wilson, the respondent, who at all times
relevant to this statement of alleged violations was a Member of the House of
Representatives from the State of California, did conduct himself in a manner

which did not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives, in violation of rule
1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, in that the
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respondent, Charles H. Wilson, did before the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct knowingly make a false statement in writing; to wit. . . .

In a letter to the Honorable John J. Flynt, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, dated July 28, 1977, the respondent, Charles H.
Wilson, did respond “no” to the following question contained in the questionnaire
issued by the committee:

Since January 1, 1970, 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 coventurer (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 an Embassy or official residence) given by, or (d) had any commercial
dealin’gs with (1) Tongsun Park, (2) Kim Dong Jo, (3) Hancho Kim (4) Kim San
Kwon?

In the first case, No. 1, Tongsun Park is underlined and the
emphasis is added in parenthesis when he then and there knew on
October 22, 1977, he was offered a sum of money by Tongsun Park
in Korean currency in value of in excess of $100; on that same
date, he received from Tongsun Park the sum of $600 in U.S.
currency with a sum of money in U.S. currency when he then and
there knew his answer was false. (Rule XLIII Clause I, Rules of the
House of Representatives.)

The CHAIRMAN. The vote on the amendment to the statement of
alleged violation was done by unanimous consent of the committee
without a vote.

On the vote to sustain the statement of alleged violation as
amended, the ayes were eight, the nays were one, and one member
-was present but abstained from voting out of a total of ten mem-
bers present.

On a subsequent motion, the committee voted to recommend to
the House that the respondent be reprimanded and that upon the
adoption of this report by the House, that the reprimand be consid-
ered as administered.

On this motion the ayes were eight, the nays were one, and one
member was present but abstained from voting. At the time of that
vote also there were 10 members of the committee present.

Are there any questions by counsel for respondent?

Mr. VoLNER. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions by committee counsel?

Mr. ForTuiN. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything relating to this case that either
the counsel for respondent or counsel for committee wishes to
properly bring before the committee at this time?

Mr. VoLNER. We have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ForTUIN. The staff has nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Accordingly, subject to correction of typographi-
cal errors in the transcript, this proceeding is closed and the com-
mittee stands adjourned until 10 tomorrow morning in room 2212
for the consideration of a matter unrelated to this matter.

[Whereupon, at 7:04 p.m. the committee was adjourned, to recon-
vene at 10 a.m., Thursday, September 28, 1978.]
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CoMMITTEE HEARING ExHIBIT No. W-1

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Response of Rep.

Since January 1, 1970:

1. Have you or to your knowledge has a member of your official
staff, visited the Republic of Korea while you were a
Member of Congress?

Yes No

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

(a) Any person known by you to have been a
representative 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 béen
a representative of or affiliated with the
Government of the Republic of Korea at that time?

Yes No
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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
(i) Tongsun Park,
(ii) Kim Dong Jo,
(iii) Suzi Park Thomson,
(iv) Hancho Kim, or
(v) Kim Sang Keun

Yes No

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

furnish complete details.

Signature

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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CoMMITTEE HEARING ExHIBIT No. W-2

NINETY-FIPTH CONGRIESS PP A LACOVARA

— SPECIAL COVNE.
e iR KOREAN INFLUENCE INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO H. RES. 252 it
et Ay ; sow . semioe. .
e U.S. Douge of BVepresentatives e T
T, i verat, COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
D Cotseon. ek OFFICIAL CONDUCT
MILLICENT FDNWICK, NJ, .
BRCE ¥, CARUTO, ILY. Mlnm lc. 20515

Dear Cougressman:

House Resolution 252 directs this Committee to perform several
distinct but related responsibilities. Ome is to ascertain whether
Members of the House have viclated the standards of legitimate conduct
in their dealings with representatives of the Government of the Republic
of Korea or with Korean nationals. That phase of our investigation 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 thelr 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 ex-
ertion of improper influence by or on behalf of foreign governments."

In order to discharge our responsibilities the Committee must >
attempt to ascertain the existence -- or non-existence -- of a con-
certed pattern of efforts by the Korean Government or its alleged
agents to influence the House. As the alleged "objects" of Korean
"efforts"” Members and former Members of Congress are uniquely situated
to furnish this Committee with information about the existence or non-
existence of such efforts. Only with collective, comprehensive infor-
mation can the Committee gauge 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 infor-
mation 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 was a Member
of Congress during the past seven years to fill out the enclosed brief,
confidential questionnaire. We request that you take a few minutes to

357865 LS AMMITTEE HEARlNG
EXHIBITsNO. 2 NAS
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do so and return the completed questionnaire within fourteen days of
the receipt of this letter. If you would prefer to discuss these

questions directly, instead of completing the questionnaire, members
of the Committee'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 misconduct.
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 XI 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,

o P&

Philip A. Lacovara
Special Counsel
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CoMMITTEE HeArINg ExHIBIT No. W-3

corrreem . CHARLES H. WILSON
I TS N tuna

ARMED SERVICES 1er DISTMICY, CaLironmia
&R AND STRATEGIC ANO
ALS

e Congress of the Tnited States
"'“'T'I‘:?::."“”‘""‘ TBHouse of Representatives
Washington, B.E. 20515

POST OFFICK AND CIVIL SERVICK

SAURCOMMITTERS
CHAIRMAN, POSTAL PERSONMEL ANO
MOOEANTZATION

INVESTIGATIONS
POSTAL OPERATIONS ANOD SERVICES
CIVIL SERVICE -

July 28, 1977

Honorable John J, Flynt, Jr,

Chairman, Committee on Standards
of 0fficial Conduct

Room 2360

Rayburn House Office Building

Dear Mr, Chairman;

WAININGTON OO
2409 Ravsunn OFFice Bun.oins
T OLEPHosue 223-5423
JOHN 3. PONTIUS
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANY

oIsTRICY OFMCK
13000 AVIATION B gvARG
Room 2W30
LAWNOALE, CALIFOMMA  $O281
Tosrnom 336-6800
©. ROBERT FORDIANI
FITLD WEPRESENTATIVE
‘7200 EAsY Compron BoASVARS
PaRAMOuNT, MAlt PosT Ovrce
PARAMOUINY, CALLFOWIA 90723
To oM 530044

This correspondence is in response to letters I have
received from Mr. Philip Lacovara dated June 15, 1977, The

following is in response to the questionnaire:

Since January 1, 1970:

1. Have you or to your knowledge has a member of your
official staff visited the Republic of Korea while

you were a Member of Congress?

Yes X No

January 10-11, 1971. Congressmen Charles H, Wilson,
Dan Daniel and William G, Bray. Mr. Jim Shumate,
Counsel, House Armed Services Committee accompanied
the Congressmen on this official House Armed Services

Committee trip.

August 16-18, 1975. Mr. John Pontius, Administra-

tive Assistant,

October 16-22, 1975. Congressman and Mrs. Charles H.

Wilson.,

April 16-22, 1976. Congressman and Mrs. Charles H.
Wilson, Mr, and Mrs. George Gould, (Mr, Gould is
Staff Director of Postal Facilities, Mail and Labor
Management Subcommittee of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service), and Mr. Bob Williams

with the Federal Times, Since this was an official
House Post Office and Civil Service trip, I sent you
on May 26, 1977, a copy of the report which was filed

with the Chairman of the Committee.

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBITNO.*W/3 -
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September 30-October 7, 1976, Congressman and Mrs,
Charles H. Wilson, and Mr, John Pontius, Administrative
Assistant. The Department of Defense Escort Officer
was Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Conti. Since this was

an official House Armed Services Committee trip, 1
previously sent you a copy of the report which was filed
with the Chairman of the Committee.

Have you or any member of your immediate family (spouse,
parent, sibling, or child), 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 any-
thing of value in excess of $100 from:

(a) any person known by you to have been a
representative 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 representative of or affiliated with the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Korea at that time?
Yes °° No X
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
(2) Kim Dong Jo
(3) Hancho Kim
(4) Kim Sang Keun
Yes. No_ X
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4, 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, '

(¢) had any commercial business dealings
with

(1) Suzi Park Thomason

(d) attended a function (other than at an
Embassy or official residence) given by, or

Q) Suzi Park Thomason
Ygs:;x No

On two occasions, I attended functions given
by Suzi Park Thomson, Korea was not discussed
in any way whatsoever, nor were any Koreans
present, The first occasion was approximately
in 1971, I can't recall the precise date of the
second function, I believe it was sometime in
1972 or 1973, To the best of my recollection,
only six people attended: Suzi Thomson, myself
and my former wife, Mrs. Betty Wilson, who is now
deceased, a couple from New York and their son.

I am unable to furnish any documents or copies thereof
of receipts or deposits of any funds of any office account,
as defined in your letter of June 15th., At no time did I have
a permanent officeé account, I am unable to furnish records orxr
copies of fundraisers held in my behalf to defray the costs
of my nevsletters or any other office expenses. While records
are unavailable, I can certify or swear under oath there was
never any contribution or check given by a Korean for any fund-
raiser conducted for my "communications” account,

Vepf/truly yours,

CHW:bt
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CoMMITTEE HEARING EXHIBIT No. W4

KOREAN INFLUENCE INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO H. RES. 252

U.S. House of Pepresentatives

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF

OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Washington, B.C. 20515

January 16,

The Honorable Charles H. Wilson
U.S. House of Representatives
2409 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington,

Dear Mr.

Investigation,

D.C.

20515

Wilson:

1978

HAND DELIVERED

In connection with the Korean Influence

the Committee on Standards of Official

Conduct has directed that your testimony be taken.
We desire that a mutually convenient date be arranged

between you and attorneys for my staff.

At

‘the deposition,

that the following be produced:

January 1,

(1)

(2)

(3)

Lrow JawDwia
ArICIaL ComTL

PETER & wiirg
DLAITY serciaL coumem

seECiaL sTary

JOMN W wiTLDS m,
s Couwsm

the Committee also desires

All appointment diaries for the years 1968
through the present;

All telephone logs or messages from

1968 through the present;

Correspondence of any

nature between you

or your office and any Korean Government official, Tongsun

Park or Hancho Kim between January 1,

LJ/srp

(4)

1968 and this date;

Any record of campaign contributions made
from 1968 to this date.

Sincerely,

Leon

rski

Special Counsel
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CoMmMITTEE HEARING ExHIBIT No. W-5

ARMED SERVICES tar Dumrmcr, wnvm s s eanee
AR . T e
rammnmae e EONGTESS of the United States i
MILITARY lmlvuu:hmmn ﬁnu’z ni RtpttSmtatihtﬁ ImA:;:-;\:;uv_
LAWNOALK, CALWOMmIA 90261
PAST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE Washington, B.LE. 20515 Tt 53046400
SURCOMMITTIRS: D’;.::Il.f ml:l'h'vﬂ'l
POSTAL AND REPMEBENTATIV:
MOBERNIZATION 7200 EAST CoswTon BonIvARD
INVESTIGATIOND PanAMOUNT, Maln Posy Orrcs
an::m February 7, 1978 irapiion Cusromme 2753

Honorable John J. Flynt, Jr.

Chairman,Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

Room 2360

Rayburn Bouse Office Bnlldxng

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On July 28, 1977 I replied to a letter of in-
quiry from Special Counsel to your Committee concerning
having been offered or received anything of value in
excess of $100.00 from Korean Government officals or
certain named individuals. I replied in the negative.

Subsequently I realized that I had failed to
mention my wife and I were the recipients of certain
wedding gifts given to us at the time of our wedding in
Seoul, Korea on Saturday, October 18, 1975.

At the time of answering your Committee inquiry,
I was thinking in terms of gifts given for the purpose
of influencing a member in his functions as a Congress-
man and not as a courtesy at the time of a wedding.

My then fiance Hyun Ju Chang, a U. S. citizen,
but a native of Korea, and I traveled to Korea from
Taipei on October 16, 1975. During the course of the
flight I was introduced to Tongsun Park. We had a
brief chat during which I informed him that I was ac-
companied by my fiance and that I would meet her family
in Korea. He congratulated us stating he was happy that
I was marrying a lovely Korean lady and he hoped we would
see one another in the future.

Upon arrival at Seoul we were met by U. S. Embassy
personnel, members of my fiance's family and a Korean-
American friend of ours, Ki Su Shin. While waiting for
the transfer of my baggage to my hotel I was chatting
with my friend Mr. Shin who stated that he noticed Tongsun
Park get off the plane. I stated that I had been introduced
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to Tongsun Park on the flight to Seoul and Mr. Shin
stated that he understood that Tongsun Park was not
viewed with favor by the Korean Government.

With the aid of U.S. Embassy personnel Hyun
Ju Chang and I were married in a civil ceremony at
Seoul City Hall on Friday, October 17, 1975 and a re-
ligious ceremony on Saturday, October 18, 1975 at the
U. S. Army Base in Seoul.

I had many meetings with Korean Government offi-
cials over the next few days and my wife and I were
guests at several luncheons, dinners, and receptions
given by her family, the U.S. Ambassador and Korean offi-
cials to celebrate our wedding.

I had a meeting with the Prime Minister who pre-
sented us with a calligraphy that he had made himself in
honor of our wedding and at a dinner given by the Director
of the KCIA he presented us with a painting that he had
made in honor of our wedding. There is no way to deter-
mine the value of these personalized wedding gifts.

On our last day in Korea (Wed., Oct. 22) Tongsun
Park called me at the Chosun Hotel where we were staying
and asked me to join him at the Hotel for breakfast.

During the breakfast meeting he again congratulated
me on my marriage and expressed his pleasure that my wife
was Korean. He stated he wished to give us a wedding
present and presented me a small box containing two chop-
sticks and an envelope which contained Korean currency.

I thanked him but returned the envelope to him stating
something to the effect that we were departing Korea and
would be unable to use the currency. I thanked him for
his generous gesture. I do not know the amount of the.
Korean currency.

We parted and I returned to the room to prepare to
check out of the hotel. Later when I returned to the
lobby to complete the check out from the hotel I was ap-
proached by a Korean, whom I did not know, who said he was
an associate of 'Wongsun Park who handed me an envelope

and said Tongsun Park wanted me to receive it as a wedding
gift.
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I returned to my room, opened the envelope and
found $600.00 in U.S. currency and some Korean cur-
rency.

I suggested to my wife that she might want to
leave the XKorean money with some member of her family
which she did.

The meetings outlined above are the only times I
have ever met Tongsun Park.

Very,truly yours,

arle . Wil
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aul to Let Tongsun Park Testily

.\',\Slll\uTO‘l Dec. 30—The South
Zarean Government has agreed to permit

+ Park to return to the Unitad
. .0 testify at bribery and conspira-
wy tdals iMing fromn the investigation
ed mlh.cncc peddling in Congress,
Department ‘of Justice announced
mhy

- department issued *a lhrce-p:;e
i t on “cooperation” bstween
Tlorea aad the United Siates that pro-
vidss that Me. Pack will be interviewed
Ty Ualted States officials in Seoul undxe

Ry NICTTOLAS
Sacctat to The Nex Vo

IORROCK 1’42//3//77

1 January, and if he Tzter testifies
“truthfully” at trials here will be given
full immunity for past criminal acts,

Tae départnient also 2greed to dismiss

all eharges zgainst hlm if he is a trothful
\/ll"css.
. The “agreemezat mnade no pmvmon for
Mr. Park o testify befcre Congressional
committecs that are investizating charges
that the Korean Govsrament bribed
American legislators,

Tmmediate criticism of thz agre
rane from Lron Jiwors
counsel for the Ifouse ethics commillee,
wio in 2 prepared stitement call2d it
inadzquate and uiiacceptable.”

However, Yictor Kramer, tha spscial
counsel for the Scazts ethics conumilies,
issuad a statomant that iermed the agrea-
ment 3 “vital first step.”

‘The Justice szsmmt’s statement, is-
‘sued at a formal bricting for American
and Xorean netwsmen held in the depart.
ment’s Graat Hall late today, gave the
following details: -

QA formal "“mutust pmecl.hon assist-
ance agreement” to solidify the points
of (odays “understandings” . will be
signed in Séoul before Mr. Park is ques.
tioned, °

A second meating in Seout will permit

ent

lhe signing of n fomﬂ agreement be-

Co'\l:nued on Page 37, Coluzin 1

No. W-6

\

“\

S 00 T0 LT PARK-MM
AESTIFY AT TRI’-&LS

Contirued From Page 1

n’the Justice Department and .\lr.
Pam to _formalize his commitment to
trutb{ul testimony and the department's-
¢ to drop oll ciarges and grant
munity.

CMr. Park will be qaetnoned urder
0ath’hy Aradrican and Korean officials
in §os<foas held in “normal office hours”
He may be subjected to a polygraph, or
lie détector, test at the same time. Ques-
wilt be in Engllsh and trans ted

“

Into }\om

fani Goverament will “subse-

ly penmit him to travel to the Unit.

- ed !zu.-s to testify .at trials

from the mves!lgauon. A former Korean

“official, Honcho Kim, and Richsed T.

ha]n , until 1974 a Representative.in
ngress from California, are under in-

dl;'nrm. on charges | ndl.q bnbny

conspiracy. .~

“Tlie United States Depurtment of Ino- .
tica will seek dismissal by the court of s
thl pendmg Indictmant ag:mst Mr. Tﬂll‘-r

Park promptly upon the completion;
ol )us truthful testimony at the last unih -
ed States court praceeding and wil
vide him with full lmmumty from any!
past criminal sct,” _the lnnonn:emm-
gaid.. .

BéaTamin R. fietti, the Assi tAlr
lnrney General in charge of tha «.imiaal;

ivision, said at the briefing that e im-
munily would extend to such lmngs [')
charges of tax evasion: -

The agceement said that Me. Plrk
would “assume no obligatica to appear
before Ccngressional committees” -Ind
that he would be admitted to the Uni
States for the “specific purpose of nd
" limited pcncds necassary | far mu!ymg
at court trials.”

Negetiations on Summonses

But Mr. Civiletti’ said (hat nothing n
the 2greement was designed to discour-
arc Cengressional subpoenas zed that the

rment  weuld | do nothing  to

a ridge, impede or prohibit” the co

mitless from secking Mr. Park as a wit-
ness. Hovever, he said that he hoped
summonscs for M. Park to tostily on
Capitol Hill would be a matter of “negotl-
ation™ so tircy would not b2 “counterpro-{
Guctive” to the criminal prosecution. .- .

. Mr. Civilctti said that delays in issulny
the statemaznt in the last 48 hours d
not stem from a dispute over laneuage
that would have committed the Carter,
Administration to trying to keep-Congres.
slonal inve tlgxlors from M. Park: Hw-'i
ever, anolhier responsible Administration!
source smd that that was an issue. Thes-
Koreasis, he said, wanted the agraement .
to include lan-ua,-c that the Justice De-

wonld di Congressional.
s.lbpoenas clot
s on the issue n! Conpe.sionl
hat Mg, Jaworski fncused

‘.\l‘w

d of evidercing cooperation on
the part of South Knrea " his statement:
=~id, “this agrcement is_anoti:er example;
South Korea's failure to coo;enu‘
with Congress,

Unéer the agreement, Tonvsun Parﬁ
w10 testify in “the United States only.
»ct 1o those limited malters,
dares admit in his deposition
under the~watchful eye of the
nrxan Co\emmenl_ and lhen ol
resull

if such
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CoMMITTEE HEARING ExHIBIT No. W-T

Park to Testify at U.S. Criminal 'frials

By Bill Richards
and Charles R. Babeock
© Washington Post Gtaff Writesw

The Justice Department s2id last
night that after eight weeks of intense
negotiations, South Korean business-
man Tongsun Park has agreed to
come to the United States to testify at
criminal trials, under full immunity,
about his alieged influence buying
among U.S. congressmen.

The announcement of the terms of
Park's return drew an angry response
from the special counsel of the House
ethics committee, which is looking into
alleged Korean influencebuying ef-
forts. House special counsel Leon
Ja“orskx criticized the deal wn.h Park
as “i quate and ”
Justice Department officials have
. said, however, that Park's testimony

could get the Korean scandal investi-

gation moving from its eorrent,
stalled position and lead to additlonal
indictroents of US. congressmen.

Justice officials- refused yesterday to

speculate on which congressmen could

“be affected.
Assistant Attorney General Benja-

min R. Civiletti said at a news confer-
ence that Park would first be interro-
gated in Seoul starting Friday by a
team of officials from the Justice De-
partment and the FBL Civiletti said
later that he also has invited repre-’
sentatives of the ethics committees to
be present as observers during the
two weeks of planned interrogzation in
South Korea.

Park could be returred to the
United States for testimony at the
criminal trials of Hancho C. Kim and
former Rep. Richard T. Hanna (D-
Calif.) within eight to 10 weeks, Civi-
letti said. Kim and Hapna are the
only two persons besides Park to be
indicted so far in the mﬂuence buy-
ing scandal

Kim, a naturalized U.S. citizen, al-
legedly received $600,000 from the Ko-
rean Central Intelligence Agency to
pay and entertain US. officials;
Hanna was indicted on 40 counts of .
bribery, conspiracy,.majl fraud and
failure to register as a foreign agent
in connection with his alleged part in_

See KOREANS, a6, Col. 1

- TONGSUN PARK
e gramed full unmumty
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" To Testify at U.S. Trials

KOREANS, From Al

helping bribe ‘officlals to take favors-
tile actions toward South Korea.

:Whl_!e said yaten!n; mel the House

intends to Park

for as soon as he returns

Park who bas a 36count

galast him, was promised under the
terms of the Justice Departmert
agreement to bave the charges drop-
ped once he his completed his testi-
wony in any trials stemming from the
Koreap probe. Civiletti said that urr
der the terms of the agreement, Park
would 2150 be provided with full im-
munity from any ‘other crimninal
«harges.

to the United States even though
Justice officials may reguest them to
accept ipts of Park’s

instead. -

‘The Senate ¢thics committee. which
b5 also investigating allezed Korean
payoffs. issurd a siatement calling the
agreement “far from ideal™ However,
the committee’s special counsel. Victor
Kramer, said the pact with Park was
~a vital first step™ and a positive de-

In the i

ane criminal indictments and re-
cent i i L a

umented earlier press reports about 7

Park's alleged activities as an agent. .~

for the South Korean government. Ac-
cording to the congressional testl- .
mony. the South Korean government
arranged for Park to receive-millions
of dollars in commissions on the sals
of US. rice to Korea' over the past
several years. - .
Park was knowa In Washington dur
ing that time as a ‘flamboyant entar-
tainer whose lavish partles attracted -
the likes of then Vice President Ford
aod current House Speaker -Thomas
P. (Tip) O'Neill Jr. (D-Masa). .
20 members of Congrass have
lel.l - cam-
paign contributions from Park ower
the years. It has been alleged that

Park also gave gecret cash payments
to some members. B

Park left the United: States for
don in the fall of 1978 aftar The Wasd- . .
ington Post began reporting detalls of
the Korean influencebuying campaign.
He returned te Kores last August, short-
1y befors be wias secretly Indicted by 2

tes and Exchange Coom into Lo
Uw al -”\’ .
m'l"lho.!nnln % ent mads avall
able yesterday. the Joint statementre. = = . i
Kores and the United States on Park’s committes staff members raised yester-
case. In addition, senior department: day was whether the ‘woule -
officials sald 3 more detsiled memo- prevent Pirk from whisking in and out
nndnnwd an will be dmlfnlﬁdsuluhhh':hl:p
signed by Park once the interroga without stopping tesd-
team arrives In Seoul. and 3 third mony Congress. ... "~ . - .
| Brosecation ass gL -The folnt agreement relessed by the

forth the terms between South Korea mm'pmm&mi.ﬂ
ang the Untted States in more detafl. United States for eouirt- trisls. “Under
Nelther of the later two the itis that he
‘was reloased. . - N . ‘would retwrn to the Republic of Kores*

Par¥’s sttornéy, William G. Hund: promptly, after his testimony at each

vy, said last might he was satisfied
«#ith the agreement “OMounp l

would prefer that the-
committees would wait [to

Park] until the rhatters witk the Jus-
tice Department are Tesolved,” Hund-

ley sald . .
In Seoul, Park issued a statement

i

“.... 1 intend-to cooperats in
the .

M d 1
} :wiD also go to the United States to

teslify.” * Park sald ‘he hopes his

commjtment that he would be
K bound by the memorandum of under
drawn up during the -nezotis-

_erucial terms of the agreement, Civil-
cettl_sald. For example, he sald Park

“ had disagreed with Justice and State -
Department negotistors In Seoul over
how often be could be required to re-
turn here for testimony. The agree
ment states that Park will be avaflable
as often as required for trial testi.

. mbny. - .

Park also objected to the Justice De-
partment requirement that he be ques-
tioned with a lie detector. Civiletti said
the polygraph was necessary to ensure

| that Park’s testimony is accurate, and
-the requirement was kept in the agree-

! . The agreement ends’eight weeks of
on an

issue that threatened (o impair rela
tions between the two countries .
It also nrumises to give new life lo
nvesti.

ties of Park and Kim and Fas been
bogged down without Park’s test-

whony. .
Only 6ne past member of Congress,
. Hannoas, has been indict=d s0 far. But
Justice officlals have sald p.lvately
* that they believe a halt-dored indict-
ments of former or current Mmembers
of C are it Park's

truthtul testimony ls obtsined.

‘The Justice Departmanl ilivestiga-
tion s known to have locked closely
at Park’s relationship with former
Reps. Cornelinus Gallagher (D-NJ),
Otto E. Passman (D-La). Edwin Ed-
‘wards (D-La.) and Willism E. Minshall
(R-Ohlo). -

.

deposition in Seoul. .
_ Jdaworski and Peter A. White, deputy
"I special counsel to the House commit-
tee, said the agreement slso removes
> the pressure from the South Korean
government to make avallable other
. South Koreans who may have had a
part in alleged influence-buying herc.
Two of those mentioned by Jaworsil
and White are former South Korean
Ambhavsador Kim Dong Jo and Yanz Du
} Nuon, former KCIA station chief in the
. United States. Both mnen have been 1m-
phicated in previous congressional testi
! mony with providing money and 2ifts
1o consressmen,

3

'
.

team of Jjustice Department prosees-
tors, led by Clvilettl. .
. Those talks broke down, however,
aod there was an Immediate backiash
In Congress, which threatened to re-
sult in o cutolt of US. aid to Kores.
Since then, the administration has
sept the Koreans increasingly strong
signals about the danger thé Park
case pmsnled to continued friendly
the two
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AG : Saturdny, Dee.31.197  THE WASHINGTON POST

C_ivil(:tti: Even with ParKk’s testimony “we’ll need strong corroborating evidence”
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A\L !.-"1 JG 3{11 L . ,_} N
Y MONY BY PARK:
Tostly at - R

l ?’rialsf inU.S

and dim”d:v.‘:eﬂs{hmng of Pack as p-nwded by lhe agxee-

i
ln an effort to assure Park’s lml.hlulpul. the g

prosecus lie detector, if they wish. *
I add}I’Jfr'r the Un':’lcr: gg.::;mes the nghl lomm
Figure in 3nbery ase, - . Cute Park Tater foe any aicged peciry he might, comnit
" 10 Be Given lmmumty .. dunnglhmsmhﬂs::;w"%% m"'""nl“ coutd not
Ethics Panel An gered m;g;gﬂ"‘,“, he proved 1a be.an Uncooperlive wiloem,
: Park would be under oo compulsion lo
- . . ok specifically asked.
sesepsy s 1 e e esin o ek
y " I Because such cascs tal
\VAS(II\GTO‘{—'A‘he United Scucop oo Fark conl remai heyood th rech 9f US.
iy e e o et P 3"::';";'3:3 Lo egoros b was apell Ut Parks ﬂ.
: il " " indictments
T :?‘Eélasltnst %mﬂggmﬁgg ' moay fn Sccul would le:d to &

'“‘.m‘mm\vmd:pduponwmtwelmn'_
Park”he “a s
To obtzin further iodictments, mhl
. tion-and-answer sessions in Seoul
wafmﬁ“@m,:ymxsxmmumnmu
pursve Lhe case, Civiletti that Pirk would retura 1o the
mmmtuamu o testity ot cri-
* ( paltrialsbut not before of Park's tesl-"
‘ *... Civileti said, however, that 2. .
’ - mony in wwldbe(ivenhﬂle and Seaate
Ethics committees. Park’s indictment last o olher
mm,”ﬂm ven ezl poliical contibuions
ifts to at Jeast 9.1 or formec members w‘m“_
' Neide trom Park, oy \wo ol persons bave =
in the

he may have hrv"ed or favored with

slow-moving Korean inv.
: Hancho Kim, 2 anotber Kopean-born Washingion bo
Rep, John I, Fl.vnt Jr. {D- - nessman, and formec Rep, Richard T. H:‘n.l{n (D.-Calit.).

commluee ehllrmln. called” the. - Ctviletti 5aid that Congress, a3 povers ,.hﬂmm
ageeement “a facade™ Flynt' de- . USS. government, “has full rights, 1 s ses Bul be said
. nounced the agreement "beanse it . 10 do what it decias wmle in ‘Bot to

excludes eong;dm toMr. . .} mcmlmmtwmldask congressional oy mumh
""f"nﬁ“{‘efb" DibKedoon, | Jeopoeta Fark i he retumed o Lstly

r Forner \V::g?nu pm(s:axlor Lﬁl: ! When :ku-d -{{-",.E‘i’ig. :s;l‘:n (:w lolawuﬂ A

Jaworskl, the commit special viletli 0y
cmqk"mm the nt "a | gr Park, ard he (Jaworski) indicaled ke Ml no Inclina-
mere token of cooperatlon.” He said tion to honor that request.” hihe government
the comitice would subpoena Park. Civilel s2id Lhe agreement will mdeswh M“l
il he returned to the United States fa~ evidenced-“a very constructive alli ’wl mmﬂw “,
‘“As“’:‘f Jeaving Pack Korea,” which has no extradition treaty’ ited

’ercmun; rscoopm_-‘ States, hyS >
tfon with congressional hvuu‘fa ion nf asresment was signed -in Seoul
in doubt, the lsnemenl Talsed doubts’ g Tgn%ﬁyl Minister Park Tong Jin anll U.S.lmt-
that ll:': testimony. mm!i.lmd Sneides, . .
<o - .

soss!, reumstance that one U.S, .
J.mlee D.parl*r..nl olr clal s:;d T .
...d'onagrh . v

Park, 42, was lnducled here las! Au-

l
l‘nud aml failing to rexlsler
., indictment,

nld that he had secretly acted 3s an.
agenl of the Knrean Central Inlel-

igence Age

Whan asked 2bout the resence of

th N representatlves at the' : ’

Seoul mlermga(lon. Bc-g'a'nln R. Civ-, ..
fletti, who heads Justice De.’
partment’s crimlml dmslon, sald Fri- !
Gay that this was a {)ﬂclkil ar- '
rangement” for guestion; ing Park,

::w:lcllllmdhli n'a‘l cha;‘ﬁse h'; Tark’s
iilichient—which v, oul ropped TT
il he coone, nled—rcsullcd tromppe- COM M , E H EAR ' N G
lirolns h'r.(‘ allc I’ had taken on behalf
2 Korean C

Civil i 2 vid that ke did rot Lelieve EXHIB'T NO
\mu.ld be concerned any longer

scussing those atlegations fn

(hc pruscuce of Korcan representa-

kl’l _sald that te and P:ul
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Stacks Off Again

NEW YORK—Stock prices showed some minor losses

today 1n 3 quiet session.

mm‘m vmnammmmn:hn_nﬂln

S Nk'.anlSmde 18 milion
mmnmmmzumhmnmy
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' Manf_Seized’as"
He Aims Gun at
Indira Gandhl

Bnlrddummnﬁldl ‘b wil rengn (rom the mon-
meodly exchange of letezs made_gubc by (he
proposed

in
\\mu House, Bumns s rengration become ef-
ive March 3. o wnﬂmmvmmhmr

Seatile Slew Has the Flu
Crown winner Seatlle Slew,

HIALEAH. Fla
roubled by a slight fever and paor appebite. was straiched
toay debul &S a 4-vear-aid n Monday's Talla-

4

1 Hialeah Park.
‘The race mmmnkmsuvxﬁmnmwmlmm
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;) ‘murder M;ﬁ\lm of arms control
S laws, police:
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N T (R —drhE. B, et by PRl 1o pave et 1 0

gun hit the glass and [ shoul-
e, "IUs a revaver’ ~ J K. Jain, of
Mrs. Gandh's branch of the i and -
- recently dethroned Cos B e
1d a reporter Ll S
s nol disturbed by The s 'R
M. Gandh govered India for NN -
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Lawmakers
Reported
on His List

(SE0UL, Soun Kored (UPI)—
lionaire Tong

in Park to
oy e U e csngian
names of US. representatives ar.!
wenalory hnl:d (o the Korean payo s
X n =ho ati
Lhe. nvlluu tioning acasions s
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Bruce F.
aalt e T gt it
abou Lhe conduct of ranking Amerr:
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“And r Park had answer for all of
them—different answens for dfercn

s o P
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who (s 8 member of (he House Ethits
Committee.
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Capy e, aticnded both the

el'and John T Kaolelly were pushin,.
Uhe questioning 3t  swifl pace
ik th urves tods

“roughly he enure specirum 3t
outsel a o bk and p.u a
ona ore texui; b

It ndvisdaond| pamzulu e
T ships m{"

with Mr
“And \om)’_wun ered just ab
he enire spectrum of pesible e

‘colt ulTered his onl;
ol Puk g Yo s et bt oy carmoL 1o nconse ond Michoel Remington, House Judic-d DO
N oragi Degai's Janata Party. Her Commites staters, 31 snow blonketing Waihinglon 1969y ugl\oine Howe Eims com
¥ minstraton has b«n mmd nl oeY a PART LPAER T Some of the information Par
a e Jobless hl 3 numers g, the (st cay surprics
T e emerpencr hat eod - =
. SIENTO Up—The pumber of unemployed obe ) -eruy elore her detal. she . Rosalynn Fa"s Ml TCHELL WILL e ey et e Svsounts
#ﬁﬁm&mm“’m“'l R el A ‘i wath other facuons of her HAVE SURGERY e e g sn ¢ s
ume L wenl on * he an
e nereme ol ape whic e maioal bl 2 _5’,;’,:,' L e Besi Dressed hs -FOR ANEZURYSM" UL tald e hought an seree
I X L ol mm‘lnlm: Mr llllm reqme w:\smrjch'x;‘nlr: m(uruj—mmﬂ return to the Uruted States “lo Laik to
5 . Gen. John dliichell ergo  congresional cor
; . Fmal Churchil Gesture ! - e i o A M ] e
3 1" heanng, C f eSS 0 blood vessel wnn.hmm Depariment- * Amencan olboals i (he curent
ki 5 § Shessue hesrngs were uncon- ha ‘fuslough  questionmg In Seou) would last aboul =
3 a e e e e ol dhe st NEW YORK (UPT)_Sasyon B o, s Goctor iy 30 dapa. There v a he elecior .
z e # : ﬂ ers D P bt e saicfn (e quanng con
i -umnu.aumnum oday. 2 shurman ordered  rum the ) 1t bct g el for an arhpe  wheter 1 was s tatay s o
[ ‘Churchul's wdow. who ded Dec. 12.53d 2 ompa i ko 3 Gy g omendn abslode ollen ecaried ) B coniion whie e connil
2 uws-um. wrsh hat e eyes be used for grafing. + um. but 1 had £ been filed by this e fr r.m |-d, of the Jand by lnlera- = .n..-,m druu'pmlni was oh n’m- x ﬁ »ﬁ'lﬂ;.’ Gen BJ“;.'“"'«LC
? n enties et heac nvestigs
B 1 " Sinet September, winesse have m rm. e Y St iters cngt- P nrm ol et W o B s e ¥
STA descbed numerous excesses alleged- Y fom pres yeas n by, ngars n Unvessly - ageris Tuo Hortan prosecors
5 L ly committed dunng the emergency, n lggr‘:‘u e _1_‘&} ks P Is.m:g———ﬂ = =+ _helped. M The mnogabrm
B aiirary . o i ali! ¢ emergenc) Amen :
== WRISTLEPAST GRAVEYARDS =7 2 * " of setenton ar oviica ent e Kcoan. oo b owr el veL o oo e s (o e T m;{',",
e ‘of the athe IM\;ry:m was ﬂm :\mﬁ le(a;l tion in gelung (o the boliom
i N Lh 13 h — nternaliog) = weel but nor eonfirmed b byt scandal on Caplol
i‘lps forF ﬂday e LAW FIRM SUES In pat years. Jacquelne Kennedy has determined  Parkh centralfsure i the con-
P 3. Y ALIOTO FOR EEES m T.‘.'"‘s?.'fs‘ﬁ?ﬁ o be a,.\ n.um o et gy, ovesy. et Washngon fr Lo
Dion"t Press—Your Luck - = 5 0 e st i
e «L & w:m,& ;hy]ar e Eeshin] Hall e el e e areurym. on_allegaons that Soulh hoir
“'ASHD\FI'D-V DT w2s 2 M E‘g‘ threuzh the bving room and m" m“”u‘“m‘l’,'ﬁ e a3 cally eliminated hes Irom future s . ———-‘l’lsb;u:y———— ls to influerc.
one (o cowrt o u s A, o retarned to Seoul last Aupt
i TRl e T S Roy Rogers'io gl
dee by &y, T to v e e e By, o Wuhing, Gl et =
Caieiaphobes an from growing up as Dheves. € 2d Mo s prom- (g5, D and Vi o e Have Sur@ery o S . b,
15 e e T priv s it e s Lsed repeatedly to pay the fees but i T fraud and racketcering
‘f\:— T Nt 0 cogaphic ELX e Behrendt, Cowboy actor Roy Rogers wil un- e inlerrogalions. resulled . frc1
Du-": h the contunes, these  cle hy nohmc Radeliffe. —_— nm- lmAnnles s Center. ﬂ:r:n open-hear, surgery, a spokes-  Ledious negolialiens between Scou,
K T thxm ‘of Homo'sapiens have other hand. some people be- 4 Cau ubert D'Oranc, a Pa- at Lutde cmnpany of uxry Hos. and Washinglon The lwo govern
evoived Ger awn e Mylhe e ine  FEATURE INDEX  risocil Py orrance 2 mente ugned an agrcer
; beiag hexed 03 8t an omuoous 3y, uly y Bildng 3 S Antoro MaytokVegh,  red i hopial %'35«., s Glommonly. o esily before Amer:
il i e el g pulets wmwmmmw;hﬂgg B_-ﬂ-;,wﬁ_,,f.;mih aBrzlinapd Pansspcllle, | dac abeiaion pocsise 0 d¢._c llcged bribe
e ng pase EBIBGE View, Pa 11 semine .55
,-v—w" = m—.'f‘m"“ . ‘,'f,;’,,m——r"-?m—mmw-m—mxam, CLrzlT ‘5"!"““—_’ ‘Gordon Gely.of San Fran, 0l 0”"""“"",'"-"“‘ el
4= s i Crisowacy P, hon hen s daughier ot of the fate. ‘“P‘P‘mm'd s (o rgeny THE L,A—-,-S..
. kﬂl‘!.luvﬂ\mlﬂll whil MJI hi o ' DAY IN SACAALIENTV. Farl ), Page 1 - elly i
o e hereh W House an Frcay, Gk 15, 170 DEARALSY AL Ped S enar Reid Harer 1. gt I il ye been e Ved i
and, by all mcarm, whistle wheo-pass- line ralioning was-cul from mﬁ P 2 Pages P-A ,,{
- g ey e R o0 gl e e x - Mﬁmgl;;;;;l;:g- més Astronaut Program - EATHZ
- . Avg. 13, . 12 & 5
e or Tk St bestog ot e foopae: Priday o e ml day  ERTRGCOLSEAN Kot e of oo 1___ VASHIGTON (UPDve o T8 uumm_ e
e oulfielddunng any N the -gx. s ramo s denvod from  MUSIC Ve Page ). N(WY 7 ¢ Tedetal epace agency today ap. r=sbout QVE=l lncreae .o
= pla el the Bodiess Frigg or gy SPOBTS.Pant3 Fasea 112 — Mok 7. Siffern Taller, » New  proved o iis of 35 people, Including wv. on ht and 6% on |
is avod eating Thats nowthe Natonal Grogry e L A LN ,v.n;gv PamBechwealle | fome women, selected 38 aslronauis G m i cwﬂ;ﬁt’; s"m 3
‘bananas with of ‘with Che wor 3 A Thierry Vin jer  Lhe pace shutlle program
e e e w"""%{'%f.’-“mun ;’n""’“ -7 parts and Bt Hance bes‘nlpl:c m;nf'.;\" et vear iyt o 0%

»*:"’

3
% g 0
fr R A




170

ComMITTEE HEARING ExHipiTr No. W-10

: | S TR v oEy =
3 B I B % Wy
Dacls Lalic ar Paving
Coils PGS Ui LG TESLS
= -
<1 E3

J LX=
Names Passman,

K
it =

SEOUL—Tongsun Park told US.
prosecutors in his first sworn testi-
mony here Friday that he had dis~
bursed hundreds of thousands of dol~
lars over a five-year period to in-
fluence American politicians.

Sources present at the Karean

‘businessman’s closed-door ihterroga--

* tion said he had named five former
- congressmen as having received the
bulk of his payments. But Park re=
portedly said also that dozens of other
members of Congress_had aceepted
amounts ranging from several
hundred dollars to. $1,000. or $2,000

lece. B e RN
a?As Park’s. testimony opened in @
Korean government conference room
downtown, sources said the 42-year
old rice broker had identified former
Reps, ‘Richard T. Hanna (D-Calif.),
Cornelius E. Gallagher (D-N.J.) and
Otto E, Passman (D-La.) as having
received more than $100,000 apiece in
a series of cash payments. Passman’s
" total, the largest of any politician on
Park’s list, approached $200,000, ac~
cording to Park’s story.

Park reportedly testified that he
had paid former Rep. Willlam Min-
shall (R-Ohio) approximately $60,000
in addition to a cash gift of $20,000
that Minshall was to give to the 1972
reelection campaign of former Pres-
jident Richard M. Nixon. ~ .
- Former Rep, Edwin W. Edwards
(D-La.), now governor of Louisiana,
was given $10,000 and his wife $10,-
000, Park reportedly told prosecutors.

Hanna has acknowledged that he
‘had a close business and personal re-
lationship with Park, saying he
earned $60,000 to $70,000 in joint
business ventures with the Korean.
But he has denied that he received
bribes. - - A

Gallagher, Passman. and Minshall

"have acknowledged that they knew
Park but have denied receiving any
improper payments. Edwards and his
wife have said that they received a
total of $20,000 as campaign contribu-
tions. ’
In his testimony Friday, Park—

e (3a E
[Sanna, Gallaghsar,

Minshall and Edwards in First Testimony

EERT L. JACESON,

“Times Statt Writep

who is the central figure in fne
Korean influence-buying investiga-
tion in Washington—did not charace
terize his alleged payments as impro-
« per or illegal, sources said. Rather, he
contended that the payments were 2
sign of his close friendship with many
‘congressmen. . i
Park was indicted Iast August on36
counts of hribery, conspiracy, racke=
teering and mail fraud, Hanna, who
- also was indicted, was charged with
one caunt of conspiracy, two coumts
of bribery, one count of accepting an
illegal gratuity, 35.counts of mail
- fraud and one count of failing to re=
gisterasa foreign agent.. -
U.S. prosecutors asked Park, in his
first day of testimony, to give them
an overall picture of his political pay-
. ments, most of which were never re=
ported by his recipients, spurces said.

© Park. was told that he would be
pressed for exhaustive details in sub-
sequent sessions, and no precise total
of Park payments was arrived at Fri-
day. However, key sources said that
the total would clearly range jrom
$500,000t0 $1 million, - o
" Park distributed most of his money
from 1970 through 1974, with_ the
1972 election year marking histhea-
+viest payments, aceording to his ac-
count.
He was not questioned Friday
- about any relationships he might
have had with US. senators, That
subject was put off for another session
today or Monday, the sources said.
Demonstrating their concern about
Park’s credibility as a later witness at
criminal trials, U.S. prosecutors ar-
ranged for FBI agent Frank Connolly
to give Park a lie-detector test in an-
other room at the close of Friday’s
session, It was understood that the-
results had not yet been reported io
prosecutors:
Park reportedly was fatigued at the
conclusion of six hours of intensive
but courteous questioning by Justice
Department prosecutor Paul Michel
-and Benjamin R, Civiletti, chief of the
Flease Turn.{o Page 7, Col. 1



DISCLOSURES —Rép. Bruce F.- Caputo- TR talks ‘with newsmen about dnsclosures made to
N.Y.), a membere%f House Eth:cs C%mmMea i) veshgators by South Korea s Tongsun Park. .

TESTIMONY OF PARK "

nhnued,ffom Flnt Puo -

:Under . térms of a written agree~
ment, Park’is to be given immunity
from US, prosecution if he provides’
valuable evidence against American’ -
politicians who accepted his largesse. -
Although the Justice Department’s ™.
indictment charges that Park was a

sécrel agent for the South Korean * *~Bermuda: ¢

govemment. prosecutors reporledly
did not press him on that point Fri-
diy. A confidential agreemient sigried
by thé department and Park, in fact,-
is, designed to restrict questioning-in.
this:area, apparently to avoid embar
rassing the Seoul governent. -
“However sources s:;lga.rk implied -
10 investigators Friday that he had
been’acting on-his own as a private _
rice broker—and as a South Korean- -
patriot—in d:spensmg the huge sumr
of money. o
;He lesuﬁed that rrmt ‘of his red-f-
pients or théir aides had actively soli~
ciled the money from him and that he™ -
* hid been glad to provide it to further
{lis own interests and those of his na-
ion.
. Park' drew his pohucal payments
from more than $8 million in commis-
ons 'he earned on the sale of surplus
US.rice loSoul.hKom,hereporled ;
saidy )’ ¥ e o
¢« Park enerally dld not dlsclose at
His ﬁm Session ‘what "various con<."
_gressmen had-done, or béen asked to

do, on his behalf, the solirces said, B

rvened with the
““Department >of * Agncullu:e

whenever problems arose concernln° :

. Park’s work as a rice brokers:+, % 5t -
JPark testified, - according " ‘to the :
sources, that he had wnlhdrawn funds *
to’ pay Passman from’ one’or more
bank accounts Park m: intained m
Ny L

Park: reporledly teshl’xed that he

. had cultivated Minshall as a ranking -

_Republican on the House "Armed Ser- -
“vices Committee who: was close to_
former Defense Secrelary Melvin R.™
Laird. But Park said he had never, ;
g“l,er:d. anyl.hmg to Lanrd ‘the sources,
elal

7= “One source “said that Park charac-

terized dimost every political figure -*
in Waghington as his friend. Of a pre-
‘sent congressional leader, Park re-
marked' “He loved me like a broth-

-er,” one source reported. When asked *.

" how oftén he had seen that congress- |
man, Park was said to have replied,
*“oh, aboul. twice a year.”

Civiletti refused to comment on
Park’s first day of testimony. Rep.
Bruce F. Caputo (R-N.Y.), a member .~
_of the House Ethics Committee who
observed the qucshomng, lold repor- I
ters:

"Any Amencan who sat in that "

:toom could only feel one thing—dis-
grace at the conduct ol hlgh-level '1

American oﬂ'cmls

RIS
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Park E@js of Gifts:
Eﬂéﬁammems %@@ﬂ

By Charles R, Babcock
‘Washinzton Post Sl Writer

Accuséd South Korean agent Tong-

. sun Park has told Justice Departraent
prosecutors in Seoul that he. gave

. members of Congress “hundreds of
thousands” of dollars over the years,

. an observer.at his interrogahon said

- yesterday. . % -~

:- The. Justice I)epartment oiﬁcxal

" heading the American team implied,
:in 2 separate phone interview from
.Seoul, that. Park's testimony could
lead to a‘“handful” -of further indict-
ments in the Korean inﬂuence-buymg :
mvestxgahon. -

. These were the highlights fx'om the

* first day's prlvate session with the
wealthy Washington rice dealer who
js trading his testimony for the dis-
missal of a 36-count felony indictment
‘against him. *

- In telephone interviews from Seoul,
‘Benjamin R. Civilett], the assistant at-

* torney general heading the Justice
‘Department team, and Rep. Bruce F.
Caputo (R-N.Y.) both expressed satis-
faction with Park’s candor in the five-
Jhour “survey” of questions covering

_ dll the members of Congress alleged

"."top have had dealings with Park, .

*  'Caputo said Park had acknowledged
giving something of value to about
half of the dozens of House and Sen-

. ate members he was questioned about,

" -This ranged from “trivial gifts to stag-
gering amourts. of money,” he ‘said,
with the - totals - amounting -to
“hundreds’of thousands of dollars.” -

{The Los Angeles Times reported
that Park named five former congress-
men, including Rep. Richard T. Hanna

" (D-Calif,), as having received the bulk
‘of his political payments, citing sources -
present at the closed interrogation in
Seoul

[He reportedly ‘said that dozens of
other members of Congress  had ac-
_cepted amounts ranging from " several
hundred dollars to $1,000 or §2, 000 a-
piece.

[As Park's testimony opened in 2
Korean government conference room
downtown, sources said the 42-year-
old rice broker identified former Reps.
Hanna, Cornelius E. Gallagher

See KOREANS, A2, Col. 1
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Tongsun Park Tells U.S. Prosecutors

Uf’ Payouts; More En;(_hci‘me

KOREANS, From Al

('D-hJ) and Otto E. ‘Passman (D-La)
as having ncu\ed mere than smooou

members of Congress. But when
asked that, he said, “We think we
have .made some good progress. He
has' given us materlal information

nis Seen

The Hous» committee is convinced
that Park was jusi one of aseriu of
Korean agents who made paynl!s‘tn

bers of - Congress. In testimony

‘that with our in a
handful of matters.”

So-far, only Hanna bas been indicted
in connection with the Korean lobbyirg
campaign on Capltol Hill. -

- ** Knowledgable Justice Department
officials have said privately that they
thought they might get as many as
half a dozen additional indiu:l.menu
‘with Parl's testimony, -

-Caputo emph:s:zed that whﬂe he
was pleased with Park’s first-day testi-
mony, he still did not think the Ko-
rean government was cooperating
fully with his committee’s xnvcshga-
tion.

Leon Jaworski, special counsel to
the House Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, has vocally criti-
cized the Justice Department’s ar-
rangement for obtaining Park's testi-
mony, making It clear he wanted ac-
cess to Korean diplomats as well.

. “As long as Leop Jaworski says that -

= - the Korean government is not cooper-

X ating to the extent it should, there
> : gl.ll be.trouble in Congress,” Caputo

apiece in a series of cash

Passman's total, the largest of any
politician on Park’s list, approached
szooooo aeum!mg to Park’s story.

b

i

d

= s 24, -} He added that he was concerned
‘}hat 'U.S.Ambassatior to Korea Rich-
.‘ard L Sneider was not supporting the
‘congresslonal reguests. “He just,
. ‘thinks it is unrealistic to think the .
Soulh Koreanz will allow their former

dors to bc i "'Capnlv

-said. !
L 4 necesszry, C.pnlo sald, he will

before the committee last {all, former

Ambassador Xim ,was jdentified.as

having delivered 2n enyelope stuffed

- with $100_bils-to ;a Kansas House

! member ~ivhig ’hier rezurned  the
money.

Caputo and Civiletti agreed {hat
Park did not appear to be inhibited by
the presenc= of Korean officials dur-
ing the guestioning.

Civiletti poted that the American
4eam Insisted on having the room ar-
ranged so that Park sat across the ta-
ble from the U.S. prosecutors, with
FBI agents seatea behind them. “He
would have 10 turn sharply to Jook at
the Korean prosecutors,” he said,

Park’s responses {o an inltial lie de-
tector check on his testimony were
also satisfactory, Civilett #dded. .

Asked about Jaworski's continued
criticism of the Justice Department’s
bargain for Park’s testimouy, Clvilettd
repeated that the agreement did not
prohibit the }ouse from subpoenaing
Park when he returned to the 'Un.llul_
States for trizls. R

He added that he plans to mnke the

*full fext of the agreements publlc
when he returns to the United States
next week. .3nd he sald that the Jus-
tice Department will be able'to gues-
tion Park further on new Jssues when
he comes back for trl:ls.

g4in sponscr legislation to cut off
- US. economic ald to South Korea.
“A ‘similar amendment he sponsored
Jast fall -was narrowly defeated. He
“said the committee was esperially in-
terested in tolking 1o former Ambas-

.Pyong-choon and former Korean Cca-
iral Intelligence Agency Director Lee
:Hy Rak.

T
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CoMmMITTER HEARING ExHIBIT No. w-12

a1 Assoclated Press

y South Korean businessman Tongsun Park,

)| jamin R. Civiletti, left, is followed b,
eoul prosecutor’s office after questioning.

".:;right, and Park’s attorney, William Hundley, as they leave the S
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CoMMmiTTEE HEARING Exuisir No. W-13

TECZRAL BUSEAU OF INVISTIGATION

1L - i ) . Ceueat . 7/29/77

Congressaen Ciil . WIL3QN {7} California,
wss intcrviewed by Dnaﬂrt of Jusiice attorney CRAIG
BRADIEY “n the presence of iminiatrative fAssistant
JOHN PONPIUS and Nouce Coimittoc or Post office and
Civil Scrvice staff ewplerce GSORGE_ALLRWIH. VWILSON -
ctoted in sucstence es follows: . ot

WILSO¥ does not recall that former Congressman
RICHARD HANNA epver made any el ffort to influence WILSON's
views of conduct regarding U.S. policy toward the
‘Republic of Korea (ROX). No one has furnlished WILSCN
with material to be used in speechs, statements, letters
or articles to be issued in WILSOM'Ss name.

WILSON knew who SUZI PARK THOMSQMN 1s from her
many years on Capltol Hill.~WILSOi, some relztives and
friends attended a sit down dinner at PARK's apariment,
between 1970 and 1972. He believes about six persons
were present. During the same tiwme period, he attended
a cocktail party at her apartment. Therz werc no Koreans
present on either occasion. WILSON hes rot been introduced
to or met any other Korean through THOMSCN.

WILSON visited ROX twice in the early 1970°s
on congresslonal business and three times since 1975.
Koo of WILSON's travel expecnses vere paid by a foreign
gevarnment  although his 1975 trip to ROX in connection
with WILSON's marriage to a Koreen, was paid by the
Pacific Culiural Foundation.

The marriage of a U.S. Congressman to a2 Korean
woman generated a lot of publ‘city in RCK, Tt was cQuring
that 1975 visit that TONG SUN PAEK introduced himself to
VILSON. Sometime later WILSO¥ aftended a Wine Tasting
Party given by the California VWine Producers Association
at The George Town Club (TGTC) at which TONG SUN PARK
vas present. In 1976 WILSON and his wife were invited
to 2 reception given by TONG SUN PARX which they declined
due to a previous engagement. WILSON can recall no
additional contacts with TOMNG SUN PARK. PARK never offered
VILSON anything of value. ) -

rrviowed on 7/20/77 .. Mashington, D.C. S re o _WFO_  58-1536

SA_GEORGE E. OAKS/dlw

Date dictoted 7/272717
s dozument contsins nalther dati noc husi of the ra|._ 1t b the proporty of the £31 2ad Is losncd to your sgency;
ond Its contents sre not to be distributed outside your sgency. 8 8
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In early 1976, MIL32J and Conrressman JOHI
MURTHY spensored a recepiion of Trader ¥ic's for a
-gz18racion of visiting ROX Nationa2l Assemblymen which
included a friend of the father of WIL3ON's wife.

WILSON recounted that in his more recent
trips to ROX he hacd private converszticns with each
Presldent PARK Chunp-Hee and Xcrean Central Intelllgence
Agency (KCIA) Diréctor SHIN Jik-Soo. YILSON was taken
to his appointment with the XCiIA Director by a U.S.
Embassy driver who waited outside. The trenslator was
provided by SHIN. Althoush the news accounts of XKorean
bribery and the U.S. investipgation of the alligations
were well known at that time, WILSON denied that the
subject was mentloned in his meeting with the KCIA Director.
The actlivitices of the Fraiser Committee concerned the
Koreans. WILSON assured them that FRAISER's attituce -
was not shared by the majority of the U.S. Congressmen.
Beyond that, there was no mentlon of individual U.S.
Congressmen or other officials in WILSON's meetings
vwith ROX offlclals.

WILSON sald that he did not receive nor
was he coffered payments, contributions or gifts
of value by Koreans or persons who might have been

acting as Agents of the ROK Goverament.

WILSCN inquired of BRADLEY as to whether
the Korean-American Economic Foundation is or should
be reglistered as, a forelgn agent. BRADLEY stated the-
organization was unknown to him. WILSON was unable
to provide an address for the foundation.

O
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