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2d Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 105-830

IMPEACHMENT OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON,
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

DECEMBER 16, 1998.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. HYDE, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with

ADDITIONAL, MINORITY, AND DISSENTING VIEWS

The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the con-
sideration of recommendations concerning the exercise of the con-
stitutional power to impeach William Jefferson Clinton, President
of the United States, having considered the same, reports thereon
pursuant to H. Res. 581 as follows and recommends that the House
exercise its constitutional power to impeach William Jefferson Clin-
ton, President of the United States, and that articles of impeach-
ment be exhibited to the Senate as follows:

RESOLUTION

Impeaching William Jefferson Clinton, President of the United
States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Resolved, That William Jefferson Clinton, President of the
United States, is impeached for high crimes and misdemeanors,
and that the following articles of impeachment be exhibited to the
United States Senate:

Articles of impeachment exhibited by the House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in the name of itself and of
the people of the United States of America, against William Jeffer-
son Clinton, President of the United States of America, in mainte-
nance and support of its impeachment against him for high crimes
and misdemeanors.
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ARTICLE I

In his conduct while President of the United States, William Jef-
ferson Clinton, in violation of his constitutional oath faithfully to
execute the office of President of the United States and, to the best
of his ability, preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the
United States, and in violation of his constitutional duty to take
care that the laws be faithfully executed, has willfully corrupted
and manipulated the judicial process of the United States for his
personal gain and exoneration, impeding the administration of jus-
tice, in that:

On August 17, 1998, William Jefferson Clinton swore to tell the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth before a Federal
grand jury of the United States. Contrary to that oath, William Jef-
ferson Clinton willfully provided perjurious, false and misleading
testimony to the grand jury concerning one or more of the follow-
ing: (1) the nature and details of his relationship with a subordi-
nate Government employee; (2) prior perjurious, false and mislead-
ing testimony he gave in a Federal civil rights action brought
against him; (3) prior false and misleading statements he allowed
his attorney to make to a Federal judge in that civil rights action;
and (4) his corrupt efforts to influence the testimony of witnesses
and to impede the discovery of evidence in that civil rights action.

In doing this, William Jefferson Clinton has undermined the in-
tegrity of his office, has brought disrepute on the Presidency, has
betrayed his trust as President, and has acted in a manner subver-
sive of the rule of law and justice, to the manifest injury of the peo-
ple of the United States.

Wherefore, William Jefferson Clinton, by such conduct, warrants
impeachment and trial, and removal from office and disqualifica-
tion to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

ARTICLE II

In his conduct while President of the United States, William Jef-
ferson Clinton, in violation of his constitutional oath faithfully to
execute the office of President of the United States and, to the best
of his ability, preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the
United States, and in violation of his constitutional duty to take
care that the laws be faithfully executed, has willfully corrupted
and manipulated the judicial process of the United States for his
personal gain and exoneration, impeding the administration of jus-
tice, in that:

(1) On December 23, 1997, William Jefferson Clinton, in
sworn answers to written questions asked as part of a Federal
civil rights action brought against him, willfully provided per-
jurious, false and misleading testimony in response to ques-
tions deemed relevant by a Federal judge concerning conduct
and proposed conduct with subordinate employees.

(2) On January 17, 1998, William Jefferson Clinton swore
under oath to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth in a deposition given as part of a Federal civil rights
action brought against him. Contrary to that oath, William Jef-
ferson Clinton willfully provided perjurious, false and mislead-
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ing testimony in response to questions deemed relevant by a
Federal judge concerning the nature and details of his relation-
ship with a subordinate Government employee, his knowledge
of that employee’s involvement and participation in the civil
rights action brought against him, and his corrupt efforts to in-
fluence the testimony of that employee.

In all of this, William Jefferson Clinton has undermined the in-
tegrity of his office, has brought disrepute on the Presidency, has
betrayed his trust as President, and has acted in a manner subver-
sive of the rule of law and justice, to the manifest injury of the peo-
ple of the United States.

Wherefore, William Jefferson Clinton, by such conduct, warrants
impeachment and trial, and removal from office and disqualifica-
tion to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

ARTICLE III

In his conduct while President of the United States, William Jef-
ferson Clinton, in violation of his constitutional oath faithfully to
execute the office of President of the United States and, to the best
of his ability, preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the
United States, and in violation of his constitutional duty to take
care that the laws be faithfully executed, has prevented, ob-
structed, and impeded the administration of justice, and has to
that end engaged personally, and through his subordinates and
agents, in a course of conduct or scheme designed to delay, impede,
cover up, and conceal the existence of evidence and testimony relat-
ed to a Federal civil rights action brought against him in a duly
instituted judicial proceeding.

The means used to implement this course of conduct or scheme
included one or more of the following acts:

(1) On or about December 17, 1997, William Jefferson Clin-
ton corruptly encouraged a witness in a Federal civil rights ac-
tion brought against him to execute a sworn affidavit in that
proceeding that he knew to be perjurious, false and misleading.

(2) On or about December 17, 1997, William Jefferson Clin-
ton corruptly encouraged a witness in a Federal civil rights ac-
tion brought against him to give perjurious, false and mislead-
ing testimony if and when called to testify personally in that
proceeding.

(3) On or about December 28, 1997, William Jefferson Clin-
ton corruptly engaged in, encouraged, or supported a scheme
to conceal evidence that had been subpoenaed in a Federal civil
rights action brought against him.

(4) Beginning on or about December 7, 1997, and continuing
through and including January 14, 1998, William dJefferson
Clinton intensified and succeeded in an effort to secure job as-
sistance to a witness in a Federal civil rights action brought
against him in order to corruptly prevent the truthful testi-
mony of that witness in that proceeding at a time when the
flruthful testimony of that witness would have been harmful to

im.

(5) On January 17, 1998, at his deposition in a Federal civil

rights action brought against him, William Jefferson Clinton
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corruptly allowed his attorney to make false and misleading
statements to a Federal judge characterizing an affidavit, in
order to prevent questioning deemed relevant by the judge.
Such false and misleading statements were subsequently ac-
knowledged by his attorney in a communication to that judge.

(6) On or about January 18 and January 20-21, 1998, Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton related a false and misleading account
of events relevant to a Federal civil rights action brought
against him to a potential witness in that proceeding, in order
to corruptly influence the testimony of that witness.

(7) On or about January 21, 23 and 26, 1998, William Jeffer-
son Clinton made false and misleading statements to potential
witnesses in a Federal grand jury proceeding in order to cor-
ruptly influence the testimony of those witnesses. The false
and misleading statements made by William dJefferson Clinton
were repeated by the witnesses to the grand jury, causing the
grand jury to receive false and misleading information.

In all of this, William Jefferson Clinton has undermined the in-
tegrity of his office, has brought disrepute on the Presidency, has
betrayed his trust as President, and has acted in a manner subver-
sive of the rule of law and justice, to the manifest injury of the peo-
ple of the United States.

Wherefore, William Jefferson Clinton, by such conduct, warrants
impeachment and trial, and removal from office and disqualifica-
tion to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

ARTICLE IV

Using the powers and influence of the office of President of the
United States, William Jefferson Clinton, in violation of his con-
stitutional oath faithfully to execute the office of President of the
United States and, to the best of his ability, preserve, protect, and
defend the Constitution of the United States, and in disregard of
his constitutional duty to take care that the laws be faithfully exe-
cuted, has engaged in conduct that resulted in misuse and abuse
of his high office, impaired the due and proper administration of
justice and the conduct of lawful inquiries, and contravened the au-
thority of the legislative branch and the truth seeking purpose of
a coordinate investigative proceeding, in that, as President, Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton refused and failed to respond to certain writ-
ten requests for admission and willfully made perjurious, false and
misleading sworn statements in response to certain written re-
quests for admission propounded to him as part of the impeach-
ment inquiry authorized by the House of Representatives of the
Congress of the United States. William Jefferson Clinton, in refus-
ing and failing to respond and in making perjurious, false and mis-
leading statements, assumed to himself functions and judgments
necessary to the exercise of the sole power of impeachment vested
by the Constitution in the House of Representatives and exhibited
contempt for the inquiry.

In doing this, William Jefferson Clinton has undermined the in-
tegrity of his office, has brought disrepute on the Presidency, has
betrayed his trust as President, and has acted in a manner subver-
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sive of the rule of law and justice, to the manifest injury of the peo-
ple of the United States.

Wherefore, William Jefferson Clinton, by such conduct, warrants
impeachment and trial, and removal from office and disqualifica-
tion to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

I. INTRODUCTION

“Equal Justice Under Law”—That principle so embodies the
American constitutional order that we have carved it in stone on
the front of our Supreme Court. The carving shines like a beacon
from the highest sanctum of the Judicial Branch across to the Cap-
itol, the home of the Legislative Branch, and down Pennsylvania
Avenue to the White House, the home of the Executive Branch. It
illuminates our national life and reminds those other branches that
despite the tumbling tides of politics, ours is a government of laws
and not of men. It was the inspired vision of our founders and
framers that the dJudicial, Legislative, and Executive branches
would work together to preserve the rule of law.

But “Equal Justice Under Law” amounts to much more than a
stone carving. Although we cannot see or hear it, this living,
breathing force has real consequences in the lives of average citi-
zens every day. Ultimately, it protects us from the knock on the
door in the middle of the night. More commonly, it allows us to
claim the assistance of the government when someone has wronged
us—even if that person is stronger or wealthier or more popular
than we are. In America, unlike other countries, when the average
citizen sues the Chief Executive of our nation, they stand equal be-
fore the bar of justice. The Constitution requires the judicial
branch of our government to apply the law equally to both. That
is the living consequence of “Equal Justice Under Law.”

The President of the United States must work with the Judicial
and Legislative branches to sustain that force. The temporary
trustee of that office, William Jefferson Clinton, worked to defeat
it. When he stood before the bar of justice, he acted without au-
thority to award himself the special privileges of lying and ob-
structing to gain an advantage in a federal civil rights action in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas,
in a federal grand jury investigation in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia, and in an impeachment inquiry
in the United States House of Representatives. His resistance
brings us to this most unfortunate juncture.

So “Equal Justice Under Law” lies at the heart of this matter.
It rests on three essential pillars: an impartial judiciary, an ethical
bar, and a sacred oath. If litigants profane the sanctity of the oath,
“Equal Justice Under Law” loses its protective force. Against that
backdrop, consider the actions of President Clinton.

On May 27, 1997, the nine justices of the Supreme Court of the
United States unanimously ruled that Paula Corbin Jones could
pursue her federal civil rights action against William dJefferson
Clinton. Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681 (1997). On December 11,
1997, United States District Judge Susan Webber Wright ordered
President Clinton to provide Ms. Jones with answers to certain
routine questions relevant to the lawsuit. Acting under the author-
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ity of these court orders, Ms. Jones exercised her rights—rights
that every litigant has under our system of justice. She sought an-
swers from President Clinton to help her prove her case against
him—just as President Clinton sought and received answers from
her. President Clinton used numerous means to prevent her from
getting truthful answers.

On December 17, 1997, he encouraged a witness, whose truthful
testimony would have helped Ms. Jones, to file a false affidavit in
the case and to testify falsely if she were called to testify in the
case. On December 23, 1997, he provided, under oath, false written
answers to Ms. Jones’s questions. On December 28, 1997, he began
an effort to get the witness to conceal evidence that would have
helped Ms. Jones. Throughout this period, he intensified efforts to
provide the witness with help in getting a job to ensure that she
carried out his designs.

On January 17, 1998, President Clinton provided, under oath,
numerous false answers to Ms. Jones’s questions during his deposi-
tion. In the days immediately following the deposition, he provided
a false and misleading account to another witness, Betty Currie, in
hopes that she would substantiate the false testimony he gave in
the deposition. These actions denied Ms. Jones her rights as a liti-
gant, subverted the fundamental truth seeking function of the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas,
and violated President Clinton’s constitutional oath to “preserve,
protect and defend the Constitution of the United States” and his
constitutional duty to “take care that the laws be faithfully exe-
cuted.”

Beginning shortly after his deposition, President Clinton became
aware that a federal grand jury empaneled by the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia was investigating his ac-
tions before and during his civil deposition. President Clinton made
numerous false statements to potential grand jury witnesses in
hopes that they would repeat these statements to the grand jury.
On August 17, 1998, President Clinton appeared before the grand
jury by video and, under oath, provided numerous false answers to
the questions asked. These actions impeded the grand jury’s inves-
tigation, subverted the fundamental truth seeking function of the
United States District Court for the District of Columbia, and vio-
lated President Clinton’s constitutional oath to “preserve, protect
and defend the Constitution of the United States” and his constitu-
tional duty to “take care that the laws be faithfully executed.”

President Clinton’s actions then led to this inquiry. On October
8, 1998, the United States House of Representatives passed House
Resolution 581 directing the Committee on the Judiciary to begin
an inquiry to determine whether President Clinton should be im-
peached. As part of that inquiry, the Committee sent written re-
quests for admission to him. On November 27, 1998, President
Clinton provided, under oath, numerous false statements to this
Committee in response to the requests for admission. These actions
impeded the committee’s inquiry, subverted the fundamental truth
seeking function of the United States House of Representatives in
exercising the sole power of impeachment, and violated President
Clinton’s constitutional oath to “preserve, protect and defend the
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Constitution of the United States” and his constitutional duty to
“take care that the laws be faithfully executed.”

By these actions, President Clinton violated the sanctity of the
oath without which “Equal Justice Under Law” cannot survive.
Rather than work with the Judicial and Legislative branches to up-
hold the rule of law, he directly attacked their fundamental truth
seeking function. He has disgraced himself and the high office he
holds. His high crimes and misdemeanors undermine our Constitu-
tion. They warrant his impeachment, his removal from office, and
his disqualification from holding further office.

II. NARRATIVE
A. THE PAULA JONES LITIGATION

On May 6, 1994, Paula Corbin Jones filed a federal civil rights
lawsuit against President Clinton in the United States District
Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas. This lawsuit arose out
of an incident that Ms. Jones alleged occurred in 1991 while she
was an Arkansas state employee and President Clinton was Gov-
ernor of Arkansas. Ms. Jones alleged that then Governor Clinton
had an Arkansas state trooper invite Ms. Jones to his hotel room
where he made a crude sexual advance toward her and she rejected
it.

After Ms. Jones brought the lawsuit, President Clinton claimed
that the Constitution requires that any such lawsuit be deferred
until his term ended. The parties litigated this question, and ulti-
mately the Supreme Court of the United States decided unani-
mously that Ms. Jones could proceed with her lawsuit without
waiting for President Clinton’s term to end. Clinton v. Jones, 520
U.S. 681 (1997).

The discovery phase of the lawsuit began shortly thereafter. Dur-
ing the discovery phase, Judge Susan Webber Wright of the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas ordered
President Clinton to answer certain questions about any history he
had of involvement in sexual relationships with state or federal
employees. Such questions are standard in sexual harassment law-
suits, and they help to establish whether the defendant has en-
gaged in a pattern and practice of harassing conduct. President
Clinton’s efforts to resist giving truthful answers to these questions
gave rise to this matter.

B. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRESIDENT CLINTON AND MONICA
LEWINSKY

Monica Lewinsky, a 21-year-old intern, was working at the
White House during the government shutdown in November, 1995.
Before their first intimate encounter, she had never even spoken
with the President. Sometime on November 15, 1995, Ms.
Lewinsky made an improper gesture to the President. Rather than
rebuff the gesture, President Clinton invited this unknown young
intern into a private area off the Oval Office, where he kissed her.
He then invited her back to the same area later that day. When
she returned, the two engaged in the first of many acts of inappro-
priate sexual contact.



8

Thereafter, the two continued their secret liaisons, and they con-
cocted a cover story to use if they were discovered. If Ms. Lewinsky
was seen, she was to say she was bringing papers to the President.
That story was false. The only papers she brought were personal
messages having nothing to do with her duties or the President’s.
After Ms. Lewinsky moved from the White House to the Pentagon,
she and President Clinton disguised her frequent visits to the
White House as visits to Betty Currie. Those cover stories play a
vital role in the later perjuries and obstruction of justice.

Over the term of their relationship the following significant mat-
ters occurred:

1. Monica Lewinsky and President Clinton were alone on at
least 21 occasions;

2. They had at least eleven personal sexual encounters, other
than phone sex: 3 in 1995, 5 in 1996, and 3 in 1997,

3. They had at least 55 telephone conversations, at least 17
of which involved phone sex;

4. President Clinton gave Ms. Lewinsky 24 presents; and,

5. Ms. Lewinsky gave President Clinton 40 presents.

See generally Appendices at 116-26.

These essential facts form the backdrop for all of the subsequent
events. During the fall of 1997, the relationship was largely dor-
mant. Ms. Lewinsky was working at the Pentagon and looking for
a high paying job in New York. Discovery in the Paula Jones case
was proceeding slowly, and no one seemed to care about the out-
come. Then, in the first week of December 1997, things began to
unravel.

The sexual details of the President’s encounters with Ms.
Lewinsky need not be described in detail. However, those encoun-
ters are highly relevant because the President repeatedly lied
about that sexual relationship in the civil case, before the grand
jury, and in his responses to this Committee’s questions. In an ef-
fort to support the original lies he told in the civil case, he has con-
sistently maintained that Ms. Lewinsky performed sexual acts on
him, while he never touched her in a sexual manner. President
Clinton’s characterization of the relationship directly contradicts
Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony, the sworn grand jury testimony of three
of her friends, and the statements by two professional counselors
with whom Ms. Lewinsky contemporaneously shared the details of
her relationship.

C. THE EVENTS OF DECEMBER 5—6, 1997—PRESIDENT CLINTON LEARNS
MS. LEWINSKY IS ON THE WITNESS LIST

On Friday, December 5, 1997, Ms. Lewinsky asked Betty Currie,
President Clinton’s personal secretary, if President Clinton could
see her the next day, Saturday. Ms. Currie said that he was sched-
uled to meet with his lawyers all day. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 107—
08. Later that Friday, Ms. Lewinsky spoke briefly to President
Clinton at a Christmas party. Lewinsky 7/31/98 302 at 1; Lewinsky
8/6/98 GJT at 108.

That evening, Paula Jones’s attorneys faxed a list of potential
witnesses to President Clinton’s attorneys. The list included the
name of Ms. Lewinsky. However, Ms. Lewinsky did not find out
that her name was on the list until President Clinton told her ten
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days later on December 17. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 121-23. That
delay is significant.

After her conversation with Ms. Currie and her conversation
with President Clinton at the Christmas party, Ms. Lewinsky
drafted a letter to President Clinton terminating their relationship.
Lewinsky 7/31/98 302 at 2. The next morning, Saturday, December
6, Ms. Lewinsky went to the White House to deliver the letter and
some gifts for President Clinton to Ms. Currie. Lewinsky 8/6/98
GJT at 108-09. When she arrived at the White House, Ms.
Lewinsky spoke to several Secret Service officers, and one of them
told her that President Clinton was not with his lawyers, as she
had been told, but rather, he was meeting with another woman.
Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 111; Mondale 7/16/98 302 at 1. Ms.
Lewinsky called Ms. Currie from a pay phone, angrily exchanged
words with her, and went home. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 112-13;
Currie 1/27/98 GJT at 37. After that phone call, Ms. Currie told the
Secret Service watch commander that President Clinton was so
upset about the disclosure of his meeting with the woman that he
wanted to fire someone. Purdie 7/23/98 GJT at 13, 18-19.

At 12:05 p.m. on December 6th, records demonstrate that Ms.
Currie paged Bruce Lindsey with the message: “Call Betty ASAP.”
Around that same time, according to Ms. Lewinsky, while she was
back at her apartment, Ms. Lewinsky and President Clinton spoke
on the telephone. President Clinton was very angry; he told Ms.
Lewinsky that no one had ever treated him as poorly as she had.
Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 113-14. President Clinton acknowledged to
the grand jury that he was upset about Ms. Lewinsky’s behavior
and considered it inappropriate. Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 85. Never-
theless, in a sudden change of mood, he invited her to visit him at
the White House that afternoon. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 114.

Ms. Lewinsky arrived at the White House for the second time
that day, and she was cleared to enter at 12:52 p.m. Although, in
Ms. Lewinsky’s words, the President was “very angry” with her
during their recent telephone conversation, he was “sweet” and
“very affectionate” during this visit. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 113—
15. He also told her that he would talk to Vernon Jordan, a Wash-
ington lawyer and close personal friend of President Clinton’s,
about her job situation. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 115-16.

President Clinton also suddenly changed his attitude toward the
Secret Service. Ms. Currie informed some officers that if they kept
quiet about the Lewinsky incident, they would not be disciplined.
Currie 7/22/98 GJT at 91-92; Williams 7/23/98 GJT at 25, 27-28;
Chinery 7/23/98 GJT at 22-23. According to the Secret Service
watch commander, Captain Jeffrey Purdie, the President person-
ally told him, “I hope you use your discretion” or “I hope I can
count on your discretion.” Purdie 7/17/98 GJT at 3, 7/23/98 GJT at
32. Deputy Chief Charles O’Malley, Captain Purdie’s supervisor,
testified that he knew of no other incident in his fourteen years of
service at the White House in which a President raised a perform-
ance issue with a member of the Secret Service Uniformed Divi-
sion. O’Malley 9/8/98 Dep. at 40-41. After his conversation with
President Clinton, Captain Purdie told a number of officers that
they should not discuss the Lewinsky incident. Porter 8/13/98 GJT
at 12; Niedzwiecki 7/30/98 GJT at 30-31.
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When President Clinton was questioned before the grand jury
about his statements to the Secret Service, he testified “I don’t re-
member what I said and I don’t remember to whom I said it.” Clin-
ton 8/17/98 GJT at 86. When confronted with Captain Purdie’s tes-
timony, the President testified, “I don’t remember anything I said
to him in that regard. I have no recollection of that whatever.”
Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 91.

President Clinton testified before the grand jury that he learned
that Ms. Lewinsky was on the Jones witness list that evening, Sat-
urday, December 6, during a meeting with his lawyers. Clinton 8/
17/98 GJT at 83-84. He stood by this answer in response to Re-
quest Number 16 submitted by this Committee. The meeting oc-
curred around 5 p.m., after Ms. Lewinsky had left the White
House. Lindsey 3/12/98 GJT at 64—66. According to Bruce Lindsey,
at the meeting, Robert Bennett, the President’s attorney, had a
copy of the Jones witness list which had been faxed to Bennett the
previous night. Lindsey 3/12/98 GJT at 65-67.

However, during his deposition, President Clinton testified that
he had heard about the witness list before he saw it. Clinton 1/17/
98 Dep. at 70. In other words, if President Clinton testified truth-
fully in his deposition, then he knew about the witness list before
the 5 p.m. meeting. It is reasonable to infer that hearing Ms.
Lewinsky’s name on a witness list prompted President Clinton’s
sudden and otherwise unexplained change from “very angry” to
“very affectionate” that Saturday afternoon. It is also reasonable to
infer that it prompted him to give the unique instruction to a Se-
cret Service watch commander to use “discretion” regarding Ms.
Lewinsky’s visit to the White House, which the watch commander
interpreted as an instruction to remain silent about the incident.
Purdie 7/17/98 GJT at 20-21.

D. THE SEARCH FOR A JOB FOR MS. LEWINSKY

Ms. Lewinsky had been searching for a highly paid job in New
York since the previous July. She had not had much success de-
spite President Clinton’s promise to help. In early November, Ms.
}(llulrrie arranged a meeting with Mr. Jordan who was supposed to

elp.

On November 5, Ms. Lewinsky met for 20 minutes with Mr. Jor-
dan. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 104. No action followed, no job inter-
views were arranged, and Ms. Lewinsky had no further contacts
with Mr. Jordan at that time. Mr. Jordan made no effort to find
a job for Ms. Lewinsky. Indeed, it was so unimportant to him that
he testified that he “had no recollection of an early November
meeting” and that finding a job for Ms. Lewinsky was not a prior-
ity. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at 50, 5/5/98 GJT at 76. Nothing happened
during the month of November because Mr. Jordan was either gone
or would not return Ms. Lewinsky’s calls. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at
105-06.

During the December 6 meeting with President Clinton, Ms.
Lewinsky mentioned that she had not been able to reach Mr. Jor-
dan and that it did not seem he had done anything to help her.
Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 84. President Clinton responded by stating,
“Oh, I'll talk to him. I'll get on it,” or something to that effect.
Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 116. There was still no urgency to help Ms.



11

Lewinsky. Mr. Jordan met President Clinton the next day, Decem-
ber 7, but the meeting had nothing to do with Ms. Lewinsky. Jor-
dan 5/5/98 GJT at 83, 116.

The first activity calculated to help Ms. Lewinsky actually get a
job took place on December 11. Mr. Jordan met with Ms. Lewinsky
and gave her a list of contact names. The two also discussed Presi-
dent Clinton. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 119-20. Mr. Jordan remem-
bered that meeting. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 41. Mr. Jordan imme-
diately placed calls to two prospective employers. Jordan 3/3/98
GJT at 54, 62-63. Later in the afternoon, he even called President
Clinton to report on his job search efforts. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at
64—66. Suddenly, Mr. Jordan and President Clinton were now very
interested in helping Ms. Lewinsky find a good job in New York.
Jordan 5/5/98 GJT at 95.

Something happened that changed the priority assigned to the
job search. On the morning of December 11, 1997, Judge Susan
Webber Wright ordered President Clinton to provide information
regarding any state or federal employee with whom he had, pro-
posed, or sought sexual relations. To keep Ms. Lewinsky satisfied
was now of critical importance.

E. THE EVENTS OF DECEMBER 17, 1997—PRESIDENT CLINTON INFORMS
MS. LEWINSKY THAT SHE IS ON THE WITNESS LIST

On December 17, 1997, between 2:00 and 2:30 in the morning,
Monica Lewinsky’s phone rang unexpectedly. It was President
Clinton. He said that he wanted to tell Ms. Lewinsky two things.
One was that Ms. Currie’s brother had been killed in a car acci-
dent. Second, he said that he “had some more bad news”—that he
had seen the witness list for the Jones case and Ms. Lewinsky’s
name was on it. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 123. He told Ms. Lewinsky
that seeing her name on the list “broke his heart.” He then told her
that “if [she] were to be subpoenaed, [she] should contact Betty and
let Betty know that [she] had received the subpoena.” Lewinsky 8/
6/98 GJT at 123. Ms. Lewinsky asked what she should do if sub-
poenaed. President Clinton responded: “Well, maybe you can sign
an affidavit.” Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 123. Both knew that the affi-
davit would have to be false and misleading to avoid Ms.
Lewinsky’s having to testify.

Then, the President made a pointed suggestion to Monica
Lewinsky, a suggestion that left little room for compromise. He did
not say specifically “go in and lie.” What he did say is “you know,
you can always say you were coming to see Betty or that you were
bringing me letters.”

To understand the significance of this statement, one must recall
the cover stories that President Clinton and Ms. Lewinsky had pre-
viously agreed on to deceive those who protected and worked with
the President.

Ms. Lewinsky was to say that she was simply delivering papers
when she visited President Clinton. When she saw him, she would
say: “Oh, gee, here are your letters,” and he would answer, “okay
that’s good.” After Ms. Lewinsky left employment at the White
House, she was to return to the Oval Office under the guise of vis-
iting Betty Currie, not President Clinton. Moreover, Ms. Lewinsky
promised him that she would always deny the sexual relationship
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and always protect him. The President would respond “that’s good”
or similar language of encouragement.

When President Clinton called Ms. Lewinsky to tell her she was
on the witness list, he made sure to remind her of those prior cover
stories. Ms. Lewinsky testified that when he brought up the mis-
leading story, she understood that the two would continue their
pre-existing pattern of deception. President Clinton had no inten-
tion of making his sexual relationship with Ms. Lewinsky a public
affair. He would use lies, deceit, and deception to ensure that the
truth would not be known.

When the President was asked by the grand jury whether he re-
membered calling Monica Lewinsky at 2:00 a.m., he responded: “No
sir, I don’t. But it would—it is quite possible that that happened
.. .7 Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 116. When he was asked whether he
encouraged Ms. Lewinsky to continue the cover stories of “coming
to see Betty” or “bringing the letters,” he answered: “I don’t re-
member exactly what I told her that night.” Clinton 8/17/98 GJT
at 117.

Six days earlier, he had become aware that Ms. Jones’s lawyers
were now able to inquire about other women. Ms. Lewinsky could
file a false affidavit, but it might not work. It was absolutely essen-
tial that both parties tell the same story. He knew that he would
lie if asked about Ms. Lewinsky; and he wanted to make certain
that she would lie also.

But President Clinton had an additional problem. It was not
enough that he and Ms. Lewinsky simply deny the relationship.
The evidence was accumulating. And the evidence was driving the
President to reevaluate his defense. By this time, the evidence was
establishing, through records and eyewitness accounts, that Presi-
dent Clinton and Ms. Lewinsky were spending a significant amount
of time together in the Oval Office complex. The unassailable facts
were forcing President Clinton to acknowledge the relationship.
But at this point, he still had the opportunity to establish an expla-
nation for their meetings that did not reveal the sexual relation-
ship. He still had this opportunity because his DNA had not yet
been identified on Ms. Lewinsky’s blue dress. For that reason,
President Clinton needed Ms. Lewinsky to go along with the cover
story to provide an innocent explanation for their frequent meet-
ings. And that innocent explanation came in the form of “document
deliveries” and “friendly chats with Betty Currie.”

When the President was deposed on January 17, 1998, he used
the exact same cover stories that Ms. Lewinsky had used. In doing
so, he maintained consistency with any future Lewinsky testimony
while also maintaining his defense in the Jones lawsuit. In his dep-
osition, he was asked whether he was ever alone with Ms.
Lewinsky. He responded: “I don’t recall . . . She—it seems to me
she brought things to me once or twice on the weekends. In that
case, whatever time she would be in there, drop it off, exchange a
few words and go, she was there.” Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 52-53
(emphasis added).

Additionally, whenever questions were posed regarding Ms.
Lewinsky’s frequent visits to the Oval Office, President Clinton
never hesitated to bring Betty Currie’s name into his answers:
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A. And my recollection is that on a couple of occasions
after [the pizza party meeting], she was there [in the Oval
Office] but my secretary, Betty Currie, was there with her.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 58.

Q. When was the last time you spoke with Monica
Lewinsky?

A. 'm trying to remember. Probably sometime before
Christmas. She came by to see Betty sometime before
Christmas. And she was there talking to her, and I stuck
my head out, said hello to her.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 68. Or in another example:

Q. Mr. President, before the break, we were talking
about Monica Lewinsky. At any time were you and Monica
Lewinsky together alone in the Oval Office?

A. T don’t recall, but as I said, when she worked at the
legislative affairs office, they always had somebody there
on the weekends. I typically worked some on the week-
ends. Sometimes they’d bring me things on the weekends.
She—it seems to me she brought things to me once or
twice on the weekends. In that case, whatever time she
would be in there, drop it off, exchange a few words and
go, she was there. I don’t have any specific recollections of
what the issues were, what was going on, but when the
Congress is there, we’re working all the time, and typically
I would do some work on one of the days of the weekends
in the afternoon.

Q. So I understand, your testimony is that it was pos-
sible, then, that you were alone with her, but you have no
specific recollection of that ever happening?

A. Yes, that’s correct. It’s possible that she, in, while she
was working there, brought something to me and that at
the time she brought it to me, she was the only person
there. That’s possible.

Q. At any time were you and Monica Lewinsky alone in
the yallway between the Oval Office and this kitchen
area?

A. T don’t believe so, unless we were walking back to the
back dining room with the pizza. I just, I don’t remember.
I don’t believe we were alone in the hallway, no.

Q. At any time have you and Monica Lewinsky ever
been alone together in any room in the White House?

A. T think I testified to that earlier. I think that there
is a, it is—I have no specific recollection, but it seems to
me that she was on duty on a couple of occasions working
for the legislative affairs office and brought me some
things to sign, something on the weekend. That’s—I have
a general memory of that.

Q. Do you remember anything that was said in any of
those meetings?

A. No. You know, we just have conversation, I don’t re-
member.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 52-53, 58-59.
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F. THE EVENTS OF DECEMBER 19, 1997—MS. LEWINSKY RECEIVES A
SUBPOENA

President Clinton and Ms. Lewinsky realized their greatest fears
on December 19, 1997, when Ms. Lewinsky received a subpoena to
testify in a deposition on January 23, 1998 in the Jones case.
Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 128. It also called for her to produce gifts
given to her by President Clinton, including a hat pin. Extremely
distraught, she immediately called Mr. Jordan. Ms. Lewinsky testi-
fied that President Clinton previously told her to call Ms. Currie
if she were subpoenaed. She called Mr. Jordan instead because Ms.
Currie’s brother recently died, and Ms. Lewinsky did not want to
bother her. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 128-29.

Mr. Jordan invited Ms. Lewinsky to his office and she arrived
shortly before 5 p.m. She was still extremely distraught. Sometime
around this time, Mr. Jordan called President Clinton and told him
Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed. Jordan 5/5/98 GJT at 145.
During the meeting with Ms. Lewinsky, which Mr. Jordan charac-
terized as “disturbing,” she talked about her infatuation with Presi-
dent Clinton. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at 100, 150. Mr. Jordan also de-
cided that he would call a lawyer for her. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at
161. That evening, Mr. Jordan met with President Clinton and re-
layed his conversation with Ms. Lewinsky. The details are impor-
tant because President Clinton, in his deposition, testified that he
did not recall that meeting.

Mr. Jordan told President Clinton again that Ms. Lewinsky had
been subpoenaed, that he was concerned about her fascination with
President Clinton, and that Ms. Lewinsky had asked Mr. Jordan
if he thought President Clinton would leave the First Lady. He also
asked President Clinton if he had sexual relations with Ms.
Lewinsky. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at 169. President Clinton was asked:

Q. Did anyone other than your attorneys ever tell you
that Monica Lewinsky had been served with a subpoena in
this case?

A. I don’t think so.

Q. Did you ever talk with Monica Lewinsky about the
possibility that she might be asked to testify in this case?

A. Bruce Lindsey, I think Bruce Lindsey told me that
she was, I think maybe that’s the first person told me she
was. I want to be as accurate as I can.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 68-69.

In the grand jury, President Clinton first repeated his denial
that Mr. Jordan told him Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed.
Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 39. Then, when given more specific facts,
he admitted that he “knows now” that he spoke with Mr. Jordan
about the subpoena on the night of December 19, but his “memory
is not clear.” Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 41-42. In an attempt to ex-
plain away his false deposition testimony, the President testified in
the grand jury that he was trying to remember who told him first.
Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 41. But that was not the question. So his
answer was again false and misleading. When one considers the
nature of the conversation between President Clinton and Mr. Jor-
dan, the suggestion that President Clinton forgot it defies common
sense.
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G. THE EVENTS OF DECEMBER 28, 1997—MS. CURRIE RETRIEVES THE
GIFTS

December 28, 1997 is a crucial date because the evidence shows
that President Clinton made false and misleading statements to
the federal court, the federal grand jury and the Congress of the
United States about the events on that date. He also continued his
course of obstructing justice.

President Clinton testified that it was “possible” that he invited
Ms. Lewinsky to the White House for a visit on this date. Clinton
8/17/98 GJT at 34. He admitted that he “probably” gave Ms.
Lewinsky the most gifts he had ever given her on that date and
that he had given her gifts on other occasions. Clinton 8/17/98 GJT
at 35. Among the many gifts the President gave Ms. Lewinsky on
December 28 was a bear that he said was a symbol of strength.
Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 176. Yet on January 17, just three weeks
later, the President forgot that he had given any gifts to Monica:

Q. Well, have you ever given any gifts to Monica
Lewinsky?

A. I don’t recall. Do you know what they were?

Q. A hat pin?

A. I don’t, I don’t remember. But I certainly could have.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 75.

As an attorney, he knew that the law will not tolerate someone
who says “I don’t recall” when that answer is unreasonable under
the circumstances. He also knew that, under those circumstances,
his answer in the deposition could not be believed. When asked in
the grand jury why he was unable to remember, though he had
given Ms. Lewinsky so many gifts only three weeks before the dep-
osition, the President gave a contrived explanation:

A. T think what I meant there was I don’t recall what
they were, not that I don’t recall whether I had given
them.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 51.

President Clinton adopted that same answer in Response No. 42
to the Committee’s Requests for Admissions. He was not asked in
the deposition to identify the gifts. He was simply asked, “Have
you ever” given gifts to Ms. Lewinsky. The law does not allow a
witness to insert “unstated premises” or mental reservations into
the question to make his answer technically true, if factually false.
The essence of lying is in deception, not in words.

His false testimony with respect to gifts also extends to whether
Ms. Lewinsky gave him gifts. President Clinton was asked in the
deposition if Ms. Lewinsky ever gave him gifts.

Q. Has Monica Lewinsky ever given you any gifts?
A. Once or twice. I think she’s given me a book or two.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 76-77.

This is also false testimony. He answered this question in his Re-
sponse Number 43 to the Committee by saying that he receives nu-
merous gifts, and he did not focus on the precise number. The law
again does not support the President’s position. An answer that
“baldly understates a numerical fact” in “response to a specific
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quantitative inquiry” can be deemed “technically true” but actually
false. For example, a witness is testifying falsely if he says he went
to the store five times when in fact he had gone fifty, even though
technically he had gone five times also. So too, when the President
answered once or twice in the face of evidence that Ms. Lewinsky
brought him 40 gifts, he was lying.

On December 28, one of the most blatant efforts to obstruct jus-
tice and conceal evidence occurred. Ms. Lewinsky testified that she
discussed with President Clinton her having been subpoenaed and
the subpoena’s calling for her to produce gifts. She recalled telling
him that the subpoena requested a hat pin and that that caused
her concern. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 151-52. He told her that it
“bothered” him, too. Lewinsky 8/20/98 GJT at 66. Ms. Lewinsky
then suggested that she take the gifts somewhere, or give them to
someone, possibly Ms. Currie. The President answered: “I don’t
know” or “Let me think about that.” Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 152-
53. Later that day, Ms. Lewinsky got a call from Ms. Currie, who
said: “I understand you have something to give me” or “the Presi-
dent said you have something to give me.” Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at
154-55. Ms. Currie has an unclear memory about this incident, but
says that “the best she can remember,” Ms. Lewinsky called her.
Currie 5/6/98 GJT at 105. Key evidence shows that Ms. Currie’s
unclear recollection is wrong. Ms. Lewinsky said that she thought
Ms. Currie called from her cell phone. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at
154-55. Ms. Currie’s cell phone record corroborates Ms. Lewinsky
and proves conclusively that Ms. Currie called Ms. Lewinsky from
her cell phone several hours after she had left the White House.
The evidence strongly suggests that President Clinton directed her
to do so.

Ms. Currie’s actions buttress that conclusion. There is no evi-
dence that she asked why Ms. Lewinsky would have called her for
this strange task. Rather, she simply took the gifts and placed
them under her bed without asking a single question. Currie 1/27/
98 GJT at 57-58, 5/6/98 GJT at 105-08, 114.

President Clinton stated in his Response to Requests for Admis-
sions No. 24 and 25 from this Committee that he was not con-
cerned about the gifts. In fact, he said that he recalled telling Ms.
Lewinsky that if the Jones lawyers request gifts, she should turn
them over. He testified that he is “not sure” if he knew the sub-
poena asked for gifts. Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 42—-43. There would
be no reason for Ms. Lewinsky and President Clinton to discuss
turning over gifts to the Jones lawyers if Ms. Lewinsky had not
told him that the subpoena asked for gifts.

On the other hand, knowing the subpoena requested gifts, his
giving Ms. Lewinsky more gifts on December 28 seems odd. But
Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony reveals why he did so. She said that she
never questioned “that we were ever going to do anything but keep
this private” and that meant to take “whatever appropriate steps
needed to be taken” to keep it quiet. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 166.
The only logical inference is that the gifts—including the bear sym-
bolizing strength—were a tacit reminder to Ms. Lewinsky that they
would deny the relationship—even in the face of a federal sub-
poena.
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Furthermore, President Clinton, at various times in his deposi-
tion, seriously misrepresented the nature of his meeting with Ms.
Lewinsky on December 28. First, he was asked: “Did she tell you
she had been served with a subpoena in this case?” He answered
flatly: “No. I don’t know she had been.” Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 68.

He was also asked if he “ever talked to Monica Lewinsky about
the possibility of her testifying.” “I'm not sure . . .,” he said. He
then added that he may have joked to her that the Jones lawyers
might subpoena every woman he had ever spoken to, and that “I
don’t think we ever had more of a conversation than that about it.
. . .” Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 70. Not only does Ms. Lewinsky di-
rectly contradict this testimony, but President Clinton also directly
contradicted himself before the grand jury. Speaking of his Decem-
ber 28, 1997 meeting, he said that he “knew by then, of course,
that she had gotten a subpoena” and that they had a “conversation
about the possibility of her testifying.” Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 35—
36. He had this conversation about her testimony only three weeks
before his deposition. Again, his version is not reasonable.

H. THE EVENTS OF JANUARY 5-9, 1997—MS. LEWINSKY SIGNS THE
FALSE AFFIDAVIT AND GETS THE JOB

President Clinton knew that Monica Lewinsky was going to sign
a false affidavit. He was so certain of the content that when she
asked if he wanted to see it, he told her no, that he had seen fif-
teen of them. Lewinsky 8/2/98 302 at 3. He got his information in
part from his attorneys and in part from discussions with Ms.
Lewinsky and Mr. Jordan about the content of the affidavit. Be-
sides, he had suggested the affidavit himself and he trusted Mr.
Jordan to be certain the mission was accomplished.

In the afternoon of January 5, 1998, Ms. Lewinsky met with her
lawyer, Mr. Frank Carter, to discuss the affidavit. Lewinsky 8/6/98
GJT at 192. Mr. Carter asked her some hard questions about how
she got her job. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 195. After the meeting, she
called Ms. Currie, and said that she wanted to speak to President
Clinton before she signed anything. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 195.
Ms. Lewinsky and President Clinton discussed the issue of how she
would answer under oath if asked about how she got her job at the
Pentagon. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 197. He told her: “Well, you
could always say that the people in Legislative Affairs got it for
you or helped you get it.” Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 197. That was
another lie.

Mr. Jordan also kept President Clinton advised as to the con-
tents of the affidavit. Jordan 5/5/98 GJT at 224. On January 6,
1998, Ms. Lewinsky picked up a draft of the affidavit from Mr.
Carter’s office. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 199. She delivered a copy
to Mr. Jordan’s office because she wanted Mr. Jordan to look at the
affidavit in the belief that if he approved, President Clinton would
also. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 194-95. Ms. Lewinsky and Mr. Jor-
dan conferred about the contents and agreed to delete a paragraph
Mr. Carter inserted which might open a line of questions concern-
ing whether she had been alone with President Clinton. Lewinsky
8/6/98 GJT at 200. By contrast, Mr. Jordan said he had nothing to
do with the details of the affidavit. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 12. He
admits, though, that he spoke with President Clinton after confer-



18

ring with Ms. Lewinsky about the changes made to her affidavit.
Jordan 5/5/98 GJT at 218.

The next day, January 7, Monica Lewinsky signed the false affi-
davit. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 204-05. She showed the executed
copy to Mr. Jordan that same day. Jordan 5/5/98 GJT at 222. She
did this so that Mr. Jordan could report to President Clinton that
it had been signed and another mission had been accomplished.
Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 26.

On January 8, 1998, Ms. Lewinsky had an interview arranged by
Mr. Jordan with MacAndrews and Forbes in New York. Lewinsky
8/6/98 GJT at 206. The interview went poorly. Afterwards, Ms.
Lewinsky called Mr. Jordan and informed him. Lewinsky 8/6/98
GJT at 206. Mr. Jordan, who had done nothing from early Novem-
ber to mid December, then called the chief executive officer of
MacAndrews and Forbes, Ron Perelman, to “make things happen,
if they could happen.” Jordan 5/5/98 GJT at 231. Mr. Jordan called
Ms. Lewinsky back and told her not to worry. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT
at 208-09. That evening, MacAndrews and Forbes called Ms.
Lewinsky and told that she would be given more interviews the
next morning. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 209.

The next morning, Ms. Lewinsky received her reward for signing
the false affidavit. After a series of interviews with MacAndrews
and Forbes personnel, she was informally offered a job. Lewinsky
8/6/98 GJT at 210. When Ms. Lewinsky called Mr. Jordan to tell
him, he passed the good news on to Ms. Currie—Tell the President,
“Mission Accomplished.” Jordan 5/28/98 GJT at 39. Later, Mr. Jor-
dan called President Clinton and told him personally. Jordan 5/28/
98 GJT at 41.

After months of looking for a job—since July according to the
President’s lawyers—Mr. Jordan makes the call to a CEO the day
after the false affidavit is signed. Mr. Perelman testified that Mr.
Jordan had never called him before about a job recommendation.
Perelman 4/23/98 Dep. at 11. Mr. Jordan on the other hand, said
that he called Mr. Perelman to recommend for hiring: (1) former
Mayor Dinkins of New York; (2) a very talented attorney from his
law firm, Akin, Gump; (3) a Harvard business school graduate; and
(4) Ms. Lewinsky. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 58-59. Even if Mr.
Perelman’s testimony is mistaken, Ms. Lewinsky does not have
qualifications that would merit Mr. Jordan’s direct recommenda-
tion to a CEO of a Fortune 500 company.

Mr. Jordan knew that the people with whom Ms. Lewinsky
worked at the White House did not like her and that she did not
like her Pentagon job. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at 43-44, 59. Mr. Jordan
was asked if at “any point during this process you wondered about
her qualifications for employment?” He answered: “No, because
that was not my judgment to make.” Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at 44. Yet
when he called Mr. Perelman the day after she signed the affidavit,
he referred to Monica as a bright young girl who is “terrific.”
Perelman 4/23/98 Dep. at 10. Mr. Jordan said that she had been
hounding him for a job and voicing unrealistic expectations con-
cerning positions and salary. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 37-38. More-
over, she narrated a disturbing story about President Clinton leav-
ing the First Lady and how the President was not spending enough
time with her. Yet, none of that gave Mr. Jordan pause in making
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the recommendation. Jordan 3/3/98 GJT at 156-57. People like Mr.
Jordan do not call CEOs for marginal employees unless there is a
compelling reason. The compelling reason was that President Clin-
ton told him this was a top priority, especially after Ms. Lewinsky
received a subpoena.

I. THE FILING OF THE FALSE AFFIDAVIT

Ms. Lewinsky’s false affidavit was important to President Clin-
ton’s deposition. It enabled him, through his attorneys, to assert at
his January 17, 1998 deposition that “ . . . there is absolutely no
sex of any kind in any manner, shape or form with President Clin-
ton. . . .” Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 54. When his own attorney ques-
tioned him in the deposition, the President stated specifically that
the now famous paragraph 8 of Ms. Lewinsky’s affidavit was “abso-
lutely true.” Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 204. President Clinton later af-
firmed the truth of that statement when testifying before the grand
jury. Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 20-21. Paragraph 8 of Ms. Lewinsky’s
affidavit states:

I have never had a sexual relationship with the Presi-
dent, he did not propose that we have a sexual relation-
ship, he did not offer me employment or other benefits in
exchange for a sexual relationship, he did not deny me em-
ployment or other benefits for rejecting a sexual relation-
ship.

Appendices at 1235-36.

Ms. Lewinsky reviewed the draft affidavit on January 6, and
signed it on January 7 after deleting a reference to being alone
with President Clinton. She showed a copy of the signed affidavit
to Mr. Jordan who called President Clinton and told him that she
signed it. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 2426, 5/5/98 GJT at 222.

Getting the affidavit signed was only half the battle. To have its
full effect, it had to be filed with the Court and provided to Presi-
dent Clinton’s attorneys in time for his deposition on January 17.
On January 14, the President’s lawyers called Mr. Carter and left
a message, presumably to find out if he had filed the affidavit with
the Court. Carter 6/18/98 GJT at 123. On January 15, President
Clinton’s attorneys called Mr. Carter twice. When they finally
reached him, they requested a copy of the affidavit, and asked him,
“Are we still on time?” Carter 6/18/98 GJT at 123. Mr. Carter faxed
a copy on January 15. Carter 6/18/98 GJT at 123. President Clin-
ton’s counsel knew of its contents and used it powerfully in the
deposition.

Mr. Carter called the Court in Arkansas twice on January 15 to
ensure that the affidavit could be filed on Saturday, January 17.
Carter 6/18/98 GJT at 124-25. He finished the Motion to Quash
Ms. Lewinsky’s deposition in the early morning hours of January
16, and mailed it to the Court with the false affidavit attached for
Saturday delivery. Carter 6/18/98 GJT at 134. President Clinton’s
lawyers called him again on January 16 telling him, “You’ll know
what it’s about.” Carter 6/18/98 GJT at 135. President Clinton
needed that affidavit to be filed with the Court to support his plans
to mislead Ms. Jones’s attorneys in the deposition.
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On January 15, Michael Isikoff, a Newsweek reporter, called Ms.
Currie and asked her whether Ms. Lewinsky had been sending
gifts to her by courier. Currie 5/6/98 GJT at 123; Lewinsky 8/6/98
GJT at 228. Ms. Currie then called Ms. Lewinsky and told her
about it. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 228-29. President Clinton was
out of town. Later, Ms. Currie called Ms. Lewinsky back and asked
for a ride to Mr. Jordan’s office. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 229;
Currie 5/6/98 GJT at 130-31. Mr. Jordan advised her to speak with
White House Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey and White House
Press Secretary Mike McCurry. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 71. Ms.
Currie testified that she spoke immediately to Mr. Lindsey about
Mr. Isikoff’s call. Currie 5/6/98 GJT at 127.

J. THE EVENTS OF JANUARY 17, 1998—PRESIDENT CLINTON AND MR.
BENNETT AT THE DEPOSITION

President Clinton also provided false and misleading testimony
in the grand jury when he was asked about his attorney, Robert
Bennett’s representation to Judge Wright, the judge in the Jones
case, that President Clinton is “fully aware” that Ms. Lewinsky
filed an affidavit saying that “there is absolutely no sex of any kind
in any manner, shape or form, with President Clinton. . . .” Clin-
ton 1/17/98 Dep. at 54. In the grand jury, President Clinton was
asked about his lawyer’s representation in his presence and wheth-
er he felt obligated to inform Judge Wright of the true state of af-
fairs. President Clinton answered that he was “not even sure I paid
much attention to what [Mr. Bennett] was saying.” Clinton 8/17/98
GJT at 24. When pressed further, he said that he did not believe
he “even focused on what Mr. Bennett said in the exact words he
did until I started reading this transcript carefully for this hearing.
That moment, the whole argument just passed me by.” Clinton 8/
17/98 GJT at 29.

This last statement by President Clinton is critical. First, he had
planned his answer to the grand jurors. He spent literally days
with his attorney going over that deposition in detail and crafting
answers in his mind that would not be obviously false. Second, he
knew that he could only avoid an admission that he allowed a false
affidavit to be filed by convincing the grand jury that he had not
been paying attention. The videotape of the deposition shows clear-
ly that President Clinton was paying close attention and that he
followed his lawyer’s argument.

President Clinton had every reason to pay attention. Mr. Bennett
was talking about Ms. Lewinsky, at the time the most dangerous
person in his life. If the false affidavit worked and Ms. Jones’s law-
yers could not question him about her, the Lewinsky problem was
solved. President Clinton was vitally interested in what Mr. Ben-
nett was saying. Nonetheless, when he was asked in the grand jury
whether Mr. Bennett’s statement was false, he still was unable to
tell the truth—even before a federal grand jury. He answered with
the now famous sentence, “It depends on what the meaning of the
word “is” is.” Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 58.

But President Clinton reinforced Ms. Lewinsky’s lie. Mr. Bennett
read to him the paragraph in Ms. Lewinsky’s affidavit in which she
denied a sexual relationship with President Clinton:
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Q. In paragraph eight of her affidavit, she says this, “I
have never had a sexual relationship with the President,
he did not propose that we have a sexual relationship, he
did not offer me employment or other benefits in exchange
for a sexual relationship, he did not deny me employment
or other benefits for rejecting a sexual relationship.” Is
that a true and accurate statement as far as you know it?

A. That is absolutely true.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 204. When asked about this in the grand
jury and when questioned about it by this Committee, the Presi-
dent said that if Ms. Lewinsky believed it to be true, then it was
a true statement. Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 21.

First, Ms. Lewinsky admitted to the grand jury that the para-
graph was false. Lewinsky 8/6/98 GJT at 204. Second, President
Clinton was not asked about Ms. Lewinsky’s belief. Rather, he was
asked quite clearly and directly by his own lawyer whether the
statement was true. His answer was unequivocally, yes. That state-
ment is false.

Lastly, President Clinton asserts that according to his reading of
the definition of “sexual relations” given to him at the deposition,
he did not have sexual relations with Ms. Lewinsky. His reading
of the definition was an afterthought conceived while preparing for
his grand jury testimony. His explanation to the grand jury, then,
was also false and misleading.

Apart from that defined term, President Clinton does not explain
his denial of an affair or a sexual affair—he cannot. Neither can
he avoid his unequivocal denial of sexual relations in the answers
to interrogatories in the Jones case—answered before the definition
of sexual relations used in the deposition had been developed.

Q. Did you have an extramarital sexual affair with
Monica Lewinsky?

A. No.

Q. If she told someone that she had a sexual affair with
you beginning in November of 1995, would that be a lie?

A. It’s certainly not the truth. It would not be the truth.

Q. I think I used the term “sexual affair.” And so the
record is completely clear, have you ever had sexual rela-
tions with Monica Lewinsky, as that term is defined in
Deposition Exhibit 1, as modified by the Court?

Mr. BENNETT. I object because I don’t know that he can
remember——

Judge WRIGHT. Well, it’s real short. He can—I will per-
mit the question and you may show the witness definition
number one.

A. T have never had sexual relations with Monica
Lewinsky. I've never had an affair with her.

Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 78.
K. THE EVENTS OF LATE JANUARY, 1998—DEPOSITION AFTERMATH

By the time President Clinton concluded his deposition, he knew
that someone was talking about his relationship with Ms.
Lewinsky. He also knew that the only person who could be talking
was Ms. Lewinsky herself. The cover story that he and Ms.
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Lewinsky created and that he used during the deposition was now
in jeopardy. He needed not only to contact Ms. Lewinsky, but also
to obtain corroboration from his trusted secretary, Ms. Currie. At
around 7 p.m. on the night of the deposition, the President called
Ms. Currie and asked that she come in the following day, a Sun-
day. Currie 7/22/98 GJT at 154-55. Ms. Currie could not recall the
President ever before calling her that late at home on a Saturday
night. Currie 1/27/98 GJT at 69.

In the early morning hours of January 18, 1998—i.e. the night
of the deposition, President Clinton learned about the Drudge Re-
port mentioning Ms. Lewinsky released earlier that day. Clinton 8/
17/98 GJT at 142-43. Between 11:49 a.m. and 2:55 p.m., Mr. Jor-
dan and President Clinton had three phone calls. At about 5 p.m.,
Ms. Currie met with President Clinton. Currie 1/27/98 GJT at 67.
He told her that he had just been deposed and that the attorneys
asked several questions about Ms. Lewinsky. Currie 1/27/98 GJT at
69-70. This, incidentally, violated Judge Wright’s gag order prohib-
iting any discussions about the deposition testimony. He then made
a series of statements to Ms. Currie:

(1) I was never really alone with Monica, right?

(2) You were always there when Monica was there,
right?

(3) Monica came on to me, and I never touched her,
right?

(4) You could see and hear everything, right?

(5) She wanted to have sex with me, and I cannot do
that.

Currie 1/27/98 GJT at 70-75, 7/22/98 GJT at 6-7.

During Betty Currie’s grand jury testimony, she was asked
whether she believed that the President wished her to agree with
the statement:

Q. Would it be fair to say, then—based on the way he
stated [these five points] and the demeanor that he was
using at the time that he stated it to you—that he wished
you to agree with that statement?

A. I can’t speak for him, but——

Q. How did you take it? Because you told us at these
[previous] meetings in the last several days that that is
how you took it.

A. (Nodding)

Q. And you’re nodding your head, “yes”, is that correct?

A. That’s correct.

Q. Okay, with regard to the statement that the Presi-
dent made to you, “You remember I was never really alone
with Monica, right, was that also a statement that, as far
as you took, that he wished you to agree with that?

A. Correct.

Currie 1/27/98 GJT at 74.

In the grand jury, President Clinton was questioned about his in-
tentions when he made those five statements to Ms. Currie in his
office on that Sunday afternoon. He stated:
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And what I wanted to establish was that Betty was
there at all other times in the complex, and I wanted to
know what Betty’s memory was about what she heard,
what she could hear. And what I did not know was—I did
not know that. And I was trying to figure out in a hurry
because I knew something was up.

* * * * *

So, I was not trying to get Betty Currie to say something
that was untruthful. I was trying to get as much informa-
tion as quickly as I could.

* * * * *

. . . I thought we were going to be deluged by the press
comments. And I was trying to refresh my memory about
what the facts were.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 54, 56, 131. Though Ms. Currie would later
intimate that she did not necessarily feel pressured by President
Clinton, she did state that she felt he was seeking her agreement
(or disagreement) with those statements. Currie 7/22/98 GJT at 27.

Logic tells us that his plea that he was just trying to refresh his
memory is contrived and false. First, consider his options after he
left his deposition:

(1) He could abide by Judge Wright’s order to remain silent
and not divulge any details of his deposition;

(2) He could defy Judge Wright’s order, and call Ms. Currie
on the phone and ask her open ended questions (i.e., “What do
you remember about . . .?”); or

(3) He could call Ms. Currie and arrange a Sunday afternoon
meeting—a time when the fewest distractions exist and the
presence of White House staff is minimal. He chose the third
option.

He made sure that this was a face-to-face meeting—not a tele-
phone call. He made sure that no one else was present when he
spoke to her. He made sure that he had the meeting in his office,
an area where he was comfortable and could utilize its power and
prestige to influence her potential testimony.

When Ms. Currie testified before the grand jury, she could not
recall whether she had another one-on-one discussion with Presi-
dent Clinton on Tuesday, January 20 or Wednesday, January 21.
But she did state that on one of those days, he summoned her back
to his office. At that time, he recapped their Sunday afternoon dis-
cussion in the Oval Office. When he spoke to her in this second
meeting, he spoke in the same tone and demeanor that he used in
his January 18 Sunday session. Currie 1/27/98 GJT at 70-75, 7/22/
98 GJT at 6-7. Ms. Currie stated that the President may have
mentioned that she might be asked about Monica Lewinsky. Currie
1/24/98 302 at 8.

During these meetings, President Clinton made short, clear, un-
derstandable, declarative statements telling Ms. Currie what his
testimony was. He was not interested in what she knew. Rather,
he did not want his personal secretary to contradict him. The only
way to ensure that was by telling her what to say, not asking her
what she remembered. One does not refresh someone else’s mem-
ory by telling that person what he or she remembers. One certainly
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does not make declarative statements to someone regarding factual
scenarios of which the listener was unaware.

Ms. Currie could not possibly have any personal knowledge of the
facts that the President was asking. Ms. Currie could not know if
they were ever alone. If they were, Ms. Currie was not there. She
could not know that the President never touched Monica. President
Clinton was not trying to refresh his recollection—instead, it was
witness tampering pure and simple.

President Clinton essentially admitted to making these state-
ments when he knew they were not true. Consequently, he painted
himself into a legal corner. Understanding the seriousness of the
President “coaching” Ms. Currie, his attorneys have argued that
those statements to her could not constitute obstruction because
she had not been subpoenaed, and the President did not know that
she was a potential witness at the time. This argument is refuted
by both the law and the facts.

The Eighth Circuit rejected this argument stating:

[A] person may be convicted of obstructing justice if he
urges or persuades a prospective witness to give false testi-
mony. Neither must the target be scheduled to testify at
the time of the offense, nor must he or she actually give
testimony at a later time.

United States v. Shannon, 836 F.2d 1125, 1128 (8th Cir.), cert. de-
nied, 486 U.S. 1058 (1988), citing, e.g., United States v. Friedland,
660 F.2d 919, 931 (3d Cir. 1981), cert. denied, 456 U.S. 989 (1982).
Indeed, under the witness tampering statute, there need not even
be a proceeding pending, 18 U.S.C. §1512(e)(1). As discussed,
President Clinton and Ms. Lewinsky concocted a cover story that
brought Ms. Currie into the fray as a corroborating witness. True
to this scheme, President Clinton invoked Ms. Currie’s name fre-
quently as a witness who could corroborate his false and mislead-
ing testimony about the Lewinsky affair. For example, during his
deposition, when asked whether he was alone with Ms. Lewinsky,
he said that he was not alone with her or that Ms. Currie was
there with Ms. Lewinsky. Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 58. When asked
about the last time he saw Ms. Lewinsky, which was December 28,
1997, he falsely testified that he only recalled that she was there
to see Ms. Currie. Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 70. He also told the
Jones lawyers to “ask Betty” whether Ms. Lewinsky was alone with
him or with Ms. Currie in the White House between the hours of
midnight and 6 a.m. Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 64—66. Asked whether
Ms. Lewinsky sent packages to him, he stated that Ms. Currie han-
dled packages for him. Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 64. Asked whether
he may have assisted in any way with Ms. Lewinsky’s job search,
he stated that he thought Ms. Currie suggested Mr. Jordan talk to
Ms. Lewinsky, and that Ms. Lewinsky asked Ms. Currie to ask
someone to talk to Ambassador Richardson about a job at the
United Nations. Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 72-74.

Ms. Currie was a prospective witness, and President Clinton
clearly wanted her to be deposed, as his “ask Betty” testimony
demonstrates. He claims that he called Ms. Currie into work on a
Sunday night only to find out what she knew. But he knew the
truth about his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky, and if he had told
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the truth during his deposition the day before, then he would have
no reason to worry about what Ms. Currie knew. More importantly,
the President’s demeanor, Ms. Currie’s reaction to his demeanor,
and the suggested lies clearly prove that the President was not
merely interviewing Ms. Currie. Rather, he was looking for corrobo-
ration for his false cover-up, and that is why he coached her.

Soon after his Sunday meeting with Ms. Currie, at 5:12 p.m., the
flurry of telephone calls began looking for Ms. Lewinsky. Between
5:12 p.m. and 8:28 p.m., Ms. Currie paged Ms. Lewinsky four
times. At 11:02 p.m., President Clinton called Ms. Currie at home
to ask if she has reached Ms. Lewinsky. Currie 7/22/98 GJT at 160.

The following morning, January 19, Ms. Currie continued to
work diligently for President Clinton. Between 7:02 a.m. and 8:41
a.m., she paged Ms. Lewinsky another five times. After the 8:41
a.m. page, Ms. Currie called President Clinton at 8:43 a.m. and
said that she was unable to reach Ms. Lewinsky. Currie 8/22/98
GJT at 161-62. One minute later, at 8:44 a.m., she again paged
Ms. Lewinsky. This time, Ms. Currie’s page stated: “Family Emer-
gency,” apparently in an attempt to alarm Ms. Lewinsky into call-
ing back. That may have been President Clinton’s idea because Ms.
Currie had just spoken with him. He was quite concerned because
he called Ms. Currie only six minutes later, at 8:50 a.m. Imme-
diately thereafter, at 8:51 a.m., Ms. Currie tries a different tactic
sending the message: “Good news.” Ms. Currie said that she was
trying to encourage Ms. Lewinsky to call, but there was no sense
of “urgency.” Currie 7/22/98 GJT at 165. Ms. Currie’s recollection
of why she was calling was again unclear. She said at one point
that she believes President Clinton asked her to call Ms. Lewinsky,
and she thought she was calling just to tell her that her name
came up in the deposition. Currie 7/22/98 GJT at 162. Ms.
Lewinsky had been subpoenaed. It was no surprise that her name
came up in the deposition. There was another and more important
reason the President needed to get in touch with her.

At 8:56 a.m., President Clinton telephoned Mr. Jordan who then
joined in the activity. Over a course of twenty-four minutes, from
10:29 to 10:53 a.m., Mr. Jordan called the White House three
times, paged Ms. Lewinsky, and called Ms. Lewinsky’s attorney,
Frank Carter. Between 10:53 a.m. and 4:54 p.m., there are contin-
ued calls between Mr. Jordan, Ms. Lewinsky’s attorney, and indi-
viduals at the White House.

Later that afternoon, matters deteriorated for President Clinton.
At 4:54 p.m., Mr. Jordan called Mr. Carter. Mr. Carter informed
Mr. Jordan that he had been told he no longer represented Ms.
Lewinsky. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 141. Mr. Jordan then made fever-
ish attempts to reach President Clinton or someone at the White
House to tell them the bad news, as represented by the six calls
between 4:58 p.m. and 5:22 p.m. Mr. Jordan said that he tried to
relay this information to the White House because “[t]he President
asked me to get Monica Lewinsky a job,” and he thought it was “in-
formation that they ought to have.” Jordan 6/9/98 GJT at 45-46.
Mr. Jordan then called Mr. Carter back at 5:14 p.m. to “go over”
what they had already talked about. Jordan 3/5/98 GJT at 146. Mr.
Jordan finally reached the President at 5:56 p.m., and tells him
that Mr. Carter had been fired. Jordan 6/9/98 GJT at 54.
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This activity occurred because it was important for the President
of the United States to find Monica Lewinsky to learn to whom she
was talking. Ms. Currie was in charge of contacting Ms. Lewinsky.
President Clinton had just completed a deposition in which he pro-
vided false and misleading testimony about his relationship with
Ms. Lewinsky. She was a co-conspirator in hiding this relationship
from the Jones attorneys, and he was losing control over her. He
never got complete control over her again.

But President Clinton’s efforts to obtain false corroboration did
not end there. On Wednesday, January 21, 1998, the Washington
Post published a story entitled “Clinton Accused of Urging Aide to
Lie; Starr Probes Whether President Told Woman to Deny Alleged
Affair to Jones’ Lawyers.” The White House learned the substance
of the Post story on the evening of January 20, 1998.

After President Clinton learned of that story, he made a series
of telephone calls. At 12:08 a.m. he called his attorney, Mr. Ben-
nett, and they had a conversation. The next morning, Mr. Bennett
was quoted in the Post stating: “The President adamantly denies
he ever had a relationship with Ms. Lewinsky and she has con-
firmed the truth of that.” He added, “This story seems ridiculous
and I frankly smell a rat.”

After that conversation, President Clinton had a half hour con-
versation with White House Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey. At
1:16 a.m., he called Ms. Currie and spoke to her for 20 minutes.
He then called Mr. Lindsey again. At 6:30 a.m. the President called
Mr. Jordan. After that, he again conversed with Bruce Lindsey.

This flurry of activity was a prelude to the stories which Presi-
dent Clinton would soon inflict on top White House aides and advi-
sors. On the morning of January 21, 1998, he met with White
House Chief of Staff, Erskine Bowles and his two deputies, John
Podesta and Sylvia Matthews. Mr. Bowles recalled entering the
President’s office at 9:00 a.m. that morning. He then recounts
President Clinton’s immediate words as he and two others entered
the Oval Office:

And he looked up at us and he said the same thing he
said to the American people. He said, “I want you to know
I did not have sexual relationships with this woman,
Monica Lewinsky. I did not ask anybody to lie. And when
the facts came out, you’ll understand.”

Bowles 4/2/98 GJT at 84. After he made that blanket denial, Mr.
Bowles responded:

I said, “Mr. President, I don’t know what the facts are.
I don’t know if they’re good, bad, or indifferent. But what-
ever they are, you ought to get them out. And you ought
to get them out right now.”

Bowles 4/2/98 GJT at 84. When counsel asked whether President
Clinton responded to Bowles’s suggestion that he tell the truth, Mr.
Bowles responded: “I don’t think he made any response, but he
didn’t disagree with me.” Bowles 4/2/98 GJT at 84.

Deputy Chief of Staff John Podesta also recalled a meeting with
President Clinton on the morning of January 21, 1998. He testified
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before the grand jury as to what occurred in the Oval Office that
morning:

A. And we started off meeting—we didn’t—I don’t think
we said anything. And I think the President directed this
specifically to Mr. Bowles. He said, “Erskine, I want you
to know that this story is not true.”

Q. What else did he say?

A. He said that—that he had not had a sexual relation-
ship with her, and that he never asked anybody to lie.

Podesta 6/16/98 GJT at 85.
Two days later on January 23, 1998, Mr. Podesta had another
discussion with the President:

I asked him how he was doing, and he said he was work-
ing on this draft and he said to me that he never had sex
with her, and that—and that he never asked—you know,
he repeated the denial, but he was extremely explicit in
saying he never had sex with her.

Podesta 6/16/98 GJT at 92. Then Mr. Podesta testified as follows:

Q. Okay. Not explicit, in the sense that he got more spe-
cific than sex, than the word “sex.”

A. Yes, he was more specific than that.

Q. Okay, share that with us.

A. Well, I think he said—he said that—there was some
spate. Of, you know, what sex acts were counted, and he
said that he had never had sex with her in any way
whatsoever——

Q. Okay.

A. That they had not had oral sex.

Podesta 6/16/98 GJT at 92.

Later in the day on January 21, 1998, President Clinton called
Sidney Blumenthal to his office. His lies became more elaborate
and pronounced when he had time to concoct his newest line of de-
fense. When the President spoke to Mr. Bowles and Mr. Podesta,
he simply denied the story. By the time he spoke to Mr.
Blumenthal, he had added three new angles to his defense strat-
egy: (1) he now portrays Ms. Lewinsky as the aggressor; (2) he
launches an attack on her reputation by portraying her as a “stalk-
er”; and (3) he presents himself as the innocent victim being at-
tacked by the forces of evil.

Mr. Blumenthal recalled in his June 4, 1998 testimony:

And it was at this point that he gave his account of what
had happened to me and he said that Monica—and it came
very fast. He said, “Monica Lewinsky came at me and
made a sexual demand on me.” He rebuffed her. He said,
“I've gone down that road before, I've caused pain for a lot
of people and I’'m not going to do that again.” She threat-
ened him. She said that she would tell people they’d had
an affair, that she was known as the stalker among her
peers, and that she hated it and if she had an affair or
said she had an affair then she wouldn’t be the stalker
anymore.
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Blumenthal 6/4/98 GJT at 49. Mr. Blumenthal said President Clin-
ton told him moments later:

And he said, “I feel like a character in a novel. I feel like
somebody who is surrounded by an oppressive force that is
creating a lie about me and I can’t get the truth out. I feel
like the character in the novel Darkness at Noon.”

And I said to him, “When this happened with Monica
Lewinsky, were you alone?” He said, “Well, I was within
eyesight or earshot of someone.”

Blumenthal 6/4/98 GJT at 50. At one point, Mr. Blumenthal is
asked by the grand jury to describe the President’s manner and de-
meanor during the exchange.

Q. In response to my question how you responded to the
President’s story about a threat or discussion about a
threat from Ms. Lewinsky, you mentioned you didn’t recall
specifically. Do you recall generally the nature of your re-
sponse to the President?

A. It was generally sympathetic to the President. And I
certainly believed his story. It was a very heartfelt story,
he was pouring out his heart, and I believed him.

Blumenthal 6/25/98 GJT at 16-17.

President Clinton also implemented a win-at-all-costs strategy.
Former presidential advisor Dick Morris testified that on January
21, 1998, he spoke to President Clinton and they discussed the tur-
bulent events of the day. President Clinton again denied the accu-
sations against him. After further discussions, they decided to have
an overnight poll taken to determine if the American people would
forgive the President for adultery, perjury, and obstruction of jus-
tice. When Mr. Morris received the results, he called the President:

And I said, “They’re just too shocked by this. It’s just too
new, it’s too raw.” And I said, “And the problem is they’re
willing to forgive you for adultery, but not for perjury or
obstruction of justice or the various other things.”

Morris 8/18/98 GJT at 28. Mr. Morris then recalls the following ex-
change:

Morris: And I said, “They’re just not ready for it.” mean-
ing the voters. President Clinton: Well, we just have to
win, then.

Morris 8/18/98 GJT at 30. President Clinton cannot recall this
statement.

L. THE EVENTS OF AUGUST 17, 1998—THE GRAND JURY TESTIMONY

On August 17, the last act of the tragedy took place. After six
invitations, President Clinton appeared before a grand jury of his
fellow citizens and took an oath to tell the truth. He equivocated
and engaged in legalistic fencing, but he also lied. Actually, the en-
tire testimony was calculated to mislead and deceive the grand jury
and eventually the American people.

On August 16, 1998, President Clinton’s personal attorney, David
Kendall provided the following statement regarding his testimony:
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There is apparently an enormous amount of groundless
speculation about the President’s testimony tomorrow. The
truth is the truth. Period. And that’s how the President will
testify.

Kendall 8/16/98 Statement.

The untruthful tone, however, was set at the very beginning.
Judge Starr testified that in a grand jury a witness can tell the
truth, lie, or assert a legal privilege. President Clinton was given
a fourth choice. The President was permitted to read a statement:

When I was alone with Ms. Lewinsky on certain occa-
sions in early 1996 and once in early 1997, I engaged in
conduct that was wrong. These encounters did not consist
of sexual intercourse. They did not constitute sexual rela-
tions as I understood that term to be defined at my Janu-
ary 17th deposition. But they did involve inappropriate in-
timate contact.

These inappropriate encounters ended, at my insistence,
in early 1997. I also had occasional telephone conversa-
tions with Ms. Lewinsky that included inappropriate sex-
ual banter.

I regret that what began as a friendship came to include
this conduct, and I will take full responsibility for my ac-
tions.

While I will provide the grand jury whatever other infor-
mation I can, because of privacy considerations affecting
my family, myself, and others, and in an effort to preserve
the dignity of the office I hold, this is all I will say about
the specifics of these particular matters.

I will try to answer, to the best of my ability, other ques-
tions including questions about my relationship with Ms.
Lewinsky; questions about my understanding of the term
“sexual relations,” as I understood it to be defined at my
January 17th, 1998 deposition; and questions concerning
alleged subornation of perjury, obstruction of justice, and
intimidation of witnesses. That, Mr. Bittman, is my state-
ment.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 8-10.

That statement itself is false in many particulars. President Clin-
ton claims that he engaged in wrongful conduct with Ms. Lewinsky
“on certain occasions in early 1996 and once in 1997.” He does not
mention 1995. There was a reason. On the three “occasions” in
1995, Ms. Lewinsky was a twenty-one year old intern. As for being
alone on “certain occasions,” he was alone with Ms. Lewinsky more
than twenty times at least. The President also told the jurors that
he “also had occasional telephone conversations with Ms. Lewinsky
that included sexual banter.” Actually, the two had at least fifty-
five phone conversations, many in the middle of the night and in
seventeen of these calls, Ms. Lewinsky and President Clinton en-
gaged in phone sex.

Again, President Clinton carefully crafted his statements to give
the appearance of being candid, when actually he intended the op-
posite. In addition, throughout the testimony whenever he was
asked a specific question that could not be answered directly with-
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out either admitting the truth or giving an easily provable false an-
swer, he said, “I rely on my statement.” Nineteen times he relied
on this false and misleading statement; nineteen times, then, he re-
peated those lies. For example:

Q. Getting back to the conversation you had with Mrs.
Currie on January 18th, you told her—if she testified that
you told her, Monica came on to me and I never touched
her, you did, in fact, of course, touch Ms. Lewinsky, isn’t
that right, in a physically intimate way?

A. Now, I've testified about that. And that’s one of those
quesgons that I believe is answered by the statement that
I made.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 138.

He also admitted to the grand jury that, after the allegations
were publicly reported, that he made “misleading” statements to
particular aides whom he knew would likely be called to testify be-
fore the Grand Jury:

Q. Do you recall denying any sexual relationship with
Monica Lewinsky to the following people: Harry
Thomasson, Erskine Bowles, Harold Ickes, Mr. Podesta,
Mr. Blumenthal, Mr. Jordan, Ms. Betty Currie? Do you re-
call denying any sexual relationship with Monica
Lewinsky to those individuals?

A. I recall telling a number of those people that I didn’t
have, either I didn’t have an affair with Monica Lewinsky
or didn’t have sex with her. And I believe, sir, that—you’ll
have to ask them what they thought. But I was using
those terms in the normal way people use them. You'll
have to ask them what they thought I was saying.

Q. If they testified that you denied sexual relations or
relationship with Monica Lewinsky, or if they told us that
you denied that, do you have any reason to doubt them, in
the days after the story broke; do you have any reason to
doubt them?

A. No.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 104-05. President Clinton then was specifi-
cally asked whether he knew that his aides were likely to be called
before the grand jury:

Q. It may have been misleading, sir, and you knew
though, after January 21st when the Post article broke
and said that Judge Starr was looking into this, you knew
that they might be witnesses. You knew that they might
be called into a grand jury, didn’t you?

A. That’s right. I think I was quite careful what I said
after that. I may have said something to all these people
to that effect, but I'll also—whenever anybody asked me
any details, I said, look, I don’t want you to be a witness
or I turn you into a witness or give you information that
would get you in trouble. I just wouldn’t talk. I, by and
large, didn’t talk to people about it.

Q. If all of these people—let’s leave Mrs. Currie for a
minute. Vernon Jordan, Sid Blumenthal, John Podesta,
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Harold Ickes, Erskine Bowles, Harry Thomasson, after the
story broke, after Judge Starr’s involvement was known on
January 21st, have said that you denied a sexual relation-
ship with them. Are you denying that?

A. No.

Q. And you’ve told us that you

A. I'm just telling you what I meant by it. I told you
what I meant by it when they started this deposition.

Q. You've told us now that you were being careful, but
that it might have been misleading. Is that correct?

A. Tt might have been . . . . So, what I was trying to do
was to give them something they could—that would be
true, even if misleading in the context of this deposition,
and keep them out of trouble, and let’s deal—and deal
with what I thought was the almost ludicrous suggestion
that I had urged someone to lie or tried to suborn perjury,
in other words.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 106—08.
As the President testified before the grand jury, he maintained
that he was being truthful with his aides:

Q. You don’t remember denying any kind of sex in any
way, shape or form, and including oral sex, correct?

A. T remember that I issued a number of denials to peo-
ple that I thought needed to hear them, but I tried to be
careful and to be accurate, and I do not remember what
I said to John Podesta.

* * & * * * &

Q. Did you deny it to them or not, Mr. President?

A. Let me finish. So, what—I did not want to mislead
my friends, but I wanted to find language where I could
say that. I also, frankly, did not want to turn any of them
into witnesses, because I—and, sure enough, they all be-
came witnesses.

Q. Well, you knew they might be——

A. And so

Q. Witnesses, didn’t you?

A. And so I said to them things that were true about
this relationship. That I used—in the language I used, I
said, there’s nothing going on between us. That was true.
I said, I have not had sex with her as I defined it. That
was true. And did I hope that I would never have to be
here on this day giving this testimony? Of course.

But I also didn’t want to do anything to complicate this
matter further. So, I said things that were true. They may
have been misleading, and if they were I have to take re-
sponsibility for it, and I'm sorry.

Clinton 8/17/98 GJT at 100, 105-06. He stated that when he spoke
to his aides, he was careful with his wording. He stated that he
wanted his statement regarding “sexual relations” to be literally
true because he was only referring to intercourse.

However, John Podesta said that President Clinton denied sex
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“in any way whatsoever” “including oral sex.” He told Mr. Podesta,
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Mr. Bowles, Ms. Williams, and Harold Ickes that he did not have
a “sexual relationship” with that woman. Seven days after the
President’s grand jury appearance, the White House issued a docu-
ment entitled, “Talking Points January 24, 1998.” This “Talking
Points” document outlines proposed questions that the President
may be asked. It also outlines suggested answers to those ques-
tions. The “Talking Points” purport to state the President’s view of
sexual relations and his view of the relationship with Monica
Lewinsky.
The “Talking Points” state in relevant part as follows:

Q. What acts does the President believe constitute a sex-
ual relationship?

A. T can’t believe we're on national television discussing
this. I am not about to engage in an “act-by-act” discussion
of what constitutes a sexual relationship.

Q. Well, for example, Ms. Lewinsky is on tape indicating
that the President does not believe oral sex is adultery.
Would oral sex, to the President, constitute a sexual rela-
tionship?

A. Of course it would.

Based upon the foregoing, the President’s own talking points re-
fute the President’s “literal truth” argument.

M. ANSWERS TO THE COMMITTEE’S REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION

In an effort to avoid unnecessary work and to bring this inquiry
to an expeditious end, this Committee submitted to the President
eighty-one requests to admit or deny specific facts relevant to this
investigation. Although, for the most part, the questions could have
been answered with a simple “admit” or “deny”, President Clinton
chose to follow the pattern of selective memory, reference to other
testimony, blatant untruths, artful distortions, outright lies and
half truths he had already used. When he did answer, he engaged
in legalistic hairsplitting in an attempt to skirt the truth and to de-
ceive this Committee.

Thus, on at least twenty-three questions, President Clinton pro-
fessed a lack of memory despite the testimony of several witnesses
that he has a remarkable memory. In at least fifteen answers, he
merely referred to “White House Records.” He also referred to his
own prior testimony and that of others. He answered several of the
requests by merely restating the same deceptive answers that he
gave to the grand jury.

These half-truths, legalistic parsings, and evasive and misleading
answers were calculated to obstruct the efforts of this Committee.
They have had the effect of seriously hampering this Committee’s
ability to ascertain the truth. President Clinton has, therefore,
added obstruction of an inquiry by the Legislative Branch to his ob-
structions of justice before the Judicial Branch.

III. EXPLANATION OF ARTICLES
A. ARTICLE I—PERJURY IN THE GRAND JURY

On August 17, 1998, William Jefferson Clinton swore to tell the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth before a federal
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grand jury of the United States. Contrary to that oath, William Jef-
ferson Clinton willfully provided perjurious, false and misleading
testimony to the grand jury concerning one or more of the following:
(1) the nature and details of his relationship with a subordinate
government employee; (2) prior perjurious, false and misleading tes-
timony he gave in a federal civil rights action brought against him;
(3) prior false and misleading statements he allowed his attorney to
make to a Federal judge in that civil rights action; and (4) his cor-
rupt efforts to influence the testimony of witnesses and to impede the
discovery of evidence in that civil rights action.

1. The Committee concluded that, on August 17, 1998, the President
provided perjurious, false, and misleading testimony to a Fed-
eral grand jury concerning the nature and details of his rela-
tionship with a subordinate government employee

On August 17, 1998, the President gave perjurious, false, and
misleading testimony regarding his relationship with Monica
Lewinsky before a Federal grand jury. Such testimony includes the
following:

Q. Mr. President, were you physically intimate with
Monica Lewinsky?

A. Mr. Bittman, I think maybe I can save the—you and
the grand jurors a lot of time if I read a statement, which,
which I think will make it clear what the nature of my re-
lationship with Ms. Lewinsky was and how it related to
the testimony I gave, what I was trying to do in that testi-
mony. And I think it will perhaps make it possible for you
to ask even more relevant questions from your point of
view. And, with your permission, I'd like to read that
statement.

Q. Absolutely. Please, Mr. President.

A. When I was alone with Ms. Lewinsky on certain occa-
sions in early 1996 and once in early 1997, I engaged in
conduct that was wrong. These encounters did not consist
of sexual intercourse. They did not constitute sexual rela-
tions as I understood that term to be defined at my Janu-
ary 17th, 1998 deposition. But they did involve inappropri-
ate intimate contact.

These inappropriate encounters ended, at my insistence,
in early 1997. I also had occasional telephone conversa-
tions with Ms. Lewinsky that included inappropriate sex-
ual banter.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 8-9, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 460-61.

The President referred or reverted to this perjurious, false, and
misleading statement many times throughout his grand jury testi-
mony. For examples, see p. 37, lines 23-25, p. 38, lines 1-6; p. 101,
lines 11-21; p. 109, lines 6-25, p. 110, lines 7-13; p. 138, lines 16—
23; p. 166, lines 23-25, p. 167, lines 1-12.

This statement is misleading. The fact that it was prepared be-
forehand reveals an intent to mislead. The purpose of the state-
ment was to avoid answering specific questions related to the
President’s conduct with Ms. Lewinsky. This is evident from the
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fact that the President reverted to his statement 19 times in lieu
of answering direct questions required by a grand jury witness. He
used a prepared statement in order to justify the perjurious an-
swers he gave at his deposition, which were intended to affect the
outcome of the Jones case. See Article II analysis. The above quoted
testimony reveals some direct lies. For example, the sexual contact
between the President and Ms. Lewinsky was not limited to 1996
and 1997. It began in 1995, when Monica Lewinsky was a 21 year
old intern. The President and Ms. Lewinsky were not alone only on
“certain occasions.” They were alone at least 20 times, and had 11
sexual encounters. The “occasional” telephone conversations that
included “sexual banter” actually included 55 phone conversations,
during 17 of which they engaged in phone sex.

These direct lies, however, taken alone, do not constitute the
heart of the perjury committed by the President. Rather, the fact
that he provided to the grand jury a half-true, incomplete and mis-
leading statement as a true and complete characterization of his
conduct (as required by the oath), and used that statement as a re-
sponse to direct questions going to the heart of the investigation
into whether he committed perjury and obstructed justice related
to his deposition, constitutes a premeditated effort to thwart the in-
vestigation and to justify prior criminal wrongdoing.

The President also provided the following perjurious, false, and
misleading testimony regarding the nature and details of his rela-
tionship with a subordinate employee:

Q. Did you understand the words in the first portion of
the exhibit, Mr. President, that is, “For the purposes of
this deposition, a person engages in ‘sexual relations’ when
the person knowingly engages in or causes”?

Did you understand, do you understand the words there
in that phrase?

A. Yes. My—I can tell you what my understanding of the
definition is, if you want me to——

Q. Sure.

A [continuing]. Do it. My understanding of this defini-
tion is it covers contact by the person being deposed with
the enumerated areas, if the contact is done with an intent
to arouse or gratify. That’s my understanding of the defini-
tion.

Q. What did you believe the definition to include and ex-
clude? What kinds of activities?

A. T thought the definition included any activity by the
person being deposed, where the person was the actor and
came into contact with those parts of the bodies with the
purpose or intent or gratification, and excluded any other
activity.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 14-15, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 466-67.

This statement is perjurious. At the deposition of the President,
his attorney Mr. Bennett, in characterizing the affidavit of Monica
Lewinsky in which she stated that she did not have “sexual rela-
tions” with the President, stated that “sexual relations” in that affi-
davit meant “there is no sex of any kind in any manner, shape or
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form.” The President would have the grand jury, and now the
House of Representatives believe that the purposely broad defini-
tion of sexual relations, meant to address the affidavit filed, and
chosen by the court in the Jones case, meant something different
than the same words in Ms. Lewinsky’s affidavit and that it took
into account contorted and strained interpretations of words and
meanings. It is unrealistic to contemplate that the President, at his
deposition, honestly and without a desire to mislead, gave the
meaning to the definition of “sexual relations” that he testified to
before the grand jury.

During his deposition in the Jones case, President Clinton, hav-
ing knowledge of the false affidavit executed by Ms. Lewinsky de-
nying any relationship, asserted the same falsehood contained in
that affidavit which he encouraged her to file. He denied having a
“sexual affair, a sexual relationship or sexual relations” with
Monica Lewinsky. Deposition Testimony of President in the Jones
case, 1/17/98, pp. 78, 204. Thus, the question of whether there was
a sexual relationship between the President and this subordinate
employee became part of the OIC investigation into whether the
chief law enforcement officer of the country committed perjury and
obstructed justice, undermining the rule of law in a civil rights sex-
ual harassment case.

The OIC proceeded to gather a substantial body of evidence prov-
ing that the President did indeed subvert the judicial system by
lying under oath in his deposition and obstructing justice. This evi-
dence includes Ms. Lewinsky’s consistent and detailed testimony
given under oath regarding 11 specific sexual encounters with the
President, confirmation of the President’s semen stain on Monica
Lewinsky’s dress, and the testimony of Monica Lewinsky’s friends,
family members and counselors to whom she made near contem-
poraneous statements about the relationship. Ms. Lewinsky’s mem-
ory and accounts were further corroborated by her recollection of
times and phone calls which were shown to be correct with en-
trance logs and phone records. (For a summary of testimony and
citations to the record, see the OIC Referral, pp. 134-40).

As indicated, contrary to this compelling corroborated evidence,
President Clinton testified before the grand jury that he did not
have “sexual relations” with Ms. Lewinsky. The Committee has
concluded that the President lied under oath in making this state-
ment. The obligation to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
but the truth requires a complete answer and does not allow a de-
ponent to hide behind twisted interpretations that a reasonable
person would not draw. Such “technical accuracy,” as defined by
the President, may pose an even greater affront to the basic con-
cepts of judicial proceedings because it makes it impossible to
achieve the truth-seeking purpose of such a proceeding. Legal hair-
splitting used to bypass the requirement of telling the complete
truth directly challenges the deterrence factor of the nation’s per-
jury laws, denying a citizen her right to a constitutional orderly
disposition of her claims in a court of law.

While the President attempted to justify his perjurious deposi-
tion testimony regarding his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky by
continuing to supply misleading answers concerning the definition
of “sexual relations” used in the deposition, he lied before the
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grand jury about his contact with her even under his misleading
interpretation of that definition:

Q. If the person being deposed kissed the breast of an-
other person, would that be in the definition of sexual rela-
tions as you understood it in the Jones case.

A. Yes, that would constitute contact . . .

Q. So, touching, in your view then and now—the person
being deposed touching or kissing the breast of another
person would fall within the definition?

A. That’s correct sir.

Q. And you testified that you didn’t have sexual rela-
tions with Monica Lewinsky in the Jones deposition, under
that definition, correct?

A. That’s correct, sir.

Q. If the person being deposed touched the genitalia of
another person, would that be” and with the intent to
arouse the sexual desire, arouse or gratify, as defined in
definition (1), would that be, under your understanding
then and now

A. Yes, sir.

Q [continuing]. Sexual relations?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Yes it would?

A. Yes, it would. If you had direct contact with any of
these places in the body, if you had direct contact with in-
tent to arouse or gratify, that would fall within the defini-
tion.

Q. So, you didn’t do any of those three things

A. You

Q [continuing]. With Monica Lewinsky?

A. You are free to infer that my testimony is that I did
not have sexual relations, as I understood this term to be
defined.

Q. Including touching her breast, kissing her breast, or
touching her genitalia?

A. That’s correct.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton 8/17/98 p. 94-95, H.
Doc. 105-311 p. 546-47.

Another example of such perjurious, false, and misleading grand
jury testimony regarding the nature of this relationship can be
found on p. 92, lines 13-17. The President thus testified that even
under his strained and unrealistic interpretation of the definition
of “sexual relationship”, intended to cover that term as used in Ms.
Lewinsky’s false affidavit, the touching of her breasts and genitalia
would fall under that definition and thus would constitute sexual
relations. While it is curious that the President would assert that
oral sex would not constitute sexual relations, but the touching of
breasts would constitute such relations, even under his tortured re-
construction of the definition, the President committed perjury. He
denied before the grand jury that he engaged in “sexual relations
as I understood that term to be defined at my January 17th, 1998
deposition.” As mentioned above, he invoked this statement 19
times. Ms. Lewinsky testified under oath on several occasions that
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the President and she did engage in conduct that involved the
touching of breasts and genitalia and therefore did constitute sex-
ual relations even under the President’s admitted interpretation of
the definition.

Ms. Lewinsky had every reason to tell the truth to the grand
jury. She was under a threat of prosecution for perjury not only re-
garding her statements made on these occasions, but on the state-
ments made in her admittedly false affidavit if she did not tell the
truth, since truthful testimony was a condition of the immunity
agreement she made. As indicated, her testimony is also corrobo-
rated.

The vague and evasive responses given by the President were
made in violation of the oath he took to tell “the truth, the whole
truth and nothing but the truth.” He asserted in his grand jury tes-
timony that because of his interpretation behind the motives for
the lawsuit being brought, he was entitled in his deposition to an-
swer in a manner that was less than completely truthful. This ar-
gument has no basis in law and is detrimental to the purpose of
the oath. The technical and hair-splitting legal arguments ad-
vanced by the President that he did not have an obligation to tell
the complete truth unless a question was posed in a way that he
had no choice but to give the complete truth, or that he did not
“technically” perjure himself in his deposition, defy the common
sense and human experience which must be applied by any pro-
spective fact- finder in this case.

The President did not have to answer untruthfully in the grand
jury. The Constitution provided him with the opportunity to assert
his Fifth Amendment right to refuse to respond based on his opin-
ion that a completely truthful answer would tend to incriminate
him for prior acts of perjury and obstruction of justice. He was ap-
prised of this right in the grand jury proceeding:

Q. You have a privilege against self-incrimination. If a
truthful answer to any question would tend to incriminate
you, you can invoke the privilege and that invocation will
nol‘g be élsed against you. Do you understand that?

. I do.

Q. And if you don’t invoke it, however, any answer that
you give can and will be used against you. Do you under-
stand that, sir?

A. 1Ido.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 4-5, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 456-57.

Instead of invoking his right, the President chose to place his
own personal and political interests ahead of the interests of justice
and the nation and continued to assert that he did not have sexual
relations with Ms. Lewinsky. He also, as indicated infra, lied about
the truthfulness of his prior testimony and his efforts to influence
others related to the Jones action.

The Committee has concluded that the President’s statements to
the grand jury denying that he had sexual relations with Ms.
Lewinsky were calculated to avoid difficult questions regarding his
conduct and to project the appearance that he was being forthright
with the grand jury and the American people. In fact, his premedi-
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tated and carefully prepared statements were perjurious, false and
misleading in light of corroborated evidence to the contrary.

2. The Committee concluded that the President provided perjurious,
false, and misleading testimony to a Federal grand jury con-
cerning prior perjurious, false and misleading testimony he
gave in a federal civil rights action brought against him.

On August 17, 1998, the President gave perjurious, false, and
misleading testimony regarding prior statements of the same na-
ture he made in his deposition. Such testimony includes the follow-
ing:

Q. Now, you took the same oath to tell the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth on January 17th,
1998 in a deposition in the Paula Jones litigation; is that
correct, sir?

A. 1 did take an oath then.

Q. Did the oath you took on that occasion mean the
same to you then as it does today?

A. T believed then that I had to answer the questions
truthfully, that is correct.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 6-7, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 457-58.

Q. You're not going back on your earlier statement that
you understand you were sworn to tell the truth, the whole
truth and nothing but the truth to the folks at that deposi-
tion, are you, Mr. President?

A. No, sir, but I think we might as well put this out on

the table. You tried to get me to give a broader interpreta-
tion to my oath than just my obligation to tell the truth.
In other words, you tried to say, even though these people
are treating you in an illegal manner in illegally leaking
these depositions, you should be a good lawyer for them.
And if they don’t have enough sense to write—to ask a
question, and even if Mr. Bennett invited them to ask fol-
low-up questions, if they didn’t do it, you should have done
all their work for them.

Now, so I will admit this, sir. My goal in this deposition
was to be truthful, but not particularly helpful. I did not
wish to do the work of the Jones lawyers. I deplored what
they were doing. I deplored the innocent people they were
tormenting and traumatizing. I deplored their illegal leak-
ing. I deplored the fact that they knew, once they knew
our evidence, that this was a bogus lawsuit, and that be-
cause of the funding they had from my political enemies,
they were putting ahead. I deplored it.

But I was determined to work through the minefield of
gh(ils deposition without violating the law, and I believe I

id.
Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 79-80, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 531-32.
The President did not believe that he had given truthful answers
in his deposition testimony. If he had, he would not have related
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a false account of events to Betty Currie, his secretary, who he
knew, according to his own statements in the deposition, might be
called as a witness in the Jones case. He would not have told false
accounts to his aides who, he admitted, he knew would be called
to testify before the grand jury. The President understood from pre-
vious conversations with Monica Lewinsky that her affidavit, stat-
ing that they did not have “sexual relations”, was false. He knew
that the definition in the Jones case was meant to cover the same
activity as that mentioned in the affidavit. In fact, the affidavit was
directly mentioned in the President’s deposition. Rather than tell
the complete truth, the President lied about his relationship, the
cover stories, the affidavit, the subpoena and the search for a job
for Ms. Lewinsky at his deposition. He then denied committing per-
jury at his deposition before the grand jury. The President thus en-
gaged in a series of lies and obstruction, each one calculated to
cover the one preceding it.

Throughout his grand jury testimony, the President acknowl-
edged that he was bound to tell the truth during the January
17,1998, deposition in the Paula Jones case, as well as before the
grand jury on August 17, 1998:

Q. Mr. President, you understand that your testimony
here today is under oath?

A. 1 do.

Q. And do you understand that because you have sworn
to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, that if you were to lie or intentionally mislead the
grand jury, you could be prosecuted for perjury and/or ob-
struction of justice?

A. I believe that’s correct. . . .

Q. You understand that it requires you to give the whole
truth, that is, a complete answer to each question, sir?

A. I will answer each question as accurately and fully as
I can.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 457, H.
Doc. 105-311.

The President did not answer each question as accurately and
fully as he could have. In contrast to his assertions that he testified
truthfully when deposed on January 17, 1998, the record reflects
that the President did not “work through the minefield of [his dep-
osition in the case of Jones v. Clinton] without violating the law.”
In fact, the Committee has concluded that President Clinton made
multiple perjurious, false and misleading statements during his
deposition in the case of Jones v. Clinton. Thus, his assertion be-
fore the grand jury that he did not violate the law in the deposition
is itself a perjurious, false, and misleading statement and evidence
of his continuing efforts to deny and cover-up his criminal wrong-
doing. The details of the President’s perjurious, false, and mislead-
ing statements made during his deposition in the case of Jones v.
Clinton are set forth in Article II, Paragraph 2.
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3. The Committee concluded that the President provided perjurious,
false, and misleading testimony to a Federal grand jury con-
cerning prior false and misleading statements he allowed his
attorney to make to a Federal judge in that civil rights action

The President made perjurious, false and misleading statements
before the grand jury when he testified he did not allow his attor-
ney to refer to an affidavit before the judge in the Jones case that
he knew to be false:

Q. Mr. President, I want to before I go into a new sub-
ject area, briefly go over something you were talking about
with Mr. Bittman.

The statement of your attorney, Mr. Bennett, at the
Paul Jones deposition, “counsel is fully aware”—it’s page
54 line 5—“counsel is fully aware that Ms. Lewinsky has
filed, has an affidavit which they are in possession of say-
ing that there is no sex of any kind in any manner, shape
or form, with President Clinton?

That statement is made by your attorney in front of
Judge Susan Webber Wright, correct?

A. That’s correct.

Q. That statement is a completely false statement.
Whether or not Mr. Bennett knew of your relationship
with Ms. Lewinsky, the statement that there was “no sex
of any kind in any manner, shape or form, with President
Clinton,” was an utterly false statement. Is that correct?

A. Tt depends on what the meaning of the word “is” is.
If the—if he—if “is” means is and never has been, that is
not—that is one thing. If it means there is none, that was
a completely true statement.

But, as I have testified, and I'd like to testify again, this
is—it is somewhat unusual for a client to be asked about
his lawyer’s statements, instead of the other way around.
I was not paying a great deal of attention to this exchange.
I was focusing on my own testimony.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 57-58, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 509-510.

Further perjurious, false and misleading statements from the
President’s grand jury testimony regarding this issue can be found
on p. 24, lines 6-20; p. 25, lines 1-6; p. 59, lines 16-23; p. 60, lines
4-15, and p. 61, lines 4-15.

On January 15, 1998, Robert Bennett, attorney for President
Clinton in the case of Jones v. Clinton, obtained a copy of the affi-
davit Monica Lewinsky filed in an attempt to avoid having to tes-
tify in the case of Jones v. Clinton. Grand Jury Testimony of Frank
Carter, 6/18/98, pp. 1, 12-13, H. Doc. 105-316, pp. 420-21. In this
affidavit, Monica Lewinsky asserted that she had never had a sex-
ual relationship with President Clinton. At the President’s deposi-
tion on January 17, 1988, an attorney for Paula Jones began to ask
the President questions about his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky.
Mr. Bennett objected to the “innuendo” of the questions and he
pointed out that Ms. Lewinsky had signed an affidavit denying a
“sexual relationship” with the President. Mr. Bennett asserted that
this indicated “there is no sex of any kind in any manner, shape
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or form,” between the President and Ms. Lewinsky, and after a
warning from Judge Wright he stated that, “I am not coaching the
witness. In preparation of the witness for this deposition, the wit-
ness is fully aware of Ms. Jane Doe 6’s affidavit, so I have not told
him a single thing he doesn’t know.” Mr. Bennett clearly used the
affidavit in an attempt to stop the questioning of the President
about Ms. Lewinsky. The President did not say anything to correct
Mr. Bennett even though he knew the affidavit was false. Judge
Wright overruled Mr. Bennett’s objection and allowed the question-
ing to proceed. Deposition of President Clinton in the Jones case,
1/17/98, p. 54.

Later in the deposition, Mr. Bennett read the President the por-
tion of Ms. Lewinsky’s affidavit in which she denied having a “sex-
ual relationship” with the President and asked the President if Ms.
Lewinsky’s statement was true and accurate. The President re-
sponded: “That is absolutely true.” Deposition of President Clinton
in the case of Jones v. Clinton, 1/17/98, p. 204. The grand jury tes-
timony of Monica Lewinsky, given under oath and following a
grant of transnational immunity, confirmed that the contents of
her affidavit were not true:

Q. Paragraph 8 . . . [of the affidavit] says, “I have never
had a sexual relationship with the President.” Is that true?
A. No.
Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, H. Doc. 105—
311, p. 924.

When President Clinton was asked during his grand jury testi-
mony how he could have lawfully sat silent at his deposition while
his attorney made a false statement (“there is no sex of any kind,
in any manner shape or form”) to a United States District Court
Judge, the President first said that he was not paying “a great deal
of attention” to Mr. Bennett when he said this. The President’s
videotaped deposition, however, shows the President paying close
attention and squarely looking in Mr. Bennett’s direction while Mr.
Bennett was making the statement about “no sex of any kind.” The
President then argued that when Mr. Bennett made the assertion
that there “is no sex of any kind. . . . ,” Mr. Bennett was speaking
only in the present tense, as if he understood that to be the case
at the time the remark was made, and when he was allegedly not
paying attention to the remark. The President stated, “It depends
on what the meaning of the word “is” is, and that “[i]f it means
there is none, that was a completely true statement.” Grand Jury
Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 57-61, H. Doc. 105—
311, pp. 509-513; see also id., pp. 24-25, H. Doc. 105-311, pp. 476—
77

It is clear to the Committee that the President perjured himself
when he said that Mr. Bennett’s statement that there was “no sex
of any kind” was “completely true” depending on what the word
“is” is. The President did not want to admit that Mr. Bennett’s
statement was false, because to do so would have been to admit
that the term “sexual relations” as used in the Lewinsky affidavit
meant “no sex of any kind.” Admitting that would be to admit that
he perjured himself previously in his grand jury testimony and in
his prior deposition. Thus, the President engaged in an evolving se-
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ries of lies in sworn testimony in order to cover previous lies he
told in sworn testimony and previous obstructive conduct. In all of
this, it was the intention of the President to thwart the ability of
Paula Jones to bring a case against him and to sidetrack the OIC
investigation into his misconduct.

4. The Committee concluded that the President provided perjurious,
false, and misleading testimony to a Federal grand jury con-
cerning his corrupt efforts to influence the testimony of wit-
nesses and to impede the discovery of evidence in that civil
rights action

a. The President gave perjurious, false and misleading testi-
mony before the grand jury when he denied engaging in
a plan to hide evidence that had been subpoenaed in the
federal civil rights action against him

The President made the following perjurious, false, and mislead-
ing statements before the grand jury regarding efforts to hide evi-
dence that had been subpoenaed in the case of Jones v. Clinton.

Q. Getting back to your meeting with Ms. Lewinsky on
December 28, you are aware that she’s been subpoenaed.
You are aware, are you not, Mr. President, that the sub-
poena called for the production of, among other things, all
the gifts that you had given Ms. Lewinsky? You were
aware of that on December 28, weren’t you?

A. I'm not sure. And I understand this is an important
question. I did have a conversation with Ms. Lewinsky at
some time about gifts, the gifts I had given her. I do not
know whether it occurred on the 28th, or whether it oc-
curred earlier. I do not know whether it occurred in person
or whether it occurred on the telephone. I have searched
my memory for this, because I know it’s an important
issue.

Perhaps if you—I can tell you what I remember about
the conversation and you can see why I'm having trouble
placing the date.

Q. Please.

A. The reason I'm not sure it happened on the 28th is
that my recollection is that Ms. Lewinsky said something
to me like, what if they ask me about the gifts you've given
me. That’s the memory I have. That’s why I question
whether it happened on the 28th, because she had a sub-
poena with her, request for production.

And I told her if they asked for gifts, she’d have to give
them whatever she had, that that’s what the law was.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, p. 42-43, H.
Doc. 105-311, p. 494-495.

Essentially the same perjurious, false, and misleading testimony
is repeated by the President later in his grand jury testimony, p.
45, lines 11-23.

The following testimony was also given:

Q. After you gave her the gifts on December 28th, did
you speak with your secretary, Ms. Currie, and ask her to
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pick up a box of gifts that were some compilation of gifts
that Ms. Lewinsky would have——

A. No, sir, I didn’t do that.

Q [continuing]. To give to Ms. Currie?

A. I did not do that.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, p. 50, H. Doc.
105-311, p. 502.

Similar perjurious, false, and misleading grand jury testimony of
President Clinton can be found on p. 113, lines 16-25, p. 114, lines
1-25 of the transcript from that grand jury testimony of 8/17/98.

On December 19, 1997, Monica Lewinsky was served with a sub-
poena in connection with the case of Jones v. Clinton. The sub-
poena required her to testify at a deposition on January 23, 1998.
The subpoena also required her to produce each and every gift
given to her by President Clinton. On the morning of December 28,
1998, Ms. Lewinsky met with the President for about 45 minutes
in the Oval Office. By this time, President Clinton knew Ms.
Lewinsky had been subpoenaed. At this meeting they discussed the
fact that the gifts had been subpoenaed, including a hat pin, the
first gift Clinton had given Lewinsky. Monica Lewinsky testified
that at some point in this meeting she said to the President,
““Well, you know, I—maybe I should put the gifts away outside my
house somewhere or give them to someone, maybe Betty’. And he
sort of said—I think he responded, ‘T don’t know’ or ‘Let me think
about that.” And left that topic.” Grand Jury Testimony of Monica
Lewinsky, 8/6/98, p. 152, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 872; See also 7/27/98
OIC Interview of Monica Lewinsky, p. 7, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 1395.

President Clinton provided the following explanation to the
grand jury and this Committee regarding this conversation: “Ms.
Lewinsky said something to me like, what if they ask me about the
gifts you've given me,” but I do not know whether that conversation
occurred on December 28, 1997, or earlier. Whenever this conversa-
tion occurred, I testified, I told her “that if they asked her for gifts,
she’d have to give them whatever she had. . . .” I simply was not
concerned about the fact that I had given her gifts. Indeed, I gave
her additional gifts on December 28, 1997. Request for Admission
number 24; see also Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/
17/98, p. 43, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 495. The President’s statement
that he told Ms. Lewinsky that if the attorneys for Paula Jones
asked for the gifts, she had to provide them is perjurious, false and
misleading. It simply strains logic to believe the President would
encourage Monica Lewinsky to turn over the gifts. To do so would
have raised questions about their relationship and would have been
contrary to all of their other efforts to conceal the relationship, in-
cluding the filing of an affidavit denying a sexual relationship. The
fact that the President gave Ms. Lewinsky additional gifts on De-
cember 28, 1998, provides further evidence that the President did
not believe Ms. Lewinsky would provide gifts that had been sub-
poenaed. As Ms. Lewinsky testified, she never questioned, “that we
were ever going to do anything but keep this quiet.” This meant
that they had to take “whatever steps needed to be taken” to keep
it quiet. By giving more gifts to Monica Lewinsky after she received
a subpoena to appear for a deposition in the case of Jones v. Clin-
ton, the President was making another gesture of affection towards



44

Ms. Lewinsky to help ensure that she would not testify truthfully
regarding their relationship.

Ms. Lewinsky testified that she was never under the impression
from anything the President said that she should turn over to Ms.
Jones’s attorneys all the gifts that he had given her. Deposition of
Monica Lewinsky, 8/26/98, p. 58, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 1337. Addi-
tionally, she said she can’t answer why the President would give
her more gifts on the 28th when he knew she was under an obliga-
tion to produce gifts in response to a subpoena. She did testify,
however, that, “to me it was never a question in my mind and I—
from everything he said to me, I never questioned him, that we
were never going to do anything but keep this private, so that
meant deny it and that meant do—take whatever appropriate steps
needed to be taken, you know, for that to happen . . .. So by turn-
ing over these gifts, it would at least prompt [the Jones attorneys]
to question me about what kind of friendship I had with the Presi-
dent. . . .” Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, pp.
166-67, H. Doc. 105-311, pp. 886-87.

After this meeting on the morning of December 28th, Ms. Currie
called Monica Lewinsky and made arrangements to pick up gifts
the President had given to Ms. Lewinsky. Monica Lewinsky testi-
fied under oath before the grand jury that a few hours after meet-
ing with the President on December 28, 1997, a meeting in which
Ms. Lewinsky and President Clinton discussed the fact that gifts
given to her by Mr. Clinton had been subpoenaed in the case of
Jones v. Clinton, Betty Currie called her. The record indicates the
following discussion occurred:

Q. What did [Betty Currie] say?

A. She said, “I understand you have something to give
me.” Or, “The President said you have something to give
me.” Along those lines. . . .

Q. When she said something along the lines of “I under-
stand you have something to give me,” or “The President
says you have something for me,” what did you understand
her to mean?

A. The gifts.

Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, pp. 154-55, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 874.

Later in the day on December 28th, Ms. Currie drove to Ms.
Lewinsky’s home and Ms. Lewinsky gave her a sealed box that con-
tained several gifts Ms. Lewinsky had received from the President,
including the hat pin. Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky,
8/6/98, pp. 156-58, H. Doc. 105-311, pp. 875-78. Ms. Currie testi-
fied that she understood the box contained gifts from the President.
She took the box home and put it under her bed. Grand Jury Testi-
mony of Betty Currie, 5/6/98, pp. 107-8, H. Doc. 105-316, p. 581.
In Monica Lewinsky’s February 1, 1998 handwritten statement to
the OIC, which Ms. Lewinsky has testified is truthful, she stated,
“Ms. Currie called Ms. L later that afternoon and said that the
Pres. had told her Ms. L. wanted her to hold onto something for
her. Ms. LL boxed up most of the gifts she had received and gave
them to Ms. Currie.” 2/1/98 Handwritten Proffer of Monica
Lewinsky, p. 7, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 715.
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Betty Currie testified that she did not recall the President telling
her that Ms. Lewinsky wanted her to retrieve and hold some items;
that Ms. Lewinsky called her and asked her to come get the gifts.
Grand Jury Testimony of Betty Currie, 5/6/98, pp. 105—6, H. Doc.
105-316, p. 581. When asked if a contrary statement by Ms.
Lewinsky—indicating that Ms. Currie had in fact spoken to the
President about the gift transfer—would be false, Ms. Currie re-
plied: “She may remember better than I. I don’t remember.” Grand
Jury Testimony of Betty Currie, 5/6/98, p. 126, H. Doc. 105-316, p.
584.

Further evidence before the Committee reveals that Betty Currie
telephoned Monica Lewinsky regarding the gifts, and not the other
way around:

Mr. Schippers: When Ms. Currie, when they wanted to
get rid of the gifts, Ms. Currie went and picked them up,
put them under her bed to keep them from anybody else.
Another mission accomplished?

Mr. Starr: That’s right.

Mr. Schippers: By the way, there has been some talk
here that Monica said that she recalled that Betty Currie
called her and said, either the President wants me to pick
something up, or I understand you have something for me
to pick up. Later, Ms. Currie backed off that and said,
well, I am not sure, maybe Monica called me. In the mate-
rial that you made available, you and your staff made
available to us, there were 302s in which Monica said, I
think when Betty called me, she was using her cell phone.
Do you recall that, Judge Starr?

Mr. Starr: I do.

Mr. Schippers: And in that same material that is in your
office that both parties were able to review and that we
did, in fact, review, there are phone records of Ms. Currie;
are there not?

Mr. Starr: There are.

Mr. Schippers: And there is a telephone call on her cell
phone to Monica Lewinsky’s home on the afternoon of De-
cember 28, 1997; isn’t there?

Mr. Starr: That is correct.

Mr. Schippers: Once again, Monica is right and she has
been corroborated, right?

Mr. Starr: That certainly tends to corroborate Ms.
Lewinsky’s recollection.

Impeachment Hearing on Inquiry Pursuant to H. Res. 581, Thurs-
day, November 19, 1998, Transcript pp. 407—409.

President Clinton testified before the grand jury, and reiterated
to this Committee (Request for Admission number 26) that he did
not recall any conversation with Ms. Currie on or about December
28, 1997, about gifts previously given to Ms. Lewinsky and that he
never told Ms. Currie to take possession of gifts he had given Ms.
Lewinsky. Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, p.
50, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 502; see also Grand Jury Testimony of
President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 113-114, H. Doc. 105-311, pp. 565—
66. This answer is false and misleading because the evidence re-
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veals that Betty Currie did call Monica Lewinsky about the gifts
and there is no reason for her to do so unless instructed by the
President. Because she did not personally know of the gift issue,
there is no other way Ms. Currie could have known to call Ms.
Lewinsky about the gifts unless the President told her to do so.
The President had a motive to conceal the gifts because both he
and Ms. Lewinsky were concerned that the gifts might raise ques-
tions about their relationship. By confirming that the gifts would
not be produced, the President ensured that these questions would
not arise. The concealment and non-production of the gifts to the
attorneys for Paula Jones allowed the President to provide false
and misleading statements about the gifts at his deposition in the
Jones case. Additionally, Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony on this subject
has been consistent and unequivocal; she provided the same facts
in February, July and August. Betty Currie’s cell phone records
show that she placed a one minute call to Monica Lewinsky on the
afternoon of December 28th.

b. The President made perjurious, false, and misleading
statements before the grand jury regarding his knowledge
that the contents of an affidavit executed by a subordi-
nate federal employee who was a witness in the federal
civil rights action brought against him were untrue

The President provided the following perjurious, false and mis-
leading testimony to the grand jury:

Q. Did you tell her to tell the truth?

A. Well, I think the implication was she would tell the
truth. I've already told you that I felt strongly she could
execute an affidavit that would be factually truthful, that
might get her out of having to testify. Now, it obviously
wouldn’t if the Jones people knew this, because they knew
if they could get this and leak it, it would serve their larg-
er purposes, even if the judge ruled that she couldn’t be a
witness in that case. The judge later ruled she wouldn’t be
a witness in that case. The judge later ruled the case had
no merit.

So, I knew that. And did I hope she’d be able to get out
of testifying on an affidavit? Absolutely. Did I want her to
execute a false affidavit? No, I did not.

Q. If Monica has stated that her affidavit that she didn’t
have a sexual relationship with you is, in fact, a lie, I take
it you disagree with that.

A. No. I told you before what I thought the issue was
there. I think the issue is how do you define sexual rela-
tionship. And there is no definition imposed on her at the
time she executed the affidavit. Therefore, she was free to
give it any reasonable meaning.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, p. 119-120, H.
Doc. 105-311, p. 571-572.

A similar perjurious, false, and misleading statement can be
found at p. 20, lines 20-25, p. 21, lines 1-16 of the President’s
grand jury testimony
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The President also provided the following perjurious, false, and
misleading testimony regarding his knowledge that the contents of
the affidavit were untrue:

Q. And do you remember that Ms. Lewinsky’s affidavit
said that she had had no sexual relationship with you. Do
you remember that?

A. I do.

Q. And do you remember in the deposition that Mr. Ben-
nett asked you about that. This is at the end of the—to-
wards the end of the deposition. And you indicated, he
asked you whether the statement that Ms. Lewinsky made
in her affidavit was——

A. Truthful.
Q.—True. And you indicated that it was absolutely cor-
rect.

A. I did. And at the time she made the statement, and
indeed to the present day because, as far as I know, she
was never deposed since the Judge ruled she would not be
permitted to testify in a case the Judge ruled had no
merit; that is, this case we'’re talking about.

I believe at the time she filled out this affidavit, if she
believed that the definition of sexual relationship was two
people having intercourse, then this is accurate. And I be-
lieve that is the definition that most ordinary Americans
would give it.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 20-21, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp.472-73.

Monica Lewinsky filed an affidavit in the Jones case, in which
she denied ever having a sexual relationship with the President.
During his deposition in that case, the President affirmed that the
statement of Monica Lewinsky in her affidavit denying a sexual re-
lationship was “absolutely true.” Deposition of President Clinton in
the case of Jones v. Clinton, 1/17/98, p. 204. Monica Lewinsky has
stated that she is “100 percent sure” that the President suggested
she might want to sign an affidavit to avoid testifying in the case
of Jones v. Clinton. 8/19/98 OIC interview of Monica Lewinsky, pp.
4-5, H. Doc. 105-311, pp. 1558-9, see also Grand Jury Testimony
of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, pp. 123—24, H. Doc. 105-311, pp. 834—
44. President Clinton told this Committee he believed he told Ms.
Lewinsky “other witnesses had executed affidavits, and there was
a chance they would not have to testify.” Request for Admission
number 18. The President gave the following testimony before the
grand jury “And did I hope she’d be able to get out of testifying on
an affidavit? Absolutely. Did I want her to execute a false affidavit?
No I did not.” Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98,
p- 119, H. Doc. 105-311, p. 571.

This testimony is false and misleading because it is not possible
that Monica Lewinsky could have filed a full and truthful affidavit,
i.e. an affidavit acknowledging a sexual relationship with the Presi-
dent, that would have helped her to avoid a deposition in the Jones
case. The attorneys for Paula Jones were seeking evidence of sex-
ual relationships the President may have had with other state or
federal employees. Such information is often deemed relevant in
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sexual harassment lawsuits to help prove the underlying claim of
the Plaintiff and Judge Susan Weber Wright ruled that Paula
Jones was entitled to this information for purposes of discovery.
Consequently, if Monica Lewinsky acknowledged a sexual relation-
ship with the President in her affidavit, then she certainly could
not have avoided a deposition. The President had to be aware of
this and this renders his grand jury testimony on this subject false
and misleading.

c. The President made perjurious, false, and misleading state-
ments before the grand jury when he recited a false ac-
count of the facts regarding his interactions with Monica
Lewinsky to Betty Currie, a potential witness in the fed-
eral civil rights action brought against him

The President provided the following perjurious, false and mis-
leading testimony concerning the false account he provided to Betty
Currie regarding his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky:

Q. What was your purpose in making these statements
to Miss Currie, if they weren’t for the purpose to try to
suggest to her if ever asked?

A. Now, Mr. Bittman, I told you, the only thing I re-
member is when all the stuff blew up, I was trying to fig-
ure out what the facts were. I was trying to remember.

Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, p. 138-39, H.
Doc. 105-311, pp. 590-91.

For very similar perjurious, false and misleading grand jury tes-
timony of President Clinton, see p. 54, lines 19-25, p. 55, lines 1—
25 and p. 56, lines 1-16; p. 130, lines 18-25, p. 131, lines 1-14; p.
141, lines 7-12 and 23-25, p. 142, lines 1-3.

The record reflects that President Clinton attempted to influence
the testimony of Betty Currie, his personal secretary, by coaching
her to recite inaccurate answers to possible questions that might
be asked of her if called to testify in the Paula Jones case. The
President did this shortly after he had been deposed in the case.

In his grand jury testimony and responses to the Committee’s
Requests for Admission, the President was occasionally evasive and
vague on this point. He stated that on January 18, 1998, he met
with Ms. Currie and “. . . asked her certain questions, in an effort
to get as much information as quickly as I could and made certain
statements, although I do not remember exactly what I said.”
Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, H. Doc. 105—
311, p. 508; Response of President Clinton to Question No. 52 of
the Committee’s Requests for Admission. The President added that
he urged Ms. Currie to “tell the truth” after learning that the Of-
fice of Independent Counsel (OIC) might subpoena her to testify.
(Id at p. 591.)

The President also stated that he could not recall how many
times he had talked to Ms. Currie or when, in response to OIC
questioning on the subject of a similar meeting that took place on
or about January 20 or 21, 1998. He claimed that by asking ques-
tions of Ms. Currie he was only attempting to “. . . ascertain what
the facts were, trying to ascertain what Betty’s perception was.”
Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, H. Doc. 105—
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311, pp. 592-93; Response of President Clinton to Question No. 53
of the Committee’s Requests for Admission.

While testifying before the grand jury, Ms. Currie was more pre-
cise in her recollection of the two meetings. An OIC attorney asked
her if the President had made a series of leading statements or
questions that were similar to the following:

You were always there when she [Monica Lewinsky] was
there, right? We were never really alone.”

You could see hear and hear everything.

Monica came on to me, and I never touched her, right?

She wanted to have sex with me and I couldn’t do that.

In her testimony Ms. Currie indicated that the President’s re-
marks were “more like statements than questions.” Based on his
demeanor and the manner in which he asked the questions, she
concluded that the President wanted her to agree with him. Ms.
Currie thought that the President was attempting to gauge her re-
action, and appeared concerned. OIC Referral, H. Doc. 105-3 10,
pp. 191-92; Grand Jury Testimony of Betty Currie, 1/27/98, pp. 71—
76, H. Doc. 105-316, pp. 559-60.

Ms. Currie also acknowledged that while she indicated to the
President that she agreed with him, in fact she knew that, at
times, he was alone with Ms. Lewinsky and that she could not or
did not hear or see the two of them while they were alone.

As to their subsequent meeting on January 20 or 21, 1998, Ms.
Currie stated that “. . . it was sort of a recapitulation of what we
had talked about on Sunday [January 18, 19981. . . .” Grand Jury
Testimony of Betty Currie, 1/27/98, p. 81, H. Doc. 105-316, p. 561.

d. The President made perjurious, false and misleading state-
ments before the grand jury concerning statements he
made to aides regarding his relationship with Monica
Lewinsky

The President gave the following perjurious testimony under
oath before the grand jury:

Q. Did you deny to them or not, Mr. President?

A. Let me finish. So, what—I did not want to mislead
my friends but I want to define language where I can say
that. I also, frankly, do not want to turn any of them into
witnesses, because I—and, sure enough, they all became
witnesses.

Q. Well you knew they might be——

A. And so

Q. Witnesses, didn’t you?

A. And so I said to them things that were true about
this relationship. That I used—in the language I used, I
said, there is nothing go on between us. That was true. 1
said, I have not had sex with her as I defined it. That was
true. And did I hope that I would never have to be here
on this day giving this testimony? Of course. But I also
didn’t want to do anything to complicate this matter fur-
ther. So, I said things that were true. They may have been
misleading, and if they were, I have to take responsibility
for it, and I'm sorry.
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Grand Jury Testimony of President Clinton 8/17/98, p. 105-106, H.
Doc. 105-311 p. 557-558.

Another perjurious, false and misleading statement by the Presi-
dent regarding conversations with his aides is recorded on p. 100,
lines 20-25 of the grand jury transcript.

The following grand jury testimony of several Presidential aides
demonstrates that the President’s testimony that he “said things
that were true” to his aides is clearly perjurious, false and mislead-
ing.

The record reflects that President Clinton met with a total of five
aides who would later be called to testify before the grand jury
shortly after the President’s deposition in the Paula Jones case and
following a Washington Post story, published on January 21, 1998,
which detailed the relationship between the President and Monica
Lewinsky. During the meetings the President made untrue state-
ments to his aides:

Sidney Blumenthal

Testifying before the grand jury on June 4, 1998, Sidney
Blumenthal, an Assistant to the President, related the following
discussion he had with the President on January 21, 1998:

He said Dick Morris had called him that day and he said
Dick had told him that Nixon—he had read the newspaper
and he said “You know, Nixon could have survived if he
had gone on television and given an address and said ev-
erything he had done wrong and got it all out in the begin-
ning.”

And I said to the President, “What have you done
wrong?” And he said, “Nothing, I haven’t done anything
wrong.” I said, “Well then, that’s one of the stupidest
things I've ever heard. Why would you do that if you've
done nothing wrong?

And it was at that point that he gave his account of
what had happened to me and he said that Monica—and
it came very fast. He said, “Monica Lewinsky came at me
and made a sexual demand on me.” He rebuffed her. He
said, I've gone down that road before, I've caused pain for
a lot of people and I'm not going to do that again.”

Grand Jury Testimony of Sidney Blumenthal, 6-4-98, p. 49, H.
Doc. 105-316, p. 185.

John Podesta

In his grand jury testimony on June 16, 1998, then White House
Deputy Chief of Staff John Podesta (now Chief Of Staff) testified
to the following regarding a January 21, 1998 meeting with Presi-
dent Clinton:

A. And we went in to see the President.

Q. Who'’s we?

A. Mr. Bowles, myself and Ms. Matthews.

Q. Okay. Tell us about that.

A. And we started off the meeting—we didn’t—I don’t
think we said anything, and I think the President directed
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this specifically to Mr. Bowles. He said, “Erskine, I want
you to know that this story is not true.

Q. What else did he say?

A. He said that—that he had not had a sexual relation-
ship with her, and that he never asked anybody to lie.

Grand Jury Testimony of John Podesta, 6/16/98, p. 85, H. Doc.
105-316, p. 3310.
Erskine Bowles had the following recollection of the same meet-
ing:
A. And this was the day this huge story breaks. And the
three of us walk in together—Sylvia Matthews, John Pode-
sta and me—into the oval office, and the President was
standing behind his desk.
Q. About what time of day is this?
A. This is approximately 9:00 in the morning or some-
thing—you know, in that area. And he looked up at us and
he said the same thing he said to the American people. He
said, I want you to know I did not have sexual relation-
ships with this woman Monica Lewinsky. I did not ask
anybody to lie. And when the facts come out, you’ll under-
stand.

Grand Jury Testimony of Erskine Bowles, 4/2/98, pp. 83-84, H.
Doc. 105-316, p. 239.

The record indicates the President also had a January 23, 1998,
conversation with John Podesta, in which you stated that you had
never had an affair with Monica Lewinsky?

A. See, we were getting ready to do the State of the
Union prep and he was working on the state of the union
draft back in his study. I went back there to just to kind
of get him going—this is the first thing in the morning—
you know, we sort of get engaged. I asked him how he was
doing, and he said he was working on this draft, and he
said to me that he had never had sex with her, and that—
he never asked—you know, he repeated the denial, but he
was extremely explicit in saying he never had sex with
her.

Q. How do you mean?

A. Just what I said.

Q. Okay. Not explicit, in the sense that he got more spe-
cific than sex, than the word “sex.”

A. Yes, he was more specific than that.

Q. Okay. Share that with us.

A. Well, I think he said—he said that—there was some
spate of, you know, what sex acts were counted, and he
said that he had never had sex with her in any way
whatsoever——

Q. Okay.

A. That they had not had oral sex.

Q. No question in you mind he’s denying any sex in any
way, shape or form, correct?

A. That’s correct.
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Grand Jury Testimony of John Podesta, 6/16/98, pp. 91-3, H. Doc.
105-316, p. 3311.

In that same January 23rd conversation with John Podesta, the
President stated he was not alone with Monica Lewinsky in the
Oval Office, and that Betty Currie was either in his presence or
outside his office with the door open while he was visiting with
Monica Lewinsky:

Q. Did the President ever speak to that issue with you,
the issue of if he didn’t have an improper relationship with
Ms. Lewinsky, what was she doing there so often? Did he
ever speak to that?

A. He said to me—I don’t think it was in this conversa-
tion, I think it was a couple weeks later. He said to me
that after she left, that when she had come by, she came
to see Betty, and that he—when she was there, either
Betty was with them—either that she was with Betty
when he saw her or that he saw her in the Oval Office
with the door open and Betty was around—and Betty was
out at her desk.

Grand Jury Testimony of John Podesta, 6/16/98, p. 88, H. Doc.
105-316, p. 3310.

Harold Ickes

On or about January 26, 1998, The President had a conversation
with Harold Ickes, in which he made statements to the effect that
he did not have an affair with Monica Lewinsky:

Q. What did the President say about Monica Lewinsky?

A. The only discussion I recall having with him, he de-
nied that he had had sexual relations with Ms. Lewinsky
and denied that he had—I don’t know how to capsulize
it—obstructed justice, let’s use that phrase.

Grand Jury Testimony of Harold Ickes, 6/10/98, p. 21, H. Doc. 105—
316, p. 1487; See also Grand Jury Testimony of Harold Ickes from
8/5/98, p. 88, H. Doc. 105-316, p. 1610 (“He denied to me that he
had had a sexual relationship. I don’t know the exact phrase, but
the vs;ord ‘sexual’ was there. And he denied any obstruction of jus-
tice”)).

5. Explanation of the Rogan Amendment to Article 1

The Committee adopted an amendment to Article I of the Resolu-
tion offered by Representative Rogan of California. Article I ad-
dresses certain statements which the President made during his
grand jury testimony on August 17, 1997. More explicitly, the Arti-
cle charges the President with providing perjurious, false, and mis-
leading testimony governing the following topics:

The nature and details of his relationship with a subordinated
Government employee;

Prior testimony in a deposition he gave in a Federal civil
rights action against brought against him in the case of Jones
v. Clinton;

Prior false and misleading statements he allowed his attor-
ney to make to a Federal judge in that civil rights action; and
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His corrupt efforts to influence the testimony of witnesses
and to impede the discovery of evidence in that civil rights ac-
tion.

The Rogan amendment supplements the language of Article I by
specifying that the President willfully provided perjurious, false,
and misleading testimony to the grand jury concerning any one or
more of the four topics enumerated. In other words, contrary to his
grand jury oath, the President provided perjurious, false, and mis-
leading testimony about “one or more” of the four topics.

The Rogan language simply tracks identical language invoked in
the 1974 Articles of Impeachment against President Nixon. Like
the evidence in the Nixon precedent, the evidence in the instant
case is sufficient to sustain President Clinton’s culpability under
Article I for his testimony concerning all four topics collectively, or
each topic individually.

B. ARTICLE II—PERJURY IN THE CIVIL CASE

1. The Committee concluded that the President provided perjurious,
false, and misleading testimony in a Federal civil rights action
in response to written questions

On December 23, 1997, William Jefferson Clinton, in sworn an-
swers to written questions asked as part of a Federal civil rights ac-
tion brought against him, willfully provided perjurious, false and
misleading testimony in response to questions deemed relevant by a
Federal judge concerning conduct and proposed conduct with subor-
dinate employees.

The evidence reveals that the President Clinton made perjurious,
false, and misleading statements in response to written interrog-
atories in the civil rights case of Jones v. Clinton. The perjurious,
false, and misleading statements are set forth below:

1. Interrogatory Number 10: Please state the name, address, and
telephone number of each and every individual (other than Hil-
lary Rodham Clinton) with whom you had sexual relations
when you held any of the following positions:

a. Attorney General of the State of Arkansas;
b. Governor of the State of Arkansas;
c. President of the United States.

On December 11, 1997, the Court issued an order modifying the
scope of the interrogatories to incidents from May 8, 1986 to the
present involving state or federal employees and compelling the
President to answer the interrogatories.

The President’s December 23, 1997, supplemental response to In-
terrogatory Number 10 (as modified by direction of the Court):
None

2. Interrogatory Number 11: Please state the name, address, and
telephone number of each and every individual (other than Hil-
lary Rodham Clinton) with whom you sought to have sexual re-
lations when you held any of the following positions:

a. Attorney General of the State of Arkansas;
b. Governor of the State of Arkansas;
c. President of the United States.
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The same court order modifying the scope of the interrogatories
to incidents from May 8, 1986 to the present involving state or fed-
eral employees and compelling the President to answer the inter-
rogatories was applicable to this question.

The President’s December 23, 1997, supplemental response to In-
terrogatory Number 10 (as modified by direction of the Court):
None

It is clear from the evidence before the Committee that the Presi-
dent did have sexual relations with Monica Lewinsky, a young,
subordinate federal employee in the Oval Office complex of the
White House while he was President of the United States. It is also
evident that he sought to have sexual relations with her. This evi-
dence includes, as cited previously, the sworn testimony of Monica
Lewinsky, corroborated by the testimony of others and by phone
and entrance records. In addition, DNA evidence before the Com-
mittee reveals that the President’s semen was found on Ms.
Lewinsky’s dress.

2. The Committee concluded that the President provided perjurious,
false, and misleading testimony in a Federal civil rights action
in his deposition

On January 17, 1998, William dJefferson Clinton swore under
oath to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth in
a deposition given as part of a Federal civil rights action brought
against him. Contrary to that oath, William Jefferson Clinton will-
fully provided perjurious, false and misleading testimony in re-
sponse to questions deemed relevant by a Federal judge concerning
the nature and details of his relationship with a subordinate gouv-
ernment employee, his knowledge of that employee’s involvement
and participation in the civil rights action brought against him,
and his corrupt efforts to influence the testimony of that employee.

The record indicates that on January 17, 1998, before beginning
to respond to questions during a deposition in a civil rights lawsuit
in which he was a named defendant, the President answered in the
affirmative to the question, “Do you swear and affirm that your
testimony will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the
truth, so help you God.” In the President’s Response for Admissions
Number 5, the President admits that he took an oath to tell the
truth before his deposition in the Jones v. Clinton case.

a. The President lied in his deposition about the nature of his
conduct with a subordinate federal employee who was a
witness in the federal civil rights action brought against
him

In the President’s Deposition he admits that Monica Lewinsky is
a federal employee:

Q. Now, do you know a woman named Monica
Lewinsky?

A. Tdo.

Q. How do you know her?

A. She worked in the White House for a while, first as
?_n intern, and then in, as the, in the legislative affairs of-
ice.
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Deposition of President Clinton, 1/17/97, p. 1.

The President was asked about his conduct with Monica
Lewinsky and in his deposition he denied having sexual relations
with Monica Lewinsky. The definition of sexual relations was: “For
purposes of this deposition, a person engages in ‘sexual relations’
when the person knowingly engages in or causes—(1) contact with
the genitalia, anus, groin, breast, inner thigh, or buttocks of any
person with an intent to arouse or gratify the sexual desire of any
person; (2) contact between any part of the person’s body or an ob-
ject and the genitals or anus of another person; or (3) contact be-
tween the genitals or anus of the person and any part of another
person’s body. ‘Contact’ means intentional touching, either directly
or through clothing.”

Q. Did you have an extramarital sexual affair with
Monica Lewinsky?

A. No.

Q. If she told someone that she had a sexual affair with
you beginning in November of 1995, would that be a lie?

A. It’s certainly not the truth. It would not be the truth.

Q. I think I used the term “sexual affair.” And so the
record is completely clear, have you ever had sexual rela-
tions with Monica Lewinsky, as that term is defined in
Deposition Exhibit 1, as modified by the Court.

A. I have never had sexual relations with Monica
Lewinsky. I've never had an affair with her.

Deposition of President Clinton, 1/17/98, p. 78.

According to the sworn testimony of Monica Lewinsky, she and
the President had 11 sexual encounters, 8 while she worked at the
White House and 2 thereafter. The sexual encounters generally oc-
curred in or near the oval office private study. The evidence indi-
cates that the conduct the President had with Ms. Lewinsky met
the definition and that he lied about their conduct. According to
Ms. Lewinsky, she performed oral sex on the President; he never
performed oral sex on her. OIC Referral, H. Doc. 105-310, p. 17.

The record indicates an agreement to deny the conduct and that
a relationship existed between the President and Monica Lewinsky:

Q. Had you talked with [the President] earlier [than De-
cember 17] about . . . false explanations about what you
were doing visiting him on several occasions?

A. Several occasions throughout the entire relation-
ship. . . . It was the pattern of the relationship to sort of
conceal it.

Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, p. 124, H. Doc.
105-311, p. 844.

The Committee has concluded that the President lied under oath
about his relationship with Monica Lewinsky in his deposition in
accord with an agreement to lie developed earlier.
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b. The President lied in his deposition after being asked if
anyone had reported to him within the past two weeks
that they had had a conversation with a subordinate fed-
eral employee concerning the Jones v. Clinton lawsuit

Q. . . . within the past two weeks has anyone reported
to you that they had had a conversation with Monica
Lewinsky concerning this lawsuit?

A. I don’t believe so. I'm sorry, I just don’t believe so.

Deposition of President Clinton, 1/17/98, pp. 12-13 of public copy.

The record indicates that a telephone conversation took place on
January 6, 1998, with Vernon Jordan and President Clinton during
which President Clinton discussed Monica Lewinsky’s affidavit, yet
to be filed, in the case of Jones v. Clinton. See Telephone Calls,
Table 35, included in Appendix G as referenced in note 928, H.
Doc. 105-310, p. 108 (Vernon Jordan telephones the President less
than 30 minutes after speaking with Monica Lewinsky over the
telephone about her draft affidavit).

The record indicates that the President had knowledge of the fact
that Monica Lewinsky executed for filing an affidavit in the case
of Jones v. Clinton on January 7, 1998.

Q. . [Y]lou conveyed . . . both to Betty Currie and to
the Pre51dent—namely, that you knew Ms. Lewinsky had
signed the affidavit [on January 7, 1998]?

A. “Right.”

Grand Jury Testimony of Vernon Jordan, 5/5/98, p. 223, H. Doc.
105-316, p. 1828.

The record indicates that on or about January 7, 1998, the Presi-
dent had a discussion with Vernon Jordan in which Mr. Jordan
mentioned that Monica Lewinsky executed for filing an affidavit in
the case of Jones v. Clinton.

Q. Okay, do you believe that it would have been during
one of these calls [phone conversations between the Presi-
dent and Vernon Jordan on January 7, 1998] that you
would have indicated to the President that Ms. Lewinsky
had, in fact, signed the affidavit?

A. That, too, is a reasonable assumption.

Grand Jury Testimony of Vernon Jordan, 5/5/98, p. 224, H. Doc.
105-316, p. 1828.

Furthermore, the President acknowledged before the grand jury
and to this Committee, that Vernon Jordan discussed Monica
Lewinsky’s affidavit with him and within two weeks of his deposi-
tion. “As I testified before the grand jury, ‘I believe that [Mr. Jor-
dan] did notify us’ when she signed the affidavit. While I do not
remember the timing, as I told the grand jury, I have no reason
to doubt Mr. Jordan’s statement that he notified me about the affi-
davit around January 7, 1998.” See Request for Admission number
29 and Grand Jury testimony of President Clinton, 8/17/98, H. Doc.
105-311, p. 525.
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c. The President lied in his deposition about his being alone
or in certain locations with a subordinate federal em-
ployee who was a witness in the action brought against
him

President Clinton gave the following testimony under oath in his
deposition in the case of Jones v. Clinton regarding the subject:

Q. Is it true that when she worked at the White House
she met with you several times?

A. I don’t know about several times. There was a period
when the Republican Congress shut the government down
that the whole White House was being run by interns, and
she was assigned to work back in the chief of staffs office,
and we were all working there, and so I saw her on two
or three occasions then, and then when she worked at the
White House, I think there was one or two other times
when she brought some documents to me.

Deposition of President Clinton, 1/17/98, pp. 50-51.

Q. At any time were you and Monica Lewinsky alone in
the r?allway between the Oval Office and this kitchen
area?

A. T don’t believe so, unless we were walking back to the
back dining room with the pizzas. I just, I don’t remember.
I don’t believe we were alone in the hallway, no.

Q. Are there doors at both ends of the hallway?

A. They are, and they’re always open.

Q. At any time have you and Monica Lewinsky ever
been alone together in any room in the White House?

A. T think I testified to that earlier. I think that there
is a, it is—I have no specific recollection, but it seems to
me that she was on duty on a couple of occasions working
for the legislative affairs office and brought me some
things to sign, something on the weekend. That’s—I have
a general memory of that.

Q. Do you remember anything that was said in any of
those meetings.

A. No. You know, we just have conversation. I don’t re-
member.

Deposition of President Clinton, 1/17/98, p. 58.

The record indicates that a plan existed to cover the fact that
they were alone and were having a sexual relationship. Monica
Lewinsky provided the following testimony under oath regarding
this subject:

Q. I would like to ask you some questions about any
steps you took to keep your relationship with the President
secret.

A. Alot.

Q. All right. Well, why don’t we just ask the question
open-endedly and we’ll follow up.

A. Okay. I'm sure, as everyone can imagine, that this is
a kind of relationship that you keep quiet, and we both
wanted to be careful being in the White House. Whenever
I would visit him during—when—during my tenure at the
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White House, we always—unless it was sort of a chance
meeting on the weekend and then we ended up back in the
office, we would usually plan that I would either bring pa-
pers, or one time we had accidentally bumped into each
other in the hall and went from that way, so then we
planned to do that again because that seemed to work
well. But we always—there was always some sort of a
cover.

Q. When you say you planned to bring papers, did you
ever discuss with the President the fact that you would try
to use that as a cover?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. What did the two of you say in those conversa-
tions?

A. I don’t remember exactly. I mean, in general, it might
have been something like me saying, well, maybe once I
got there kind of saying, “Oh, gee here are your letters,”
wink, wink, wink, and him saying: “Okay that’s good,” or—

Q. And as part of this concealment, if you will, did you
carry around papers when you went to visit the President
while you worked at Legislative Affairs?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. Did you ever actually bring him papers to sign as
part of business?

A. No.

Q. Did you actually bring him papers at all?

A. Yes.

Q. All right. And tell us a little about that.

A. It varied. Sometimes it was just actual copies of let-
ters. One time I wrote a really stupid poem. Sometimes I
put gifts in the folder which I brought.

Q. And even on those occasions, was there a legitimate

business purpose to that?
A. No.

Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, pp. 53-55, H.
Doc. 105-311, p. 977.

President Clinton was also asked during his deposition on Janu-
ary 17, 1998:

Q. Has it ever happened that a White House record was
created that reflected that Betty Currie was meeting with
Monica Lewinsky when in fact you were meeting with
Monica Lewinsky?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Deposition Testimony of President Clinton in the case of Jones v.
Clinton, 1/17/98.

The record indicates the President had such discussions with
Monica Lewinsky prior to December 17, 1997 that Betty Currie
should be the one to clear Ms. Lewinsky in to see him so that Ms.
Lewinsky could say that she was visiting with Ms. Currie instead
of with him. Monica Lewinsky provided the following testimony
under oath regarding this subject:



59

Q. Did you ever [prior to your conversation with the
President on December 17] have discussions with the
President about what you would say about your frequent
viits with him after you had left legislative affairs?

. Yes.

Q. Yes. What was that about?

A. T think we—we discussed that—you know, the back-
wards route of it was that Betty always needed to be the
one to clear me in so that, you know, I could always say
I was coming to see Betty.

Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, p. 55, H. Doc.
105-311, p. 977.

Q. Did you come to have a telephone conversation with
the President on December 177

A. Yes...

Q. Tell us how the conversation went from there . . .

A. . . . At some point in the conversation, and I don’t
know if it was before or after the subject of the affidavit
came up, he sort of said, “You know, you can always say
you were coming to see Betty or that you were bringing me
letters.” Which I understood was really a reminder of
things that we had discussed before.

Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 8/6/98, p. 123, H. Doc.
105-311, p. 843.

In his grand jury testimony, the President himself admits that
he was alone with Ms. Lewinsky: “When I was alone with Ms.
Lewinsky on certain occasions in early 1996 and once in early
1997, I engaged in conduct that was wrong.” Grand Jury Testimony
of President Clinton, 8/17/98, pp. 8-9, H. Doc. 105