











THE PRESIDENT’S VIDEOTAPED TESTIMONY

During the President s deposition, Ken Starr's prosecutors asked him unnecessary,
invasive, salacious questions about sex at least 81 times -- an average of one sex

guestion every three minutes. The President truthfully answered the prosecutors'

questions, acknowledging on at least 10 separate occasions that he had an
inappropriate relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. Starr's report to Congress reflected the
salacious nature of the prosecutors’ questions, mentioning sex 548 times -- but

Whitewater only twice.

1. THE PROSECUTORS’ QUESTIONS: ALL SEX, NO

WHITEWATER

What Starr’s Prosecutors Did -- And Didn’t - Ask
The President

Topic

Number of Questions

Sex

81

Whitewater

The Travel Office Matter

The FBI Files Matter

2. THE PROSECUTORS’ REPORT: ALL SEX, NO

WHITEWATER

What’s in -- and What’s Not in -- Ken Starr’s Report

Word (includes variations)

Number of Mentions

Sex

548

Whitewater

FBI Files

Travel Office
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Talking Points
Release of the President’s Grand Jury Deposition and Other Materials
September 20, 1998

What the Republicans on the Judiciary Commlttee have done is unfalr and driven purely by

partisanship. ] te 4 al lines to release salacious and
unneccﬁaﬂ@ﬁﬂs_ There was no effort to be bi-partisan.

. The Republican Committee members abdicated their obligation to consider the information
and determine the legal standards that apply, including the most significant standard: what
constitutes an impeachable offense under the Constitutionn;

. Instead, what we have now is verdict first, and deliberation second -- if at all.

The tape released today shows the President making a painful acknowledgment: admitting to an
inappropriate intimate relationship with Ms. Lewinsky. This is not a pleasant thing to have to admit
-- or to watch.

. In acknowledging the relationship, the President drew the line at going into explicit detail.
He answered the questions relevant to a criminal inquiry, but he declined to discuss specific
encounters in a graphic and gratuitous way.

. Before the President’s testimony, Ken Starr and his staff knew the President was not going
to provide sexually explicit testimony: the President’s attorney informed the Independent
Counsel that the President would answer all questions related to the investigation, but he
would not be graphic. Nevertheless, the Independent Counsel tried, question after
question, for hour after hour, to force the President to do what he already knew he would
not do.

Let’s understand why there is even is a tape to talk about: The American public is going through
this process today because an Independent Counsel and partisan members of Congress want to
embarrass and humiliate the President by releasing salacious details of allegations of personal
wrongdoing.

The grand jury process is supposed to be secret for a reason:

. because it a is one-sided presentation of untested allegations and inherently unfair because
the target has no right to respond or opportunity to defend himself and

. to protect the privacy of everyone involved.

This principle of fundamental faimess was violated and that is why most Americans opposed
releasing this Grand Jury tape.

The creation of this tape, its release by Congressional Republicans, and the garbage-dump of other
documents proves that rather than a neutral search for the truth, this effort is nothing more than a
crusade to obliterate the proper Constitutional process, overturn a national election, embarrass and
harass the President, and drive him from office.

Fair-minded Americans are repulsed by these tactics and reject them.

The question before the House is not whether the President has done something wrong. He has
admitted that he has. The question is, whether this constitutes an impeachable offense that warrants
taking the most powerful step under the Constitution short of declaring war. The clear answer from
history, the law, the Constitution and constitutional scholars, and from the American people today
is no.






























KEY POINTS -- SEPTEMBER 14, 1998

RECENT NEWS ABOUT THE STARR REPORT

WHAT’S IN -- AND WHAT’S NOT IN -- KEN STARR’S REPORT

Word Number of Mentions
(includes word variations)

Sex S48

Whitewater 2

FBI Files 0

Travel Office 0

LEGAL EXPERTS: STARR REPORT FALLS FAR SHORT OF IMPEACHABLE OFFENSES:

Lawrence Walsh, Farmer Federal Judge and Independent Counsel in the Iran-Contra Investigation:
“‘It’s [the Starr report] intended to shock the American public, arouse the House and Senate and make it
very difficult to defend the president,’ said [Walsh] .... ‘He [Starr] just thinks sex is a real big thing He was

mvestlgatlng the presndcnt ] sexual activities. The concemn wnh perjury and obsrmctlon of j jUS‘tlce isa.

gase. Le\mnsky s tesumony 1s not cross-examined. Are you going to lmpeach a presndent because at the time

he gave a deposition he said he hadn’t touched her bare skin? It’s & strained report. .a lot of rambling
ground,’ Walsh said.” [Bhiladelphia [nquirer, 9/12/98]

Bruce Yannett, Former Iran-Contra Prosecutor: “I was stunned by how weak this thing [the report] is ...

As 8 criminal prosecution it’s frankly pathetic ...” [Associated Press, 9/12/98)
Jeﬂ'rey Jacobovilz, Trial Attomey M&ﬂmmmmmmmm

mmgnnnngdmce._tguﬂ_ammx. 9/12/98)

William & Mary Law Professor Michael Gerhardt: “L just find that [charges of abuse of office] o be
incredibly thin.” (Washingron Post, 9/12/98)

Bruce Yannett, Former Iran-Contra Prosecutor: The Boston Globe reported, “Bruce Yannett, a former
prosecutor on independent counsel Lawrence Walsh’s Iran-Contra staﬁ'. noted that in Starr’s account,
Lewinsky - not Clinton - first suggests that she should return his gifts. ‘Ihe ob is
Yannett said, after reviewing the report.” [Bostan Qlobe, 9/12/98)

Former Nationnl Association Of Criminal Defense Lawyers President Neal Sonnett: “T think Ken Starr
has succeeded in his i lntcntlon to throw enough mud on the presldent 50 1t will take a Iong ume to scrape it

Richard H. Pildes, a Constitutional Law Expert at The University of Michigan Law School: According
to the New York Times, Pildes “said the [Starr] report often went beyond standard legal arguments. ‘There
































































































PARTISANSHIP
The House Judiciary Committee: 1974 Versus 1993

Citing the precedent of the 1974 inquiry into President Richard Nixon’s possible impeachment, the
House Judiciary Committee began its consideration of Ken Starr’s referral last week with pledges aof

bipartisanship -- even nonpartisanship. How are they doing? Here are some questions that both committees
faced and their respective decisions.

i

Question Rodino Committee Decision Hyde Committee Decision
1974 1998

Bipartisanship? Y'ES NO
House Judiciary Committee: “On February 22, Rep. Barney Frank: “This is a new concept, unfortunately, of
1974, the full Committee on the Judiciary unifateral bipartisanship. Bipartisaaship can’t be unilateral. And
unanimously adopted a set of procedures governing | you will see when the votes are released that we — that virtually
corfidentiality for the handling of material gathered in | every vote was on a party-line vote on every issue because we
the course of its impeachment inquiry.” (“lmpeachment | believe bipartisanship has simply not been part of the process.”
of Richard M. Nixon President of the United States,” Report of (FDCH., 9/I1R58]
the Coummittee on the Judiciary, House of Represamatives,
8/20/74, emphasis added)

Report to Congress

Contained NO YES

Analysis? New York Times: “The Starr report is in sharp New York Times: “In short, this is a document with attitude.
contrast o the information Leon Jaworsli, the It serves up a worst-case scepario: conversations that some
Watergate independent counsel, gave the House might find inconclusive, ambiguous, or at worst suggestive, like
Judiciary Committee that was considering the the exchanges between the President and Betty Currie, his
lmpeachment of Prwdent Nixon .... [Jaworzki] secretary, in the period swrounding Mr. Clinton’s deposition in

100s” (New | the Panla Corbin Jones sexnal misconduct civil lawsuit, are
York Tanes, 9/12/98] characterized as ariminal obstruction of justice.” [New York Timey,
9/12/98)




Question

Rodino Committee Decision

1974

Hyde Committee Decision
1998

Prusecutor’s
Report Released? N O YES
John Dean: “He [Jaworski] provided a roadmap with | Associated Press: “The House voted today to beam woddwide
no recommendations, no conclusions .... That a prosecutor’s report that accuses President Clinton of pegjury
MJQMWMJMMAM and obstruction of justice in the Monica Lewwsky affair, the
9/14/98] first act in a potential impeachment drama. The House voted
363-63 (o release the 445-page repoct ... via the Internet, a
fashion unthmkable just a few years ago. The resolation passed
over the objedions of some Democrats who argued it was
unfair that Clinton didn’t get a chance to see the report in
advance.” [AP Qpline, 9/11/98]
Released Grand
Jury Information? NO YES

CBS News: “During Watergate, prosecutor Leon
Jaworski conviaced Judge John Sirsica to let grand
jury information on Nixon go to the House

impeachment investigators. That was a precedent,

but the actual grand jury testimony stayed secret.”
[CBS Evening News, 9/17/98]

Associated Press: “The House fudiciary Committee voted
today to release the videotape of President Clinton’s grand jury
testimony and 2,800 pages of material, including Monica
Lewinsky's explicit descriptions of their sexual relationship.”
(AP, 9/18/98]

Subpoena Power
for Minority?

YES

1974 CQ Almanac: “[T]he Judiciary Committee
unanimously agreed to ask the House for special
subpoena power for the impeachment inquiry. To
counter charges of partisanship, the subpoena power
would be exercised by the full committee or by
(Chairman] Rodino and (Ranking Member]
Hutchinson acting jointly. Should Redino and
Hutchinson disagree on issuing a particular subpoena,
either man could then ask the full committee to
resolve the dispute.” [1974 CQ Almanac, p. 867]

NO

Roll Call: “Rules Chairman Gerald Solomon (R-N.Y.) and
Judiciary Chairman Henry Hyde (R-I1l.) want to pass a rules
package in the coming weeks that will grant Hyde the power to
detain uncooperative witnesses and issue subpoenas without

Democmatic approval, as well as delinesting how the
iavestigation will be conducted.” [Rgll Call 9/14/98)

Paid for by the Demo—c National Commmittee



SELECTED QUOTES FROM HOUSE
SPEAKER NEWT GINGRICH:

“I don’t think the Congress could move forward only
on Lewinsky ....”° [Washington Post, 8/24/98]

“This is about lawbreaking. This is not about sex.

This is not about gossip. This is not about soap
operas.” [AP Online, 4/30/98)

“It’s not about scandals in the gossipy sense or sexual
behavior in the gossipy sense. It’s about whether or
not the law has been violated, and if so, is it a pattern

of violation [or] is it a one-time event.” [Washington Post,
8/24/98]




BIPARTISANSHIP “ALIVE AND FLOURISHING"”???

NEW YORK TIMES REPORTS THAT GOP SEEKS PARTISAN ADVANTAGE
FROM PUBLISHING STARR MATERIALS

¢

HYDE SAYS BIPARTISANSHIP IS FLOURISHING...

“[House Judlciary Committee Chairman Rep. Henry] Hyde offer the television a genial
pronouncement: “The spirit of bipartisanship is alive and flourishing." [New Yark Times, 9/19/98]

...BUT NEW YORK TIMES SAYS THAT REPUBLICANS ARE USING THE
STARR MATERIALS TO GAIN A PARTISAN ADVANTAGE OVER DEMOCRATS

Naw York Times:
“Sa it is not surprising that Speaker Newt Gingrich, who earlier this month said he would leave
the impeachment process to the Judicious Mr. Hyde, reversed course this week and strongly
urged his Republican colleagues, in a closed-door meeting, to vote to release a second wave of

more damaging eyjdence complled by Mr. Starr. Indeed, Republicans had hoped to rasolvg the
lasue aarfler |n the weak. In tima for tha Sunday gublic affairs telavision shows,

a Republican
involved in the debate said.” [New York Timas, 9/19/98!

New York Timas:
“Although there are Republicans, including Senator Orrin G. Hatch of Utah, who have expressed
deep concern over the effect the Lewmsky |mbrogllo is havmg on publuc ln‘e. othars see partisan

m_'ﬂmg;, 9/1 9/981

New York Timas:
“The overriding issue was tha insistenca by House Republicans on prompt publication of
Prasidant Clinton's tastimony to Kenneth VW, Starr's grand jury -- a torrent of still more
salacious and embarrassing material, which they calculate will damag® him further — even if it
risks a backlash against them.” (Naw York Timas, 9/19/98]

New York Times:

* “Public opinion polls shaw that the public wants Washington to put the scandal behind it, and
even Republican voters expressed reluctance about releasing the tape of the President's grand
]ury testlmony. though conservative Republlcans favored the release Bm_m.m_nﬁmr_nlnm::

Representatlve Chr

ummnmhuniannLMmmdespute lts salamousness Ihmunazsmhma

mmn. ln a speech on the House floor, he expressed waorries about havmg hIS two chlldren
find "offensive material” there. [New York Times, 9/19/98]




FAIRNESS?

McCollum: Starr Report Was “Not Supposed To Be...Objective”

FRANK:

BLITZER:

FRANK:

MCCOLLUM:

Yeah. And this was also in the [Starr] report itself. Here's what -- here's
the -- here's what it says. He says -- this is from Starr's letter. On page
174, his referral states, "Miss Lewinsky has stated that the president
never explicitly told her to lie." Well, when you hear that, "Oh, he never
explicitly told her to lie," maybe he hinted at it? But here's what
Lewinsky said. Lewinsky herself said in the grand jury, "I would just
like to say that no one ever asked me to lie." That is a very big
difference between the statement "No one ever asked me to lie" and
Kenneth Starr's rephrasing of that including the word explicitly. Putting
the word explicitly in clearly changes the meaning and is an example of

n his approach.

Why -- well, we spoke about that with Rahm Emanuel, but,
Congressman McCollum, how do you justify the fact that that
quote, which seems to be at the heart of the obstruction of justice
case, was not included in Ken Starr's 44S...

(CROSSTALK)
...distorted way.

Because, look, the Ken Starr report is not supposed to be some
objective rendition of everything. It is a complaint, in essence. Ken
Starr is a prosecutor. He's laying out the case against the president.
He sent up all the materials. It's going to be our job, and it is the job of
the Judiciary Committee first, to go through all of this. This material
was released. It's going to be all debated in due course, and I think it's
appropriate that it be brought up.

[CNN “Late Edition,” 9/16/98 (Emphasis Added)]
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PARTISAN HOUSE, PARTISAN HEARINGS

According to Roll Call, in a closed-door meeting of the House GOP caucus, “Gingrich carefully

avoided talking directly about Clinton’s problems, but Members got his point loud and clear. ‘Newt inows

oblems are the biggest break we 've go . ' said one leadership
source. ‘Qur bosses know what he means. ™ [Roll Call. 9/17/98]

L.

House Republicans Released Starr Report Without Giving White House Any Chance
to Review and Respond To It

Republicans Ignore Precedent, Will of the American People; Release Report Without Giving
President a Chance to Respond. Defying precedent, Newt Gingrich and the House Republicans released
Starr’s report without giving the President’s lawyers gven one hour to review it. Starr’s report is a one-
sided collection of rumors, innuendo, allegations, interpretations, and gossip -- as well as some facts. But
Republicans presented it to the public as a factual, balanced document, and refused to give the President’s

lawyers even one hour to respond to it. Ageg@ng&ﬂ&m&ﬂmﬂ.iﬁmmm!ﬁm&tﬁemﬂ

u t el 0 percent luded salacio
Bresident. [CBS web page, 9/13/98)

Historically, the subjects of similar reports have had a chance to respond before the report was released:

=% House Speaker Newt Gingrich demanded, and received, the right to review the House Ethics
Committee’s report of his wrongdoing in 1996-97. Gingrich said, “[I}f we have some time to
review it, that report shauld become public. "' (Washingion Times, 9/16/96]

-» Attorneys for former Presidents Ronald Reagan and George Bush and other Iran-Contra figures
had access to Lawrence Walsh’s report long before it was released in January, 1994, The subjects
of Walsh's report had four months to respond -- and Walsh's final report included an appendix
containing 1,150 pages of rebuttals from people named in the report. [New York Times, 8/20/93;
Amg_gmdm 9/29/93; 1994 CO Almanag, p. 468; Facts on File World News Digest, 1/20/94]

Despite the fact that 70 percent of Americans oppose the tape’s release, House Republicans -- at the urging
of House Speaker Newt Giagrich -- rushed to release the videotape of President Clinton’s grand jury
deposition, even though grand jury information is generally prohibited from being released. Even some
moderate Repubhcans agree think the release of the tape is unnecessary. GOP Rep Nancy Johnson said,

Amo HoughtOn added MHE__LL_&_LMM ! Gmgnch was upset at the moderates’
stance, and pushed the GOP caucus to release the material. [New York Times, 9/17/98)

-» New York Times: “Some legal experts said the release [of the videotape] would create an
atmosphere of unfairness against the President that was difficult to justify.” (New York Times, 9/17/98]

= Duke University Law Professor Sara Sun Beale: “If the public took from this the idea that the
principle of grand jury secrecy isn't being observed, there would be a lot of damage from that. "
(New York Times, 9/17/98]
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Republicans Rush to Judgement Before Reviewing Evidence

The House of Representatives will vote to decide if articles of impeachment should be brought against the
President. However, despite the fact that the full House has yet to see one piece of evidence, 47 of the 228
Republicans in the House (21%) have called for the President’s resignation. Of the 53 total calls for

resignation by current House and Senate members, 51 are from Republicans — 96 percent. [Natiopal Joumal's
“Cloakroom" web page. 9/17/98)

House Republicans Want to Include Unrelated Matters in Hearings

In August, Newt Gingrich said, “I don't think the Congress could move forward only on Lewinsky ...."”"
Then Ken Starr sent Congress a report that was all about Lewinsky -- 548 uses of the word sex, and only
two mentions of the word “Whitewater.” After the report was made public, legal experts and the American
people agreed that it was not enough to remove the President from office. Now Republicans are talking
about including other matters in any impeachment hearings they may hold. Newt Gingrich wants to include
the Whitewater land deal, which has been investigated by two independent counsels — at a cost of over $40
million -- and two congressional committees. Gingrich also wants to include other partisan investigations in

any impeachment action. [Washington Post. 8/24/98; Washington Post, 9/17/9%)

Republicans Use Hearings to Attack President in Campaign Ads, Fundraising Letters

Republicans are already using possible impeachment as a campaign tactic against Democrats. Republican
candidates are running ads and sending out fundraising appeals that attack the President personally.
Gingrich and Congressional Republicans released the videotape of the President’s deposition so they can
use it in campaign ads. As GOP media advisor Marc Rotterman said of personal attacks on the President,

“This type of ad is red meat for our base. " [Washington Post, 9/17/98]

House Republicans Ignore Precedent, Want to Give Hyde Extrat_)@nary Powers

Republicans are trying to give Judiciary Chairman Henry Hyde extraordinary powers during any
impeachment hearings. Despite the fact that the minority was consulted on subpoenas in both the

Watergate and Iran-Contra hearings, Republicans want Hyde to have the power to unilaterally subpoena
witnesses. Republicans also want Hyde to be able to suspend privileges such a3 spousal privilege and
attoroey-client privilege

and control of access to non-public documents. [CNNm “AllPolitics” web page,
9/10/98}

Paid for by the Democratic National Committee




Positive Editorials And Op-Edsl



Scandal does not justify Clinton’s removal

Even crit-

OPPOSING VIEW Jkdits

his many accomplishments.

By George J. Mitchell

Early this month, [ joined President Bill
Clinton on a historic journey to Northern
Ireland. He received a heros welcome
from Protestants and Catholics alike.

It was richly deserved; the fiesh prom-
ise of peace in Ireland exists because of
the presidents courage. commitment and
effectiveness. i

“It wouldn't have happened if (not) for

him,” a Protestant wotking man was re-
poried as saying. “He' a good man.”

President Clinton's improper relation-
ship with Monica Lewinsky was seriously
wrong. It was indefensible. So. too, were
his efforts to keep it from his family, his
staff and the American people.

The question posed to the House of
Representatives by the report of the inde-
pendent counsel is whether the president
should be impeached. The answer provid-
ed by USA TODAY is that the president
should resign.

As a former Senate majority leader.
federal judge and United States attomey, |

say he should not be impeached. As a citi-
zen, | say he should not resign.

I believe the American people agree
with me. They continue to spprove of the
job he has done, even as they criticize his
actions in the Lewinsky matter.

They know there are more jobs and less
crime at home thanks to his policies. They
support his efforts to balance the budget.
better our schools and improve health care
for all Americans. They appreciate his
work to bridge our racial divide.

Clinton was twice elected by the Amer-
ican people. His resigning from office
would reverse the will of the people as ex-

pressed through two democtatic elections
and would epresent an unwarranted aban-
donment of public responsibility.

The president dsarves the criticism he
has received for his actions. But those ac-
tions do not justify his ranoval from of
fice, by impeachment of resignation.

The world needs strong American lead-
ership. That mezns an active and effective
President Clinton. )

Teronsts threaten American lives and
property around the world; the_ political
and econormic crises in Russia and Japan;
the Asian economy; the Middle East; the
Balkans: The list is long of U problems
and conflicts that affect American lives
and American interests.

Even his critics acknowledge the presi-

- USA TODAY - MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1998

dents demonstrated ability and accom
plishments.

I saw firsthand in Northem Ireland th
difference he made. He also made a differ
ence in Bosnia. where he brought a geno
cidal war to an end.

He has worked for peace, freedom an
human rights in the Middle East, in Asit
and in Latin America.

He must now go back to work on ou
problems at home and to protecting am
advancing American interests around th
world. .

The -White House aranged for forme.
senator George J. Mitchell, chairman g
the peace negotiations in Northern lre
land, w provide this Oppasing View:


















THE BOSTON GLOBE e TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1998

The web of lies behind Starr’s smear campaign

THOMAS OLIPHANT

WASHINGTON
hile would-be drama critics dispute the value
of actually seeing and hearing President Clin-
ton's grand jury testimony ymterdsy. those

* whosift through real evidence can spend much
more rewarding hours.

Just for example, three things are crystal clear from ma-
terial now on the public record as well as from halfhearted
admissions and omissions from independent counsel Kenneth
Starr’s argumentative referral to the House of Repreaenta-
tives:

® Starr’s office smeared prominent attorney and presi-
dential friend Vernon’E. Jordan Jr. to hoodwink Attorney
General Janet Reno into getting his jurisdiction expanded to
include the Monica Lewinsky case. .-

B Starr’s office then smeared Jordan, along with the ﬁrst
Lewinsky lawyer, Francis D. Carter, in order to give his in-
vestigation juice with the press.

® And'while he has backed away from both those lawyers
becsuse his investigation yielded not a credible shred of evi-
dence against these men (in fact, it produced the opposite),
Starr’s office continues to use the smear to avoid owning up
to an unconscionable act of defamation.

Along the way, the evidence as compiled and released 8o
far shows how Starr’s office created the blatantly false im-
pression of a broad and deep conspiracy to suborn perjury
and obstruct justice to provide a legitimate-appearing cover
for a grubby tale of & president fooling around with a 21-

year-old White House intern and then trying to keep his con-
duct from his family and the country.:

Starr’s pitch to Reno was that he should get the
Lewinsky case because the intimations of coverup from
Lewinsky’s rantings on the famous Linda Tripp tape
ings were similar to his ongoing probe of onetime Associate
Attorney General Webster Hubbell and that there was an

“gverlap” with “potential subjects and witnesses,” speaﬁcally

- Vernon Jordan.

‘Baloney: Starr called a zllion people before grand juries

“here and in Little Rock. Hubbell had become a cooperating

witness after pleading guilty to defrauding his onetime Little
Rock law partners, and Starr didn't like what Hubbell told
him. So he minutely examined the Clintonites (Jordan was
one of them) who helped Hubbell find work during the period
when he was protesting his innocence to the world and who
ceased helping him after he confessed. Not one witness state-
ment or document ever indicated that the job search was
anything more than well-connected friends helping a false
friend.

That, however, didn’t stop Starr from insinuating other-
wise and then using unchecked babble by Lewinsky on some
of the Tripp tapes to double the smear via the press.

Sure enough, when the Lewinsky story broke in January,
Starr’s office, with extra help from onetime Tripp literary
agent Lucianne Goldberg, put out investigative material to
the effect that Lewinaky was heard on the tapes telling Tripp
that Jordan had “instructed her to lie” (ABC News) and that
she discussed perjury in his car on the way to meet her law-
yer, Frank Carter (The Washingtqn Post). In subsequent
leaks, stories were floated that she had made sure her affida-

vit denying a sexual relationship with President Clinton was
not officially filed until after Jordan had arranged a job for
her with Revlon in New York.

It took months, but those ugly' clouds of insinuation were
blown away by the facts. For starters, Lewinsky’s grand jury
testimony is radically different from what is known about her
statements to Linda Tripp. Involving Jordan in her famous
job search turns out to have been her own idea, long before
she was on the Jones case’s horizon. She lied both to Jordan
and to Carter about her relationship with the president (just
as Clinton technically lied to Jordan). And Carter’s timing in
filing the Lewinsky affidavit turns out to have had nothing to
do with her Revlon job. .

Despite the facts, Starr’s referral to the House continues
the smear. Sometimes using selected quotes from the obvi-
ously discredited Tripp tapes, sometimes throwing in gratu-
itous or unrebutted remarks from Lewinsky’s grand jury tes-
timony to insinuate what he doesn’t dare' allege. Most of the
sourcing in his socalled “narrative” wouldn’t pass editorial
muster at a supermarket tabloid.

Apart from the yearlong smears of good men with impec-
cable standing around here, Starr's misbehavior in just this
one element of the case illustrates what a minefield a genuine

.impeachment inquiry could become.

It's one thing to stimulate press accounts and talk show
shouting matches. It is something else again to make a credi-
ble case worthy of a constitutional process about anything
more than inexcusable, reckless sexual activity and an effort
to keep it secret that included lying.

_Thonwa éliphaﬁt i8 a Globe columnist.



— e
£ S mE———

COMMENTARY = =i 7 o= 7w

flos Angeles imes

Thursday, September 24, 1998

Starr's Own Shading

to gather and evaluate evidence relating to possible

wrongdoing by President Clinton and to report to
Congress any information that might be a basis for
impeachment. He was not to act as judge and jury in assessing
whether Clinton deserves a punishment prescribed by the
Constitution. That is solely Congress' responsibility. Starr was
to do his work free from partisan bias, as the "independent" in
his title is meant to signify. Now Clinton's lawyers charge that
Starr's report to Congress contains a "critical flaw" that
deliberately distorts the case against Clinton and raises doubts
about its faimess and the legal conclusions it draws. They have
a point.

Two of the 11 potential grounds for impeachment cited in
the independent counsel's report stem from inferences that
Clinton or someone acting in his behalf asked Monica S.
Lewinsky to lie about their sexual relationship and that
Lewinsky was promised a job in exchange for her silence. If
true, this would support allegations of witness tampering and
obstruction of justice. But in her testimony before the grand
jury Lewin-sky denied both allegations. The Starr report's
interpretation of her testimony is that Clinton "never explicitly"
told Lewinsky to lie or "explicitly" spelled out the job
proposal. In fact, Lewinsky swore in plain words that these
things never happened, and so far as is known there is no
credible evidence to contradict those assurances. The Starr
report can do no better than surmise that wrongdoing was
accomplished indirectly, through winks and nods. But where is
the proof?

It is significant that in the grand jury room Starr’s staff never
directly asked Lewinsky whether she had been urged-to lie or
had been promised a job if she took part in a cover-up. It was
left to a grand juror to get Lewinsky's denial of these
allegations on the record, by asking whether she had anything
more she wanted to say.

In an ordinary criminal case a prosecutor who hid
potentially exculpatory evidence from the defense would be in
deep trouble. By trying to minimize and obscure the
significance of Lewinsky's denials, Starr has shaded the record
and buttressed the suspicions of those who question his
objectivity. None of this exonerates Clinton for his behavior or
excuses him from the lies he told. But it does seem to weaken
some of the case Starr has taken so long to construct and
should alert Congress that it would be wise to regard the Starr
report as something less than holy writ.

[Ejermeth W. Starr's mandate as independent counsel was



Journal
FRANK RICH

Pig
/s.
Prig

It's not only our President who has
a certain genius for, as the Starr
report puts it, refusing to achieve
“completion’” in sex. Look at the
media. From the moment the All
Monica bell went off in January —
with Sam Donaldson's immortal pre-
diction that “If he's not telling the
truth, I think his Presidency is num-
bered in days” — the press has been
promising a nationai orgasm in the
form of the resignation, impeach-
ment or tarring-and-feathering of
Bill Clinton. But, in the etermal
Groundhog Day that is Monicagate,
the consummation, however devout-
ly wished, never arrives.

The teasingly orgiastic buildup is
always the same. The Paula Jones
case document dump, the Kathleen
Willey ‘60 Minutes' interview, the
Aug. 17 Presidential “*apology,’” the
Starr report, and now the televised
grand jury inquisition were all hyped
like the Super Bowl — only to come
and go, leaving the essential civic
equation unchanged. Most Ameri-
cans suspected early on that the
President had had sex with Monica
Lewinsky and most long ago conclud-
ed he lied about it, under oath and
not. And yet two-thirds of the country
doesn’t want him to leave office.

Why? It’s certainly not that any-
one loves Bill Clinton or believes he's
capable of honesty. His personal ap-
proval numbers are in the toilet. Nor
is his Presidency more than an emp-
ty shell, even for thase who agree
with his politics; an unfocused lame
duck - before. the Lewinsky story
broke, he has been stripped of the
moral and. political authority to ac-
complish anything, at least in the
domestic arena, in what months he
has left.

Looking for a theory to explain a
self-stained and humiliated Presi-
dent's illogical hammerlock on his
office, the Clinton lynch mob, talking
heads and politicians alike, blames
the public. The American people,
we're repeatedly told, are whores
who will not only sell out their princi-

ples to the Dow Jones average (nev-
er mind its recent decline) but who

may have abandoned moral judg-
ments entirely (if we are to believe
William Bennett's new screed, *‘The
Death of Outrage”). Last week an
exasperated James Dobson, head of
the G.0.P.'s powerful family-values
auxiliary, Focus on the Family, went
so far as to declare ‘‘that our great-
est problem is not in the Oval Office
— it is with the people of this land."”

But the people of this land whom
he sees as the ‘‘problem’’ are also, as
it happens, an American majority
that sees people like Mr. Dobson as
the problem: preacher-politicians
who want to legislate the most inti-
mate acts of human life — sex and
religion. And Kenneth Starr, by his
own actions, not those of his political
foes, has signaled that he is one of
those politicians — by speaking un-
der Pat Robertson’s auspices while
serving as Independent Counsel, by
dropping all the other Clinton scan-
dals to fixate on Monica, and finally
by producing both a report and a
grand jury interrogadon that chill
the rest of us not so much with their
salacious detail as with their vision
of what America might be like if the
Starrs, Robertsons and Dobsons
were in power beyond this one inves-
tigation.

Americans sense that the govern-
ment prosecutor who uses his office
not merely to catalogue repetitive
sex acts but to gratuitously deter-
mine if (and how) they reached
“completion'* is an avatar for the
political movement that wishes to
revive punitive divorce laws, enforce
state sodomy statutes (especially
against homosexuals), roll back Roe
v. Wade and police libraries, TV,
movies and the Internet for smut
(unless it's state-sanctioned, like the
Starr report). The two-thirds of the
people in this land who reject such
invasive politics, mafiy of them far
more honorable than Bill Clinton,
would rather have a piggish Presi-
dent they don’t admire, and perhaps
actively deplore, in the White House
than lend any vindication to the cru-
sade of a zealous prig out of ‘“The
Crucible.”

Monicagate wlll yield more Super
Bowl events — the tainted Linda
Tripp tapes, further bimbo eruptions
and. perhaps even impeachment
hearings in which the mob is treated
to the spectacle of Congress interro-
gating Ms. Lewinsky to nail the Pres-
ident on his sworn lies about his
contact with her breasts and genita-
lia. But Mr. Starr was and is Mr.
Clinton‘s best insurance policy. No
matter how many doomsdays the
media predict, the only way the pub-
lic is likely to give the President the
boot is if the independent Counsel
abdicates first. a
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