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Jones v. Clinton, et al APPEAL

JFF
COMPLAINT w/demand for jury trial (Summonses were issued)
and returned to: attorney; Filing fee of $120 paid; Recelpt
#54670 (ap) [Entry date 05/09/94])

MOTION by plaintiff for special or limited appearance by
Joseph Cammarata & Gilbert K. Davis (ap)
[Entry date 05/09/94]

ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright granting motion for special
or limited appearance by Joseph Cammarata & Gilbert K.
Davis [2-1]; Attorneys have designated Daniel M. Traylor as
local counsel (cc: all counsel) (ap) [Entry date 05/09/94]

ANSWER by separate deft Danny Ferguson; w/jury demand (vjt)

CLERK'S MINUTES: CONFERENCE (ph. cf.) before Judge Wright;
Court will allow dft to file mot on immunity; additional
time for filing further motions extended to August 5, 1994.
(sc) [Entry date 06/17/94]

" CONSENT ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright extending the time

until 8/5/94 for President Clinton to respond to the complt
purs to the agreement of counsel during a telephone
conference on 6/16/94° (cc: all counsel) EOD 6/20/94 (vjt)

WAIVER OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS upon defendant Danny Ferguson
on 5/19/94 (vijt)

WAIVER OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS upon deft William Jefferson
Clinton on 5/16/94 (vjt)

MOTION by separate deft President Clinton to bifurcate the
briefing schedule w/respect to his motion to dismiss, so as
to permit him to file a motion to dismiss on the grounds of
presidential immunity on or before August 5, 1994, and to
defer & preserve all other pleadings that must or may be
filed under the FRCP until such time as the presidential
immunity issue is resolved (vjt)

MEMORANDUM by deft President Clinton in support of motion
to set briefing schedule [9-1] (vjt)

COURT Reporter’s transcript of hearing held before Judge
Susan Webber Wright on 6/16/94 (I volumes) (bt)
[Entry date 07/05/94]

ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright upon oral motion of pltf,
pltf is granted until 7/13/94 to resp to deft Clinton’'s
motion to set briefing schedule [9-1]; deft Clinton is
granted until 8/10/94 to answer the complt (cc: all
counsel) EOD 7/6/94 (bt)

MEMORANDUM in Opposition by pltf Paula Corbin Jones to
motion of deft Clinton to set brleflng schedule (9-1] (vjt)

3
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Jones v. Clinton, et al APPEAL

JFF
[Entry date 07/14/94]

REPLY by deft William Jefferson Clinton to pltf’s
opposition to motion to set briefing schedule [9-1] (vjt)

RESPONSE BRIEF by pltf Paula Corbin Jones to Mr. Clinton’s
reply to pltf’s opposition to deft’s motion to set briefing
schedule [9-1] (vjt)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright granting the
President permission to file a motion to dismiss on the
grounds of presidential immunity on or before August 10,
1994, and to defer and preserve the filing of any other
motions or pleadings that may or must be filed under the
FRCP until such time as the issue of presidential immunity
has been resolved by this Court (this order only addresses
the procedural issue, not the substantive questions relating
to immunity) [9-1] (cc: all counsel) EOD 7/21/94 (vijt)

[Edit date 07/21/94]

MOTION by deft William Jefferson Clinton to dismiss on
grounds of presidential immunity (vjt)

MEMORANDUM by deft William Jefferson Clinton in support of
motion to dismiss on grounds of presidential immunity
[17-1])] (vjt)

ATTACHMENTS to memorandum in support of President Clinton’s
motion to dismiss [18-1] (vjt)

MOTION by plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones to extend time for
responding to defendants motion to dismiss on grounds of
presidential immunity (jad) [Entry date 08/15/94]

ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright granting motion to extend
time for responding to defendants motion to dismiss on
grounds of presidential immunity [20-1] ([17-1] (cc: all
counsel) (jad) [Bntry date 08/15/94]

STATEMENT of Interest of the United States (vijt)

RESPONSE by pltf Paula Corbin Jones to President Clinton’s
motion to dismiss on grounds of presidential immunity
(17-1] (vjt)

MEMORANDUM by pltf in support of motion response [23-1] (vjt)

ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright that amicus briefs are not
to be filed with the Court, and if submitted, will be made
a part of the correspondence file (cc: all counsel) EOD
10/27/94 (vit)

~ MOTION by deft President Clinton for leave to file reply

(Vjt) B . 4
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ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright denying President Clinton’s
motion for leave to file reply brief [26-1] (cc: all
counsel) (vjt) [Entry date 10/28/94]

MOTION by deft President Clinton for oral argument on his
motion to dismiss on grounds of presidential immunity (vjt)

MOTION by pltf to permit filing of affidavit of Paula
Corbin Jones under seal (vjt)

MEMORANDUM in Opposition by deft President Clinton to
pltf’s motion to permit filing of affidavit of Paula Corbin
Jones under seal [29-1] (vjt) [Entry date 11/04/94]

REPLY by pltf to President Clinton’s response to motion to
permit filing of affidavit of Paula Corbin Jones under seal
[29-1] (vjt) [Entry date 11/15/94]

RESPONSE by pltf to President Clinton’s motion for oral
argument [28-1] (vjt) [Entry date 11/15/94]

ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright denying pltf’s motion to
permit filing of affidavit of Paula Corbin Jones under seal
[29-1]; denying President Clinton’s motion for oral
argument re motion to dismiss on grounds of presidential
immunity ([28-1] (cc: all counsel) EOD 11/23/94 (vjt)

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER by Judge Susan W. Wright
denying President Clinton’s motion to dismiss on grounds of
presidential immunity; the court will issue a scheduling
order in due course {17-1] (cc: all counsel) EOD 12/28/94

(vit)

NOTICE of appeal by defendant William Jefferson Clinton
from District Court decision [34-1] (appeal fees paid) (2
certified copies to Clerk 8USCA), (cc: counsel) (dc)
(Entry date 01/03/95]

MOTION by defendant William Jefferson Clinton to stay
pending appeal (dc)

MEMORANDUM by defendant William Jefferson Clinton in
support of motion to stay pending appeal [36-1] (dc)

CERTIFICATE REGARDING TRANSCRIPT by defendant William
Jefferson Clinton (dc)

Statement of issues on Appeal by defendant William
Jefferson Clinton (35-1] (dc)

DOCKETING LETTER: 8 USCA Number 95-1050; counsel to proceed
on appendix (dc) -
: - 5
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1/17/95 39 MEMORANDUM by plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones in opposition
to motion to stay pending appeal [36-1] (dc)

1/17/95 40 NOTICE of cross appeal by plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones from
District Court decision [34-1] (appeal fees paid) (2
certified copies to Clerk 8USCA), (cc: counsel) (dc)
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FILED

U.S. DISTRICT COURT

EASTERN DISTRICT ARKANSAS
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT WA= 6 o34
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSBMVE
sz s T 0 - i W. McCORMACK, CLERK
TERN DIVIS OEP CLERK

PAULA CORBIN JONES

Plaintife, CIVIL ACTION

No-JR-C- 94 -290

V.

WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON .
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

This case assigned to District JUGSE%/ - "? i‘l

and

DANNY FERGUSON
Defendants.

60 00 00 00 00 00 85 05 04 08 00 0

anc to Magistrate Judge
COMPLAINT

Plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones, by counsel, brings this action

to obtain redress for the deprivation and conspiracy to deprive
Plaintiff of her federally protected rights as hereafter alleged,
and for intentional infliction of emotional distress, and for
defamation. . .
| JURISDICTION

1. 'This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to
(a) 28 U.S;c. §1331, because the case arises unde; the Constitution
and laws of the United States; (b) 28 U.S.C. §1343, because this
action seeks redress and damages for violation of 42 U.S.C. §§1983
and 1985 and, in particular, the due process and equal protection
provisions of the United States Constitution, including the rights
protected in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments thereof; and (c)
28 U.S.C. §1232, since there is diversity of citizehship and this
is a civil action involving, exclusive of interest and costs, a sum
in excess of $50,000.00. This Court also has jurisdiction over the
causes of action allegéd in Counts III and IV pursuant to federal

pendant jurisdiction.



VENUE

2. Venue is appropriate in this judicial district under 28
U.S.C. §1391(b), because Defendants William Jefferson Clinton and
Danny Ferguson reside here, and a substantial part of the events
giving rise to this Complaint occurred here.

THE PARTIES

3. Plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones (hereafter "Jones")vis a
citizen of the State of California. Prior to her marriage on
'December 28, 1991, Plaintiff was known as Paula Rosalee Corbin.

4. Defendant William Jefferson Clinton (hereafter "Clinton")
is a citizen of the State of Arkansas or alternatively of the
District of Columbia.

5.  Defendant Danny Ferguson (hereafter "Ferguson") 1is a
citizen of the State of Arkansas.

FACTS

6. on or about March 11, 1991, Jones began work as an
Arkansas State employee for the Arkansas Industrial Development
Commission (hereafter "AIDC"), an agency within the executive
branch of the State of Arkansas. The Governor of Arkansas is the
chief executive officer of the executive branch of the State of
Arkansas. |

7. Oon May 8, 1991, the AIDC sponsored the Third Annual
Governor’s Quality Management Conference (hereafter "Conference"),
which was held at the Excelsior Hotel in Little Rock, Arkansas.
c1int§n, then Governor of Arkansas, delivered a speech at the

Conference on that day.



8. Also on that day, Jones worked at the registration desk
at the Conference along with Pamela Blackard (hereafter "Blackard")
another AIDC employee.

9. A man approached the registration de#k'and informed Jones
and Blackard that he was Trooper Danny Ferguson, Bill Clinton’s
bodygquard. Defendant Ferguson was at that time a law enforcement
officer within the ranks of the Arkansas State Police and assigned
to the Governor’s Security betail. He was in street clothes and
displayed a firearm on his person. He made small talk with Jones
and:BIackard and then left.
| 10. At approximately 2:30 p.m. on that day, Ferguson
reappeared at the registration desk, delivered a piece of paper to
Jones with a four digit number written on it and said: "The
Governor would like to meet with you" in this suite number.
Plaintiff had never met Defendant Clinton and saw him in person for
the first time at the Conference.

11. A three-way conversation followed between Ferguson,
Blackard and Jones about what the Governor could want. Jones, who
was then a rank-and-file Arkansas state employee being paid
approximately $6.35 an hour, thought it was an honor to be asked to
meet the Governor. Ferguson stated during the convers#tion: "It’s
okay, we do this all the time for the Governor."

12. Jones agreed to nmeet with the Governor because she
thought it might lead to an enhanced employment opportunity with
the State. Blackard told Jones that she would assume Plaintiff’s

duties at the registration desk.



13. Trooper Ferguson then escorted Jones to the floor of the
hotel suite whose number had been written on the slip of paper
Trooper Ferguson had given to Jones. The door was slightly ajar
when she arrived at the suite.

14. Jones knocked on the door frame and Clinton answered.
Plaintiff entered. Ferguson remained 6utside.

15. The room was furnished as a business suite, not for an
overnight hotel guest. It contained a couch and chairs, but no
bed.

16. Clinton shook Jones’ hand, invited her in, and closed the
door.

17. A few minutes of small talk ensued, which included asking
Jones about her job. Clinton told Jones that Dave Harrington is "my
good friend." On May 8, 1991, David Harrington was Director of the
AIDC, having been appointed to that post by Governor Clinton.
Harringﬁon was Jones’ ultimate superior within the AIDC.

18. Clinton'then took Jones’ hand and pulled her toward him,
ﬁo that their bodies were in closé proximity.

19. Jones removed her hand from his and retreated several
feet. 4 |

20. However, Clinton approached Jones again. He said: "I
love the way your hair flows down your back" and "I love your
curves." While saying these things, Clinton put his hand on
Plaintiff’s leg and started sliding it toward the hem of
Plaintiff’s culottes. Clinton also bent down to attempt to kiss

Jones on the neck.
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21. Jones exclaimed, "wWhat are you doing?" and escaped from
Clinton’s physical proximity'by walking away from him. Jones tried
to distract Clinton by chatting with him about his wife. Jones
later took a seat at the end of the sofa nearest ‘the door. CcClinton
asked Jones: "Are you married?"™ She responded that she had a
regular boyfriend. Clinton then approached the sofa and as he sat
down he lowered his trousers and underwear exposing his erect penis
and asked Jones to "kiss it."

22. There were distinquishing characteristics in cClinton’s
qenital area that were obvious to Jones.

23. Jones became horfified, jumped up from the couch, stated
that she was "not that kind of girl" and said: "Look, I’ve got to
go." She attempted to explain that she would get in trouble for
being away from the registration desk. |

24. Clinton, while fondling his penis said: "Well, I don’t
want to make you do anything you don’t want to do." Clinton then
stood up and pulled up his pants and said: "If you get in trouble
for leaving work, have Dave call me immédiately and I’1ll take care
of it." As Jones left the room Clinton looked sternly at Jones
and said: "You afe smart. Let’s keep this between ourselves."

25. Jones believed "Dave" to be the same David Harrington, of
whom Clinton previously referred. Clinton, by his comments ébout
Harrington to Jones, affirmed that he had control over Jones’
lemployment, and that he was willing to use that power. Jones
became fearful that her refusal to succumb to Clinton’s advances

could damage her in her job and even jeopardize her employment.

S

1



26. At no time, nor in any manner, did Jones encourage
Clinton to turn the meeting toward a sexual liaison.. To the
contrary, the unwanted sexual advances made by Clinton were
repugnant and abhorrent to Jones who took all reasonable steps she
could think to do to terminate Clinton’s perverse attention and
actions toward her. |

27. Jones left the hotel suite ané came into the presence of
Trooper Ferguson in the hallway. Ferguson did not escort Plaintiff
back to the registration desk. Jones said nothing to Ferguson and
he said nothing to her during her departuré from the suite.

'28. Jones was visibly shaken and upset when she returned to
the registration desk. Pamela Blackard immediately asked her what
was wrong. After a moment, during which Jones attempted to collect
herself, she told Blackard much of what had happened. Blackard
attempted to comfort Plaintiff.

29. Jones thereafter left the Conference and went to the work
place of her friend, Debra Ballentine.

30. When Ballentine met Plaintiff at the reception area, she
immediately asked Jones what was wrong because Jones was visibly
upset and nervous. Plaintiff wanted to talk about something that
just happened and wanted to discuss it someplace privately.
Ballentine and Jones went to a private area in the office, and
later outside. Jones then told Ballentine what had happened with
Clinton in the hotel suite. According to Ballentine, Jones told
her that Clinton said as she left the room, "I know you’re.a smart

girl and I’m sure you’ll keep this to yourself."
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31. Ballentine urged Jones to report the incident. Plaintiff
refused, fearing that, if she did so, no one would believe her
account, that she would lose her job, and that the incident would
endanger her relationship with her then-fiance (now husband),
Stephen Jones.

32. Later, on the same day, Plaintiff also described the
substance of her encounter with Clinton to her sister, Charlotte
Corbin Brown.

33. Within two days of May 8, 1991, Plaintiff also ‘informed
her sister, Lydia Corbin Cathey, and her mother, Delmar Lee Corbin,
the substance of her encounter with Clinton.

34. Plaintiff also told her fiance, Stephen Jones, that "Bill
‘Clinton made a pass at me but I said ‘no’." Shé, however, did not
at that time tell him the lurid details of her horrific encounter
with Clinton in the hotel suite, which she feared, if disclosed,
might ruin her relationship with Mr. Jones.

35. Plaintiff continued to work at AIDC. One of her duties
was to deliver documents to and from the Office of the Governor, as
well as other offices within the Arkansas State Capitol complex.
In or about June, 1991, while Jones was performing this duty,
Ferquson saw her at the Governor’s office and said: "Bill wants
your phone number. Hillary’s out of town often and Bill would like

to see you." Plaintiff refused to provide her telephone number.
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36. On another occasion, Ferguson approached Jones and asked:
"How’s Steve?" This frightened Plaintiff and made her feel as if
she was being watched and was not safe. She had never told
Ferqﬁson or Clinton the name of her fiance. ,

37. Plaintiff and Stephen Jones later married. She gave
birth to her child and returned to work, after which- sﬁe
encountered Ferguson at Governor Clinton’s office. Ferguson told
her: "I’ve told Bill how good looking you are since you’ve h&d the
baby." This, too, frightened Plaintiff and made her feel that her
activities were being monitored.

38. On one occasion, Plaintiff was accosted by Clinton in the
Rotunda of the Arkansas State Capitol. Clinton draped his arm over
Plaintiff, pulled her- close and tightly to his body and said:
"Don’‘t we make a beautiful couple -- beauty .and the beast?"
Clinton directed this remark to his bodygquard, Trooper Larry
Patterson, an officer of the Arkansas State Police and also a
member of the Governor’s Security Detail.

39. Jones continued to work at AIDC even though she was in
constant fear that Governor Clinton might take retaliatory action
against her bec&use of her rejection of his abhorrent sexual
advances. Her enjoyment of her work was severely diminished. 1In
fact, she was treated in a hostile and rude manner by certain
superiors in AIDC. This rude conduct had not happened prior to her
encounter with Clinton. Further, after her maternity leave she was
transferred to a position which had no responsible duties for which

she could be adequately evaluated to earn advancement. The reason
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given to her by her superiors for the transfer was that her
previous position had been eliminated. This reason was untrue
‘since her former position was not abolished. It was a pretext for
the real reason which was that she was being punished for her
rejection of the various advances made by Clinton described above.
In addition, the job in which she was placed called for a higher
grade and pay, yet she was not paid more money than she receivgd in
her previous position. Although other employees received merit
increases, Jones never received a raise beyond a cost of living
inéfease.

40. Jones terminated her eﬁployment and separated from AIDC
service on February 20, 1993. Oon May 4, 1993, Plaintiff, her
husband and child moved to California. .

41. In January, 1994, Plaintiff visited her family .and
friends in Arkansas. While Jones was in Arkansas, Ms. Ballentine
telephoned Jones to arrange a meeting for lunch. During the
telephone conversation, Ballentine read to Plaintiff a paragraph
from an article published in the January, 1994 issue of The
American Spectator magazine regarding Plaintiff’s hotel suite
encounter with clintqn. Attached hereto, and incorporated herein,
~as Exhibit "A" is a copy of The Americapn Spectatox arﬁicle.

42. The American Spectator account asserts that a woman by
the name of "Paula" told an unnamed trooper (obviously Defendant
Ferguson), who had escorted "Paula" to Clinton’s hotel room, that
"she was available to be Clinton’s regular giirlfriend if he so

desired," thus implying a consummated and satisfying sexual
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encoﬁnter'with Clinton, as well as a willingness to continue a
sexual relationship with him. These assertions are untrue. The
article, using information apparently derived from Ferguson, also
incorrectly asserts that the encounter took place in the evening.

43. The Amerjican_ Spectator account also asserted that the
troopers’ ‘"‘official’ duties included facilitating cClinton’s
cheating on his wife. This meant that, on the State payroll, and
using State time, vehicles and resources, they were instructed by
Clinton on a regqular basis to approach women and to solicit their
teléphone numbers for the Governor, to drive him in State vehicles
to rendezvous points and gquard him during sexual encounters; to
secure hotel rooms and other meeting places for sex; ..." and
various other things to facilitate Clinton’s sex life including "to
help Clinton cover-up his activities by keeping tabs on Hillary’s
whereabouts and lying to Hillary about her husband’s whereaboués."
Although this pattern of conduct by Clinton may be true, thé
magazine article concluded, evidently from interviews with troopers
from Clinton’s Security Detail, ihcluding Ferguson, that "all of
the women appear to have been willing participants in the.affairs
and liaisons [empﬁasis added)."

44. Since Jones ("Paula") was one of the women preyed upon by
Clinton and his troopers, including by Defendant Ferguson, in the
manner described above, those who read this magazine account could
conclude falsely that.Jonés ("Paula") had a sexual relationship and
~affair with Clinton. Jones’ reputation within her community was

thus seriously damaged.
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45. Jones realized that those persons who already knew about
the hotel room encounter could identify her as the "Paula"
mentioned in gng_ﬁmg;iggg_§éggsgsg; article. She became extremely
upset because, jnter alia, she feared that the statements in the
magazine would damage her relationship with her husband, her
family, and her friends and acquaintances, some of whom might have
believed that she had aéreed to be Clinton’s "girlfriend" at a time
when she was engaged to Mr. Jones.

46. On January 8,A1994, at approximately 12:00 noon, Jones
and.Ballentine were dining at the Golden Corral Steakhouse in North
Little Rock, Arkansas. Trooper Ferguson, who happened to be dining
with his wife at this restaurant, came over to their table to talk
to Jones. Since Jones  believed that the ultimate source of the
report in The American Spectator of the hotel suite encounter was
Trooper Ferguson, she confronted him on this matter. Trooper
Ferguson stated that he was sorry that Jones’ first name had
appeared iﬁ' the magazine article but that he had purposely
concealed herilast name and place of employment from those to whonm
he recounted the incident. Trooper Ferguson also said that he knew
Jones had rebuffed Mr. Clinton’s sexual advances becauée, "Clinton
told me you wouldn’t do anything anyway, Paula." |

47. Because the false statements appearing in The American

Spectator article that Jones was willing to have sex with Clinton

(and the innuendo that she had already done so when she left the
hotel suite) threatened her marriage, her f.iendships, and her

family relationships, Plaintiff spoke publicly on Ebbruaryill,
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1994, that she was the "Paula" mentioned in Ih__Amgxiggn_ﬁggg;g&gr

article, that she had rebuffed Clinton’s sexual advances, and that
she had not expressed a willingness to be his girlfriend. Jones
and her lawyer asked that Clinton acknowledge the incident, state
that Jones had rejected Clinton’s advances, and apologize to Jones.

48. Clinton, who is now President of the United States of
America responded to Jones’ request for an apology by having his
press spokespersons deliver a statement on his behalf that the
incident never happened, and that he hever met Plaintiff. Thus, by
>innﬁendo and effect, Clinton publicly branded Plaintiff a liar.
Moreover, as recently as the week this Complaint was filed,
Clinton, through his White House aides, stated that Plaintiff’s
account of the hotel room incident was untrue and a "cheap
political trick."

49. Clinton hired an attorney, who, as Clinton’s agent, said
that Jones’ account "is really jﬁst another effort to rewrite the
- results of the election (i.e. for President of the United States)
and ... distract the President from his agenda."™ The attorney
further asked the question: "Why are these claims being brought
now, three years after the fact?" The attorney also asked how
Jones’ allegations could be taken "seripusly." These comments by
Clinton’s counsel, on behalf of Clinton, imply that Jones is a
liar.

50. Dee Dee Meyers, White House Spokeswoman, said of Jones’
allegations: "It’s just not true." Thus, the pattern of defaming

Jones continues to this date.

12

18



51. Clintoh knows that Jones’ allegations are true and that
his, and his attorney's, spokespersons’, and agents’ denials are
false.

52. The outrageous nature of Clinton’s branding of Jones as
a liar is aggravated in that a greater stigma and reputation loss
is suffered by Jones by the statements of the President of the
United States in whom the general public reposes trust and
confidence in the integrity of the holder of that office.

53. Clinton, a member of the Arkansas State Bar, knew or
should have known on May 8, 1991, and thereafter, that Arkansas law
provides that harassment, including the touching or attempt or
threat to do so which subjecfs the victim to offensive or

"potentially offensive physical contact, is a criminal violation of
Arkansas Code Annotated 5-71-208.

54. While Jones was in Clinton’s hotel suite, Jones was
falsely imprisoned by Clinton’s intentional restriction of her
personal freedom of movement without legal right. Clinton’s use of
force in pulling Jones toward him, his words and acts, and the
armed police guard outside the door, in conjunction with the
impressive atmosphere of her being alone with the Gévernor of the
State who was also her superior’s boss, caused her to‘be initially
and temporarily afraid to terminate the meeting.

55. The statements, acts, and omissions of Clinton’s agents,
servants, and employees who acted under his explicit and implicit
instructions and supervision, during the pertinent periods herein

when he was Governor of Arkansas, and after he became President,
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bind Clinton under the doctrines of agency, joint conduct, master-
servant, respondeat superior, and conspiracy.

56. The actions of the Arkansas state employees, including
Defendant Ferguson and other agents of Clinton were taken under
color of state law.

57. Clinton’s actions ane omissions above stated caused Jones
embarrassment, humiliation, fear, emotional distress, horror,

grief, shame, marital discord and loss of reputation.

COUNT I
DEPRIVATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES
(42 U.S.C. §1983)

58. Plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
57.

59. Plaintiff is entitled to the equal protection of the laws
under the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution,
and due process of law under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of
the United States Constitution. |

60. Defendant Clinton, as Governor of Agkansas, acting under
color of state law} discriminated against Plaintiff because of her
gender by sexually harassing and assaulting her on May 8, 1991, and
thereafter, and this deprived Jones of -her right to equal
protection of the law.

61. Further, he continued personally, and through agents, to
impose a hostile work enviroﬁment on Plaintiff in which she feared

the loss of her employment and the possible adverse employment
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actions against her, including job discrimination and monitoring of
her personal life. As described above she was placed in a category
separate from other public employees in that she was actually
subjected to hostility by her superiors, which deprived her of an
opportunity for advancement and #he suffered an economic
depravation.

62. Plaintiff, as a citizen and Arkqnsas state employee, was
entitled to due process protection of freedom from arbitrary action
which jeopardized her property interest in her public employee. job
in fhat she should not have been subjected arbitrarily to the fear
of losing that job or of having to provide sex to the Governor as
a quid pro quo for keeping the job. Further, she should not have
been subjected arbitrarily to the fear of losing the enjoyment of
a proper and pleasant work environment, or to other adverse actions
which she feared and which deprived her of the proper enjoyment and
efficiency of her work. Clinton’s actions deprived Jones of her
due process liberty and property interests guaranteed to her by the
Constitution of the Uhited States.

63. Plaintiff also was entitled to a due process liberty
interest in her reﬁutation as an honest public employee. Clinton’s
actions and statements deprived Jones of these rights.

64. Plaintiff, for a brief period of time, was held against
her will by the oppressive atmosphere of intimidation caused by the
presence of the highest official of the State of Arkansas and an
armed guard at the door. Not only was she subjecied to unwelcome

sexual advances, but also was personally restrained and imprisoned

1S

21



by the seiziﬁg of her person, against her will, by Clinton and his
agent. |

65. The above-described actions of Clinton were undertaken
when he was acting under the color of state law, as Governor of
Arkansas, and said actions deprived Jones of federal equal
protéction and due process rights guaranteed by the Fifth and
Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution, and made
actionable by 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (The Civil Rights Act).

COUNT IIX
CO}‘{SPIRACY TO DEPRIVING PERSONS OF EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS
(42 U.S.C. § 1985)

66. Plaintiff incorporates by reference pafaqraphs 1 through
65. ‘ -

67. Clinton conspired with his Security Detail, including
with Defendant Ferguson, and perhaps with others currently unknown
to this Plaintiff, to deprive Jones of equal protection of the laws
and of equal privileges and immunities under the laws, as further
set forth in Count I -above.

68. The conspirators-committed some acts in furtherance of
the conspiracy which included contacting Jones and br;nging her to
Clinton on May 8, 1991 to permit him to attempt to entice her on to
have a sexual liaison with him. |

69. As a result of the conspiracy, Jones was injured by
Defendants in her person and property and deprived of having and
exercising:her righfs and privileges as a citizen of the United

States, as is more fully set forth in Count I.
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COUNT IIX

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF E!fOTIONAL DISTRESS

70. Plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
69.

71. The conduct of Clinton herein set forth was odious,
perverse and outrageous. Not only were the acts of sexual
perversity unwelcome by Jones, but they were wilful, wanton,
reckless, intentional, persistent and continuous in the hotel roonm.

72. Clinton’s sexual advances, assaults upon and imprisonmént
of Jones’ person, and his exposure of his erect penis and his
requests of acts to be performed thereupon were extreme,
intentional, and caused Jones severe emotional distress.

73. Not content with the events in the hotel on May 8, 1991,
Clinton on subsequent occasions, acting himself and through his
agents, as specified above, aggravated further the initial severe
emotional damage to Jones.

74. These actions were so outrageous in character, and
extreme in degree, as to go beyond all possible bounds of decency,
and to be regarded as atrocious and utterly intolerable in a

civilized society.

COUNT IV

DEFAMATION

75. Plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through

74.
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76. On several occasions on and after February 11, 1994,
Clinton, and his agents and employees acting pursuant to his
direction, maliciously and wilfully, defamed Jones by making
statements which Clinton knew to be false. TheSe statements were
made with the intent and certain knowledge that they would be
reprinted in the print and other media.

77. Such statements by Clinton, his agents and empldyees,
characterized Jones as a liar and as being "pathetic," and damaged
her good name, character, and reputation.

| 78. Defendant Ferguson’s statements likewise maliciously and
willfully defamed plaintiff and damaged her good name, character
and reputation. Ferguson’s statement that Jones had agreed to be
Clinton’s girlfriend, and his innuendo that she had willingly
participated in a sexual encounter, were knoﬁingly false.

79. That Ferguson knéw these statements were false is
confirmed by Clinton’s denial to Ferguson that anything happened of
a sexual nature between Clinton and Jones.

RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests the folloﬁiﬁg relief:

a. Count ;; judgment against Defendant Clinton for
compensatory damages of $ 75,000.00; punitive damages for
Defendant’s wilful, outrageous and malicious conduct, of
$100,000.00; the costs of her suit and attorneys’ fees; nominal
damages, and such other and further relief-as the Court mayAdeem
proper.

b. Count II, judgment against Defendant Clinton and

18



Defendant Ferguson, jointly and severally for compensatory damages
of $ 75,000.00; punitive damages for Defendant’s wilful, outrageous
and malicious conduct, of $ 100,000.00; the costs of her suit and
attorney’s fees; nominal damages, and such other’'and further relief
as the Court may deem proper. |

c. Count III, Jjudgment ‘against Defendant Clinton for
compensatory damages of §$ 75,000.00; punitive damages for
Defendant’s wilful, outrageous and malicious statements and
condﬁct, of § 100,000.00; the costs of her suit and. attorneys’
feeg; nominal damages, and such other and further relief as the
Court may deem proper.

d. Count IV, Jjudgment against Defendant Clinton and
Defendant Ferguson, jointly and severally for compensatory damages
of $ 75,000.00; punitive damages for Defendant’s wilful, outrageous
and malicious statements and conduct, of $ 100,000.00; the costs of
her suit and attorneys’ fees; nominal damages, and such other and

further relief as the Court may deem proper.
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 JURY TRIAL, DEMANDED

Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on each of the counts.

Respectfully Submitted,

PAULA CORBIN JONES
By Her Counsel

£1lbert K. Davis, VA Bar No. 4683
Attorney for Plantiff

9516-C Lee Highway

Fairfax, Virginia 22031

(703) 352-3850

and

A+

Joseply Cammarata, VA Bar No. 35118
Attodney for Plaintiff

9516-C Lee Highway

Fairfax, Virginia 22031

(703) 352-3850

VERIFICATION
I hereby certify under penalty of perjury that I am the

Plaintiff in the above-captioned case; that I have read the
foregoing Complaint; and, that the facts related therein are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

DCLMQO\. A, /(7“!@&./

Paula Corbin Joné
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Living With the Clintons

Bill's Arkansas bodyguards tell the story the press missed.

by David Brock

I

Washington Post four months before the 1992 presidential election, top

Clinton campaign aide Betsey Wright said she had been spending the bet-
ter part of her time since the Democratic National Convention trying to quell
potential “bimbo eruptions.”

Through the Little Rock gossip mills, the campaign was tracking nineteen
potential allegations that had surfaced in the first week
following the convention, in addition to seven others that
had appeared earlier in the year, Wright said. The exten- !
sive effort to short-circuit such stories, Wright said, :
included the campaign’s hiring of a private investigator to
obtain information damaging to the credibility of the
women involved, which was then used, presumably, to
persuade them to stay quiet. '

Perhaps unintentionally, the phrase “bimbo eruptions™
cut two ways. Wright's choice of the epithet “bimbo"—and
a later reference to “gold-digger growth™—was obviously

" meant to discredit in advance any reports of sexual liaisons
between Arkansas governor Bill Clinton and women other
than his wife, Hillary. Yet at the same time, Wright also
seemed to be conceding, if not promising, that there was
more 1o come—i.¢., the imminent appearance of an unspec-
ified number of such women, and a subsequent round of
stories raising questions about Clinton's private life.

| Wright was not the first to talk about the campaign's aggressive efforts to

i discredit sources and lobby reporters and editors to spike emerging news sto- i

t

In a remarkable but little-noticed article buried inside the Sunday

nes. Writing in the New York Times in March, Gwen Ifill reported: _ v

David Brock is the author of The Real Anita Rill (Free Press) and an inves- 2
tigative writer for The American Spectator,
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. There have been constant, though undocumented, reports of
articles that were never published because the Clinton damage
controllers were on full alert before final publication decisions
were made. This works “more-often than you think,” said
George Stephanopoulos.

Even the recently released documentary about the 1992 cam-
paign. The War Room, showed Stephanopoulos on the tele-
phone on the eve of the election, waming a caller not to go

public with damaging information about Clinton's private life.

Flowers, the former cabaret singer, alleged in an

interview with the Star supermarket tabloid that she
had carried on a 12-year affair with Clinton (“Mistress Tells
All, The Secret Love Tapes That Prove It"). With Hillary at
his side. Clinton appeared on “60 Minutes™ to deny that he
had ever had an affair with Flowers, calling her only “a
friendly acquaintance,” but acknowledging unspecified
“wrongdoing” and “causing pain in my marriage.”

Flowers’s story was tainted at the outset, when she was
reportedly paid $150.000 to cooperate with a publication of
no journalistic repute. It was then discovered by the
Arkansas Democrat-Gazerte that she had misrepresented
parts of her educational background and work history.
Writing in the New Republic, Sidney Blumenthal described
Flowers as “the woman in red, tnmmed in black to match
the roots of her frosted hair.”

On the other hand, there was direct evidence weighing in
favor of Flowers. Though they had some unexplained pauses
and ambiguous references, Flowers had tapes of conversations
with Clinton. including his instruction that she deny that they
had walked about her obtaining a state job (“If they ever ask
you if you've talked to me about it, you can say no™). She also
had corroboration for her story from her mother Mary, as well
as from her roommate at the time, Lauren Kirk, who declared
in an interview with the New York Post’s Cindy Adams,
*“There can be no doubt that she and Bill Clinton had sex with
one another.”! And finally, Clinton never denied the authen-
ticity of the tapes: in fact, he apologized to Mario Cuomo for a
taped remark imputing Mafia ties to the New York govemor.

Yet with very few exceptions—Phil Donahue and the
Washingron Monthiy's Charles Peters among them—the
press was unuoubled by these wrinkles in Clinton’s deaial
of the Flowers affair and accepted his suggestion that any
marital indiscretions were history. Pressed by Donahue,
Clinton seemed to assert that any peccadilloes were a thing
of the past: “I've told you the only facts [ think you're enti-
tled to know. Have [ had any problems with my marriage?
Yes. Are we in good shape now? Yes.” The contention that
any mantal infidelity was no longer occuming was crucial to
Clinton’s ability to put out the fire. As the New York Times
paraphrased Clinton pollster Stan Greenberg at the time,
“As long as voters believed the candidate had not lied and
that his marriage was “real.” they will not turn on him.”

T he campaign had gone on “full alert” when Gennifer

T After speaking 1o the press. Kirk was fired from her job as a real-

tor:n Dallas,
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into a tortured colloquium on whether or not infideli-

ty was a Legitimate Issue. To the extent that mem-
bers of the press corps had come to believe that it no longer
was, that they had gone too far in destroying Democratic
front-runner Gary Hart's political career by exposing his
ties to model Donna Rice in 1987, Clinton may have been
treated with kid gloves on the womanizing issue. Though
opinion polls showed that 14 percent of the electorate would
not vote for an adulterer, the indifferent public response to
the Flowers story may have coavinced many in the media
that the public desire for “change™ outweighed any concemns
about Clinton's character. In addition, it was clear that
many reporters viewed Clinton as “one of us,” a product of
the 1960s not only politically, but on sexual matters as
well—a “liberal semi-hip contemporary who seems to share
their {reporters’] values,” as the Boston Globe described the
candidate. Clinton booster Eleanor Clift of Newsweek can-
didly siated after the Flowers revelations, “Truth is, the
press is willing to cut Clinton some slack because they like
him and what he has to say.”

Nonetheless, a competing if minority view among some
Jjoumalists held that the press must not repeat the slavish
self-censorship of the Kennedy days. Surely a number of
news organizations continued to scrutinize Clinton's private
life after the Flowers story faded, and even more so follow-
ing his presidential nomination. Despite Clinton's tacit
admission of infidelity, however, after Flowers no other
“bimbos” erupted.: ' :

Having recently spent a good deal of time in Arkansas
with people who were close to the Clintons in their Lite
Rock years, ['m fairly certain that it was less a lack of pro-
fessional interest in the subject, and more the lack of on-the-
record sourcing due to the strong-arm tactics acknowledged
by Wright and Stephanopoulos, that kept what could have
been one of the biggest political stories of the campaign
from seeing the light of day.

F or the most part, the press coverage quickly devolved

I

’ uch has been written of Clinton’s fascination
with JFK, dating back to the time he was intro-

duced to the president while visiting Washington
as a teenager in-1963. When Clinton returned from
Washington, he announced to his mother that he was going
to enter politics. This past September, President Clinton

2Other names surfaced in the tabloids but, unlike Flowers, were
never mentioned in the mainstream press. Appearing on the Sally
Jesse Raphael show in July 1992, Sally Perdue, a former Miss
Arkansas. claimed that she had had an affair with Clinton, but the
media generally did not report this. After the appearance, Perdue
was fired from her job in the admissions office of a Midwestemn
university. A second woman had actually surfaced prior to
Flowers. in Penthouse. Connie Hamzy of Little Rock said she had
Seen sunbathing by a pool at a hotel in North Liule Rock in
August 1984 when an aide to Clinton approached her and arranged
4 sexual encounter with Clinton.
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summoned journalist Richard Reeves, the author of the

recent biography President Kennedy, to the White House to
discuss his book. Reeves writes of how Kennedy and his
handlers worked hard to keep stories of the president's
womanizing out of the papers, much as the Clinton cam-
paign would do some thirty years later:

{Kennedy] understood an important fact about the press and
scandal: respectable journals generally avoided being the first
to report on rumors or evidence concerning sex. But he knew
that once something had been printed, no matter where, news-
papers and magazines quickly quoted each other, using the first
publication as a peg for their own reports. . . . The idea was to
stop the first mention.

Clinton followed his idol’s strategy, and thus far he's been
amazingly successful. On the Flowers tapes, Clinton is
heard saying. “They can’t run a story like this unless some-
body said, 'Yeah, I did it with him.”” Given the way
Flowers was made an example of by Wright, Blumenthal,
and others, women who have been linked to Clinton were
less likely to come forward. But aside from the women,
there was another group of sources sought after by reporters
in the fall of 1992 because they were uniquely positioned to
have first-hand knowledge of the subject: the dozen or so
Arkansas state police officers assigned to the govemnor's
security detail both before and during the presidential run.

Under state law, these troopers are charged with safe-
guarding the first family of Arkansas, as well as the grounds
of the gubematorial mansion in downtown Little Rock. In
practice. at least during the six terms that Clinton held
office, the troopers functioned as chauffeurs, butiers, body-
guards, errand boys, and baggage handlers. They did every-
thing for the Clintons, from receiving and placing telephone
calls to changing bicycle tires and cleaning up after Socks
the cat (who apparently retches with alarming frequency).

In late August and in September and October, I spent more
than thirty hours interviewing four state troopers who had
worked for the Clintons at various times over the years; in
total, their experience covered most of the period from early
1979, when Clinton first took office, to January 16, 1993, when

Clinton left Linde Rock and flew east for his presidential inau-

guration. The meetings took place after I received an unsolicit-
ed tip that a group of Arkansas troopers was considering com-
ing forward to tell all they knew about the Clintons, including
extensive first-hand information about Bill's philandering.

The troopers’ proximity to the Clintons had prompted
reporters from many national news organizations to seek
them out for interviews in 1992, calling them at home all
hours of the day and night for weeks. Up until last fall,
when I interviewed them, they had not talked. 1 spoke with
the troopers separaicly and in various combinations and
then re-interviewed them several times on tape to test and
re-test their account for inconsistencies and embellishment.

Ultimately, two of the troopers, Larry Patterson and
Roger Perry. decided to go on the record with the material
and allow their names to be used in this piece. At that point.
they retained two lawyers: Cliff Jackson. a former Oxford

classmate of Clinton's. who had accused Clinton of lying
about his draft history in a series of media interviews in
1992; and Lynn Davis, a former director of the Arkansas
state police and a former prosecutor.’

The troopers also spoke on the record and swore to affi-
davits furnished to the Los Angeles Times, which may make
use of some of the material for a broader piece being devel-
oped on how the Clinton campaign kept these and similar
stories from surfacing in 1992. The other two troopers have
decided against going public at this time; their recollections
are included here only if what they related 10 me in our off-
the-record interviews corresponds with specific experiences
they confided contemporaneously to one or both of the on-
the-record troopers.

he troopers seem to have mixed motives. They say
they are moved by public-spiritedness. They have

come forward now because they believe the reckless
personal behavior and poor judgment they witnessed by
then-govemor Clinton, if continued by the president, a sub-
ject on which they cannot speak authoritatively, could con-
stitute a risk to the national security of the U.S. by making
the president casy prey for blackmailers.

But as with all sources, there is also an element of self-inter-
est and score-settling in their decision 0 speak to the media. As
the troopers see it, Clinton behaved ungratefully and even
rudely toward them after election day. “We lied for him and
helped him cheat on his wife, and he treated us like dogs,”
Patterson said. When one of the troopers asked Clinton to sign
some photographs for his family after the election, he said the

president-elect snapped: “I don’t have time for that s---." .

Clinton assured Patterson that he would secure for him a lateral
transfer within the state police organization before leaving
office, but he never found five minutes to make the telephone
call. (The current governor, Jim Guy Tucker, later did.)

There is also a prospective financial interest. Patterson,
47, the articulate senior member of the group, with twenty-
seven years of service in the state police, and Perry, 43,
with sixteen years of service, hope to collaborate on a book
about life at the governor's mansion. Perry, who worked for
Clinton in his first term, returned to duty at the governor's
mansion in 1989 and remains on Tucker’s detail. Patterson
had worked for Clinton on several special assignments

3 The process of getting the material from Panterson and Perry on
the record was a long one. In October we signed a written agree-
ment authorizing me to publish this piece in this magazine while
protecting their right 1o sell a book later. So great was their fear of
retaliation from what they called “the Clinton machine,” that the
troopers then had Jackson make inquiries about establishing 2
defense fund to cover potential legal costs and lost income that
could result from coming forward. In early December, however,
the woopers decided to go on the record with no such protection. in
order to guard against the potential criticism that they had been
induced to talk for money. To allay my own concerns on this
issue, | requested and received.written assurance from Jackson
prior to pusiizauen that no money had been paid or promised 1o
his clients by anvone for disclasing any informaton.
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before assuming full-time duties in {987. They both served
Clinton until his last day as govemor in 1993.

The experiences of Patterson and Perry, only a selection
of which will be described here. show that. in addition to
lying to the American public when he denied his relation-
ship with Gennifer Flowers and claimed that any infidelity
had occurred only earlier in his marriage, Clinton had an
elaborate damage-control operation that was reminiscent of
John Kennedy's—and for a very good reason: For at least a
decade, Clinton has been prone 0 extramarital affairs. often
more than one at a time, and to numerous one-night stands.
According to the uoopers, the clandestine sexual encounters
occurred even after the presidential election and continued
through Clinton’s final days in Little Rock.

linton is a man of gar-
gantuan appetites and
enormous drive, and not

only in relation to women.
“When he would eat an apple.”
said Roger Perry, a stout 62"
chain-smoker who does not
seem easily offended. “he would
eat the whole thing, core, stem.
and seeds. He would pick up a
baked potato with his hands and
eat it in two bites. ['ve never
seen anything like it.”

The troopers said their “offi-
cial” duties included facilitating
Clinton’s cheating on his wife.
This meant that. on the state
payroll and using state time.
vehicles. and resources, they
were instructed by Clinton on a
regular basis to approach
women and to solicit their tele-
phone numbers for the gover-
nor; 10 drive him in state vehi-
cles to rendezvous points and
guard him during sexual encounters: to secure hotel rooms
and other meeting places for sex: to lend Clinton their state

“cars so he could slip away and visit women unnoticed; to
deliver gifts from Clinton to various women (some of whom,
like Flowers, also had state jobs). and to heip Clinton cover
up his activities by keeping tabs on Hillary's whereabouts
and lying to Hillary about her husband'’s whereabouts.

How imporant such revelations are in any assessment of
Bill Clinton as a man, and as a political leader. can be left for
the reader’s judgment. The Newsweek reviewer of the Reeves
book identified the dilemma for journalists and histonians:

Kennedy scholars have by now proved that his private life was
less than admirable. He was a compulsive womanizer and, like
most such men and many presidents. an accomplished liar. A
biographer has to decide how fur to interpret Kennedy's public
periormance as president throw th the medium of s private
foihies.

Tre Arrmesooa Speitatse Jamm Tl

Surely, it is nothing new that many politicians use their
positions to solicit sexual favors and come to believe that the
laws and mores that govern others don't apply to them. So far
as the troopers knew, Clinton’s activities did not include
abuse of drugs or alcohol, and all of the women appear to
have been willing participants in the affairs and liaisons.
Some may well conclude, therefore, that Bill and Hillary
Clinton’s loose sexual morals and their habitual foul lan-
guage are irrelevant to their public roles and, in any event, are
not uncharacteristic of their generation as a whole. -

Still, the Clintons hold positions that, it is possible to
argue, ought to be subject to a higher standard, particularly
for people so inclined to argue for their public policies in a
moral context. While rumors of extramarital dalliances have
surrounded many presidents in
this century, the scale of
Clinton’s past indiscretions, if
it has been sustained in the
White House, as has been
widely rumored, would appear
to far exceed that of any of his
predecessors, with the possible
exception of John Kennedy. If,
as the troopers describe it, he is
a sexual predator and exploiter
of women, his behavior may
be more egregious than that
which destroyed the political
careers and reputations of Gary
Hart, John Tower, and most
recently Bob Packwood.

I

ut there is a larger point
in the case of Clinton
that goes well beyond

any moral or ethical judgment
about—or prurient interest
in—his private life. When
sources come forward of their own volition to describe how
Clinton’s private activities have caused lies to be told, threats
to be made, and cover-ups to be undertaken, an issue of pub-
lic integrity is raised. and the public's right to know out-
weighs a public figure's claim to privacy or journalistic dis-
cretion. Thus, even if one is inclined to give the issues of
character, judgment and self-control raised by the troopers’
account of Clinton’s behavior little weight—much of the
material should strike readers as more farcical than scan-
dalous, a view shared by the troopers, who chuckled through
some of the telling—it became evident in the reporting of tus
story that Clinton and his surrogates continue to regard his
private behavior as a political time bomb. Their effort to try
to thwart publication of the story is itself newsworthy—and
quute illustrative of how this information was kept from vot-
ers dunng the 1992 campaign.

Shonly afer my firsi session with the roopess. three of the
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- four (Perry and the two who wished to remain off the record)
received telephone calls from their former supervisor on the
governor's security detail, Captain Raymond L. “Buddy™
Young. who last July was named by Clinton to head a regional
Federal Emergency Management Agency office in Texas.
Perry said Young told him that he was aware that they had
hired lawyers and were thinking of going public with a book or
a story. Perry said that Young told him, *T represent the presi-
dent of the United States. Why do you want to destroy him
over this? You don't know anything anyway. . . . This is not a
threat, but I wanted you to-know that your own actions could
bring about dire consequences.” Patterson said Young sent him
a handwriten note expressing concern for Patterson’s health.

In an interview, Young confirmed that he had been in
contact with the three troopers to discuss this matter. “1
called Roger as a friend, and I told him I thought this was
wrong, it was unethical, and it was a3 disgrace to security
people. But I never said I spoke for the president, because I
don’L"” Young denied having been in contact with the presi-
dent or anyone in the White House on this subject. Young
also confirmed that he sent a note 1o Patterson about his
health, but denied any implication that the note was a veiled
threat. “Larry has heart problems, and I was concerned
about his cholesterol.” Young said. .

He went on 10 say that the thrust of Patterson and Perry's
account was not true and that [ should look closely at their
motives. “These boys made this up to sell a book and
because they were mad that Clinton didn"t give them pro-
motions,” he said.*

Young also confirmed that one of the two troopers who
decided not to go on the record—but whom Young volun-
tarily named. Danny Ferguson—subsequently obtained
part-time employment at a Little Rock company, National
Safety Consultants. in which Young owns an interest. *1
started this consulting service for safety training for truck
drivers a few years back as a part-time deal. I own an inter-
est, but I don't have anything to do with the operation. They
subcontracted with Danny. But it had absolutely nothing to
do with what we're talking about. It was totally unrelated.”
Young also confirmed that the second trooper interviewed
by me who decided not to come forward—whom he also
voluntarily named, Ronnie Anderson—had a part-lime job
at this same company that pre-dated our first meeting. The
job provides several thousand dollars a year in supplemental
income to Anderson, Young said.

Ferguson also confirmed the arrangement but denied that
it was related to his having decided not to go on the record
with his stories about the Clintons. “[ talked to Buddy more
than a year ago about this job. But when I started, it was
Ronnie Anderson who arranged it. Buddy didn’t even know
about it until after [ stantea. I started a month ago, and 1 only
made $190 last month {November]. If [ was going to do

4 Young is currently being sued in Arkansas for allegedly lying in
federal court 10 discredit 3 witness who claimed to have informa-
tion about iliegal drug money being funncled through the
Arkansas bond markst dunng Clinton's tenure.

something not to talk. it wouldn't be for that kind of
money," Ferguson said.

Another attempt to suppress the story was allegedly made by
Paul “Rocky” Wilmoth, a Clinton fundraiser and Arkansas bulk-
oil dealer and distributor. According to Perry, Wilmoth recently
stopped by the governor's residence and told two troopers who
have not been involved with this story, Frank Tappin and
Derrick Flowers, to convey to Perry and Patterson that they
would be “destroyed™ if they talked to the press. Wilmoth denied
the story, as did Flowers. Tappin declined to comment.’

Perry said that Ferguson told him that Clinton called him
personally while he was on duty at the Arkansas govemnor's
mansion on at least two occasions after our first interview,
During the initial call, according to Perry, Clinton let it be
known that he was willing to offer favors in return for the
troopers’ refusal to cooperate further. Clinton told Ferguson to
tell Roger Perry that “Roger can have whatever he wants [not
to talk).” In another call to Ferguson, Clinton asked what pre-
cisely Perry and Patterson were saying, Perry said. “If you tell
me what stories Roger and Larry are telling, 1 can go in the
back door and handle it and clean it up,” Clinton allegedly said.
Perry said that Ferguson told him that in the course of the con-
versations Clinton offered Ferguson a federal job—either as
the U.S. marshal in Litde Rock or as a regional FEMA direc-
tor—explicitly in exchange for his help in thwarting publica-
tion of any stories. This could be a violation by Clinton of a

" criminal statute barring the solicitation of money or anything of

value (in this case, information) in consideration for the
promise of federal employment. Ferguson said, “I'm not going
to confirm anything Roger is saying | said.” Asked if he was
denying receiving calls from Clinton, he said, “['ve talked to a
lawyer and I'm not denying it. No comment.” (The White
House did not retumn calls for this story.)

These rumblings from the Clinton machine notwithstand-
ing, Perry and Panerson have hung tough and decided to be
the first to pierce the shield of secrecy surrounding Clinton's
indiscretions that has been so effectively maintained up to
now. Readers should be forewarned about two aspects of their
story. First, the many subjective observatons and judgments
made about the Clintons are the troopers’ own and should be
considered in the light of the troopers’ inherent biases and lim-
itations. That said, the unvamished observations of these men
warrant disclosure because they provide the kind of texture
that would likely not be revealed until presidential biographies
were published, years or decades after the Clintons left office.
Second, the reader should be wamed that when the troopers
are describing events they witnessed and quoting verbatim
statements made in their presence, much of what they have to
say is vulgar tabloid fare. This. however, reflects not on them,
but on the behavior of the first couple.

IV

s the troopers saw it. the Clintons™ relationship is
A an effective political partnership, more a business
refationship than a mariage. They described Bill as
the public face, the communicator, the conciliator. a2 man
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who likes to be liked and even talked with them about his
“star” qualities. “One time we got to talking while [ was dri-
ving him back from a political event and he said, *You
know, I'm going to have to stay in politics now, because
I'm 100 old to be a movie star,” " Patterson recailed.

The troopers charted a distinct change between the head-
strong radical of Clinton’s first term—"kind of a hippie,” as
Perry put it—and the chastened compromiser of later years.
Rejection by the voters in 1980 left Clinton with a propensi-
ty to try to please all sides, therefore often pleasing none,
and an aversion to taking potentially unpopular decisions.
according to Patterson and Perry.

Clinton is a very quick study—Perry remembered a time
when Clintoa was filming a commercial and took a typed
page he had never seen before, glanced at it for less than a
minute, and then recited it verbatim into the camera—and a
highly energetic, tenacious
worker, consumed by ambi-
tion. “He would call legisla-
tors late into the evening.
lobbying for votes,” said
Pattersoa, “and we had to
place the calls, waking up
important state legislators
well after midnight.” One
thing he wasn't was lazy.
Clinton thrived on four hours
of sleep a night, they said. )

For all his intelligence and 8K
diligence. though. the troop-
ers viewed Clinton as some- |
thing of a kluz in manters of
ordinary life. Patterson said
he will never forget that he
had to show Clinton how to
operate a Mr. Coffee machine
one Saturday morming—and
then had to show him again
on Sunday. 3

To be sure. Clinton rarely

had to do anything for him-
self. During his twelve years
as governor, Clinton had a
full household staff, includ-
ing several cooks and a babysitter on the premises paid for
‘by the state, not to mention several inmates from Arkansas
penitentiaries who worked gratis as gardeners and handy-
men on the grounds. (They were also made to provide free
labor on the Little Rock home of the Rodhams, Hillary's
parents.) The Clintons owned no property. and the state
rented Bill the Lincoln town car in which he was driven.

In private moments with his bodyguards. often on long
highway drives through the state. Clinton—with little expeni-
ence of work outside the public sector—would sometimes
reveal his insecurities. “He told me that if he was forced out of
politics. he'd have no idea how to make a living.” Perry said.

Clinton was perhaps more out of touch with the average
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voter than President Bush. One day during the presidential
campaign, the roopers witnessed a group of aides briefing
the govemor on the prices of various common groceries fol-
lowing media reports (later shown to be erroneous) that
President Bush did not recognize a price-scanner at a super-
market in Florida. When Clinton was later asked by a view-
er on “CBS This Moming” if he knew the price of bread
and milk, and he answered correctly, campaign strategist
James Carville cited this performance in a New York Times
op-ed as an example of Clinton’s ability “to empathize with
average people.”

pending virtually every waking hour with him, the
troopers were well positioned to judge both the private
and the public man. They marveled at Clinton's ability
to pass himself off as something he was not, viewing it as the
key to his political success.
Perry thought Clinton’s facili-
ty with language allowed him
to bridge the gap with the
Arkansas voter. “He would
always try to come across as
old Joe the rag man, working
beside you in Pine Bluff
building shelves. He could
give a great speech to the
:] common people,” said Perry.
Lv| This false populism manifest-
21 ed itself in other ways, too,
they said. Throughout his
, tenure, Clinton was careful to
“W fly coach-class into and out of
Little Rock; but during the
rest of his itinerary, be insist-
ed on flying first-class.

At other times, Clinton
would enthusiastically taik
shop, explaining to the
troopers how he—a career
politician who chuckled pri-
vately that he “never met a
tax he didn’t like,” as Perry
recalled it—managed to get
elected and re-elected in
Arkansas. Clinton told Perry that his strategy amounted to
little more than old-fashioned interest-group politics: If he
could hold the black vote, generally about 18 percent in a
state election, his victory would be sealed. “He used to say
that that meant his opponent had to get his 51 percent out of
82 percent,” Perry said. "It was pretty smart politics.”

His outsized eco notwithstanding, the troopers found
Clinton 1o be personable and easy to be around. When his
adolescent arrogance shone through, he was always quick to
apologize to the troopers for his outbursts, which have
included throwing an apple at the windshield of his car from
the back seat. busting a cellular phone on cement pavement.
and cleaning ihe contents of an entire desk orto the floor.
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“They were the kind of tantrums that you would not tolerate
in a child,” said Perry.

One of the worst explosions of temper that Larry
Parterson remembered followed Clinton's ill-fated speech to
the 1988 Democratic National Convention. Clinton spoke
so long that delegates were shouting at him “Get off, get
off” by the end. The speech had been written to last no more
than seven minutes, but the Dukakis staff demanded the
insertion of various lengthy passages. When Clinton
arrived, the lights in the ball were supposed to be dramati-
cally dimmed, as they had been for Ann Richards and Jesse
Jackson. Instead, the lights glared, and monitors on either
side of the podium mistakenly beamed “Jesse! Jesse!™ caus-
ing the crowd to chant incongruously.

As Clinton left the podium, Patterson was standmg on
the platform along with various Democratic dignitaries. He
saw Clinton stomp about, denouncing “that little Greek
motherf---er” and promising to “‘get his ass, because he tried
to kill me politically.™ A few weeks later, Dukakis called
Clinton in Arkansas. Clinton put the telephone down for a
moment and summoned Patterson in to hear what he was
about to say. “He called him every kind of son of a bitch
you can think of. Then he refused to endorse him until a few
weeks before the election,” Patterson recounted. Dukakis
did not return a call seeking comment. _

Dukakis was not the only Democratic competitor who met
with Clinton’s scorn. He seemed to delight in sharing his
views on various politicians. The troopers said they remem-
ber Clinton commenting privately on Cuomo’s alleged
“Mafia connections” and joking about how Ted Kennedy
“couldn't get a whore across a bridge.” Perry said that after
meeting with Jesse Jackson in October 1991 in Little Rock to
get the reverend’s blessing before announcing his presidential
candidacy, Clinton told him that Jackson—who is reportedly
contemplating a 1996 primary challenge to Clinton—was “a
smart man, but I can’t stand that motherf—er.”

The troopers also saw first-hand that their fiercely com- -
petitive boss was not above a dirty trick or two. In the 1990
govemnor's race, Clinton asked Larry Patterson to locate a
woman who was rumored to have had an illegitimate child
by one of Clinton’s primary opponents. “He was always
having us research his opponents. If he had a source, he'd
ask us to drop a dime on them and report back, even though
he knew it was a violation of state law for us to take part in
political campaigns,” Patterson said. “On this one occasion,
Clinton told me to go to the Holiday Inn at the [Little Rock)
airport, find the woman, and offer her money or a job to
sign a statement [about the illegitimate child).” Patterson
followed Clinton’s instructions to offer the illegal bribe, but
the woman declined the offer and never came forward. .

A%

who in their telling comes off as unflatteringly one-
dimensional. The troopers chauffeured Clinton on a
daily basis and were privy to his every move. Hullary, on the

T he troopers were closer to Bill than to Hillary Clinton.

.

other hand, kept her distance. When she left the residence, she
never informed them of her schedule. In fact when she could,
Hillary avoided even speaking to them, prefemring o speak
through Bill or some other third party, possibly because she
disdained their role in facilitating his philandering.

Although Hillary's circle of friends and advisers includ-
ed more activist liberals, the troopers saw Hillary—like
Bill—as a shrewd and practical operator concerned primari-
ly with personal political advancement. While the troopers
saw Clinton playing the candidate, they saw Hillary playing
the bad cop. gutsy and decisive, all backbone. They remem-
bered well the now-famous time that Hillary showed up at a
news conference of Tom McRae, Clinton’s opponent in the
1990 governor's race, and interrupted the candidate’s state-
ment with a sustained defense of her husband.

From their direct observations, Patterson and Perry said
they believe that Hillary is more obsessed than Bill with his
political fortunes. She expressed this concern, as she did most
everything, in language that makes the Watergate tapes sound
like a Sunday school lesson. *'1 remember one time when Bill
had been quoted in the moming paper saying something she
didn't like,” Patterson said. “1 came into the mansion and he
was standing at the top of the stairs and she was standing at
the bottom screaming. She has a garbage mouth on her. and
she was calling him motherf-—er, c---sucker, and everything
else. I went into the kitchen, and the cook, Miss Emma, turned
to me and said, ‘The devil’s in that woman.” ”

Hillary, as described by the troopers, pursued power with
a single-minded intensity, had few friends outside politics.
and was not especially close to her family—just like her
husband. “Everything was politics. They wouldn't go out to
dinner with friends the way you or I would or the way I've
seen this governor [Tucker] do,” said Perry. “If they were
invited to a private party, and there were only going to be
cight or ten people there, she would say, ‘We're not going
to waste time at that thing. There aren’t enough people
there.’ I never saw Hillary just relax and have a good time.”

While Bill genuinely enjoyed shaking every hand in a
room, Hillary seemed to view retail politics as a distasteful
if necessary evil. “She hated Arkansas. She would always
say how ‘backward’ the state was,” Perry said. One trooper
told Perry that Hillary forbade him to speak when he
accompanied her on a trip to Washington because, as she
put it, he “sounded like a hick from Arkansas.”

One of Hillary's pet projects in Arkansas was HIPPY, the
Home Instruction Program for Preschool Youngsters, which
provided the mothers of underprivileged pre-school youth
with in-home instruction by state-sponsored tutors. During
the presidential campaign, a commercial was filmed at the
governor’s mansion featuring dozens of the impoverished
HIPPY children, who stood for several hours in the baking
heat while the scene was set. For security purposes, the gov-
emor’s residence is fited out with several video cameras and
one audio monitor—at the rear door—that connected it to the
guard house. “They would usually forget that thing was on.
and we would pick up a lot of whai they said. Or this parucu-
lar day. [ heard Hillary come out on the rear porch and say. 'l
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want to get this s-—- over with and get these damn people out
of here,’ " Perry remembered.

he troopers were also objects of Hillary's wrath.
Panterson recalled the early moming of Labor Day in

1991, when Hillary came out of the mansion. got in her
car, and drove off. Within a minute or so of leaving the gate, her
aging blue Cutlass swung violendy around and came charging
back onto the grounds, tires squealing in the dust. “I thought
something was terribly wrong, so [ rushed out to her. And she
screamed, “Where is the goddamn f——ing flag?’ [t was early and
we hadn’t raised the flag yet. And she said, ‘I want the god-
damn f—ing flag up every f—ing moming at f—ing sunrise.’ "

Such displays made Hillary by far the most unpopular
member of the first family. Troopers volunteered to work
several days of consecutive 16-hour shifts just to avoid trav-
eling with her. Though it may
have been a reflection of
chauvinism on their part. the
troopers thought Hillary
“liked to intimidate men.”
Perry said. She would remark
that troopers’ guns are “phal-
lic symbols.” Or she would
phone the mansion from her
law office and order troopers
to fetch feminine napkins §
tom her bathroom and deliv-
er them to her at the firm.

Though they believe she
advised her husband on ali
important matters of state. it
seemed to the troopers that
the Clintons led very separate
lives otherwise. Hillary drove
herself in the Cutlass each
‘morning to the Rose Law
Firm. about a mile from the
‘mansion. Clinton worked
either from his office in the
capitol or in the residence. More often than not. one of the

_ troopers drove the Clintons’ daughter, Chelsea. to school. In
the evenings, the family members generally dined separately.

When Bill and Hillary did spend time together. they were
barely civil to one another. in the roopers’ assessment. Many
times the couple would be driven to an event an hour or more
outside Little Rock—with Bill sitting in the front seat of the
Lincoln with the driver and Hillarv in the back seat—and say
nothing at all to each other, which struck the troopers as quite
tragic. “If he was dead politically. I would expect a divorce in
30 days,” Roger Perry said.

VI

ver the years, the troopers have seen Bill Clinton in
compromising situations with dozens of women.

They said their facilitation of the actvities ranged
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from wiping make-up off his shirt collar, to standing “Hilliry
watch” while Clinton cavorted, to aranging sex sessions in
hotel rooms and parking lots, to sneaking women into the
govemor’'s mansion while Hillary and Chelsea slept.

The woopers said Clinton devised and they executed an
elaborate plan to accommodate his sexual appetites. Not all
of the dozen or so troopers were assigned to these special
duties. Perry and Patterson were two of a select handful,
chosen by Clinton because he evidenty trusted them to pro-
tect him and appreciated their street-smarts. It was kind of a
down-home replay of the Kennedy days, as described by
Richard Reeves:

The logistics of Kennedy's liaisons with Sudith Campbell and
dozens of other womea in the White House and in hotels, houses,
and aparunents around the country and around the world required
sectecy and devotion rare even
in the annals of the energetic
service demanded by success-
ful poliicians. The arrange-
ments were frequent. . . . The
routine of clandestine comings
and goings had to be taught to
the willing among the women
Kennedy regularly proposi-
tioned, often within 2 couple of
minutes of introduction. Some
of the action was somewhat
graceful—or at least roses
were sent with a card that said:
“Fricnds of Evelyn Lincoln™
{Lincoln was JFK's private
secretary]. Some of it was in
the back seats of cars. . . . The
delivery duty was shared by
old friends and by almost
everyone in the White House
from the military attachés and
typists—soeme of whom had
made the backstairs trip a few
tmes themselves—o mem-
bers of the Cabinet. . .. The
women. secretaries, stars, the wives of friends, were symbols and
rewards of aggressive privilege. Sneaking around, cleaning up the
mess. covering up was all part of the game. . . . It was all good fun
to those who knew—part of the thrill of being inside one of the
president’s closer circles. Keeping the secrets was part of the price
of admission. and those who knew didn't tell those who didn’t

According to Clinton biographers Charles F. Allen and
Jonathan Portis in The Comeback Kid, stories of Clinton's
womanizing date back to the period when he was rejected
by the voters in 1980 in his bid for a second term. “Clinton,
seeing his political future vanish overnight, became careless
about his actions,” they wrote. -

He had achieved so much so fast. Now it was gone. Rumors
began liltering into the newsrooms and throughout the state

- otfices that Clinton was having an affair with another woman.
Such rumars about poitticians are commonplace. but this one
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" hada persistence about it. Because Clinton was no longer in the
public light, the reporters and editors decided to ignore the talk.

As the troopers described the situation, the scale of
Clinton's extramarital activities only increased after he won
election to a second term in 1982, When Perry returned to
security duty at the mansion in the late 1980s, other troopers
regaled him with tales of Clinton’s affairs in the 1982-t0-1987

period. During the last five years of Clinton's governorship, -

while Parterson worked at the residence, he said he gained
first-band knowledge that Clinton was involved with a group
of Little Rock women—regular mistresses or girlfriends—
numbering about a half-dozen. The names of the mistresses
with whom Patterson was familiar, some of whom are married
and have children, are known to me, but will not be revealed
here, 50 as not to exploit them more than Clinton already has,
or to punish innocent family members. Each of the names
given me by Patterson was corroborated by Perry—who has
knowledge of them dating back to 1989—and the other two
troopers with whom I met. I located each of the women by
telephone, but each either denied involvemnent or would offer
no comment,

' ccording to Patterson, the lodg-lerm mistresses
since 1987, in addition to Gennifer Flowers,

included a staffer in Clinton’s office; an Arkansas

lawyer Clinton appointed to a judgeship; the wife of a,

prominent judge; a local reporter; an employee at Arkansas
Power and Light, a state-regulated public utility; and a cos-
metics sales clerk at a Little Rock deparunent store. They
ranged in age from their early 30s to their early 40s.
According to both Panterson and Perry, throughout the peri-
od of their employment at the governor's residence, Clinton
visited one of these women, either in the early moming or
the late evening, or one of them came to the residence to see
him, at least two or three times a week.

Clinton also had a series of brief affairs and one-time .

encounters from 1987 through early 1993 of which the
troopers had direct knowledge. He often met women at
social functions in Little Rock or on the road. Sometimes he
would even use troopers as intermediaries, sending them off
with messages and outright propositions to women to retire
to back rooms, hotel rooms, or offices with him.

One of the roopers told the story of how Clinton had eyed
a woman at a reception at the Excelsior Hotel in downtown
Lite Rock. According to the truuper, wiv told the story to
both Patterson and Perry as well, Clinton asked him to
approach the woman, whom the trooper remembered only as
Baule tell her how attractive the governor thought she was,
anG «ake her to a room in the hotel where Clinton would be
waiting. As the troopers explained it, the standard procedure
in a case like this was for one of them to inform the hotel that
the govermnor needed a room for a short ime because he was
expecting an important call from the White House. (Not a ter-
ribly plausible story during the Reagan and Bush years, but it
seemed t0 work like a charm with hote] clerks in Arkansas.)
On this parucular evening, after her encounter with Clinton,

which lasted no more than an hour as the gooper stood by in
the hall, the trooper said Parla 10ld him she was available wo
be Clinton's regular girlfriend it he so desired.

Patterson—tall and tim, with the upright demeanor and
closely cropped hair of a military officer—recalled another
example he witnessed late in the evening on the night after
Clinton's disastrous speech to the 1988 Democratic conventon.
“Norman Lear gave us a suite of offices in a building next to the
CNN building where the govemor and his staff were working.
Sandy Berger (a longtime Clinton adviser and now deputy
national security adviser] had flown in to write the speech. The
day afier, Clinton spent the day ‘spinning’ the press. Well, that
night, when we finished, we went back to the offices around
midnight and a young lady of about 30 or 32, [name withheld],
who the govemor had just met at the convention, was there to
meet us. He 100k her back in a private office, closed the door,
and stayed in there for an hour or so while I waited to take him
back to the Marrion where he and Hillary were staying.”

ccording to the troopers, Clinton often visited his
A regular Litde Rock girlfriends in the early moming.

during what were ostensibly long jogs. “He would
jog out of the mansion grounds very early most momings and
then we would go pick up him at a McDonald’s at 7th Street
and Broadway,” Patterson said. “When we picked him up,
half the time he would be covered in sweat and the other haif
of the time there wouldn't be a drop of sweat on him, even in
the middle of July in Little Rock. Sometimes I'd ask him.
*How far did you run today governor?” And he would say,
‘Five miles." I'd tell him there must be something wrong with
his sweat glands because he didn't have a drop of sweat on
him. He'd say, ‘I can't fool you guys, can 17"

As the yoopers recounted events, several times a month in
the late evening, Clinton would leave the residence in a state car
borrowed from one of the troopers, because the govermor's
Lincoln was easily recognizable on the streess of Linle Rock.
“We were told to keep our cars clean for this purpose,” said
Perry, who oftea lent Clinton his green Corsica. A few minutes
after the lights clicked off in the first couple’s bedroom, Clinton
would get out of bed and “go out for a drive,” leaving instruc-
tions at the guard house that if Hillary woke up, he was to be
alerted on his cellular phone. On more than a dozen occasions
since 1987, Patterson said he saw one of the troopers’ cars
parked outside one particular girlfriend’s condominium as he
drove home after being relieved from his shift at the mansion at
midnight. The woman lived just a few doors from Patterson on
Shadow Oaks in Sherwood, on the outskirts of Little Rock.

The troopers also drove Clinton from the capitol late in the

evening to various women'’s homes and waited for hours for
him to emerge. They became expent at parking unobtrusively,
by backing into driveways and the like. Patterson recalled that
the first time he parked in this manner outside the home of the
Clinton saffer in 1987, where he sat from midnight unu! about
4:30 a.m. waiting on the govemnor, Clinton congrawlated him
on his stealthiness. “He 1old me it was our responsibility 0
cover his ass so he woulcr t get in trouble.” Paiterson said.

By ail accounts. whenever Clinton retumed 10 the rest-
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dence after one of these encounters, he went to the bathroom
in the woopers' guard house, where he washed up before
entering the main house.

During the day, when Hillary was in town but not at home
and Clinton wanted privacy in the residence with a woman, the
troopers said, they were instructed to buzz him on the intercom
as soon as Hillary's car approached the front gate of the com-
pound. When Hillary was out of town, the troopers remem-

bered innumerable occasions when Bill-wouldn’t hesitate to

seize the opportunity to entertain women at all hours of the day
and night, clearing them through the gates for what the troop-
ers said he called a “personal tous of the mansion.”

After the presidential election, Bill instructed the troopers to
clear women through the outer Secret Service blockade on the
street by falsely identifying them as staff, or as cousins of the
troopers. Shortly before the

each of the long-time girlfriends and weated them well,
though perhaps manipulating them to his own ends. He
once told Roger Perry he was in love with one of them,
though there is debate among the troopers as to which of the
women he meant.

hen speaking to the troopers about these liaisons,

Clinton was usually quite circumspect, but on some

occasions he inexplicably permitted himself to be

caught in flagranse delicto. More than once, Larry Panterson

said, he stood guard and witnessed the department store clerk

performing oral sex on Bill in a parked car, including in the

parking lot of Chelsea’s elementary school, and on the grounds
of the governor’s mansion.

In one instance, in the fall of 1988 or 1989, as Patterson

Clintons left Little Rock for
Washington, Roger Perry said,
one of the troopers (whom I
also interviewed) told him that
he had arranged for the AP&L
employee to arrive at the gov-
emor’s mansion at 5:15 a.m,,
dressed in a trench coat and a
baseball cap at Clinton’s
instruction. The trooper told
Perry he had told the Secret
Service that she was “staff
coming in very early.” Clinton
had arranged for the wooper to
bring the woman through a
basement door, which opened
into a game room, where
Clinton was waiting. The
trooper said he was instructed
to stand at the top of the stairs
leading from the basement to
the main floor of the residence
and to alert Clinton if Hillary
woke up, according to Perry. : L

Over time, as both Patterson and Perry described it. each
mistress was assigned a particular trooper whose job it was to
call her and find out when she could see Bill at her home, drive
her 10 various events where Bill was appearing, and deliver
gifts to her. “Three times after the [presidential] election |
called (the judge’s wife] to see if she was at home for the gov-
emot,” Patterson said. They also said Clinton regularly slipped
them cash to pay for gifts for the women they were told to pick
up from Victoria's Secret in the Little Rock mall and other
women's shops around town. “He told us to make sure they
were kept in the trunk of the cars and never bring them into the
house where Hillary might see them,” Perry said. At Christnas
1992, the rooper whose request for autographed photos for hus
family Clinton had waved away was able to get his autographs
only by insisting on a signature each time Clinton asked him to
pick up and deliver a gift to a woman.

Ir everyone's estimaton, Clinton built relationships with
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remembered it, he was driving
Clinton 0 an annual reception
for the Harrison County
Chamber of Commerce in 2
hospitality suite at the Cameloat
Hotel in Little Rock. On the
way, Clinton suggested a
detour to Chelsea’s school,
Booker Elementary. When
they arrived, Clinton told
Patterson the sales clerk was
sitting in her car, which was
parked in the otherwise desert-
ed front parking lot. I parked
across the entrance and stood
outside the car looking around,
about 120 feet from where
they were parked in a lot that
was pretty well lit. [ could see
Clinton get into the front seat
and then the lady's head go
into his lap. They stayed in the
car for 30 or 40 minutes,”
Patterson said. '

In a second instance, Patterson was oa duty at the resi-
dence, again late in the evening, when the same woman
drove up in a yellow and black Datsun or Nissan pick-up
truck and asked to see Clinton. “The govemor came out of
the residence and climbed into the front seat of the truck,
which she parked in an area off the rear drive,” Patterson
recalled. This time, Patterson said, with a gleam in his eye,
he got an even clearer view of the sex act by aiming a
remote-controlled camera with a swivel base mounted on a
30-foot pole in the back yard of the house right into the
truck. The image was projected onto a 27-inch video screen
in the guard house. “He was sitting on the passenger side
and she was behind the wheel. [ pointed the thing directly
into the windshield, and watched on the screen as the gover-
nor (received oral sex],” Patterson said.

As this act was occurring, Chelsea’s babysitter at the
ume, Melissa Jolley, drove into the compound. Realizing
ihat she would usually drive right by the ar¢a where the
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pick-up was parked on her way to the guest house where
she lived, Patterson quickly intercepted her, told her there
was a security problem on the grounds, and then instructed
her to drive by a different route, go in her house, and stay
there. “When they were done Clinton came ruaning over to
me and asked, ‘Did she see us? Did she see us?' I told him
what I'd done and he said ‘Atta boy,’ " Patterson said.

On yer another occasion that Patterson described, the gover-
nor and his security detail arrived at the Little Rock airport and
Clinton told his bodyguards that he was going to be driven
back to the residence by the Arkansas lawyer, who bad met the
plane, so that she could show him her new Jaguar. “On the ride
back be drove and she was nowhere to be seen in the car,”
Patterson said. “Later he told me that he had researched the
subject in the Bible and oral sex isn’t considered adultery.”

Like many men, Clinton and the troopers shared locker
room comments about women and sex. “When he was in a
down mood, all you had to do was start talking about sex
and he would come alive,” said Perry. “] remember one
time when I asked him to sign an autograph for a female
friend, and he asked me, ‘Does she have big titties?" "

“He told me there are two kinds of f---ing redheads,”
Patterson said. “Beautiful f-—~ing redheads and ugly f-—ing
redheads.” About a local reporter (not the one with whom
he was involved), Clinton told Patterson, I bet she could
give [good oral sex).” Complaining about the same woman,
Clinton later said, “If you were a buddy you would f-— her
and get her off my ass.”

v
H illary apparently was aware of Bill's hanky-panky,

at least in general terms. Patterson recalled one
Sunday afternoon in the late 1980s when be heard
Hillary complain to Bill in highly colorful language about
their inadequate sex life. Listening to the audio monitor at

the rear porch of the main house, Patterson said he sat in the .

guard house and heard Hillary tell Bill, during an argument
in the kitchen, *I need to be f—ed more than twice a year.”
When Clinton spent an inordinate amount of time speaking
with an attractive woman at a public event—apparently a
common occurrence—several troopers said they have heard
Hillary complain bitterly. “She would say, ‘Come on Bill,
" put your dick up. You can't f-—- her here,’” as Patterson
remembered the unforgettable phrasing.

“Even though she knew what was going on, he would hide
it because he didn’t want the confrontation,” Perry said. Bill
did get caught every once in a while. Generally a heavy
sleeper, Hillary once woke up in the middle of the night,
flicked on the bedroom light, and called down to the guard
house looking for Bill. *“The sorry damn son of a bitch!™ she

exclaimed when told the governor had gone out for a drive..

Perry grabbed the cellular phone, turning Clinton up at one of
the women's homes, and told him to get back to the residence
fast. “He started saying ‘Oh god, god, god. What did you tell
her?'" Perry recalled. When Clinton arrived soon after,
Hillary was waiting in thekitchen, where. not unexpectedly,

a wild screaming match ensued. When Perry entered the
kitchen after the dust had sealed, the room was a wreck. with
a cabinet door kicked off its hinges.

Another fight-ensued on the Clintons' final day in Liale
Rock, according to Patterson. Clinton asked him to bring one
of his women friends 1o the send-off ceremony at the Litte
Rock airport before he departed for Washington. “When | got
there with (the judge’s wife), Hillary turned to me and said.
*What the f— do you think you're doing? [ know who that
whore is. I know what she's doing here. Get her out of here.’
Clinton was standing right there. [ looked at him and he just
shrugged his shoulders. so I took her out of there and dropped
her at the Holiday Inn Center City."

The troopers speculated that Hillary tolerated this behav-
ior much as eighteenth-century aristocrats maintained mar-
riages of convenience to suit the social and material needs
of both parties. Hillary herself was intimately involved with
the late Vincent Foster, a partner at the Rose Law Firm and
later deputy White House counsel. Foster killed himself in
July under circumstances that remain murky. “It was com-
mon knowledge around the mansion that Hillary and Vince
were having an affair,” said Larry Patierson, though he con-
ceded that the evidence for this is more circumstantial than
his first-hand knowledge of Clinton's behavior.

According to all of the troopers, whenever Clinton left
town, no sooner would he be out of the mansion gates than
Foster would appear, often staying in the residence with
Hillary into the wee hours of the moming. One of the off-
the-record troopers drove Hillary and Foster to a mountain
cabin in Heber Springs, maintained by the Rose firm as an
out-of-town retreat for its lawyers, where the two spent sig-
nificant amounts of time alone. Patterson and Perry were
both aware of this at the time. On several chance occa-

" sions—at the Heber Springs retreat, and once stopped at a

traffic light in Little Rock—troopers said they observed
Foster and Hillary embracing and open-mouth kissing.

Patterson once saw the two in a compromising position
at a birthday party for Hillary held at the Little Rock French
restaurant Alouette’s. Bill also attended. While seated at the
restaurant’s bar, outside the dining room, Patterson said he
observed Hillary and another woman from the Rose firm,
Carolyn Huber, come out to the bar for a private chat. Soon
thereafter, Foster emerged from the dining room on his way
to the men's room. “He came up behind Hillary, and
squeezed her rear end with both of his hands. Then he
winked and gave me the *OK" sign,” Patterson said. “On the
way back, Huber was turned away, and Vince put his hand
over one of Hillary’s breasts and made the same ‘OK’ sign
to me. And she just stood there cooing, ‘Oh Vince. Oh
Vince." " Huber, now an assistant to the president, said she
never attended such a party.

VIII

he only person Bill Clinton has specifically denied
having an affair with is Gennifer Flowers. vet all of the
troopers agreed that Clinton and Flowers were roman-

-2

-
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tically involved for several years.’ They said Flowers called
the mansion regularly, asking to speak with “Bill.” As the
wroopers described the routine, when Hillary was not at home,
Clinton generally took the calls. When she was, Clinton
always instructed a trooper to tell Flowers that he would call
her back. Soon thereafter, Clinton would gundle down to the
troopers’ guard house and retreat to a private back room,
where he would then get on the telephone—a line that Hillary
could not pick up from inside the mansion. This is how he
regularly handled personal calls from women.

Patterson said he often drove Clinton to the Quapaw Towers
in Liade Rock, where Flowers lived, late in the evening, waiting

. in the parking lot for as long as two hours for Clinton's return.

“Every place we ever went, even 2 private party, we would go
in with him, except a woman's house,” Patterson said. Perhaps
because his relationship with Flowers began long before he
began to acknowledge his behavior to the troopers, Clinton had

" a story to cover his tracks. Clinton told Patterson that he was

visiting Maurice Smith, director of the state highway depart-
ment. who lived in the same building, but Patterson believes
that if this were true he would have gone into the building with
Clinton, as was usual with business meetings.$

Yet despite this cover story, Clinton evidently couldn’t
resist bragging about his sexual exploits. On one occasion,
Perry recalled. Clinton said that Gennifer Flowers “could
suck a tennis ball through a garden hose.”

According to Parterson and Perty, in the late spring of 1991,
as Clinton was seriously considering making a presidential run,
Flowers began calling him incessandy, sometimes four or five
times a week. Shortly after this spate of calls, Flowers got a job

. as an administrative assistant for the Arkansas Board of

Review's appeal tribunal, which hears unemployment cases.
According to published news accounts, Flowers first asked
Clinton about obtaining a state job in September 1990, and
Clinton turned the request over to his special assistant Judy
Gaddy. After applying for one position and being turned down,
Flowers complained in a letter to Clinton the following January

51t could be argued that Clinton did not categorically deny any
romantic involvement with Flowers. For example. in the Kroft
interview, Clinton was asked about Flowers’s allegation of a “12-
year affair™ and Clinton answered, “That allegation is false.” This
could leave open the possibility that the affair lasted less than
twelve years,

6 According to Flowers in a Penrthouse interview in December
1992. Clinton often jogged over to her apartment from the nearby
govemor's mansion. “arriving sweaty but eager.” On other occa-
sions, Flowers said. Clinton's driver sat in the car in the complex
driveway and waited for two hours or so. In an interview with me,
Flowers said she knew Larry Patterson and also knew that
Clinton's drivers waited for him in the parking lot. During the ini-
tial visits, Clinton entered the building through the lobby and was
seen getling off the elevator at the second floor, where Flowers
lived. Rumors soon circulated through the building. Thereafter.
Flowers said. she waited on her balcony until she saw the gover-
nor’s Lincoln pull in and then went to'the first floor to prop open a
fire exit door with 2 newspaper so Clinton could enter the building
undetected.
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and mentioned allegations linking the two romantically. Shortly
thereafter. Judy Gaddy inquired about a job opening at the
Board of Review for Flowers. Flowers applied. Bill Gaddy.
Judy's husband and another Clinton appointee, is the director of
the state’'s Employment Security Division, which oversees the
review board. According to a state committee which later inves-
tigated the matter, with Gaddy's approval, Don K. Bames, the
chairman of the review board who hired Flowers, improperly
waived certain hiring procedures, and Flowers got the job.
Bames later said that Gaddy had recommended Flowers for the
job, but Gaddy has denied this. Flowers told the Star that
Clinton “pulled strings” to secure the job for her, which Clinton
has denied. Patterson, however, corroborated Flowers's allega-
tdon. “T remember I was driving the car when Clinton got on the
phone and discussed that particular job with Bill Gaddy. There
is no doubt in my mind that he was asking Gaddy (0 give it to
Gennifer.” Patterson said. Gaddy denied ever having a tele.
phone conversation with Clinton about Flowers. (Flowers lost
the job for failing to show up for work three days in a row,
shortly after coming forward with her story in the Siar. She is
currently circulating a book proposal in New York.)

ven before the Flowers story broke, Clinton was
aware that the issue of his womanizing would plague

him in a presidential campaign. “He was walking
along one day in 1991 with Bruce Lindsey (now a senior
White House aide] and he said, ‘If [ make the race, I'm going
10 keep Larry around to deal with all the women,’ " Patterson
said. (“That never happened.” Lindsey said.) According to
Perry, Clinton told him in 1990 that he was considering not
running for re-election in Arkansas because he feared his his-
tory of womanizing would be exposed. As it happened, dur-
ing that year’s campaign. a disgruntled former state employee
named Larry Nichols filed a lawsuit linking Clinton to five
named women and making the unsubstantiated charge that he
had been fired as part of an attempted cover-up involving a
secret fund used to facilitate Clinton’s trysts. The suit was
reported in Arkansas, but neither the precise nature of the
allegations nor the women's names were mentioned.

In 1992. the task of “dealing with the women”™ was ultimate-
ly assigned to Buddy Young, the supervisory trooper in gover-
nor’s security, the troopers said. “Buddy Young specifically
told me that he was trying to keep a lid on the other women.”
Patterson said. “If one more came out, they knew Gennifer
would be credible. He said they could weather the storm on one.
but not two. He told me he went to Texas to talk to Elizabeth
Ward {a former Miss America named in the Nichols suit]. He
said that she had told him that she didn’t need any money, but
he said. ‘If the money’s right, I know she’ll keep her mouth
shut’ "7 Young denied this. “I've never spoken to Elizabeth
Ward,” he said. Ward could not be reached for comment,

According to Perry, about six weeks before the Siar inter-

? When Ward appeared in the May 1992 issue of Playboy. which
did not mention the alleged affair. the Clinton campaign quickly
circulated 3 written statement from Ward in which she denied anv
romuaatic 1oy oivenent with Clinton.
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view was published, Flowers again began calling the residence
day and night asking to speak with Bill. Word around the
guard house was that Flowers might be trying to blackmail
Clinton by threatening to expose their affair. “She was con-
stanty calling, sometimes several times a day. And we were
aware that she was up to something. We were told that she
might be trying to tape the calls with Clinton, so I called her
Gennifer Fowler so it would look like [ didn’t know who she
was.” Here is an excerpt from a transcript of the Flowers tapes:

PERRY: Governor's mansion, Roger Perry.

FLOWERS: Is Bill Clinton in please?

PERRY: Ma’'am, be's with some people right now. May [ ask
who's calling?

FLOWERS: This is Gennifer Flowers, I'm retuming his call.

PERRY: Gennifer Fowler?

FLOWERS: Flowers.

PERRY: OK. Hang on just a second. . ..

After the story broke, the damage-controllers went into high
gear. Pursuing the story further, reporters began filing requests
for various state records, including personnel files and phone
records. Up to the ume the Star story appeared, the troopers
said they kept two logs at the guard house. One was a gate log,
produced on a typewriter, noting all vehicles coming into or
out of the mansion gates. A second record was a standard tele-
phone message log, with one copy of any telephone message
going to Bill or Hillary and one copy retained in the log book.

Pauerson said he was told by Buddy Young that Hillary
Clinton ordered that the gate log no longer be maintained. And
a new procedure was instituted for handling the phone log.
Previously, old log books were stored in a maintenance house
on the property after they were filled. Post-Flowers, the troopers
said, they were told to bring the message log book directly to
Buddy Young, who disposed of it. It was Patterson’s under-
standing that the old logs from the maintenance house—ecords
kept by state employees—were destroyed on Hillary's orders.

In another instance in the spring of 1992, aides to Clinton
pored over telephone records for evidence of personal calls to
women, Paterson said “I was told by Buddy Young that there
were several calls made by the govemor on his cellular phone
to a pumber in Sherwood, Arkansas, that belonged to (the
Clinton girifriend who lived near Patterson]. At the tme, the
media was covering the Flowers story. I was told that if the
records were made public Betsey Wright had told Buddy that I
was going to have to take responsibility for making the calls to
protect the governor and he asked me to write a check to pay
for them.” In what Panterson believes was seen as an act of dis-
loyalty by the Clinton clique, he refused to do so.

Young flady denied this story. Wright, now a Washington
lobbyist, said Patterson’s account was “absurd.” When she
was the govemor’s chief of staff, Wright did regularly review
all telephone records and ask people to pay for their personal
calls, she said. “But | would never have asked someone to
pay for calls that were not their own. Poor Larry has all of
that screwed up.” When [ asked Wright if she knew this par-
ticular Sherwood woman, she said. "It is not an unfamiliar

name, but one of the wonderful things about a place like
Litde Rock is that you get to know evervone.”

Throughout the tense period, Young constantly warned
the troopers;, “If you're sman. you won't talk to the press,”
the same warning they said he delivered a year later as they
prepared to go public with this story.

Clinton, meanwhile, was by tums angry and very wor-
ried. From the back of his Lincoln he would say. “What
does that whore think she’s doing to me?" He also referred
to Flowers as a “f---ing slut,” according to Patierson. On the
Flowers tapes. after telling Flowers “if they ever hit you
with it just say ‘no’ and go on," Clinton had said he would
be free and clear on the womanizing issue so long as “they
don’t have pictures.” In a conversation in the kitchen of the
governor's mansion after Flowers went public, Clinton
asked one of the troopers for advice on how to handle the
situation. Clinton said that without photos. nothing could be
proved. “I told him, ‘Then lie your ass off," " the trooper
said, and Clinton apparendy did. O
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT::-
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS .,
WESTERN DIVISION T ST

PAULA CORBIN JONES PLAINTIFF
V. No. LR-C-94-290

WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON AND
DANNY FERGUSON DEFENDANTS

ANSWER OF DANNY FERGUSON

Comes now Danny Ferguson, and for his Answer to the Complaint
, fileci'herein, states and alleges as follows, viz:

1. Defendant Danny Ferguson hotes that the plaintiff has
attempted to plead several reasons why this Court would have jurisdiction.
Defendant Danny Ferguson denies that he has violated any of plaintiff's
federally protected rights, but does admit that there is diversity of
citizenship between the parties, and that this Court has jurisdiction based
on the diversity allegations.

| 2. Defendant Danny Ferguson admits that venue is proper in the
Little Roeck Division -of the Eastern District of Arkansas. |

3. Defendant Danny Ferguson admits the allegations of Paragraphs
~ 3, 4, and 5 of the Complaint as regards the parties herein.

4, Defendant Danny Ferguson is without knowledge as to when
plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones began work as an Arkansas state employee,

and thus denies the allegations of Paragraph 6.
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5. Defendant Danny Ferguson has knowlédge of a Governor's
Quality Mangement Conference_held at the Excelsior Hotel in Little_ Rock,
at which Governor Bill Clinton delivered a speech to the conference.
Defendant Danny Fe_rgu.son has no personal knowledge as to the date of
said conference and thus denies the specific allegations of Paragraph 7.

6. Defendant Danny Ferguson admits that Paula Corbin Jones y&as
at the registration desk on the day of the aforesaid conference with
another female employee, but is not aware of the identity of such female
employee and he thus denies the allegationsl of Paragraph 8.

7. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies the allegations of Paragraph
9. He does admit that at the time of the aforesaid conference that he
was a law enforcement officer within the ranks of the Arkansas State
Police and assigned to the Governor's Security Detail. He admits that he
was wearing street clothes but specifically denies displaying a firearm on
his person. As regards the allegations of small talk with plaintiff Paula
_Corbin Jones, after the speech given by Governor Clinton, Paula Corbin
Jones did make several comments to defendant Danny Ferguson about how
she found Governor Clinto'nl to be "good looking" and about how she
thought his hair was sexy, and which comments she asked defendant
Danny Ferguson to relay to Governor Bill Clinton.

8. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies each and every material
allegation in Paragraph 10 of the Complaint.

9. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies each and every matérial

allegation in Paragraph 11 of the Complaint.
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iO. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies the allegations in Paragraph
12 of the Complaint. Plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones had made comments in
the morning about Governor Clinton's good looks, and his sexy demeanor
and had mentioned nothing to defendant Danny Ferguson in any of these
conversations about hoping to have an enhanced employment opportunity.
Defendant Denn& Ferguson denies each and every other allegation of
Paragraph 12.

11. Defeﬁdant Danny Ferguson admits traveling in an elevator
with plaintiff Paula Jones and pointing out a particular room of the hotel.
He has no information as to whether the door was opened or closed.

12. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies each of the allegations in
Paragraph 14. When he pointed out the room in question, he left and
returned to the second floor.

13. Defendant Danny Ferguson has no knowledge or information as
to the éllegations made in Paragraphs 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25, and 26, and therefore denies each and every allegation in same.

14. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies the allegations
of Paragraph 27. - Paul Corbin Jones did not come into the presence of
defendanf Dannj Ferguson in the hallway because he was sitting on a
couch on the second floor. The defendant Danny Ferguson does not have
personal knowledge of what took place in the hotel room or of the amount
of time spent by Paula Jones in such room. When Paula Jones returned
" to the .second floor, some 20 to 30 minutes after having been left by
defendant Danny Ferguson, she asked him if he and the Governor were

going to stay at the seminar for the rest of the day. He replied that
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they had the option to do that, but that it was up to the Governor. She
then asked if the Governor had a girlfriend and Danny Ferguson answered
negatively, and she then responded that she would be the Governor's
girifriend.  Plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones did not appear to be upset in
any way at this time.

15. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies the allegations
of Paragraph 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, and Paragraph 34 of the Complaint.

16. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies the specific allegations of
Paragraph 35 of the Compalint. Approximately a week or two after the
aforesaid conference, plaintiff Paula Jones came into the Governor's office
to deliver mail when Danny Ferguson was present. She motioned for
Danny Ferguson to. follow. her into the hall as she left and he did so.
Once in the hall, she asked if the vaernor had said anything about her
and Danny Ferguson replied in the negative. Plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones
then asked for a piece of paper and a pen and wrote down her home
phone number and told defendant Danny Ferguson to give it to Governor
Clinton. She said to tell him that she was living with her boyfriend and
that if the boyfriehd answered, Governor Clinton should either hang up or
say that he had a wrong number.

17. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies each and every
allegation of Paragraph 36 stating that he did not even know plaintiff's
husband's first name until she went pubﬁc in February of 1994, and he
saw this name in the newspaper;

18. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies the allegations
of Paragraph 37 and denies in the most specific terms having made any

such comment as alleged herein.
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19. Defendant Danny Ferguson has no information as to the
allegations in Paragraph 38, 39, 40, and 41 of the Complaint and therefore
denies same.

20. Defenda_nt Danny Ferguson never spoke to anyone who said
they were associated yvith The American Spectator. He did have a
convérsation with David Brock who indicated that he was writing a book.
He denies that he said that the incident happened in the evening and said
nothing whatsoever about a cénsummated and satisfying sexual encounter
with Clilnton nor ‘did he say anything about any fdture sexual relationship
as regards plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones.

21. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies the allegations in
Paragraphs 43, 44, and 45 of the Complaint.

22. Trooper Danny Ferguson specifically denies the allegations in
Paragraph 46 of the Complaint. He does admit that the parties had a
conversation at the Golden Corral Steak House in which Paula Corbin Jones
inquired as to how much money Danny Ferguson thought that she could
make for herself by coming forward with her allegations. Danny Ferguson
responded by talking about his painful experiences with the media after
The American Spectator article and about the effect on Paul Corbin Jones'
family if she came forward and talked about the matter. The specific
allegations in Paragraph 46 are denied.

23. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies each and every material
allegation of Paragraphs 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53 of the Complaint.

24. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies the allegations
of Paragraph 54 of the Complaint and affirmatively avers that he was not

outside the door to the hotel room.
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25. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies the allegations
of Paragraphs 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, and 65 of the
Complaint.

26. Defend;nt Danny Ferguson specifically denies having engaged
in any conspiracy and thus specifically denies Paragraphs 66, 67, 68, and
69 of the Complaint.

- 27. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies Paragraph 70, 71, 72, 73,
and 74 of the Complaint. .

28. Defendant Danny Ferguson specifically denies Paragraph 75,
76, 77, 78, and 79 of the Complaint. Defendant Danny Ferguson states
that any actual statements made by him as outlined in this Answer were
in fact true and that he pleads the' defense of truth as regards the
allegations set forth in the Answer. The other allegations made by
plaintiff herein are specificaily denied.

29. Defendant Danny Ferguson denies each and every material
-allegation of the Complaint not specificaily admitted herein.

30. Defendant Danny Ferguson prays that the Complaint filed
herein against him be dismiésed. o

31. Defendant Danny Ferguson would request a trial by jury on
each and every allegaiion of disputed fact herein. |

WHEREFORE, premises cbnsidered, defendant Danny Ferguson prays
that the Complaint filed herein against him be dismissed; prays for trial
by jury; prays for his cost herein paid, laid out, and expended,
including attorney's fees, and prays for all other further and proper

relief in the premises.
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DANNY FERGUSON

Bill W. Bristow, P. A.
State Bar No. 75009

216 E. Washington
Jonesboro, Arkansas 72401

Robert Batten .

State Bar No. 71004

1412 West Main

Jacksonville, Arkansas 71004

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Bill W. Bristow, attorney for defendant Danny Ferguson, certify
that I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer on plaintiff by mailing
a copy of same to her attorney of record, Mr. Joseph Cammarata, 9516-C.
Lee Highway, Fairfax, Virginia 22031, and also to co-defendant by
mailing a copy of same to Mr. Steve Engstrom, P.0. Box 71, Little Rock,
Arkansas 72203, and to Mr. Robert Bennett, 1440 N. Y. Avenue N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20005this Mf[ day of June, 1994.

' LY, Lu:
% W/

Bill W. Bristow, P. A.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS
WESTERN DIVISION

PAULA CORBIN JONES,

Plaintiff, : CIVIL ACTION
: NO. LR-C-94-290
V. '
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON ; Judge Susan Webber Wright

and
- DANNY FERGUSON,
Defendants. ;
PRESIDENT CLINTON’S
MOTION TO SET BRIEFING SCHEDULE
President Clinton, by and through counsel,
hereby moves the Court to bifurcate the briefing schedule
with respect to President Clinton’s motions to dismiss,
so as to permit him to file a motion to dismiss on the
grounds of presidential immunity on or before August 5,
1994, and to defer and preserve all other pleadings and
motions that must or may be filed under the Federal Rules

of Civil Procedure until such time as the presidential
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immunity issue is finally resolved. The reasons for the
President’s request are explained more fully in the

Memorandum that accompanies this Motion.

Respectfully submitted,

oy Vil ZEtrer 8

Robert S. Bennett, Esq.
Carl S. Rauh, Esq.
Alan Kriegel, Esq.
Amy R. Sabrin, Esq.

SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE,MEAGHER & FLOM
1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 371-7000

Kathlyn Graves, Esq. Stephen Engstrom, Esqg.
WRIGHT, LINDSEY & JENNINGS WILSON, ENGSTROM, CORUM,
220 Worthen Bank Building DUDLEY & COULTER

200 West Capitol Avenue 809 West Third Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 Little Rock, Arkansas 72202
(501) 371-0808 (501) 375-6453

Counsel to President William J. Clinton
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on June 27, 1994, I
caused President Clinton’s Motion To Set Briefing Sched-
ule, the Memorandum in Support thereof, and a proposed
Order to be delivered by hand to:

Gilbert K. Davis, Esq.

Joseph Cammarata, Esqg.

9516-C Lee Highway

Fairfax, Virginia 22031
and to be delivered by Federal Express to:

Bill W. Bristow, Esq.

216 East Washington
Jonesboro, Arkansas 72401

ke

Amy Sgbrin
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS
WESTERN DIVISION

PAULA CORBIN JONES,

Plaintiff, : CIVIL ACTION
: ' NO. LR-C-94-290
V. H
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON : Judge Susan Webber Wright

and | ;
DANNY FERGUSON,
Defendants. | ;
PRESIDENT CLINTON'’S
MOTION TO DISMISS
ON GROUNDS OF PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY
President Clinton, on the constitutional
grounds of presidential immunity, hereby moves the Court
to dismiss the above-captioned complaint without preju-
dice and to toll any statutes of limitation applicable to
the claims asserted therein, until he is no longer Presi-
dent, at which timé the plaintiff may refile the instant

suit.
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The reasons for the President’s Motion are
fully set forth in the Memorandum, Appendix and Attach-

ments filed herewith.

Respectfully submitted,

By: WW

Robert S. Bennett, Esqg.

Carl S. Rauh, Esq.

Alan Kriegel, Esqg.
" Amy R. Sabrin, Esq.
Stephen P. Vaughn, Esq.

SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE,MEAGHER & FLOM
1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 371-7000

Kathlyn Graves, Esg. Stephen Engstrom, Esq.
WRIGHT, LINDSEY & JENNINGS WILSON, ENGSTROM, CORUM,
220 Worthen Bank Building DUDLEY & COULTER

200 West Capitol Avenue 809 West Third Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 Little Rock, Arkansas 72202
(501) 371-0808 (501) 375-6453

Counsel to President William J. Clinton
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on August 10, 1994, I
caused copies of President Clinton’s Motion To Dismiss On
Grounds Of Presidential Immunity, together with the
Memorandum in Support thereof and Appendix and Attach-
ments thereto, to be delivered by hand to:

Gilbert K. Davis, Esq.
Joseph Cammarata, Esqg.
9516-C Lee Highway
Fairfax, Virginia 22031

And by Federal Express to:

Daniel M. Traylor, Esqg.

First Commercial Building

400 West Capitol Avenue, Suite 1700
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Bill W. Bristow, Esq.‘
216 East Washington
Jonesboro, Arkansas 724

o

Amy R’. Sabrin
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FILED

-2 o U-S. OISTRICT C
GASTERN DISTRICTA%J(ARISAS

NOV 2 3 1994

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ‘éA_MES - McCQRMACK, CLERK
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS . Y.
WESTERN DIVISION _ DT

PAULA CORBIN JONES, *
Plaintiff, :
vs. : No. LR-C-94-290
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON :
and DANNY FERGUSON, *
Defendants. :
ORDER

On November 1, 1994, separate defendant William Jefferson
Clinton filed herein a motion requesting oral argument [Doc. # 28]
on the issue of presidential immunity, which is the only issue now
before the Court. For the reasons that follow, the motion is
denied. Also denied is plaintiff Paula Corbin Jones’ motion to
file an affidavit under seal [Doc. # 29].

This Court seeks to follow some semblance of order in its
conduct of cases. In this case in particular, the Court believes
it must keep a tight rein on the proceedings to ensure the case
progresses in a timely manner with a minimum of distractions and
fanfare. A brief review of recent developments in this case will

illustrate the Court’s concerns.
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The defend;nt’s request for oral argument and the plaintiff’s
request to file an affidavit under seal are the latest motions that
seek actions'by the Court which are not part of this Court’s usual
conduct of cases. It is not the regular practice of this Court to
. hear oral argument on motions to dismiss. The Federal Rules of -
Civil Procedure do not mandate oral arguments on motions at the
district court level.!

The plaintiff, meanwhile, seeks to file an affidavit under
seal, the contents of which may not be disclosed, even to the
Court, without fhe prior approval of the plaintiff. This is an
extremely unusual request, and the plaintiff has presented no
persuasive argument why it should be granted. Rule 26 of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides for the filing of
documents under seal in certain cifcumstahces, but under that rule
the court, not the parties, directs when the sealed documents will
be opened. There is no provision in the federal Rules of ﬁivil
Procedure for such a filing as the plaintiff requests.

The previous motion for ieave to.file a reply brief and the
submission of amicus briefs were also outside the usual progession
of a case in this Court. Neither the federal rules nor local rules
of this Court provide for amicus briefs at the district court ievel

or for a reply to a response.?

1 As the Court and parties are aware, the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure do set forth circumstances in which
oral argument will be permitted. See Fed. R. App. P. 34.

2 As the Court and parties arc aware, there are provisions in the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure concemning
filing amicus briefs in cases on appeal. See Fed. R. App. P. 29. The filing of a reply to a response is not unheard of in this
Court, but because such a reply is not provided for in the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Court is not obligated to
consider reply briefs in making its rulings uniess the Court directs the parties to file the replies.

2
s5



To.revisit the facts with regard to the amicus briefs and
reply briefs, the.last pleading due in this case was a response and
brief filed on October 21, 1994, by the plaintiff. On the same
date, a motion and amicus brief were submitted by the American
Civil Liberties Union, and after the due date of plaintiff’s
response, another amicus brief waé submitted by a group of
prominent professors of constitutional law from various American
law schools. By recent Order, those two amicus briefs were refused
filing with the Clerk of the cOuft and were 'placed in a
correspondence file available to the Court along with oﬁher
correspondence which the Court has received about thié case.
Documents'in the correspondence file are not included as part of
the official record of the case.?

Further, subsequent to the filing by the plaintiff of her
response and brief, one of the Court’s clerks was contacted by a
local attorney for President Clinton, who requested to file a reply
brief to the plaintiff’s response and who sought a mid-December due
date for the reply. Presumably, plaintiff Jones would have wished
to file a response to the President’s reply brief. The Court would
certainly have had to permit the plaintiff to respond if a reply
were accepted ffom the defendant. The Court, acting through the
clerk, informed President Clinton’s local counsel that the Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure do not provide for replies to responses.

3 Correspondence relating to cases before the Court is often placed in the official case file. However. in cases which
generate correspondence not only from the parties but also from interested members of the public, a separate correspondence
file is sometimes maintained. If a district court’s decision is appealed, the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals has discretion to
decide whether the correspondence file is sent to the Court of Appeals along with the case file.

3 _
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Through his attorneys, the President then sought leave to file a
reply brief, which the Court denied. Presumably, the parties would
have wanted to respond to the amicus briefs had they been made a
part of the record. It is clear to the Court that without orderly
management of this case, briefing could.have continued unabated for
months.

After this case was filed in May 1994, the Court set up a
briefing schedule agreeable to the parties. The amicus briefs were
not sﬁbmitted until the conclusion of that schedule, even though
the schedule had been established in mid-summer and was readily
available from the Court. Both the questions of reply briefs and
ora; argument were raised after the briefing schedule had been
concluded.

The Court has been thoroughly informed about the issue pending
before it as the result of well-researched, well-documented briefs
filed herein by the attorneys for the parties and by the Department
of Justice.* It has received and believes it would benefit from
the scholarly amicus briefs submitted.

The Court intends to act on the issue before it in a timely
manner, recognizing the extreme importance of the case as well as
the intense interest in it. To prolong the decision through oral
argument and further briefs would not, in the view of the Court,
prove of any benefit to the Court and would only serve to

needlessly delay resolution of the issue.

- *The United States filed a Statement of Interest in this case on August 19, 1994, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 517.

-f -
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In sum, the defendant’s motion for oral argument is denied,
and the plaintiff’s motion to file an affidavit under seal is
denied.

IT SO ORDERED this 23rd day of November 1994.

THIS DOCUN T T 2. T2nsED G COCKET SHEET IN

COMPLIANCE yii i RULE 58 AND/OR 79(a) FRCP
oN___ /] [23) g BY JZL,
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AFFIDAVIT

GEORGE L. COOK, on oath, states:

In January of 1994, several weeks prior to Paula Jones' press conference with Cliff
Jackson at the Conservative Political Action Conference, I met with Danny Traylor in
Lictle Rock.

Traylor contacted me through a mutual friend because he thought I could convey
a message to the White House. :

Traylor revealed thac he represented Paula Jones who said she had a claim against
President Clintoa and, if she did not get money for it, she would embarrass him publicly.

After Traylor described his clieat’s claims, I asked him why he would take a case
like that. He said he knew his case was weak, but he needed the client and he needed the
money. I told Traylor it was a preposterous claim and he should aot expect to get any
money out of it. Traylor said it would help if President Clinton would get Paula & job

out in California. |

I told Traylor that would be illegal.

STATE OF ARKANSAS )
COUNTY OF PULASKI )

6n this _3rd_day of Mesgr |, 1994, before me, mn?f'l#n M"IFS .
the undersi notary for the County and State aforesaid, personally appeared George L.

Cook, sati rialy proven to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing
and verified on oath that the statements contained therein are true to the best of his
informacion and belief and that he has made these statements of his own free will.

In witness whereof 1 hereunto set my hand and seal on this _3d day of

mm‘ , 1994,
otary Public
My Commission Expires:

PULASK) COUNTY
My Commasion Cepirns: 08 - 0 . poop




Q37104234 tt03  0150-222-008 DI 53LVIS-TIV



‘CLIFF JACKSON, P.A.

Attgrrey At L sw

?::L‘E‘P::g:ts.c(':ﬂﬂnylm : LATLE “‘;’g.";‘%m’ s ‘1o “°g:‘255:‘?5:‘"§
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE _ For Information, Contact;
February 11, 1994 Cheryl Rampy

(703) 739-5920
TROOPERGATE WHISTLE-BLOWERS PRESS CONFERENCE

Washington, DC - Troopergate, the Clinton scandal fueled by the Arkansas State
Trooper revelations, ignited again today with the launching of the "Troopergate Whistle-
Blower Fund" ... complete with its own 1-800 number (1-800-955-1997) ... at a press

conference in Washington. D.C.

The Fund’'s organizers, the two Arkansas Troopers and their attorneys, also
presented to the press and media the "first of hopefully many corroborating whistle-
blowers®, a former state employee named Paula Jones who disclosed "uninvited and

unwielcomed on-the-icc sexual hzrassment by then-Governor Clinton, her ultimate

emoloyet.”

Trooper attorney Lynn A. Davis explained that the whistle-blower fund is designed
to encourage and suppcrt whistle-blcwers and to counteract the overt coercion.

intimidation and retaliation of the Clinton cover-up machine.”

Davis also released a letter to Arkansas State Police Director Tommy Goodwin,
which itemized ten instances of Goodwin's "personal intimidation as part and parcel of
the Clinton machine’s cover-up and conspiracy of silence”. and Davis said that only with

the whistle-blower fund’s assistance will mast people speak out.
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u’"‘

Cliff Jackson, anaother trooper attorney, stated that the whistle-blower fund will
"‘absolutely not” buy information but instead will provide assistance to “true whistle-
blowers' who want their stories handled in a "professional, dignified and non-tabloid
manner, but who nevertheless have legitimate job security, income and legal service

needs.”

Paula Jones, 27, an Arkansas state empioyee at the time, was a hostess at an
official event in May 1991, when Arkansas Trooper Danny Ferguson asked her to "go

upstairs to visit Governor Clinton.”

Ms. Jones, who had worked for the Arkansas Industrial Development Commission
(AIDC) for only two months, had never met Governor Clinton before and says that she
did not then know of his "womanizing" reputation. Accompanied by Trooper Ferguson,
she went to a room in the Excelsior Hotel, where she hoped to "talk him (Clinton) into

offering me a job in the Governor's office.”

instead, Jones alleges. Clinton sexuaily harassed her and subjected her to "on-
the-job. uninvited and unwelcomed" sexual advances, which she rebuffed.

Ms. Jones said that Clinton told her that he would "fix it* with her agency head.
an appointee and close personal and political friend of Clinton's, if she got into trouble

for abandoning her job duties at the agency conference.

Fleeing the room as soon as possible, Jones says that she was "humiliated.

shocked. outraged and embarrassed” by the encounter. Later that day she told two
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other women about it, beth of whom in signed affidavits now corroborate Ms. Jones’

account, and, in addition. told four family members about the encounter.

Ms. Jones says that Ferguson continued to “sexuaily harass* her as she went
about her job duties at the Sate Capitol. She claims that he badgered her to give him
her phone number "“for the Governor* or to meet Clinton when "Hillary was out-of-town,*

even after she repeatedly refused and even after she was married.

Ferguson had previously disclosed this incident involving awoman named "Paula”

in accounts published in The American Spectator. Ferguson's version, howev.er, implied
a consummated and satisfying sexual encounter with Bill Clinton, as well as a

willingness to continue sexual liaisons with him, which. Ms. Jones branded as ‘“totally

false."

"l was victimized. embarrassed and humiliated by the encounter itself,* Ms. Jones
said. "but | had managed to repress it until Danny Ferguson painted me as one of

Clinton’'s bimtos rather than as a victim of sexual harassment in the workplace.”

Ms. Jones, who says that she has not been paid or promised any fnoney for her
story. chose to come fofward now “to clear up My goed name. to.set the record straight.

and to stand up for women's rights.*

Daniel M. Traylor. personal attorney for Ms. Jones and a self-described “yellow
dog Democrat.” told reporters that he had previously through “unofficial channeis”
indirectly notified the White House but had been rebuffed in "my efforts to secure an

apology and redress of grievances privatety without undue public embarrassment to the
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President.” Traylor also released a letter to Clinton formally notifying him of his client's

legal claims and asking for an apology.

"Ms. Jones' courageous account is only the beginning of corroboration and
vindication of the troopers,* Jackson predicted. “The people do not realize the
magnitude of the problem and cover-up,” he said, "but hopefully the Troopergate
Whistle-Blower Fund can successfully counteract the Clinton machine's on-going

deception of the press and public.”

Contributions to the Troopergate Whistle-Blower Fund should be mailed to P.O.

Box 5344, Little Rock. AR 72215, or contributors may phone 1-800-955-1997.

-30 -
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t ATTORNEY ATLAW . -
b 18 Suovwe e 0. .2
LirTLE Rua k. ARRANSAD 72207
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January 17, 1994

HAND DEL[VERED

Col. Tommy Goodwin
Director, Arkansas State Police
#3 Natural Resources Drive
Liule Rock, Arkansas 72207

Dear Col. Guodwin:

- As a former Director of the Arkansas State Police, [ have been reluctant to pick a fight with you

so as to not embarrass you and the ASP. [nstead { have, to date, stood by while you have
publicly pilloried my clients, Roger Perry and Larry Parterson. even while tumning a blind eye to
their alleyations.

[n doing so, you have played a key role, perhaps the key role, in what { believe is a2 White
House-orchestrated effort to intimidate other troopers into maintaining the conspiracy of silence
which even still biankets this State, thereby chilling the First Amendment rights of those who
would otherwise speak out.

That you would investigate those who come forward with evidence and allegations of
wrong-doiny, including the misuse of tax dollars and state personne! and other possible criminal
activity, speaks volumes about your law enforcement priorities and your loyalties.

(t clearly labels you as part-and parcel of this cover-up when you tell the press that you are goiny
to conduct a criminal investigation of Parterson and Perry for "insurance fraud" while on the day
betore you had told me that you were going to do no such thing. Your role in this cover-up and
intimidation raises serious doubt in my mind as to your fimess to serve as ASP Director.

For the record. your response to the "Troopergate” scandal includes:

(1) Your "counseling” Roger Perrv in vour office und trving. unsuccessfully.
to prevent him from exercising his free speech rights to tell the truth:

2) Tiunsterring Roger Perry frum Guvernor's Muansion Security in

retaliation for the exervise of Ris constitutional rights. without any just cause
whatsoever und in clear violation of departmental policy:
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(3} Your promation of @ Clinton loyalist in Mansion Security in complete
disregard of the competitive examinations and vther requirements set forth in
Depurtmental Policy #89-052 and for the appurent purpose of ussuring his
continued lovalty and silence:

(4) Despite no monies having been sought or received, you went on statewide
television to announce that the 4SP would possibly conduct a criminal
investigation of my clients 10 determine if moneyv changed hands in exchange
Jor information.

(5) You usked the Attorney General's Office to advise you regarding the
possible criminality of the Troopers' furnishing information of interest
regurding violations of the Iaw. an exercise of their free speech:

(6} You publicly stated rlwt the ASP would pussibly undertake disc xplmary
action uguinst my clients for speaking out;

(7) You permitted the posting of a memorandum ut the Guvernor's Mansion
guard house warning all other troopers, upon pain of transfer and disciplinary
action. against talking with anyone. including the press. about Bill Clinton's
activities:

(8) After the Artarney General thwarted your first choice for a criminal
investigation, directing last Friday an ASP criminal investigation into the
bogus "insurance fraud” claim. despite personal assurances to me the day
before thut no such inquiry had been directed;

1¥) Yuu have indicated to other persons both within and without the
Department. in your official capacity as ASP Director. your intent to “fire”
buth Parterson und Perry, while at the same time tellmg me that you had no

such intention:

(10y You have coordinated and reported vour efforts at cover-up and
intimidation to the highest echelons of the White House damage control team
while making confidential ASP information avuilable in furtherance of that

effort.

While selectively targeting my clients and intimidating other t;oopérs. you have disregarded
other questivnable. ¢even illegal, conduct within and without the Department and government —
some at the highest echelons---over which the ASP clearly has jurisdiction.

[ believe | remain ‘true to the highest principles of the Arkansas State Police when [ say that you
have chosen to politicize your duties, purtting your loyalty to one individual above your loyalty
" to troopers and others within the Deparrment. [ therefore call upon you to resign as Director

immediately.
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[f you choose not to take this course, I shall within ten (10) days publicly request that Governor
Tucker replace you. At the same time, [ shail present you and other appropriate law
" enforcement and governmental entities with a bill of particulars setting forth conduct, including
» within and without the ASP which clearly warrants immediate investigation.

Lynn A. Davis

LAD/bp
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Copyright 1994 The Washington Post
The Washington Post

February 14, 1994, Monday, Final Edition
SECTION: STYLE; PAGE D1
LENGTH: 1742 words

HEADLINE: It Isn't Easy Being Right;
At the Conservative Confab, Out of Sorts About Who's in Power

SERIES: Occasional
BYLINE: Lloyd Grove, Washington Post Staff Writer

BODY

It may or may not say something about the Republican predicament in the
Clinton era that the most compelling voices at this past weekend's Conservative
Political Action Conference -- a three-day gabfest featuring 1,400 true
believers -- were not Bill Bennett, Bob Dole, Phil Gramm or Jack Kemp.

Respectable right-thinking leaders in the act of pre-presidential.

speechifying are just not getting the blood going the way that Reagan fellow
did.

Alas, the most exciting phenomena at the Omni Shoreham Hotel were: a tall,
tart-tongued young woman with a weakness for skin-tight pantsuits and punky
black lipstick who happens to be an MTV veejay named Kennedy; the famous
Arkansas state troopers, in town to retell their infamous bedtime stories; and,
of course, the seismic rumblings attending the promised eruption, yet again, of
Mount Bimbo.

"I've never seen so much angst over a politician," mused GOP political
consultant Craig Shirley, who helped organize the 21st annual "CPAC," as the
conference is called.

Republican strategist David Keene, head of the American Conservative Union,
CPAC's main sponsor, acknowledged that despite everything, public opinion polls
still show the president enjoying healthy job-approval ratings.

"I think people [i.e., conservative activists] are a little perplexed, with
all the things that have come out in recent months about Bill Clinteon," Keene
remarked.

A little perplexed? More like enraged and terrified (just the sort of
emotions that make fund-raising go like gangbusters). Listen to the primal
scream: "Bill Clinton is the most anti-gun president in the history of the
United States -- a real enemy of the people" (from John Snyder of the Committee
for the Right to Keep and Bear Arms); "We don't have a health care crisis -- we
have a mental health care crisis with two people in the White House" (from a
woman attending the conference during an audience Q&A); Clinton is "a sleazebag

o LEXIS'NEXIS&= LEXIS NEXIS€E LEXIS-NEXIS €=

Services of Mead Data Central, Inc.



The Washington Post, February 14, 1994

and a scumbag" (from former college professor Mark Draper, president of a group

® called Accuracy and Academia) . Then there was another woman's howl of
frustration, as she waited -- for too long, apparently -- to be seated in the
hotel coffee shop: "Everybody's on welfare, but there's not enough help, so they
won't get anybody to clear the tables.” '

That, of course, was Clinton's fault, too.

"I feel like there has been an alien invasion," said Lewis Uhler, president
of the National Tax Limitation Committee, another CPAC sponsor. "We are in the
grip of that old movie, 'The Invasion of the Body Snatchers.' "

"There's no question that Bill Clinton is setting the agenda, and we're
playing defense," lamented sometime Republican operative Todd Blodgett, who was
® hawking "Slick Times" -- a purported humor magazine featuring doctored photos of
Hillary Rodham Clinton in various states of undress, heh, heh -- at a booth in
the CPAC exhibit hall, where other activists sold buttons, bumper stickers and
T-shirts with such messages as "Impeach Hillary," "I love animals -- they're
delicious" and "Stop the liberal media."

e "See, we don't have anybody right now that can lead us, the knight in shining
: armor, the man on the white horse," Blodgett went on. "There's no Ronald Reagan
to make us feel good."

Indeed, it's almost as if the messiah has come and gone. Or Moses left his
people to wander in the wilderness while he and Nancy entered the promised land
o -- in this case, Bel Air. ’

"I'd have to bet on Bill Clinton over anybody else in 1996," Adam Dubitsky,
another conference organizer, said resignedly. "Most Americans believed that
he's a womanizer who dodged the draft, smoked pot, was the governor of an
insignificant state, and yet he got himself elected president. If he got through

® S the campaign and was able to come out the other end, you'd think he'd be able to
do it from the White House."

Dubitsky, smiling pleasantly, said all this with the preternatural calm of a
pod person. ’

® "Ba-rbara Roberts sucks. She blows."

Kennedy, sitting in the hotel bar, was applying her pungent political
analysis to the Democratic governor of Oregon, Kennedy's home state. The
daughter of a corporate lawyer father and artist mother, Lisa Kennedy
Montgomery, 21, eschewed college to start a career in radio, where she gained a

® following with heavy-breathing poetry -- "sexual sonnets," she calls them --
about her love fantasy, Dan Quayle. "There he ig, Dan, with the piercing eyes so
blue ..." she intoned, by way of illustration. In 1992 she jumped to MIV, where

she hosts the 11:30 to 12:30 late night grunge show, "Alternative Nation."
"Conservative guys are babes," she argued. "Suit-wearing hunks."
On Saturday, Kennedy was seated at a place of honor at retired Marine Lt.

Col. Oliver North's table, when North breezed into the conference to address the
Young America's Foundation, a group of several hundred college kids.
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"He looks like he watches MTV," Kennedy ventured, eyeing North.
"No, we don't get much TV," the Virginia Senate candidate clarified later.
"But we had a very nice conversation."

Then North posed for pictures with admirers. . -
"Say Hillary!" he shouted as the cameras popped.

The pompadoured and mustachioed Roger Perry -- a primary source for the
recent stories about Clinton's alleged personal habits -- is still employed by
the Arkansas state police as an undercover narcotics cop. As he rambled here and

there through the Omni Shoreham, he received spontaneous bursts of applause from
the CPAC faithful. -

On Thursday, Perry went on the "G. Gordon Liddy" radio show with fellow
officer Larry Patterson and Little Rock lawyer and former Clinton friend Cliff
Jackson, the impresario of the .scandal variously dubbed "Troopergate" and
"Fornigate."

"Will they ever stop putting 'gate' at the end of everything?" Liddy scolded
his guests, recalling his own heroic role in Watergate. "I have a proprietary
interest in the suffix 'gate.' It's mine. Get your own!"

The next day there was a press conference, held ostensibly to announce the
Troopergate Whistle-Blowers Fund. But Jackson trotted out a 27-year-old Arkansas
woman, her angry-looking husband and their excited-looking lawyer to make the
claim that Clinton, as governor, had done something untoward and uninvited to
her in a Little Rock hotel room almost three years ago. It wasn't quite clear
what -- they were being sketchy on the details "out of deference to the First
Family," lawyer Dan Traylor mystifyingly explained, adding that the woman,

Paula Jones, was going public to protect her good name.

The attending reporters, plus a large contingent from Accuracy in Media, the
conservative watchdog group, commenced playing an exhausting game of Animal,
Vegetable or Mineral. Lots of tittering and chuckling from the 100 or so
conference attendees gathered in back for this historic occasion.

"You mentioned that he asked you to perform a sexual act," Accuracy in
Media's Reed Irvine began, assuming the no-nonsense stance of investigative
reporter. "Is it something that could have been performed without your taklng
your clothes off?"

"Ohhhh Reeeed!" the assembled scribes groaned.

David Keene seemed delighted to let his confab be turned into a staging area
for yet another ascension of Mount Bimbo.

"You'd think that at some point they'd get to the top," Keene said with a
laugh. "But apparently not."

Can a conservative be an open homosexual? Take David Brock, the writer for
the American Spectator who broke the Troopergate story and later revealed his
sexual orientation amid a storm of criticism.
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The Washington Post, February 14, 1994

"No," said right-wing psychologist Paul Cameron, head of the Family Research
Institute, an organization devoted to denouncing gay people. "The conservative
philosophy says people cught to be productive in their lives -- both
economically and sexually. Homosexuality is a dead-end lifestyle."

Of Brock's decision to come out, "I'd say shame on him," Cameron said. Better
to stay in the closet. "Maybe there are 1,500 people here and three of them are
child molesters," Cameron explained. "As long as they don't try to push it, you
know, get up and say 'I've tried 8-year-old girls and it's good,' it's not
really my problem."

On Saturday, Cameron eyed Brock with a sour smile as the writer participated
in a panel discussion on Clinton and the media. "He's in the wrong place,"
Cameron said.

But many others at the confab had no such qualms. After leaving the stage
Brock was swarmed with admirers and autograph-seekers, many of them brandishing
his best-selling attack on Anita Hill.

"A friend of mine said to me last night, 'You're gonna be like Mick Jagger
here,' " Brock grinned as he scrawled his John Hancock over and over.

Kennedy was also going for the gusto. "Can't we start beating up the liberals
on college campuses?" she suggested during her panel discussion, to a heartening
round of applause.

For Mark Cerbone, 37, who described himself as a Christian environmentalist
who also works with inner city teenagers as an associate pastor of a Mennonite
church in Buffalo, the veejay's call to mayhem reflected his problem with the
whole conference.

"It often feels like we're more concerned with taking easy shots at the
Clinton administration than coming up with substantive answers or alternatives,"
he complained to a reporter.

A bearded, turtlenecked fellow, Cerbone was moved during the question period
to take Kénnedy.on. "If we are to offer the American public a consistent, viable
values alternative, shouldn't we decry MTV and what it represents instead of
inviting people who peddle this stuff to be part of the program?" he demanded,
adding that the music video channel is an example of "what's rotting America
away."

"Can I answer this one?" Kennedy chimed in. "Sorry, I mean, that's your
opinion about what MTV is. Anything more despicable than censorship from the
left is censorship from the right and what about the First Amendment? You know,
what about the Bill of Rights? And you should consider yourself lucky to have a
21-year-old conservative in my position. You know, not to start ringing my own
bell, but at least I stand up for what I believe in."

"I stand up for what I believe in," Cerbone replied. "In fact, I think that's
the thrust of this conference." At which point the moderator jumped in to cut
him off.
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The Washington Post, February 14, 1994

"Yeah let's take it outside, pal," Kennedy quipped, putting her dukes up and
getting the reward of laughter.
Ah ... the battle of ideas.

"GRAPHIC: PHOTO, SCENES FROM THE WEEKEND'S CONSERVATIVE POLITICAL ACTION
CONFERENCE: CLOCKWISE FROM TOP, STEVE AND PAULA JONES, WHO MADE VAGUE SEXUAL
ALLEGATIONS ABOUT BILL CLINTON; DAVID KEENE, A REPUBLICAN STRATEGIST WHO

ACKNOWLEDGES CLINTON'S POPULARITY; AND KENNEDY, MTV'S CONSERVATIVE VEEJAY. KEITH
JENKINS

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH
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Sam Donaldson, co-host:

Sexual harassment is shocking enough without having
the president of the United States accused of it. Being
president is difficult enough without having to deal with
a lawsuit stemming from such a charge. But both of these
things have happened.

Tonight, in her first network television interview,
you will hear from President Clinton’s accuser, and to
some extent, you can judge for yourself her sincerity.
Now, we’ve not attempted to try the case here. It is
enough to make the point that people ought not to
automatically believe his accuser just because they may
dislike the president on other grounds, or vice versa.
What we’re doing is hearing the story his accuser tells
as she tells it. The story the president and the
country must now deal with.

Ms. Jones, a lot of people think that you’re just
trying to get the president.

Paula Jones (Suing Bill Clinton for Sexual Harassment) :
No, I'm not. I haven’t got a- a suit filed against the
president. It’s against Bill Clinton. Just because
he’s president.

Donaldson: But he is the president.

Jones: That’s right. But the president is not, I don’t
feel, over the law (sic), and he needs to tell the truth.
And he needs to pay for what he’s done.

Donaldson: Paula Corbin Jones, age twenty-seven, now
married, claims that in 1991, when she was single and
working for the state of Arkansas, then-governor Bill
Clinton sexually harassed her in a vulgar manner.
Because she’s now filed a public civil suit against the
president, she’s become the hero--some would charge
pawn--of many of Mr. Clinton’s long-time political
opponents.

White House aides have called her a liar and
pathetic. Robert Bennett, Mr. Clinton’s private lawyer,
put it this way.
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Robert Bennett (Attorney for Bill Clinton): The
president adamently denies the vicious and mean-spirited
allegations in this- this complaint. Quite simply, the
incident did not occur.

Donaldson: On the same day, President Clinton made his
one and only public comment about the charges.

Clinton: Bob Bennett spoke for me, and I’'m going back
to work. I’'m not going to dignify this by cong- commer-
commenting on it.

Donaldson: Paula Jones’ story really begins in the
little Arkansas town of Lonoke, population four thousand
one hundred twenty-eight, some thirty miles east of
Little Rock. Jones is the youngest of three sisters.
Her mother was a housewife; her father a textile worker
and part-time Nazarine preacher.

Did you think of yourself as poor?

Jones: We had our hard times, yes, we did.

Donaldson: Once out on her own, Jones held a series of
dead-end jobs, but finally went to work in Little Rock
for the Arkansas Industrial Development Commission, a
state agency. And that’s where she was working when on
May 8, 1991, she claims Bill Clinton sexually harassed
her. The scene was the Excelsior Hotel, where an
industrial conference was being held. She and a
co-worker were holding down the registration desk on the
second floor when, she says that afternoon about
two-thirty, Mr. Clinton’s bodyguard, State Trooper Danny
Ferguson, spoke to her.

Jones: Trooper Ferguson approached me and handed me a
little slip of paper, and he told me that--he used the
word ‘Bill’--would like to meet with you up in his room
number (sic). And my response was, ‘Well, why does he
want to see me?’ And Mr. Ferguson said, ‘It’s okay. We
do this all the time.’

Donaldson: What did you take that to mean?

Jones: I don’t know. I was very excited the governor
wanted to see me. I- I was. Who wouldn’t be? And I
thought, well- and when me and my friend had talked about
it, we thought, well, we might could get a job (sic).

Donaldson: Looking back, wasn’t that a little naive?

Jones: Well, yes. That'’'s the only reason why I would
think that he would want me up there. Why- I mean, you
know, the governor is asking you to come up to a room,
and I did not know him or any of his past before that
day.
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Donaldson: Jones says Trooper Ferguson escorted her up
in the elevator to the eleventh floor, she thinks, and
pointed to a room. The door was slightly ajar. She says
Governor Clinton, alone, in his shirtsleeves, showed her
in. At first, she says, they made small talk. Then, she
says, the governor made his move.

Jones: He was leaning up against the back of a wingback
chair, and I was standing a little ways off from him, and
we were talking. Well, he leaned up, and well, he tried
to pull me over, and he put his hand up my leg. I mean,
he jumped- you know, it was just real quick, and he tried
to kiss on my neck. And he told me how he liked the way
my curves were, and he liked the way my hair went down to
the middle of my back. And then, I mean, I said, you
know, ‘Don’t do this,’ you know. I rejected it.

Donaldson: At that point, Ms. Jones, a lot of people
wonder why you didn’t just run out of the room--leave.

Jones: I was scared. I knew the state trooper was
sitting aside. You know, I'm pretty sure he was sitting
out there. And I was just very scared. He told me he
knew my boss. This was the governor.

Donaldson: Jones claims that Mr. Clinton then exposed
himself to her and explicitly requested she perform a
sex act.

Jones: And then I was just shocked. I jumped up, and I
said, ‘No, I’'m not this kind of girl. I'‘m not that kind
of girl.’ And he said, ‘Well, I don’t want to make you

do something you don’t want to do.’

Donaldson: What was his demeanor like?

Jones: Well; his face was very red. I remember it was
beet red. And you could tell that--I don’t know if he
was embarrassed that I refused him or what--but he was
just red as he could be.

Donaldson: Jones said Mr. Clinton told her to have her
boss call him if she got in trouble for leaving her post
downstairs. And then...

Jones: The last thing he said to me was, ‘You’re a smart
girl. Let’s keep it between ourselves.’ And I left out
the door.

Donaldson: Jones says she went downstairs, and
-distraught, immediately told her co-worker, Pamela
Blackard (sp), what happened. As the day progressed, she
says she told her sister, Charlotte Brown, and another
friend, Deborah Ballantine.
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Did any of the people you told advise you to file a
complaint?

Jones: Debbie told me to- I need to report it to the
authorities. And I was scared. I was scared I'd lose my
job. :

Donaldson: -Jones says in the months ahead, she ran into
Trooper Ferguson again, and he said the governor wanted
her phone number, which she says she didn’t provide.
Jones married her boyfriend, Steve Jones, had a son, and
moved to California.

And that is how things might have ended had it not -
been for the now-famous article in The American Spectator
magazine last January, in which it was implied that a
woman identified only as "Paula" engaged in a consensual
sexual liaison with the governor that day at the
-Excelsior Hotel. And Paula Jones saw herself as held up
falsely to public scorn.

Jones: I had told my family and friends and my fiance at
the time the story that did happen. And when that came
out and made me look like a willing participant, I mean,
that jeopardized the relationship with all of those
people, I felt, that they would think that maybe I was
lying, and that I did have a sexual relationship or
something with Mr. Clinton.

Donaldson: Jones went public and told her story at a
"news conference held during a conservative political .
action convention in Washington. She was surrounded by
arch enemies of Bill Clinton, including Cliff Jackson,
the same Little Rock lawyer who back in 1992 propelled
the Clinton draft issue into the spotlight.

But when you came forward, you did so surrounded by
the president’s political enemies. Did it occur to you
that people would suspect your motives?

Jones: Those are the only people that are coming to my
defense. There’s not any Democrats that are wanting to
support me. I was just wanting to tell my story, and I'm
thankful that the conservatives let me use their podium
to tell it on.

Donaldson: But do you think these peoplelcare about you
or are they just using you to get Bill Clinton?

Jones: I don‘t know. But I‘'m not in with them.

Donaldson: But you are in with them. You appeared with
them.

Jones: But I was just there. I didn’t- I wasn’'t a

conservative. I didn’t even know what a conservative
was.
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Donaldson: Who did you vote for in the last election?

Jones: . Mr. Bush. That was my first time I ever voted,
and I registered to vote just so I could vote against
Bill Clinton.

Donaldson: Jones’ lawyer, Daniel Trailer (sp), tried to
reach an out-of-court settlement with the president’s
attorneys. Among other things, he asked for money. But
no settlement was reached. And last month, on May 6,
Paula Jones filed a lawsuit against President Bill
Clinton and Trooper Danny Ferguson, claiming they had
violated her civil rights, had intentionally caused her
distress, and had defamed and were continuing to defame
her.

Jones: The reason I filed a complaint is because I asked
for an apology, and I didn’t get an apology. And
instead, he called me pathetic and a liar. And that’s- I
felt that to get my reputation back and to do what’s
right and to get my good name back, I had to file a suit
against him.

Donaldson: Trooper Ferguson, in a response filed last
Friday with the court, admitted riding up the elevator
with Jones and pointing to a room, but he said Jones was
the one who was interested in the governor, rather than
the other way around.

He says, first of all, you said to him that afternoon
that you thought the governor was good- looklng and had
sexy hair. Did you say that?

Jones: Not at all. I did not even speak to Mr. Ferguson
about Mr. Clinton before he come and approached me, . and
give me the note (sic). Not at all.

Donaldson: But he denies giving you that note.

Jones: Oh, he gave the note to me. I wish I had it
still.

Donaldson: He denies saying the governor wanted to see
you.

Jones: Well, you know, I know the truth, and Mr.
Ferguson knows the truth.

Donaldson: And it turns out there is a third person who
may know what was said. Pamela Blackard, the co-worker
with Jones at the registration desk, in a telephone
interview with PrimeTime, supports Jones’ version.

Pamela Blackard (Paula Jones’ Former Co-worker): Danny
Ferguson handed her a piece of paper, and it had a number
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on it. He said that the governor would like to see you
up in this room. And she said, ‘Well, what does he
want?’ And he said, ‘Oh, he’d just like to meet you.
And it’s just routine, this happens all the time.’

Donaldson: Trooper Ferguson says that you came
downstairs after about twenty or thirty minutes, and you
asked him whether Governor Clinton had a girlfriend, and
he said no. And you said that you were willing to be the
governor’s girlfriend. .

Jones: Isn’t that ridiculous? I mean, you would think
if it went very well in the room, why didn‘t I tell Mr.
Clinton I wanted to be his girlfriend myself? Why would
I wait to go and hunt a state trooper down to tell him
that I wanted to be his girlfriend? That did not happen.

Donaldson: But it is not just Ferguson who raises
questions about Jones. Jones’ own sister, whom she
talked to that afternoon, believes her story but not her
motives. '

You’'re aware that your sister, Charlotte Brown, says
that you were amused, and said to her that you "smelt
money" whichever way it went.

Jones: I- I don’t know why Charlotte is saying those
things, and it does hurt me deeply. It really does.
She’s my sister, and I still love her, but I know that my
sister, Charlotte, supported me one hundred percent.

Donaldson: But she says that from .the very beginning you
were really in it for the money.

Jones: I was- I never spoke to her or anyone that I
wanted the money. Never.

Donaldson: Ms. Jones, as you know, her husband, Mark
Brown, has painted you to the news media as a loose
woman.

Jones: And it- it’s wrong. I mean, I am not that type
of person, and I never was, and I never will be.

Donaldson: In her court suit, in an effort to show that
she suffered retaliation for refusing the governor’s
advances, Jones says that after the incident she was
treated in a hostile and rude manner at work, shifted to
a dead-end job, and, unlike others, received no merit
raises. ‘It turns out that isn’t quite true.

You’re aware that in the complaint filed with the
court you say that you got no merit raises? But you did
get one, according to a document that we have at ABC
News.

Jones: -Well, they’re still checking in on those- the-
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the record. And whatever the record shows, I mean, that-
that’s what will be. '

Donaldson: If you got a merit raise, wouldn’t that
suggest that they weren’t retaliating against you?

Jones: Well, I guess I just feel that ways (sic) because
even a real close co-worker, she had gotten several,
when I wouldn’t- maybe to my one.

Donaldson: Ms. Jones, would you be willing to take a
lie detector test, a polygraph examination?

Jones: Yes. I have taken one.

Donaldson: Jones’ lawyers arranged for a polygraph
examination, which they say she passed. Now, she wants
the president to take a polygraph test.

Jones: Why shouldn’t he if he’s telling the truth? He
should be more than willing to take one if he’s telling
the truth. And- and Mr. Ferguson too.

Donaldson: But wouldn’t that turn it into a circus?

Jones: Maybe.

Donaldson: I mean, the president of the United States
we’re talking about. '

Jones: Well, that’s right. But just because he’s the
president doesn’t mean that he can’t take a lie detector
test. What’s that- what harm’s that gonna (sic) do?
Donaldson: What do you want from Bill Clinton?

Jones: A public apology. That’s all I’'ve asked for in
the first place was an apology.

Donaldson: Well, you’ve asked for seven hundred
thousand dollars in cash money.

Jones: Well, that’s- and if- if there’s any money
whatsoever left over after the legal expenses are paid,
that will go to a charity.

Donaldson: What about radio and television appearances,
a book contract, lecture fees?

Jones: I have not been offered anything of that nature
at all.

Donaldson: If you are offered money for that, would you
give that to charity also?
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Jones: Yes, but you know, that’s not what this is all
about is the money. I'm not in it for the money.

Donaldson: Is it too late to settle?

Jones: Well, if he was to make a public apology, and
it’d be what I want, for him to let people know that I
did not do anything in the room that was sexual of any-
of any nature.

Donaldson: Well, what if he agreed to that, but did not
have to agree with you that he had made some untoward
overture?

Jones: I would have to think about that, whether or not
I would, you know, drop a lawsuit because of that. I
would have to think of- about it.

Donaldson: So, the president may have to answer Jones’
charges in court, and many people believe that’s the way
it should be. But others argue, and there is at least
one court case supporting them, that civil suits against
a sitting president, ought to be postponed until he
leaves office, on the grounds his time is too valuable
to the whole country. We asked Ms. Jones what she
thinks about that.

Isn’t it true that your suit damages the president’s
credibility and may harm United States interests? If he
can’t carry out the burden of his office in foreign
affairs, in health care, does it bother you that it may
hurt the whole country?

Jones: No, he’s the one who did this to himself. I'm
not doing it to Mr. Clinton.

Donaldson: What about the country? Are you more
important than the country?

Jones: No.

Donaldson: How do you think this is going to play out
in the future--in your life, in the life of your son?

Jones: I just hope my son will know that I did this for
him and for my reputation, for my husband, for my family,
to let people know that- what the real truth was, and
what did really happen in that room on May 8 of 1991.

Donaldson: The president’s lawyer is expected to argue
that this case should be dismissed, or at the very least
postponed until Mr. Clinton leaves office. But if those
motions fail, then Paula Jones will get her day in
court, along with the president, and the country will be
watching. :
# # #
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TYPE: Package
SECTION: News; International
LENGTH: 3753 words
HEADLINE: Text of Paula Jones Interview on Clinton Case
GUESTS: PAULA JONES;
HIGHLIGHT:
Paula Jones recounts how she was allegedly accosted by President Clinton when he
was Arkansas governor. She says he made overtures and exposed himself to her and

she's been penalized since the case surfaced.

BODY:
CATHY MARSHALL, Anchor: From the CNN Center in Atlanta, I'm Cathy Marshall.

LINDEN SOLES, Anchor: And I'm Linden Soles. We'll be bringing you any recent
developments in the 0.J. Simpson murder investigation. However, for the next
half hour on Prime News, two sides of an unprecedented issue - Paula Jones'
federal civil lawsuit against President Bill Clinton.

MARSHALL: Hers is the first such lawsuit ever filed against a sitting U.S.
president. Jones claims then-Governor Bill Clinton made persistent and
continuous unwanted sexual advances during a 1991 business conference in
Arkansas. CNN's Judy Woodruff talked with Paula Jones earlier this week.
JUDY WOODRUFF, Anchor: Ms. Jones, thank you for being with us.

PAULA JONES: Thank you.

WOODRUFF: Let me just start out by taking you back to May of 1991. You were an
employee of the Arkansas State Development Commission, Industrial Development
Commission.

Ms. JONES: Industrial.

WOODRUFF: They were holding a conference in downtown Little Rock. It was at the
Excelsior Hotel. You were working at the registration desk, is that right?

Ms. JONES: That is correct.

WOODRUFF: Now what exactly was your job there?
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Ms. JONES: The day at the registration desk I was asked to go and sit at the
desk to hand out name tags and give brochures and booklets and stuff to the
gentlemen, or the business people, that were going into the conference.

WOODRUFF: Now you had not met Governor Clinton before this day, is that right?
Ms. JONES: That is true. Not at all.

WOODRUFF: So tell us what happened then that day?

Ms. JONES: Well, I was approached by Trooper Ferguson-

WOODRUFF: This is a state trooper, Danny Ferguson.

Ms. JONES: Yes ma'am, and he came up to me and my coworker, and he handed me a
little piece of paper with a 4-digit number on it, and he told me that Mr.
Clinton, or he used the word, 'Bill,' would like to meet with me up in this room
number. Well of course I did not give him an answer at the time.

WOODRUFF: Well, what did you think when he gave you the piece of paper?

Ms. JONES: Well, I had asked, I said, 'He wants me to come up there?' And of
course I was very curious to why, and well, shocked, well, he want me, you know,
and so I was excited. I mean, who wouldn't be. He's the governor, and I wanted
to discuss it with my coworker, and she's also a good friend of mine. We talked
about it, and thought well maybe you know it could be a good advancement to get
a new job or get a good job, you know, job with the governor's office or
something.

WOODRUFF: Did you have any suspicion about what- that something that might be on
his mind, of a personal nature?

Ms. JONES: No, not in that type of nature, not at all. If I had a gotten that
feeling, I wouldn't have went up into the room.

WOODRUFF: So, he gave you the piece of paper. You talked it over with your
coworker. What happened then?

Ms. JONES: Well, she agreed. Well, yes, you know, maybe go on up there and see
what takes place, and I did, and I was excited. She was too. So I went- this
state trooper told me that he would escort me up, so he escorted me up in the
elevator, and he pointed out the doorway to me, and it was opened up. It was
cracked, and he sat down out in the hall waiting on me. He did not go on up to
the door with me. _

WOODRUFF: And then what? So you what?

Ms. JONES: I knocked on the door facing because I didn't want to just go on in,
and Bill Clinton answered open the door, and we introduced ourselves, and just a
little smalltalk. When I first came in, he was asking which department I worked
for, and well, I'm sure he knew, but he was asking me what kind of job I did,
and he said that he knew Dave Harrington (sp?] very- was a very dear friend of
his.
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WOODRUFF: This is the head of the department then?

Ms. JONES: He is the director. And we were just talking you know when I first
walked in.

WOODRUFF: And then what?
Ms. JONES: He made his first pass I guess you could call.
WOODRUFF: What did he do?

Ms. JONES: We were talking. He was leaning on a window sill, and as he was
talking to me, he had his arms crossed, and when he was talking to me, he was
leaning up. He pulled out and grabbed my hand, and pulled me up towards him,
kind of thrust me up next to him, and-

WOODRUFF: Did he say something?

Ms. JONES: No, not at the time. He was just trying to pull me up next to him.
He may have said something, but I can't remember, but- and I backed off and I
says no. And maybe I said what are you doing? I know I refused, and I started
to talk again and divert the whole scene, and I had asked him about if he was
going to run for president and of course he didn't answer, but just ask him
different things, you know, about him and about what it's like being governor
and different things, and during that process, he walked- we were walking of
course around the room. I wasn't sitting down at the time, and he leaned up
against the back of a wing-backed chair that was in the suite, and he started- I
was talking with him, and all the sudden he just told me I love the way your
curves and I love the way your hair goes down to the middle of your back. And
he pulled me- started running his hand up my leg, and he tried to kiss on my
neck, and I pushed away and said, stop it, I said, no, I'm not that kind of
girl. And he kind of pushed away, and I remember him asking me did I have a
boyfriend. Maybe he was wondering why I had pushed away and kept-.

WOODRUFF: Why didn't you leave then?

Ms. JONES: Well, it was the governor. And me, I mean, I was just a little
person, you know, and I say that in the sense that you know, my job was a little
(unintelligible], and I was scared. I didn't know how to react, and I couldn't
really believe was this really happening to me.

WOODRUFF: But by then you got the picture.

Ms. JONES: I was definitely getting the picture, and I was wanting to try to
leave, and I asked him something, and I diverted the conversation to Hillary.
And I asked him, Hillary was doing something with children at the time, or
something, and I was diverting the conversation to her, talking about what a
nice job I thought she was doing with the school or something like that, and I
got on the far end towards the door, and just kind of sat down- didn't set
completely back on the end of the couch, but I didn't know- I was very you know,
I was getting scared at this point, and sat down, and then I was planning on
leaving. Before I could get up to leave, he come over and he sat down and he
exposed himself to me, and he asked me to kiss it.

WOODRUFF: And what did you do then?
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Ms. JONES: Oh, I stood straight up. I jumped up and I said, 'I am not that kind
of girl.' And I said, 'I need to be leaving immediately.' And you know, I'm
going to get in trouble. I need to be at my registration desk. I had mentioned
that earlier also. And he said, you know, if you have any trouble, you have
Dave Harrington contact me immediately. :

WOODRUFF: And didn't he say something- did he say something else as you left?

Ms. JONES: Yes he did. He said you're a smart girl, and let's keep this between
ourselves. And I took that as a threat. And I had the feeling that the state
trooper was setting outside the door, and I was just- it was a frightening
situation, the whole thing was.

WOODRUFF: Now then you left and went back downstairs, and you proceeded to tell
the story to your coworker and you later told other people. Now as you know,
the trooper, Danny Ferguson, has said that he did not give you a piece of paper.
He said that you initiated a conversation with him. You said the governor was
good looking, that you thought his hair was sexy. How can there be such a

- discrepancy? .

Ms. JONES: Um, I'm just thankful that I had a witness when Trooper Ferguson did
approach me and my coworker. She was there. She signed affidavit as to what
has happened. He did hand me-.

WOODRUFF : She's also a good friend of yours, is she not?

Ms. JONES: Yes, but she's- she would never, you know, do anything that was
against the law or that would lie or under perjury of anything. She saw him
approach me. She heard when he asked me. She- that Bill invited me up to the
room, saw him give me the piece of paper, and you know, all I have to say is I
know that Danny does know what the truth is, and I believe that the reason why
he's saying this is that he doesn't want to agree to trying get women for Mr.
Clinton. I mean, that's the only thing I can think of that he does not want to
admit to that.

WOODRUFF: All right, there is some other parts of your story that Trooper
Ferguson disputes, and I want to ask you about that in just a moment. We'll be
right back.

[Commercial break]

WOODRUFF: We're back now speaking with Paula Jones. Ms. Jones, as I was saying,
there are other parts of your story Trooper Ferguson disputes. One point he
says is that he did not wait outside the room. He acknowledges he was on the
elevator with you. He acknowledges he pointed out the room, presumably the
governor's room, but then he says he left and went to the second floor of the
hotel. What~- you're sure you saw him outside the room?

Ms. JONES: Oh yes, I'm positive because when I walked out, he was sitting there
and he had a smirk on his face when he looked up at me, and I did not say
anything to him, he did not say a word to me. He had a smirk on his face.

WOODRUFF: Because he also says that not only that, he says he was on the second
floor, and he said that you came up to him, asked how long he and the governor
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were going to remain at the hotel, then asked if the governor had a girlfriend
and so on.

Ms. JONES: That is not true. And you know, if things went so well in the room,
why wouldn't I tell Mr. Clinton myself that I wanted to be his girlfriend. Why
would I go and get a state trooper or try to find a state trooper and tell him
oh I'd like to be Mr. Clinton's girlfriend.

WOODRUFF: That day, you talked to the friend who was with you at the hotel, the
coworker, another friend, and you also told one of your sisters, as I understand
it, and then a couple of days later, you told another sister and your mother
about the incident. Now, one of your sisters, Charlotte Brown [sp?], and her
husband, have said, as you know, that you were not at all upset about this
incident, you seemed delighted, excited, even thrilled to have met the governor
of Arkansas and that you gave no 1ndlcatlon that anything so awful had happened
in that hotel room.

Ms. JONES: You know, my sister believed the story and she said that she did
believed that it took place, and I did tell her that I was thrilled at first as
I told her the story, that I was thrilled to meet the governor before I found
out what had took place in the room, and I was upset about what did take place,
and my sister believed me, and she has done nothing but support me on this whole
issue the whole time until the day of the [unintelligible] that I filed.

WOODRUFF: And why do you think that is?

Ms. JONES: Well, her husband, I know he's always liked Bill Clinton, he's never
liked me, he doesn't like my sister, Lydia ([sp?], he's never gotten along with
anyone, none of my family members.

WOODRUFF: But she- your sister Charlotte has made the flat-out statement, she
told one reporter, she says I know Paula. She says if anything happened in that
hotel room. She said if there was sexual harassment, Paula would've. done
something right then about it.

Ms. JONES: Oh I was scared, you know, and nobody ever knows what they will do.
They will just say what I will do until you're put in those shoes and you're the
one that it happened to. I was scared to lose my job. I had a job that paid -
very good for Arkansas, I thought. I needed a job. Jobs were hard to come by.
I was scared. I didn't know how to- I didn't know if I could tell Dave
Harrington. He was the director. He was also a dear friend of the governors.

WOODRUFF: He was again the head of agency where you were working.
Ms. JONES: Right.

WOODRUFF: Now you stayed- you did not do anything at that time. You stayed in
that job and eventually another job in state government until 1993.

Ms. JONES: That's correct.
WOODRUFF: Now you allege in your lawsuit that you were treated badly by your
superiors, that they were cool toward you, you were moved from one position to

another, that you were not given any merit pay raises, and I believe they are
now saying that you did get a merit pay raise.
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Ms. JONES: I may have, and you know, whatever the record show, that'll be what's
true. But not to my recollection that I got anything compared to what my
coworkers, my peers, got, and-

WOODRUFF: Are you'saying- is it your suggestion in the lawsuit that Governor
Clinton was somehow behind your being treated not as well as your coworkers?

Ms. JONES: Well yes, I feel that way. He was very close to Mr. Harrington and
the deputy director, Cherry Dunkett {sp?], and I could tell an attitude change
from Ms. Dunkett definitely. I would look up, the woman would walk into a room
right where I was at, I would say, hello, how you doing or good morning, and she
would not even look at me, respond to me. Just certain actions that would take
place even with my own supervisor. I felt something was going on, and I just
. didn't know what it was, that I feel bad, I feel that it could have been that-

WOODRUFF: Somehow the governor- the governor may have been. All right, move
ahead now three years, almost three years, to early 1994. You are talking,
you've come back to Arkansas, or you're on the telephone with a friend from
Arkansas, and she tells you about this article in The American Spectator
Magazine, reads to you from the article the story written by David Brock [sp?]
that alleges-a number of activities of then-governor engaging in so-called
womanizing. How did you know- what made you think the Paula in that article was
you?

Ms. JONES: Well, someone pointed out to my friend, Debbie, that she had talked
about Paula, blah blah blah, that she worked at Arkansas Industrial Development
Commission, they did a lot of business with the Arkansas Industrial Development
Commission. They thought that's who it was, and asked my friend Debbie, and
Debbie knew that was me.

WOODRUFF: So you were concerned that what?

Ms. JONES: That that would ruin my reputation. I had told my friends, my
family, my fiance at the time, what the real truth was, and then that article
made me look like that I did have a consensual relationship with Mr. Clinton
which did not take place, and I absolutely did not say that I wanted to be his
girlfriend.

WOODRUFF: Filing this lawsuit had to be a very big decision on your part.
You've waited three years, you knew the publicity that it was going to bring.
Did you have any hesitation about doing this.

Ms. JONES: Well, I really didn't wait three years. This all happened in
January. I probably would've never came out on my own if I haven't- they hadn't
tainted me as a woman that would do those kind of things, which I did not. And
I wanted to- all I wanted to do was clear my name and make sure that people knew
that I did not do those things.

WOODRUFF: Now, as you know, your sister and brother-in-law, among others, are
saying you did this for the money. You're asking for $700,000.

Ms. JONES: And if there's any of that money left, that is going to go to the

charity - a charity of my choice. I am not in it for the money. It's not about
the money. It is about getting my good name and my reputation back.
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WOODRUFF: But do you think you can get that with this lawsuit and with this kind
of publicity? This lawsuit against the president- unprecedented lawsuit against
the president? :

Ms. JONES: Well, all I asked for was an apology. I did not want to file this at
all. All I wanted was an apology and an acknowledgement that yes, he did invite
me up to his room - instead of saying that I was a pathetic liar and all that.
That's all I asked for and he can't admit to any of that and I did not want to
do this and that's the only way I felt that I could take action was to do this.

WOODRUFF: There is a businessman in Little Rock, George Cook [sp?], who has said
in a sworn statement that your former attorney, Daniel Traylor [sp?], told him
that he took on the suit for money and he also said to him it would help if
President Clinton got Paula a job in California.

Ms. JONES: You know, it's by choice and I want to stay home with my little boy.
I love to stay home with him, and it's by my choice, only, that I want to stay
home with my little boy. If I wanted a job I'm sure I could find one, but I
don't want to have to work-

WOODRUFF: - did your attorney say that, do you think? Or do you know if he said
that? Is that what you thought?

Ms. JONES: No. When- I was told that he- he told me he sent a response or
whatever you want to call it, to the White House stating what was going on.
They just wanted to give them a chance to respond and to acknowledge or to even
apologize. I was not aware of some of the things that they said he did, which
he said he did not say, so I can't- he did not tell me if he did it.

WOODRUFF: So would you have been satisfied if the pre51dent had gotten you a job
in california?

Ms JONES: Oh, no, not at all. That was not what I was told that he was going
there for, and I did not know about that until my new attorneys, Mr. Camaretto
(sp?], and Mr. Davis, has come on board - that's how I found out that he even
did that. I was not even aware of that.

WOODRUFF: Do you feel you're being used in any way by these conservative groups,
these anti-Clinton groups that are paying for some of the legal part of it?-

Ms JONES: You know, I really don't know that much about them. Honestly, I don't
talk with them. People say that they're- this is all that- this is all about
conservative people, or whatever, trying- the right wing trying to destroy the
president. I don't even care about politics. 1It's not about politics. I
~didn't even know what a conservative was until this come out - or a liberal was
- I really didn't. That's just not what I like- you know, my interests are.

And where are they if they're supporting us so much and everybody says they're
paying us off? We haven't had any money. We don't want any money, and it's not
about that- :

WOODRUFF: -Didn't they pay for a hotel room, and so forth, when you had the news
conference, and so forth?-

Ms. JONES: -Not at all. No, they- nobody has paid us any money for anything.
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We have paid our own way to and from places and nobody's paid us any money, and
we don't want any money.

WOODRUFF: By the way, who did you vote for for president in 1992.

Ms. JONES: That was my first time I'd ever registered to vote, first time I ever
voted, and I did it, and I voted for Mr. Bush.

WOODRUFF: You did?

Ms. JONES: Yes.

WOODRUFF: Was this incident in your mind when you voted for him?

Ms. JONES: Well, yes. Yes it was. . I just don't feel that what he done to me,
that he has the right to be, you know, that high up, or- you know, but that's
what he is today, and yes, he's the president, but I just didn't want my little
vote to go for him.

WOODRUFF: But you say you're not into politics, or conservative, liberal-

Ms. JONES: No. I'm not at all. I don't know that much about it actually.
WOODRUFF: As you may know, there are public opinion polls that have been done -
national polls that have been done here in the United States, that show that the
vast majority of the people think you are doing this for political purpose and
for financial gain, and only a small percentage believe that you are telling the
truth.

Ms. JONES: Well, if people would do their jobs and investigate - the reporters
and everybody - and find out who really is getting the money, the truth would
come out, but they refuse to try to do that.

WOODRUFF: What do you mean, who's getting the money?

Ms. JONES: Well, I'm not getting any monéy. They will know that. Maybe I
should re-word it - that I'm not. Maybe look at my sister and her brother - my
brother-in-law's background and see what's going on.

WOODRUFF: You mean your sister, Charlotte, and her husband who have been
critical of what you've- ’

Ms. JONES: I haven't received any money. I don't want any money. I've turned
down offers for money.

WOODRUFF: But for many of these groups, it's a political purpose, very much.
They really very much want to see Bill Clinton out of office.

Ms. JONES: But that's not what I'm doing it for. That's not- that's just not it
at all. If that's their motive- they're not in with me on this. That's not
what it's about-

WOODRUFF: Do you think he should be- go ahead.

Ms. JONES: -I just want to clear my name and reputation. That is all. I just
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want to clear my name and let pgople know, my little boy to know, I wasn't that
girl that they said did what- willingness, you know, to Bill Clinton. I didn't
do that.

WOODRUFF: But don't you think this has created a huge embarrassment for the
president of the United States?

Ms. JONES: He's the one who put himself there, you know. I didn't do this.
He's the one who did it to me, and just because I'm coming forward like a woman
should do when they're done wrong, just because it's the president I guess I
shouldn't have done it. That's the way I feel.

WOODRUFF: Do you think he should be president?
Ms. JONES: I'm not trying to make him not be. That's not this is about. I

mean, he can be the president, but he has to pay for what he's done, and I'm
not- he's responsible and he's the president.

_ WOODRUFF: Well, Paula Jones, we thank you for being with us. Thank you very

much.

The preceding text has been professionally transcribed. However, although
the text has been checked against an audio track, in order to meet rigid
distribution and transmission deadlines, it may not have been proofread against
tape.

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE-MDC: June 21, 1994
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4TH STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format.

COpyrlght 1994 Gannett Company, Inc.
USA TODAY

June 17, 1994, Friday, FINAL EDITION
SECTION: NEWS; Pg. 2A
LENGTH: 695 words

HEADLINE: Paula Jones says she's no pawn / No 2nd thought on Clinton suit:
'He's responsible!

BYLINE: Bill Nichols

BODY:

Paula Corbin Jones, who filed a sexual harassment suit last month against
President clinton, denies she's a pawn of conservatives and says that even if
she inflicts mortal political damage on Clinton, she has no second thoughts.

In an interView this week, Jones, surrounded by her lawyers and leaders of
her legal defense fund, said she understands that many in the public doubt her
motives as well as her story.

"But they don't know until they are in my shoes. I don't know if people can
imagine a strange person . . . plus being the governor, dropping his pants. It's
like being raped mentally."’ :

Said Jones of Clinton: "He's responsible. . . . If he's found guilty and if
that's what he has to pay, to not be president any more, I guess that's his way
of paying for what he's done."

Jones, a former Arkansas state employee, filed a $ 700,000 suit charging that
Clinton, when he was governor of Arkansas, sexually harassed her in 1991 in a
Little Rock hotel room.

Clinton, through his lawyers, has denied the incident.

Arkansas state trooper Danny Ferguson, also named in the suit as approaching
her about meeting Clinton, confirmed in court papers last week that Clinton did
meet Jones, though he had no idea of what transpired.

But Ferguson also said Jones pushed him for the meeting and later asked him
how much money she could make by going public.

-- Jones, in the interview, denied Ferguson's contentions.

She said when she ran into Ferguson at a North Little Rock steak house
earlier this year, he apologized profusely for describing the incident with
Clinton to a reporter from the American Spectator magazine. Jones said that
story spurred her to go public.

-- She said Ferguson at that meeting showed no love lost for his old boss.
"Talking about Bill Clinton, he said, 'You know what kind of man he is.' "
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Ferguson and other former members of Clinton's security detail have charged
that Clinton participated in numerous extramarital affairs, often with their
help. The White House has called those charges ridiculous.

Also in the interview:

-- Jones repeated her'pledge to donate money she received from the suit,
beyond her legal fees, to charity.

But she pointedly would not extend that pledge to cover any possible revenue
from book or television deals.

"I don't even know that I would do that," she said of selling book or TV
rights. "I'm not thinking about that."

-- She said she regretted making her first statements about the alleged
incident at a conservative conference, but said she has no political agenda. "I
didn't know anything about what a conservative was or a liberal was. . . . I
didn't know nothing about politics."

An array of conservative activists are raising money for Jones' defense.

She said that after the alleged incident she "was not given the privileges or
the raises that my peers were given" and was discouraged to apply for
promotions. "I felt like I was being punished," Jones said.

In her suit, however, Jones says she never received a raise beyond a
cost-of-living increase. State records show she got a 2.5% merit raise in 1992
and also received two cost-of-living increases after the alleged incident.

She said she waited nearly three years to file "because I was scared, bad
scared. I didn't know who to tell."

Clinton's lawyer, Robert Bennett, is expected to ask the suit be postponed
until Clinton is out of office, arguing it would distract from his duties.

Jones said she still thinks Clinton should be held responsible now. "He may
be the president, but he did something wrong. . . . The American people should
know.

"Everybody's supposed to look up to someone like that like he's a God on
Earth, you know? I would think the people would at least want to know and see if
it's true or not." '

Jones, 27, has been living in Long Beach, Calif., with her husband and son,
but she came to a Washington for a series of print and TV interviews, including
one with ABC's Prime Time Live Thursday niqpt.

On ABC, Jones was asked whom she voted for in the 1992 election. "Mr. Bush.
That was my first time I ever voted, and I registered to vote just so I could
vote against Bill Clinton."”

GRAPHIC: PHOTO, b/w, H. Darr Beiser, USA TODAY; PHOTO, b/w, AP
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NEW YORK POST, October 26,

By THOMAS GALVIN
Post Correspondent

WASHINGTON — Paula Jones
declared yesterday she has fool-
proof evidence that President
Clinton made sexual advances
toward her three years ago: a de-
scription of Clinton's genitals.

But some of Jones' body parts
will soon be on display in Pent-
house magazine — along with a
tough story aimed at undermin-
ing her claim that she was naive
and that Clinton, then Arkansas
governor, took advantage of her.

“Mr. Clinton exposed himself to
me,” Jones told a circus-like
press conference, waving a
manila envelope she claimed
held the evidence. “I have the
proof . . . and I want the oppor-
tunity to be heard.”

Jones claims that in May 1991
Clinton had Arkansas state
trooper Danny Ferguson escort
her up to a hotel-roeiti. She
claims Clinton then dropped his
trousers and asked her to per-
form a sexual act.

Clinton has vehemently denied

.
£

Associgted Press

BODY OF EVIDENCE? Paula Jones gets emotional yester-
day at Washington press conference during which she
said she could describe President Clinton’s genitals.

1994,

P.18

Paula: Pll put prez’s
privates on parade

the allegations,
“pathetic.”

Jones said she’s signed an af-
fidavit describing ‘“distinguish-
ing characteristics” of Clinton's
private parts.

The affidavit will be filed in
ocourt in the next few days, said
Jones' lawyer Joseph Cammarata.

Asked how she could positively
describe Clinton's genitalia,
Jones replied: “You could see it.”
But she refused to give any spe-
cific details.

Now Jones faces the publica-
tion of partially nude photos of
taken her in 1987. :

Mike Turner, a former boy-
friend, has sold about two dozen
photos of a scantily-clad Jones to
Penthouse. which plans to pub-
lish them in its January edition,
coming out on Dec. 8.

Besides the photos — which a
source said show her in just -
panties and in very suggestive
poses — Penthouse plans a story
detailing Jones’ “life in the fast
lane” during the 1980s.

Penthouse would not say how
much it paid for the pictures.

“It hurts me, because they were
private pictures and the person
that is doing it apparently is only
in it for the money and for
greed,” Jones said.

Jones has sued Clinton and
Ferguson for $700,000 in dam-
ages, which she says she would
give to charity.

It's unclear when Jones will get
her day in court.

U.S. District Court Judge Susan
Webber Wright has granted Clin-
ton's request that he be allowed
to argue that the case should be
delayed on he grounds of presi-
dential immunity until after he
leaves the White House.

Jones' lawyers are fighting a
delay, saying their client de-
serves the chance to clear her
name from allegations that she
willingly met with Clinton for a
sexual encounter.

calling them
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UNITED STATEZS OISTRICT COUR?T
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

In Re Proceedings of The Crand Jury
irpaneled Decerber 3, 1972:

' Case Numter
Application of Spird T. Agnew Civil 73-968

Vice President of =he Unitaed Stataes

- e g W W oo

MEMORANDUN FOR THE UNITED STATES
CONCERNING THE VICE PRESIDENT'S

CLAIM OF CONSTITUTJCNAL IMMUNITY

The motion by the Vice President pos‘é"s-rg:avc
and unresolved constitutional 1ssus: whather the Vicae
i zesident of the Cnited States is subject to !e:.'.cral crard
dury iavestigation and possible indictment ard trial whi'e
+till in office.

Due te m N storic independence and vital function
«f the grand jury, motions té interfere with or restrict its
‘.nvestigattoni bave traditionally met with disfavor. See,
¢.g.. United States v. Dionisjo, €10 U.8. 1 (1973); 3raazvur~
v. Bayeg, 400 U.S. €65 (1972): United States v. Rysan. 402 0.C
30 (1971). Thus .n ordinary eucﬁn‘unces we would oppose
litigious interference with grand jury proceedings withou:
regard to the underlying merits of any asserted claim of
immumity. But ia the speciz]l circumstances of this case,
vhich invelves a constitutional issue of utmost importarce,
‘e believe it appropriate, in the interest of both the Vize
President and the nation, that the Court resolve the issue
¢t this stage of tha proceedings.

Counsel for the Vice President have ably zAwdaccéd
arguments that the Constitution prohidits the taTestigation
ard indictment of an incumbent Vice President. We acknovlessge
tie vaight of thalr conteniions. 1In order that judicial
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resolution of the issues may dbe fully informed, Nhcwever,
we vish to submit consideraticns that suggest a different
conclusion: tehat the Ccngress and tha judiciary possess
concurrent jurisdiction Over allegatiorns made concerning
a Vice President.

This makes it appropriate that the Department of
Justice state now its intended procedure should the Court
conclude that an {acunbent Vice ?r.sidcht is anmezable to
fedaeral jurisdicetion prior to removal from office. The |
Onited §tat§s Attornay will, im that event, ' complets the
presentation of evidance to the grand jury and awvait that
body's determination of whether to return an indictment.
éhould the graad jury return am indictment, the Departzant
will hold the proceedings in abeyance for a reasonable time,
if the Vice Presidant coﬁ:ents to a delay, in order to offer
the Nouse of Represeatatives an apportunity to consider the
desirability of impeachment procsedings.~

The Departaent believes that this deference to the
Touse of Representatives at the post-indictment stages, thoust
not consuituotionally required, is an approgriate accommoda-
tion of tha respective interests involved. It reflects a
proper comity betvean the different dranches of government,
especially in view of the significance of this natter for the
nation. Hh-also appraciate tha fact that the Vices President
has expressed a desire to bave this matter considered in the
forum provided by the Congress. The issuance of an indictmer
if any, would in the seantime toll the statute of limitation:
and preserve the matter for subsequent judicial resolution.

. We note that the Speaker of the House, Representative

1 Albert, though declining to take action at this stage,
bas not foreclosed the possibility that he might recommend
Bouse action at a subsequent stage.
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We will figrst state the posture of this catter
and then offer to tne Court considerations based upon the
constitutiorn's taxt, history, and rationale which indi:=ate
that all civil officers of the United States other than
the President are znmenabdble %0 the federal criminal process
either before of after the conclusion of impeachment

proceedings.

STATDIENT ,

A grand jury in this Diserict, impanaled -December
S, 1972, is currently conductiag an investigation of possi-
ble violations by Spiro T. Agnew, Vice Px;octden: ;Tt._h'. N
United States, and others of certain provisions of cthe
United States Criminal Cods, incloding 19 0.8.C. 1951, 1582
and 371, and certaia criminal provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954. 7This investigation is mow well
advanced and the grand jwy is in the process of receivi=g
evidence.

The Vice President has moved 0 enjoin "the Grand
Jury from conducting any investigation looking to his pesei~
ble {ndictment ¢ * * gnd from issuing any indictment, pre-
sentrent Or othear charge or statemeant pertainiag to [him]*
(Motion, p. l). The Vice President has further moved °“to
enjoin the Actorney General of the Unjited States, the Uni: ar
Statas Attorney for the District of Maryland and all offjcic’:.
of the United States Department of Justice from presenting
to tha Grand Jury any testisony, documents, or other mtoiié?:.
looking to possible indicement of [him] and from discussing

vith or disclosing %o any persom any such testimeny, docunent
& materisls® (Motion, ’pol-,)c
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The Vice Presicent's ROtion (s Based on two
contenticns: (1) that “(tlhe Constirution forbids that
the ;rtco President be indicted or tried in any criminal
court,® and (2) trac “officlals of the prosacutorial ara
have engaged in a steady canpalgn of statements to the
press which could have no purpose and effect other than
to prejudice any gn.qd or petit jury hearing evidence
relating to the Vice President * * ¢* (Motion, p. 2).

On Septerber 28, 973, this court directed _that
the Departnent of Justice submit its brief on the ¢ c:oqsti-
tutional issue on Octoder $ and its drief on the relahim;
issue on October §, that the Vice President's counsel tile
a teply brief on Octodber ll, and that oral argument be Rad
on October 12. This Memorandm i{s submitted on behalf of
the Ualted States, the grand jury, and the individusl
respondants naaed in the motion, in opposition to the claim
that tha grand jury should De enjoined because ‘the Vice
President cannot *be indicted or tried in aany crimipal
¢ourt® (Motion, p. 1),

b4
THEE TEXT OF THEE CONSTITUTION AND
SISTORIC PRACTICER UNDER T
DO ROT SUPPORT A BROAD IMMUNITY

POR CIVIL COFFICERS PRIOR TO REMOVAL

Analysis of the Constitution's text indicazes tx2-
0o general immunity from ths criminal process exists for
civil officers who are subject te impeachzent.

A. The Onl cit Immunity in the Constitution
: [} e L Iommuni Grant agressaden.
The Constitution provides no explicit immunity frcu

oriainal sanctions for iny civil officer. The only express

izmunity in the enti{te document Ln'tound in Article I, Secrior
€, which provides:
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The Senators and Reprasentatives

¢ 0 ¢ gn3ll in all Cases excopt Tresson,

Pelony and Breach of the Peace, be priv-

1leged from Azrrcst during their Attendance

at the Session of their respective Houses,

and in going to and returning {zom the

sade [ I } LN

Since the Frasers knew how to, and did, spell
sut an immunity, tha natural inference is that no immunicy
exists where none is mentioned. 1Indeel, any other reading
would turn the constitutional text on its head: the con-
struction advanced by counsel for the Vice President
requires that the explicit grant of lmmunity to legislators
be read as in fact a partial wvithdrawal of a coaplete irmg-
nity legislators would otherwise have possessed in common
vith other gévermment officers. The intent of the Pramers
was to the contrary. Cf. United States v. Johnsom, 383
0.S. 169, 177-188 (1966).

In the face of this strong textual showing it
would require a compelling constitutional arqument to
ezect such an =munity for a Vice President. Counsel for
the Vice Presideat contend that such an argumant is pro-
vided by Article I, Seotion 3, Clause 7, by Article II,
8sction 4, and by the Twelfth Amendment. We will exami-e
each of these contentions in tura.

B. The Meaning of Artiecle I, Section 3, Clayse 7.

drticle T, Section 3, Clause 7 pzrovides:

Judgment in Cases of Impsachment shall
not extend further than to removal from

Qffice, and disqualification to hold and

. enjoy any Office of Honor, Trust or Profit

cnder the United Statess: but the Party

convicted shall neverthealess be liable and

ctubject to Indictment, Trisl, Judgmeat and

Punishaent, accozding to law.

Counsel for the Vice President argue that this

clause mears ispeachpent aust precede indictaet. The
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records of the dedates of the constitutional convention,
however, ShOvw that the Trarvers contemplated that this
sequance should be mardatory only as to the Presi{dent,

During oost of Athc debate over the inpeachnert
clause, the Frazers' attentior wvas directed specifically
to the Cffice of the Presidency., and their remarks strcerngly
suggest an understanding that the President, as Chief
zxeéa:lvc. would not be subject to the ordinary er_uinal
p;c;ceu. See 2 Farrand, Records of the Fedgra;canvontim
64~-69, 626 (Wewv Raven, 1911). For example, a3 the memcrandxn
submitted on behalf of the Vice President points oyt (Mezo.,
P. 9). Gouvencer Morris observed that tha Supreme Court
" would "tzy the President after the trial of impeachment.®
2 Farrzand, supra, at 500. It is, of course, significant
that such remazks ceferzed oaly t0 the President, not ¢to
the Vice Presifent and o.thor eivil officers.

Bovever, the Pramers did not dabate the questica
whether impeacbment generally sust precede indictment.
Their assumption that the President would not be subjece
to criminal process was based upon the crucial nature of
his executive povers. Moreover, the debates coencerning
the impeachment clause itself related almost exclusively
to the Prestdency.:/ The impeachrent clause was expanded

:/ As 8 receat coumentator has observed:

One thing is clear: in the impeachment debate
the Conventicn was alsost exclusively concezned with
the President. The extent to which the President
occupied center stage can be gathared from the fact
that the addition to the impeachament clause of the
*vice President and all civi}l officers” only took
place on Septesber 8, shortly before the Conventien

adjourned. [Berger, Impeschments The Coasgigutiopal
Problems 100 (Cambricdge, Masw., L973)
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to cover the Vice President and other civil officers only
towarzd the very end of the convention. B8erqer, Impeachtment:
The Consei.Gitional Probems 146147 (Cambridqe, Mass., 1973).
Indeed cradticn of the Sffice of the Vice Presidency itself
*came lv che closing days of the Constitut.ional ¢onvention.*
8. Rep. No. 66, 89%9th Cong., lst Sess., p. 9 (.988). Thus
oone of the general impeachmant debates addressed or consider:
the particular nature of the povers of the Vice President or
other eivil officecrs. Csrtainly nothing in the debates sug-
gests that the imminity contenplated for the President would
extend to any lesser officer.

As it applies to ci7i}l officers other than the
President, the principel cperative effect of Article X,
Section ), Clause 7, is solely the preclusion of pleas of
dasble jeopardy in criminal prosecuticns following convic-
tiens upon impeackhments. The President's irmunity rests
noe only upc;n the matters just discussed but also upon his
unlque constitutional position and powers. See infra, pp.
There are substantial resascos, enbedded not only in the
comstitutional framevork but in ths exigencies of goverraent,
for distinguishing ia this regard betwsen the President and
all lesser officers including the Vice President.

Motwithstanding the paucity of debate or coaten~
PorAnecus coxmentary oa the issue, it i{s clear that the
Prasers and their contemporaries understood that lasser
impeschable officers are subject to criminal process. The
first Congress, many Of vhose members had been delegates to
the Onastitutional Convention, promptly enacted Section 21
of t19 Act of April 30, 1790, 1 Stat. 117, recognizing that
sittiny federal judges were criminally pur.ishable for bribery
asd pruvtding for their disqualification from office upen
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conviction. And in 1796, Attorney General lee informed
Congress thav & judge of a tarritorfal coure, & civil off{-
car subject to impeachment, was indictable for criminal
sffenses while in off2123. 3 Hinds, Rregedents of the Rouse
7f Represestatives 992-98) (Washington, 1907). These consi-
deraticns, togemher with those rooted in the constitutional
text and gracticalities f qovermeﬁt that we discuss

below, have lad subsequent cocmentators to conclude, with

virtual usanimity, that the Pramers did not intend civil

~ officers generally to be irmune froem criminal process. Ses.

e.9., Revle, A View on the Constitution of the United States
of America 169, 215 (Philadelphia, 1829); Simpson, supra,

$2-83; Fearick, Impeachinq Federal Judgeys A Study of the
Constitutional Provlsl.ons, 39 Tordham L. Rev. 1, 55 (1979).

The sole purposs of the caveat ia Article I,
Section 3, that the party ccavicted upon impeachment may
nevertheless be punished crimically, is to preclude the
argusens thac tho.docui.nc of doubdle jecpardy saves <he
offender from the second trial. This was the interpretation
of the clause offered by Luther Martin, a meabar of the Cen-
stitutional Convention and Judge Chase's counsel, during
Chase's lapeachment. 14 Annals of Congress, 8th Cong., 24
Sess., p. 423. 1In truth, impeachment and the cziminal
process sarve different ends so that the cutcome of cne has
no legal effect upon the cutcome of the othez. James Wilscn,
an important participant in the Constitutionsl Convcntioa.:'l
pat the matter sucecinctly:

/ "Jamas Wilson was the strongest menbder of this [ere
ennsylvania) delegation and Washington considezrd him to be
e of the strongest mesg in the convention. * * * He had
mrved seveoral times in Coagress. and had been ome of the
wlgnezrs of the Declaration of Independence. At forty-five

I was regavrded as one of the ablest lawyers i{in America.® '
Feerand, The Praming of the Constitution 21 (New Haven, 1913).
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Inpeachmonts * * * come not * * * within

the sphare of ordinary jurisprudence.

They are founded on different principles:

are govermed by different maxims, and are

directed to different objects: for thig

zeason, tre trial and punishment of an

offense in the impeachment, (s no bar te

a trial of the sanme offerse at common law,

{IWilson, Worgks 224 (Cambridge, Mass.,

1967).7)

Because the two processes have different objects,
the considezations relevant to one 2ay not be relevant to
tha other. For that reason, neither conviction nor acquittal
in one trial, though it may be persuasive, need automaticzally
deternine the result in the other trial. 7To takXe an 'obvious

- example, a civil officer found not gquilty by reason of
insaaity in a criminal trial could certainly be impeached
nonetheless. .

The argusent advanced by counsel for the Vice
President, which insists that only a party actually convicted
apon inpeactment may be tried crininslly, would tie the two
processes tog=ther in a manner not contemplated by the
Constitution. Iopeachment trials, as that of President
Andrew Joknson reminds us, may sometimes be influenced by
political passions and interests that would be rigorously
ax2luded from a criminal trial. Or somewhat more than one—-
third of the Senate Bight conclude that a particular offense,
though prcperly punishadble in %he courts, d4id not varrant
convictica on impeachment. Bance, if Article I, Sectien 3,
Claase 7, werg read to mean that no one 0ot convicted upon
up«chn‘nt'eauld ba tried criminally, the failure of the Bous
t2 vote an impeachment, or the failure of the impeactment in
tlw Sanate, wOuld confer upoa the civil officer accused
cuplete and -~ were the statute of limitations permitted to

ran ~~ permanent ismunity from criminal prosecution however

W SV . = -
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plain his Nut-:/ There 1% no such requirement tn the
Consiitation or in reason. To adopt that view would give
Cowsrcss the powar to pardon by acquittal or even by mere
‘nazeion, since the ocfficer would never be a "Party conviciec
apon impeactment, even though the Constitution lodges the
power to grant Clemency exclusively {n the President. Ar.\c
Frazers certainly never supposed that failure tg obtain
céﬁviction upon iuzpeachment confarred permanent crizinal
immunity.

The conclusion seeams required, therefore, that the
Constitution provides that the “Party convicted® is nomethe-
less subject to criminal punishmant, not to est;\hnsh the
sequence Of the two processes, but solely to establish that
conviction upon impeachment does not raise a double jeopardy
defense in a crimlnal tzisl.”~/ A etailar conclueion has

been reached under state constitutions containing provisiens

%/ The Congress could only avoid this result by attending

o complaints of crimipal conduct against all civil officers
sa th‘cted. Since the 0ffice of the Vice President apjears
indistinguishadle in this respect from that of other civil
officers, the consctruction of the Constitution offered dy
counsel for the Vica President would place a significaas
burden on the Congress. As the result of historic experience,
the Congress has chosen to make sparing use of its impeachmen:t’
powez. 7The House is not structured to act with any fregquancy
as & prosecutor nor the Senate as a jury. A constructien of
the Constitution that forces the Congress to choose betveen
impeachment or immunization would deprive Congress »f che
discretion of how and to what extent it wishes to exercise
its inpeachren: jurisdiceion. It might also frequently immo-
bilize the Congress, preventing it from ¢ealing with pressing
aational affairs, to the harm of both Congress and the country

¢/ Just as an individual may Re Doth criminally prosecuted
and deported for the same offaense (see Fong Yue Ting v. United
States, 149 U.S. 698 (1893)), a civil officer could de doth
inpeached and criminally puniched even absent the Article I,
Saction ) proviso. Moreover, the civil nature of an impeachae
undez the Constitution renders the English precedent -- involv.
a3 fapeschment process that vas both criminal and political --
Aragyoaite. Whereas conviction of impeachment under our Constl
tutirn bas no criminal consequences, {apeachment in Sngland was
designed to accomplieh punishment as well a8 semoval, for peers
of the realm weré rot sudject tO ordinary criminal process. As
8 consegaence, the relationship between the achnent power
and the criminael process in the two countries is wholly
different. See generally, Berger, supra, 78-83.
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rodeled upon Article I, Secticn ), Clause 7. These state
constitetional provisions have been held not to bar prel;-
cution of Lﬁ-pcachlb'.o state officers while ia office. Ses,
e.g. Somronvealth v. Rowe, 112 Ky. 482, €6 S.W. 29 (1902}):
Stais v. Jefferson, 90 N.J.L. $07, 101 A. 569 (E. & A., 1917)

Indeed, indictament, t._d.al and conviction of state officers

whtle in office has been common. See generally, Anno: Office:

- Conviction of Crimes, 71 A.L.R. 24 $93 (3960).

C. The Meaning of Article II, Section 4.
Azticle II, Section 4§ provides:

The President, Vice President and all

civil Officers of the United States, shall

be removed from Office on laopeachment for,

and Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or

other high crimes and Misdemsanors.

Tha Vice President's contention that he {s {maune
from crinminal process while in office rests heavily on the
assumpeion that even initiation of the process of indict=esnt,

trial, and punishmant upon convietion, would effect his prace

tical removal from office in a manner violative of the

esclusivity of the impeachsent power (See, ¢.9., Memo., pP. 2.
S-§). This assumptiom is vithout fourdatior in history or
logiec.

We agres that conviction upon {mpeachment is the
emelusive cweans for rtemoving a Vice President from office.
Although non-elective civi] officers in the executive brarch
may be dismissed fram office by the President, and Serators
and Representatives may De expelled by their respective
Eouses, histori{cally tka President, Vice President, and
federal judges have besn removable froa office only by
hpadmene.!/ But it is clear from history that a criminal

4/ Ao d not hers address the question of whether 18 0.S.C.
201 1s) constitutionally operates to zemove a civil officer

(Zootnots con't on next page)
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indictment, cr even trial and conviction, does not, standing
alass, effact the removal of an impeachable federal oflficer.
As counsel for the Vice President point out Me3s. .
pp. 14-15), cone of Nis predecescors, Aaron Burr, vas sudjess
to simultaneocus indictment in two states vhil; in office,
yet he contirued %o exercise his coﬁstltutiOnal responsibdil:~
ties until the =xpiration of his.eorn.:/ Judge Joha Warcen
Davis of the United étates Court of Appeals for the Third Tirc
and Judge Albert W, Jchnson of the United States Distzict
Cou:t'féz téo Middle District of Pennsylvania, were both
indicted and tried while in office; neithar was coavicted,
and each continued to hold office during trial. See noriin,
The Corrupt Judge 95-18¢ (New York, 1962). Judge Xerner of
the Sevanth Circuit, whose conviction is curreatly pendirg
on appeal, has not yet beea Temoved from office. Similarly,
the crimical conviction of Congressmen does not act to remove
then from office: “the final judymant of conviction [(dces)
not operate, ;ggg”ggggg. to vacate the seat o2 the corvicted
Senator, not compel the 3enate to expel him or to regard him
as expelled by force 1lone of the judgmant.” Burton v, Usited
States. 202 0.8. 344, 369, '

¢/ (fcotnote from previous page)

without impeachment. We only note that the federal statates
contain no general provision, as do the statutes o€ pmany state
providing that a vacancy exists {a any civil office whernever
the iacuzbent is coavicted of a serious crime. These statutes
have been upheld as operating to resove the officer wvithout
impeachmant. See¢ State v. Sullivan, 188 P.2d 592 (Arisz. 1949).
See generally. Anno: Officer - Convietion of Crims, 71 A.L.R.
24 593 (1960). “IT such a statute were plssed By the Congress.
its apgl!eation to judges, who serve during “good behavior®
(Article IIX, S1) might be different than its application to
the Vice President, vho has & term of office of four years
(Axrticle II, §1).

¢/ Apparaently neither Burr nor his coatemporaries considered
{m constitutiznally irmune from indictmeat. Although couasel
for the Vice President assert that Burr’'s indictments were
*alloved to die" (Meno., p. 135), that vas merely because "Bdurr
thcught it Best not to visit either Xew Yok or Nev Jersey."

Parzet & Hecht, Aaron Burr: Portrait of an tious Man, 231
(Nev York, 1967). ——"‘_"-L‘——M—‘_-
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This is not to say that trial and punishment would
.not interfere in some degree with an officer's excreise of
Aie public duties, although, as the case of Aaron Burr
{llestrates, mere indictsent standing alone apparently does
not seriocusly hinder full exercise of the powers of the Vice
Presidency. But the relationship between trial and punish-
mant, on the one hand, and actual resoval from office, on
the other, is far fram automatic. As perhaps ti;c .leadinq
Anerican commentator on up.acmét bas observed (Simpson.
A Treatise on Federal Impeachment $2 (Philadelphfa, 1916)):

A pablic officer may be criminally
convicted of trespass, though acting
under a claiz of righe, or for exces-
sively speeding his automobile, yet
neither would justify impeachment. If,
howvever, the conviction was followed by
inpriscnment, inpeachment maight be well
maintained, for the office would be
brought iasto contempt L€ a convict were
alloved to administer it. It may be
said that, in that event, impeachoent
would depend on the saverity or lenity
of a trial judge, and this would be 8o,
but for the office's sake, a man may be
said to ba guilty of a "high misdemeanor”
4f he 30 acts as to be imprisoned.

tThether conviction of and {mprisonmant for ainoz offenses
mst lead to ramoval ¢n couviction of impeachment therefore
dapends, in any given case, on the sound judgmeant of the
Cengress and the President’'s exercise of his pardoning

power. Certainly it is clear that crizinal indictmens,
txial, and even coaviction of a Vice President would noe,
1580 facto, -cause his removal; subjection of a Vice President
to the criminal process therefore does not viclate the exclu-
sivity of the impeachment pover as the means of his removal
from office.
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D. The Twelfth Atnendment

Counsel for the Vice President suggest (Memo.,

PP. 7-08, 18) that adoption of the Tvelfth Anendsent, pro-
viding 2cr separate electiors of the Presilent and Vice
President, in some way supports immanity for a Vice
President. 1n !act..-tho inplication of the Amendrment is
the contrary.

The original constitutional plan was that each
elector should vote for two persons for President. The man
receiving the jreatsst vots wvas to De President and the runne:
up vag to be Vice President. The Vice Presideat was thus the
next most pcwerful contander for the Presidency. The Franmers.
however, did not téxcs.o’t.'ze development of political parties
which raa "tickes," one man standing for President and the
other £or Vice President. An eldctor would then cast cnhe
ballot fer each of thess candidates which had the embarrassin:
result that Thomas Jefferscn and Aazon Burzx, though regarded
. by thelr party as candidates for, respectively, President
and Vice President, received an equal nunber of votes. There
being no constisuticnally elected Pu;ide.nt. the election was
thrown iiato the Souse of Representatives.

The Tvelfth Anendment, ddopted in respoose, provides
separate alections so that 2 man wanted only as Vice President
should nOt thus block tha elacticm of the man vantad as
Prnidmt. The adoption of the Twelfth A.Mndmnt, thatefora,
wvas recoghicion that the Vice President, under a party systea,
is not tke second most desired man for President but rather a:
understudy chosen by the presidential candidate. That recog-
nition does not magnify the constitutlonal position of a Vice
P:uidone.y

#/ Counsel for the Vice Presidest additionally argue that sir
(footaote con't on next page)
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THE STRUCTURE OF TRE CONSTITUTION AND TRHE

WORKINGS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM DO

NOT IMPLY AN TMMUNITY FOR A VICE PRESIDENT

The Constitution is van {intensely practical docunen:

and jodicial derivation of powers and imnunities is neces-
sarily based upoen consideration of the document's structurs
and of the practigcl results of alternative interpretations.
McCulloch v. Mazyland, 4 Wheac. 316 (1819);. Stuart v. laird,
1 Cranch 299, 308 (1803); Field v. Clark, 143 U.S. 649, 691
(1992); Onited States v. Midvest 041 Co., 236 U.S. 459, 472-

473 (1913); United States v. Curtis-Wright Corp., 299 U.6.
306, 328-329% (1936). We turn, therefora, to a structural and
functional apalysis of ihq Constitution in relation to the
immunity clained for Vice Presidants.

A, Immuni Should Inclied for an Officer 0Oal
Sub ject to the Criminal 2rocess would
stantia Iapair the Puncticning of a dranc

ot Fo'ﬁtmn%.

The real gaastion underlying the fssue of vhether

indictmant of any particular civil officer can preceds convic
upoa Impeachment -- and it is constitutional In every senzc
becaase it goes to the heart of the operaticn of governdent
-- 1is whether a governaental function would de seriously im-
. paired if a particular ecivil officer were liable to indictmer

¢/ (Lootnote con't from previcus page)

the Pramers could not have {ntended the President, through
his Attorney Ceneral, to harass political rivals, therefors
the Vice President must ba immune from criminal pracess (see
Remo., ». 18). This argument appears unscund. Once he acces
the socondary office, the Vice President is rarely, if ever,
aa important political rival of the incundent President, HMor
over, the logical implication of the argument is that all ma:
politicians -- Senators, Goverrors, and many persons not ever
holding office -~ must be freed of responsibility for crizina
acts.

106



-1‘.

befora being tried on inpeachment. The answer to that
question must necessarily vary vieh the nature and functicns
of the offjice involved.

1. We ;ay begir with a category of civil officers
subject to impeachment whom we think may clearly be tried
and convicted prior to removal froo office through the
impeachmant process: federal judgo-.:/ A judge may be
hanpered in the performance of his duty when he is on trial
for a felony but his persopal 1néagu=lty in no way threaiens
the ability of che judicisl branch to continve to functicn
effectively. There have been frequent occaptons where
death, illness, or disqualification has resoved all of the
avajilable julges Crom & district or a circuit and even thig
extrene circumstance has bean met effectively by the assign-
nant of jodges from otvher districts and circuits.

Sinilar considerations apply to Congressmen, and
these practicsl juodgments are raflected in the Constitution.
As already noted, Arcicle I, Secticn 6 provides a very limitec
lﬁuntty for Semators and hpfonnu:ivn but explicicly
pernits thes to be tried for felonies and bresches of the
peace. This linmited grant of immunity demonstrates a recog-
nition that, althoagh the functions of the legislature are
a0t lightly to de finterfered vith; the public iaterest ia
the expeditious and even-handed administration of the criminal
lav sutweighs the cos% imposed by the incnéae&ty of a ciaélo

¢/ The Departmant of Justice is nov contending that a United
tates court of appeals judge.is subject to indictmant, eccn-
viction, and sentencing prior to rem¢val through the inpeaen~
Ment process. See United States v. Kexner, now pending in
the Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit. This, of course
is the historic position of the Departaent. See Page 12,
supra. It seems too clear for argunent that other civil
o!i!cers, such as heads of executive departments, are fully
subject to criminal sanctions vhether or not first removed from
office. ’
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legislator. Such incapaocity does not seriously impalr the
functicening of Congress.

3. Almost all legal commentators agree, On the
other hand, that an incumbent Praesident must be rcnoved
from office through coaviction upon an impeachnant befors
being subject to the criminal process. Indeed, counsel for
the Vice President takes this position (Mams, pp. 5-8), 30
it is not ta dicp&to. It will be instructive tp examine
the basis for that 'lmunity in order to se¢ vhether t_t'._

raticnale also fits an incumbent Vice President, for that .
is the crux of the question defore the Court. . '

As ve have noted, pagé ¢ , supra, the Framers’
discussions assuved that impeachment would precedes criminal
trial because their attantion was focused upon the Presidency.
See 2130, 2 Parrand, Records of the Pederal Cenvention, supra.
p- %00, and Ramilton, The Pederalist, Nos. 65 and 69. They
agsuned that the nation's Chief Executive, responsible as no
other single officer {9 for the affairs of the United Statss,
would not be taken from duties that oaly he can perform
unless and until it is detarnined that he is to be sborn of
those duties by the Sanate.

The scope of the powers lodged in the single zaa
oceupying the Presidency {s shown by the briefest reviasw of
Article II of the Constitution. The vhole “executive Power®
is vested in hizn and that includes the powers of the
*Commander in Chief of the Army and the Navy," the power
to command the exécutive departments, the pover shared with
the Senate to make treaties and to appoint mmbassaders, the
pover shared with the Senate to appoint Justices of the
Supreme Court and other civil officers, the power and

éuponotbuuy to execute the laws, and the pover to grant
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repriaves and pardons. The constitutionsl outline of the
povers aad duties of the Presidency, though more conplete

than ~oed here, does not flesh out the full {mportance of
the office, but this {s 60 universally recognized that wve

do not pause to arphasize it.

The singular importance of the Presidency, ia
comparison with all other offices, is further denonstrated
b; the Twenty-Fifth Asrendment, Sections 3} and ct The pro-
blem, as we have noted, is one of the functloning of a
Eranch of governmest, and it is noteworthy that the President
{s the only officer of government fcr whose temporary disa-
bility the Consticution provides procedures to quaiify a
replacemant. This is zecognition that the President is the
only officer whose :mﬁor;n' disability while in office
incapacitates an entire branch of government. The Constitu=
tion nakes no provision, decause noase is needed, for such
disability cf a Vice President, a jodge, a lagisiator, or
any subordinate executive branch officer.

| 3. Withour 1n any way dealgrating the constitutiona
functions of a Vice President -~ or those of any individual
Supreme Court Justice or Senator, for that matter == they
are clearly less crucial %9 the operations of the exaecutive
branch of government than are the tunctioﬁs of a President.
Although the office of the Vice Presidency is of course a high
one, it is not indispensable to the orderiy operation of
government. There have been 2any occasions ia our history
wvhen the nation lacked a Vice President, and yet suffered no
111 cansequences. And, as has been discussed above (page 12,
supra), at least one Vice Presideat successfully fulfilled
the resprnsibilities of his office vhile under indictzment
in tvo states. There is in fact no conparison betwsen cthe

impertance of the Presidency and the Vice Presideacy.
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A Vice President has only three constitutional

_functionst (1) to replacs the President in the event of

the Preasident's removal from office, or his death, resig-
nation, oz inability to discharge tre powers and duties
of his office (Iventy-Fifth Amendmaent, Sections } 3, and
4): (2) to make, together with 8 rajority of either the
principal officers of the executive dsepartments or such
ot.he: body as Congress may by lav provide, a written
declaration of the President’'s inadility (Twenry-Fifth
Anendment, Section 3): and, (3) to preside over the Senate,
which Vice Presidents rarely do, and cast the deciding vote
in case of & tie (Acticle I, Section 3).Y

Nope of a Vice Presidenc's consitutional functions
is substantially impaired by his liability to the criminal
p:oc-u.-‘—./ The only ptc_:blu that might arise would be the
death of 3 President at tha time & Vice President vwas the
defendaat in a criaipal erlal.:.—.-/ That wonld pose no prac-
tical difficulty, however. The criminal proceedings could
be suspanded or terminated and the iopeachment process begur.

This wouid leave the nation in the same practical situation

*/ The Framers assumed that Vice Presidents would no*

Tegularly preside over the Senats, for they expressly pro-

vided in Azticle I, Sectiom 3, Clause 5 for the election

:ll’ a President pro tespore to act ia the Vice President’s’
sence.

2%/ Counsel for the Vice Yresident stresses the importance

o the Yice President’'s role, under the Twenty-rifth
Anendnend, with respect to a declaracion of Presidential
inabiliey. But that respoasibility is not an active, cca-
tinsous xecutive function. It is, to the contrary, a
gesponsilility -~ never yet axercised -- that entails only

a single act, one that couid be performed by a Vice President
who was, for example, tnder indictment. Moreover, it is a
rvesponsibrility that is shared with a majority of the Cadbinet
dembers, 'INO are themselves subject to the criminsl process.

s4t/Me asamne, for reasoas stated above (p. 13, supra), that
eonviction and imprisonment of a Vice President, or any civil
efficer, wovld lead to prompt removal through impeachmens.
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as woyld the institution of impeachment proceedings against
an incumbent President, :he sole legal difference deing
that the zuccassar to office would de the Speaker of the
Rouse of Representatives riather than the Vice President.
3. The Functions of the President are not ¢nl

Indispensable to. the Operation o vernnent®,

- "Hey are Incongistent with His Subjectlon to

e Cr na £Ocess;: There is No Similar

!necns!siengz {n the Case of & Vice Prasident.

The inference that only the President {9 imnune

from indi{cement and trial prior to removal free office alse
arises from an exazination of other structural features of
the Constitution. The Frasars could not have contemplated
prosecution of an chunbent President because they vested in
" bhim complete pover over tﬁo exacution of the laws, which
includes, of course, the power to coatrol prosecutions
{Article I, Section 3). And tho§ gave hin °Pover to gran:
Reprieves and Fardons for Offenses against the Onited Stacss,
sxcept {n Cases of lmpeachzent® (Article I, Section 2, Cla:se
1), a power that is consisteat only vith the conclusion t-at
the President must be remcoved by impeachment, and so depPrived o
the power to parden, before crimipal process can be inssituczed
against him. A Vica President, of course, has ro jower either
to control srosecutions or to grant pardons. The fuactions
of the 7ice Presidency are thus not at all i{ncorsistent with
the conclugion that an iscumbent may be prosecuted and con-
victed vhile still in office.

C. Basic comsiderations of Law Enforcemant Militate

ainst & ion of Imsuni t0 Officers c:hes

Xtengion of Imaunity ¢
than the President.

Thus we conclude hat considezations derived from

the structure of the Coanstitution itself indicate that only
a President possesses immunity from the crisinal process prior

to impeachment. The position of & Vice President would appear
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to be similar to that of judges, Congressren, and other
eivil officers. There are 2130, however, practical consi-
derutions that point In the sare direction. Such consides-
stfons are entitled to waight in the absence of compelling
constituticnal reasons for an immunity of the sort ve have
shown exise only for the Presideney. In many cases, for
instance, problems will te posed by thi presence of co-
conspirators and tha runaing of the statute of limitations,
-’ An official may have co-conspirators and even if
~ the officer vere immune, Ris co-cénsp.tneon would not be.
The result would be that the grand and petit juries would
receive evidence about the illegal transactions and that
evidence would inevitadly name the officer. The trial
pight end in the ceaviction of the co-conspirators for
thelr dealings with tho officer, yet the officer would not
be on trial, would not have the opportunity to cross-exazine
and present testimony on his own bDehalf. The man and his
office would be slandered and demeaned without a trial in
vhich he vas heard. The individual might prefer that to the
risk of punishmeat, but the courts should not adopt a rule
that opens gba ogtlco to such a damaging procedure.

This practical prodlem is raised by the motion
here vhich asks this Court to prohibit "the Grand Jury from
conducting any investigation looking to the [Vice President‘'s)
possidle indictoent® and to enjoin the prosscutors from pre-
senting any evidence to the grand jusy 'xoéknq to (his) |
possible indictment® (Motiom, p. ).

The criminal investigation being conducted by the
grand jury is wide-ranging., and the Vice President is not
its sole sudbject. The evidence Deing presented, while Lt

souches on the Vice President, involves others alse. It
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would be virtuaily impossible to exclude al]l evidence
reletiag to the Vice Presidant and at the same time present
meaningful evidence relatiny to possible cc-conspirators.
Thus, enjoining the investigation and presentation of evi-
dence “looking to the possible indictment of [the Vice
President]® would require the investigations of other
persons also to be siuspended. The relief therefore would
plainly "frustrate the public's interest in the fair and
sxpeditious alninistration of the criminal laws® _(United

States v. Dionisio, supra, 410 U.S8,. at 17).

- o —— -

The statute ot limitations with respect to sore
of the possibla illegal activijtes bDeing investigaced will
run as sarly as October 26, 1973. A suspension of the grand
jury's investigation of the Vice President and others could
.thernfore jeopardize the possiblity of a timsly indictment.
' Should this Court suspend the grand jury investigation the
result would likely be to. accord the Vice President and

other persons permanent immmnity from prosecution through

the funning of the scatute of limitations even though it is
unlikely he is entitled even to the temporary immunity, pend-
ing ccoviction upon impeachment, that his counsel claia fc=r A
him.

CcomMCLUS ION

Nothing we have said is intended to duprecate in aay
vay the high office of the Vice Presidency or its importeace
in the Com’ﬁituuoml schemg, We acknowledge that the icsue
raised by counsel for the Vice President is a momentous and
difficult one for any gourt. However, in order to assist thne
Court in resolving this troublesoms question, we have set

forth arguments that counter those advanced by counsel ‘or

the Vice President.
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Por the reascns stated, applicanc'e motions
should be denied.
Tespectfully surmitted,

ROBBRT H. BORK,
8olicitor General.

KBITH A. JONES,
EDMUND W. XITCH,
Aggsistants to the

So1lcitor Cenecal.

OCTOBER 8, 1971,
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DATE December 29, 1994
TIME 8:00-9:00 AM (ET)
NETWORK CNN-TV
PROGRAM Daybreak

Andrea Arceneaux, co-anchor:

Both sides are calling it a victory. A federal judge
ruled yesterday that Paula Jones’ sexual harassment suit
against President Clinton will go to trial, but not until
he leaves office. Judge Susan Webber Wright did allow
the taking of sworn statements in the meantime. In
reaction, the attorney for Mr. Clinton said, quote, "We
are very pleased that Judge Wright recognized that the
president has immunity from [the] trial in this matter
while he is in office. This is an important victory." He
continues, "As to Judge Wright’s ruling allowing discovery
to go forward, we are likely to appeal this aspect of the
judge’s ruling."

For a reaction from Jones’ attorneys we go to
Washington, where we are joined by Gil Davis and co-counsel
Joe Cammarato. We thank you both for joining us this
morning. '

Mr. Davis, have you talked to your client, and has
Paula Jones had any specific response to yesterday’s
.ruling?

Gil Davis (Attorney For Paula Jones): She’s quite pleased
with it. You mentioned who has the victory in this matter,
and I guess the issue there is who’s going to appeal it.
And the president and his counsel, I guess, are going to
take an appeal, because they recognize that their- their
exposure here is to depositions and discovery in
preparation for this case.

Arceneaux: Yes, but you also lost out on a quick trial.
Were you planning to go to trial any sooner?

Davis: 1It’s very doubtful in the normal course that a
trial would have occurred before the election of- in 1996
in- in any case. And so this was not an issue that
particularly concerned us. And what we were concerned with
is preserving the evidence, making sure that witnesses who
have something to say about what happened in that
circumstance, the troopers who brought women to
then-Governor Clinton, perhaps other women who have similar

NOTICE
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stories to tell about what happened to them. But this can
be preserved now, and we don’t have to await what the
president wanted to do, was put this whole thing on hold
until after he’s out of office. And our client has a need
to have her reputation restored certainly as quickly as
possible.

Arceneaux: But the president also has a right to his
image. Mr. Cammarata, taking a deposition from the
president, and the possible information that might leak
from such questioning--and certainly there will be some
kind of political price--does it not bother you that such
questioning and such possibilities could affect a sitting
president? '

Joe Cammarata (Attorney For Paula Jones): Well, I think
that what’s important in this case is the principle that
no person is above the law. What we are pursuing are
Paula Jones’ claims that then-private citizen Bill Clinton
had undertaken certain activities toward her which were
offensive to her. For that, the president must be held
accountable.

The court, in her ruling today, or yesterday actually,
agreed with our position, that this case must go forward,
that this is important in our nation, that no person,
regardless of their position, is immune from suit, is above
the law. And so I think it’s important to all of us to
recognize that- that this case transcends just Paula Jones
and Bill Clinton, but it’s important to our country as a
whole.

Arceneaux: But could it not take him away from running the
business of this nation?

Cammarata: Well, it may take him away for the hour or so
that he may be involved in the deposition. But I might
p01nt out that he is extensively involved, as is his staff,
in the Whitewater matter. He has given a deposition in
that matter. He has promised to give another. His wife
has given a deposition in that matter, and has- has
promised to give another.

So, the country didn’t suffer by their giving
depositions related to Whltewater, and I don‘’t think the
country will suffer by his giving a deposition in this
case.

Arceneaux: Mr. Davis, you said that you were planning to
speak to other women who possibly would be able to support
Mrs. Jones’ claims. If these claims are not made in
publlC, and if they go unsubstantiated in the public eye,
is that not unfair to the president, to have those kind of
notions thrown out there with no defense?

Davis: Well, I’'m not prejudging what evidence there might
be. Certainly we will handle it as- as lawyers in a
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proper fashion. And I would suggest that if it’s evidence
that is important, the public may have some interest in
it. I- our interest is in the- the welfare and
vindication of the rights of our client.

You mentioned a little bit ago about whether this
case is in some way deleterious to the presidency, or the
president. I think our country is enhanced when we have an
establishment that clearly- of the principle that no one is
above the law, everyone is accountable for their private
conduct. And I certainly think that- that we all win when
we don’t have kings or people who are above us serving in
public life.

Arceneaux: So who are you planning to talk to through this
deposition process? '

Davis: Well, we would- certainly everyone who has relevant
information. The troopers who apparently were used, they
say, for purposes of private activities by then-Governor
Clinton. They were public servants, and they said that
they would round up women for him, and observe, at least
guard the situation; all those who might have something to
say about what happened during that day to corroborate
Paula Jones. We think she’s very well corroborated for
everything that happened outside of the hotel room. And-
and further, as you probably know, the only person who
doesn’t know he was in the hotel room is Mr. Clinton.

So there’s a lot to be established, evidence to be
preserved, and we intend to proceed and to do that.

Arceneaux: Mr. Cammarata, you have called this process
"exhaustive." In what way? What do you mean?

Cammarata: Well, I was referring to the discovery
process. It was- has been characterized, is there a winner
and loser in the judge’s ruling? And what I was trying to
point out is that. a person does not file a lawsuit on a
given day and thén the next day go to trial. There’s a
process called the pre-trial discovery process, which
intervenes between the filing of a lawsuit and the trial
of an action. And it’s in that context the discovery
process is quite exhaustive.

We are able to undertake the discovery, or examination
of witnesses, documents, medical exams, to the extent that
they’re appropriate, about things that are relevant to the
case or that may lead to the discovery of admissable
evidence. )

If you contrast that with a trial, a trial is limited
to putting forth before a judge or a jury that information
which is only admissable and relevant to the matter at
hand. So the discovery process is a lot broader, is a lot
more extensive, and we intend to fully pursue, and
exhaustively pursue this case in the discovery stage.

And I might point out that President Clinton’s
attorneys, although they characterize it as a victory,

1T



VIDEOQ MONITORING SERVICES OF AMERICA, INC : Page: 4

what they have sought all along is to avoid having to
answer the allegations of the complaint. They sought to
avoid having to have Mr. Clinton answer questions under
oath. And the judge has said, ‘No, this case will go
forward.’ We will prepare this case, we will get it ready
for trial so that we’re able to move ahead as soon as the
president leaves office.

So that’s an important step in our direction.

Arceneaux: What are you planning to ask the president?

Cammarata: Well, certainly we want to inquire regarding
the allegations in Mrs. Jones’ complaint. Was he at the
Excelsior Hotel on the day in question? Was he in that
hotel room with Paula Jones? Those types of questions.
In addition, we want to- we may want to inquire into a
course of conduct. Had he used state troopers to pursue
private business before? Did he have any other such
relationships with other women? Those types of inquiries
would be relevant and would be probative of the wvarious
issues in this case, and we would intend to pursue that
line of questioning.

Arceneaux: Mr. Davis, your client has said that she can
identify certain distinguishing characteristics of the
president’s lower body. Do you plan to seek a physical
examination of the president?

Davis: The federal rules permit medical examination for

- the- for such purposes. And it very well may be that we

may seek to have that done. I’'m not trying to prejudge
what our view would be at the time that we’re engaged in-
in the discovery process. But the short answer to your
question is very possibly.

Arceneaux: Very possibly. That could be very possibly
embarrassing to the president. Do you not agree?

Davis: Well, I would think his conduct, if it was true,
would be embarrassing to anyone. And it’s not Paula Jones
who- who was the person who was subjected to what she
claims to have happened to her (sic). It was activity by
then-Governor Clinton, now President Clinton.

Arceneaux: Mr. Cammarata, Mrs. Jones has also sought a
suit against Arkansas state trooper Danny Ferguson. Does
yesterday’s ruling affect the time of that trial, and is it
possible that information from that trial could affect the
one against President Clinton?

Cammarata: Well, the judge has said that those two

matters are tied together, and as such, the trial of the
Ferguson matter would be held at the same time as the trial
of the Clinton matter. We intend- the- the Ferguson case
is a little different posture. Danny Ferguson has
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answered the allegations of the complaints, so in legal
° jargon, we are at issue. We can proceed immediately with
discovery in the Ferguson matter. Contrast that with the
Clinton suit. They have not yet answered the complaint,
and I imagine that the judge will provide for a scheduling
as to when they must do that.
But in the context of the Danny Ferguson matter, we
® can undertake discovery, which would include the
deposition of Danny Ferguson and others, as well as
President Clinton. Because President Clinton, it is
alleged, is a- conspired with Danny Ferguson to do the acts
that were alleged in the complaint.

Arceneaux: Mr. Cammarata, unfortunately I'm going to have to
o break off. I’'m short of time at this point. But we do

thank both of you for joining us this morning. Gil Davis

and co-counsel Joe Cammarata, attorneys for Paula Jones,

the woman alleging sexual harassment against the president

of the United States, Bill Clinton.

# # #
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Transcript # 3548
TYPE: Show; Interview
SECTION: News; Domestic
LENGTH: 5292 words

BODY:
ANNOUNCER: December 28th, 1994.

CHRIS WALLACE: [voice-over] For the President, a day with two major
developments. Word that Paula Jones's lawyer can start questioning him and
others under oath in her sexual harassment case.

WOMAN (?]: The stuff that goes on before the trial can be equally distracting
and circus-like :

CHRIS WALLACE: ([voice-over] And the resignation of his embattled CIA director,
James Woolsey.

RON KESSLER, Author: He was really rather arrogant, and in the end, it did him
in.

CHRIS WALLACE: ([voice-over] Tonight, more bad news for President Clinton.

ANNOUNCER: This is ABC News Nightline. Substituting for Ted Koppel and reporting
from Washington, Chris Wallace.

CHRIS WALLACE: The decision handed down today in the Paula Jones lawsuit against
the President raises serious legal and political issues for the White House,
especially the ruling that Jones's lawyers can now interrogate Mr. Clinton under
oath. In a few moments, we'll be talking about what happens next with several
experts, including one of the Jones attorneys. But first, we begin with what the
White House says was a big surprise, the resignation of the President's CIA
director. James Woolsey says he's going for personal reasons, but whatever his
motivation, his departure leaves the administration with one more vacancy.
December 31st will be the last day for five other key players on the Clinton
team: his treasury secretary, his agriculture secretary, his press secretary,
his counselor, and his surgeon general. And whoever is named to fill the latest
vacancy at the CIA will find, as Nightline's Dave Marash now reports, that he is
taking on a pile of trouble.

DAVE MARASH, ABC News: [voice-over] At the White House, an administration
briefer said today, guote, 'We were all quite surprised by James Woolsey's
resignation.' The briefer added, 'He certainly wasn't pushed.' But Woolsey's
letter does show one sign of haste; it was originally dated January 26th,
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1994.

Back in February '93, when Woolsey took over as director of Central
Intelligence, his mission was to restructure American intelligence for the new
post-cold-war era, a tough assignment.

VICTORIA TOENSING, former Attorney, Senate Intelligence Committee: Anytime
you're dealing with this secret culture, it is going to resist change. And why?
Because it knows it doesn't have to change as long as it can keep everything
secret.

DAVE MARASH: (voice-over]) Under Woolsey, embarrassing agency secrets leaked,
first and foremost the unmasking of Russian mole Aldrich Ames, who somehow
escaped detection for almost a decade while acquiring a big house paid for in
cash, a Jaguar and millions in Soviet payments, and while betraylng at least 10
American spies.

RON KESSLER, Author: The main problem with Woolsey has been his handling of the
Ames case, the fact that he's been defensive, the fact that he hasn't taken any
action that really would send a message to the CIA.

STANSFIELD TURNER, former CIA Director: Woolsey is a victim of being in between
a rock and a hard place. On the one hand, the Congress, the public have been
demanding stern discipline over the Ames case. On the other hand, there's a
long-standing tradition in the CIA that only they know how to discipline people,
because their work is so unique.

DAVE MARASH: (voice-over] The reputation of the CIA's unique work suffered
during Woolsey's term, from sloppy reporting on Haitian leader Jean-Bertrand
Aristide's alleged mental health problems, and from the fact that the mob that
menaced American forces arriving in Haiti aboard the ship Harlan County was led
by a paid CIA informant. In Bosnia, an accurate CIA prediction of problems
inside areas designated safe havens was ignored, demonstrating how little
Woolsey and his agency had President Clinton's ear. Mr. Clinton also ignored a
CIA report that North Korea probably has built nuclear weapons, issuing a
statement that, quote, 'We will not allow the North Koreans to develop a nuclear
bomb,' a statement the embarrassed President had to withdraw.

Sen. DENNIS DeCONCINI, (D), Arizona: The agency and the community was very
divided, so the President didn't have, even if he had asked, a clear yes or no.
To this day you will get a very mixed opinion within the agency.

DAVE MARASH: [voice-over) When it came to Russia, some administration insiders
complained the CIA missed the sudden rise of right-wing extremist Vladimir
zhirinovsky. The major criticism of James Woolsey, though, is not that he failed
‘to understand foreign threats, but that he failed to take on established
bureaucratic interests inside his own agency. For example, says Victoria
Toensing, when her client, Jane Doe Thompson, accused the CIA of covering up a
pattern of sexual discrimination and harassment, the agency response was a gag
order.

VICTORIA TOENSING: There are certaln people at the agency who, no matter what

they do, they're protected, and for want of a better word, I'll call it an old
boys' network.
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DAVE MARASH: [voice-over] In the end, says one journalistic critic-

RON KESSLER: Woolsey's credibility was just totally shot in the intelligence
community, in Congress, in the White House, at the National Security Council.
He~- he was not trusted.

' DAVE MARASH: [voice-over] Woolsey's exit, predicts the departing head of the
Senate Intelligence Committee, opens a new era at the CIA, a Bill Clinton era.

Sen. DENNIS DeCONCINI: The President has a- far more interest in having hands
on, so I think you're going to see somebody in there the President's going to
work closer with.

DAVE MARASH: Most of the guessing tonight in Washington is that that man will be
Deputy Defense Secretary John Deutch, who said today he wouldn't even consider
the job without a promise that he would get to work hand in hand with Bill
Clinton. I'm Dave Marash for Nightline, in Washington.

CHRIS WALLACE: When we come back, the Paula Jones decision.
[Commercial break]

CHRIS WALLACE: Ever since that federal judge in Arkansas issued her ruling in
the Paula Jones case today, reporters have been struggling with how to
characterize it. A partial victory for the President, good news and bad news.
The problem is that Judge Susan Weber Wright ([sp?] said several things. First,
she refused to throw out the Jones case, saying to grant the President absolute
immunity from civil suits, quote, 'is contrary to our form of government.' But
then she postponed the trial until Mr. Clinton is out of office, saying that
this case is not so urgent as to demand disturbing the President. However, the
judge said that the deposition process, questioning witnesses, including the
President, under oath, can proceed.

We've invited several people to help us sort through the legal and political
implications of all this. Gilbert Davis is Paula Jones's attorney. William
Webster was a federal judge before becoming director of the FBI and then the
CIA. And Ron Brownstein is the national political correspondent for the Los
Angeles Times. He's covered Bill Clinton since the 1992 campaign.

Incidentally, we asked the President's lawyers to participate tonight. One was
unavailable and the other turned us down.

Mr. Davis, let's start with who won today. I suspect that you're going to say
that your side did, but given the fact that this case is going- the trial is
going to be delayed until Mr. Clinton is out of office, didn't he win?

GILBERT DAVIS, Paula Jones Attorney: I would say certainly not. The effort of
the President to get the judge to rule that he had some immunity here was truly,
we think, an effort to prevent the discovery process from going forward. It
would be unlikely, in view of the court's dockets and the necessity of pretrial
procedures, that a trial could have commenced before the end of this first ternm,
anyway. What we're pretty excited about is the fact that we now get to preserve
evidence that otherwise could very well be lost. We'll be able to ask the
President certain pertinent questions, certainly about his own conduct, what
happened on that day in 1991 in May at the Excelsior Hotel. Was this a pattern
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of conduct that involved the use of police for private functions that would not
be thought to be part of their duty? Are there other women involved? Who are
they? What issues of credibility there might be, all is on the table in the
discovery deposition, including evidence that can lead to admissible evidence.
So it's a pretty wide-ranging effort that can be used to present a good case for
our client.

CHRIS WALLACE: All right. Let me bring in Judge Webster. In practical terms, who
do you think got more? Obviously, there was something for both sides today. Who
do you think got more?

Judge WILLIAM WEBSTER, former FBI/CIA Director: 1 think it was- it was a very
practical, sound, carefully considered balanced verdict. There are two important
issues here, accountability for individual conduct, and separation of powers,
and the judge said there is a role for the court here, there is no perfect
immunity for the President. On the other hand, we the people, I think, won this
victory, because we are entitled to a full-time president.

CHRIS WALLACE: Ron Brownstein, I've got to think that the President's men,
though, are focusing on the horrifying prospect of Mr. Davis walking down the
driveway into the West W1ng and asking those questions he just told us about to
Mr. Clinton, under oath, in the Oval Office.

RONALD BROWNSTEIN, 'Los Angeles Times': Absolutely. To use your phrase, Chris,
it was a good news-bad news decision, but for a president who really can't
afford any bad news, the possibility of taking depositions has got to be as
frightening to the White House as the possibility of a trial, and I'd be very
surprised if they don't make every effort to appeal this decision and to delay
as long as possible. I mean, this litigation is really as much as political as a
legal problem for the President, and any opportunity for Paula Corbin Jones's
attorneys to depose the President, to ask the kinds of questions that Mr. Davis
cited, and then the prospect that that information almost inevitably will be
leaked into public view is somethlng that has got to be very, very dismaying to
them, and I'm sure that they are going to aggre551vely appeal this decision, or
at least that portlon of the decision.

CHRIS WALLACE: Let me pick up on that last point and ask you, Judge Webster, if
the President's lawyers want to seal the dep051tlon; to make sure that it can't
be made public, if you were 51tt1ng as a judge in a sex harassment case, would
you allow that?

Judge WILLIAM WEBSTER: Well, that would be a very tough choice, and each one's
going to hang on its own facts. A protective order is given only after a very
significant showing of harm, harm in the outcome of the case, untoward
embarrassment, and other damage. That burden is on the person seeking it. I
don't know whether- whether the Judge can succeed- whether- whether the
attorneys can succeed in convincing the judge that that situation is here. Given
the practicalities that have already been mentioned, it's hard to be sure you
can keep that in the bottle, no matter how hard you try.

CHRIS WALLACE: I was going to ask you, Ron Brownstein, about that. I mean,
whether it's sealed by a judge or not, this kind of information is going to get
out, isn't it?

RONALD BROWNSTEIN: It's hard to believe that there would be a deposition of
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the President or of the troopers or of any of the potential witnesses that Mr.
Davis cited without at least some of it coming into the public view. I mean, you
can expect to read this in a number of publications that I think would have a
pretty clear line on this sort of information.

GILBERT DAVIS: Chris, your point about the appeal, even though the President may
well seek to get permission to take an interlocutory appeal, we would still make
every effort to preserve evidence and we have another case that's a companion to
this and part of the same litigation which we would think would entitle us to
take depositions and discovery, and that's the Ferguson matter, and I would
anticipate an effort to take the President's deposition, as well as all other
witnesses who- who have something to say.

CHRIS WALLACE: Let's talk about that. The President's lawyer said tonight that
they will likely appeal the judge's ruling allowing the depositions to go
forward. As far as the President is concerned - you say you can proceed against
the state trooper - as far as the President is concerned, can't they tie this up
for years so that you will not get to depose him during his first term?

GILBERT DAVIS: Well, I- as I say, I think the Ferguson matter should- should
proceed. There is an interest in any plaintiff having the right to preserve
evidence before witnesses die, memories fade, evidence gets lost, and- and it's
in her interest for us to- to do everything we can to preserve this evidence.
And therefore, if the President does appeal, even if he is successful in having
the appellate court consider this matter, we surely hope that the- that the
Ferguson case is not one that would likewise require any delay in taking these
depositions and conducting this discovery.

CHRIS WALLACE: Judge Webster, can the President's lawyers delay his deposition
past the election?

Judge WILLIAM WEBSTER: Well, you're talking two years on interlocutory appeal. I
would expect to see very rapid action as court decisions go. They may try to
reach up to the Supreme Court. I rather doubt that the Supreme Court would take
it. I think that it's possible they can- they can come up with new motions. But
I think politically, once those decisions are made by the court of appeals,
politically it would be very bad for the President to continue to press as if he
had something to hide.

RONALD BROWNSTEIN: Politically, it would have to be worse, though, I think, to
have to expose himself to the risk of deposition. I mean, there- there is
clearly the risk that if you delay, people will think you have something to
‘hide. But the circus-like atmosphere that would- that would surround such a
deposing of the President would probably rival or even exceed 0.J. mania. So I
think that any risk on the- on the risk of delay has got to be greatly
overshadowed by the very tangible threat of allowing this to go trial or even
deposition.

CHRIS WALLACE: All right, gentlemen, we do have to take a break here, but we'll
be back in a moment. ‘

[Commercial break]

CHRIS WALLACE: And we're back now with Gilbert Davis, William Webster and Ron
Brownstein.

124



o Page 6
Nightline (ABC), December 28, 1994

Mr. Davis, your client says that the President has distinguishing physical
characteristics. As part of the deposition process, are you going to ask to have
him examined?

GILBERT DAVIS: I wouldn't want to say whether we would or would not. There are

provisions in the federal rules for medical examinations to- for purposes that

may be evidentiary. That's a little premature and it is something that we will

consider, obviously, but tonight I'm not prepared to say that that's the course
® we'd take. '

CHRIS WALLACE: Why wouldn't you do it?

GILBERT DAVIS: Well, I- you know, there are several reasons that I probably
could- could formulate. I'm just saying that tonight that this- this decision as

® to the course of the deposition, what subject matters or what procedures we will
follow in discovery or evidence on medical examination, we're not prepared to
say. May very well be that we'll ask for such an examination.

CHRIS WALLACE: Judge Webster, obviously, I'm not asking you to comment on this"
‘.case, but again, in a hypothetical sexual harassment case, would you allow that?
Judge WILLIAM WEBSTER: I think that Judge Wright has focused on the amount of
time and the amount of distraction that may be involved in this particular case,

and she distinguishes other types of cases. I think I would probably allow it if

a case for a showing, a preliminary showing of why that was crucial to the case

was made. I'd focus on the amount of distraction, because that is the- the basis
® on which she's to postpone the trial.

CHRIS WALLACE: But when you say distraction, you mean distraction to the
President being able to do his job, not- not political embarrassment.

Judge WILLIAM WEBSTER: That's right.

@
CHRIS WALLACE: Mr. Davis, that really brings up the point. I understand that
you're being paid to represent Ms. Jones, and I understand there's also a lot of
politics involved here, but as a citizen, do you have any qualms at all about
putting a sitting president of the United States through all this?

® GILBERT DAVIS: I think one of the things that is important about the decision of
Judge Wright, which I think was a well-considered and well-crafted and, I think,
courageous decision, is her language about what kind of country we are. No
person in this country do we regard as above the law. No public servant do we
believe is unaccountable for their private, personal conduct. And to say that
the president is not accountable is to say something about ourselves that we

® don't consider as to the nature of our country. And I think her decision will
stand the test of time. I think it's one that will outlive this case, it's more
important than either of the parties involved. It's a principle that- that is-
closes any loophole as to the- as to anyone claiming that they are not
accountable for their personal conduct.

® CHRIS WALLACE: Ron Brownstein, let's talk about the politics of all Fhés. I
mean, just the specter of what we're talking about-here today, depositions in
the oval Office, the idea of a physical examination of a president, I mean, this
would be- .
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RONALD BROWNSTEIN: Well, I think your questioning of the last few minutes frames
the real political dimensions of this. We've been talking narrowly about the
impact on Bill Clinton, and obviously, I think most Americans are troubled by
the thought, - the prospect, that their president sexually harassed someone only
three years ago. But I think if you look at it more broadly, I think many, many
people are disturbed by what this entire process is doing to the office of the
presidency, and the extent to which it is demeaning the office of the
presidency, and I think there are lots of questions out there that people
legitimately have about Paula Jones's motivation in bringing the suit at such a
late date, and whether all of this, whatever her motivation is, whether all of
this sort of ties into a broader effort to discredit and weaken the President. I
think- :

GILBERT DAVIS: I think it demeans the office of the presidency to hide behind
that office as a shield for personal conduct. I further think that- that the
record is clear. Paula Jones had no interest in bringing this case until she had
her name dragged through the mud in February of the year that- this year that
she brought- brought the suit.

RONALD BROWNSTEIN: But this would hardly be the way to duck back into obscurity,
to launch a national lawsuit against the President that has made her and her
accusations a household name.

GILBERT DAVIS: If- if the President had- if the President had agreed to make
the- a statement that we had come close to negotiating, it would have ended this
matter. He came close, but his own White House did not tell the truth to the
press about the courtesy we extended in not filing on the day that we had
planned to file. They leaked information that she didn't file because her family
was against her and she knew she didn't have a case, when the fact was that we
gave that courtesy to the President and his lawyer to keep talking. That's the
reason that this- that those negotiations failed, and it- and the President's- I
would say, through his own fault, and his own staff's fault, could have had a
settlement here and didn't. :

CHRIS WALLACE: I think, Ron- Ron, we're running out of time. Let me ask you,
briefly, what does your polling show about the character issue? How much is that
cutting with the voters right now?

RONALD BROWNSTEIN: Certainly there is a segment of the electorate that is turned
off to Bill Clinton because they believe they do not- they do not trust him,
that he doesn't have the honesty and integrity to be president. But I think the
decisive, you know, swing vote, the core, the question is still his performance,
and I think most Americans, I believe, would not be sorry to see this entire
matter go away and not have it discussed on Nightline, to not have to explain it
to their kids, to have the entire issue sort of resolved in some way that does
less damage to the office of the presidency.

CHRIS WALLACE: All right. I'm going to break in here. We have a little over a
minute left, and Judge Webster, I'm going to ask you to take off your hat as a
former federal judge and put on your hat as a former CIA director, and get your
reaction to the resignation of James Woolsey today. What went wrong?

Judge WILLIAM WEBSTER: It's hard for me to answer what went wrong, and I thipk
that- that Jim Woolsey ran into a number of headwinds, some clearly not of his
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own making, some because of his own style. But through it all, it was clear to
me he was trying to do the right thing, and he was willing to take personal heat
in order to do what he thought was right. You may disagree with what he did in
one issue after the other, but he was trying to move the agency down into the-
the area of the '90s and the next century, and he confronted a number of
problems and he handled them as best he could, and I think he'll be remembered
for that. But it's very important that this Central Intelligence Agency
capability be enhanced and not destroyed because of~- of pratfalls and putfalls
and things for which he was in part responsible, but largely not so. All of us
who lived there and worked there take responsibility for some of the things that
happened.

CHRIS WALLACE: Judge Webster, you gave us a twofer tonight, and we apprec1ate it
very much. And Mr. Davis, Mr. Brownsteln, I want to thank you also for joining
us.

GILBERT DAVIS: Thank you, Chris.

RONALD BROWNSTEIN: Thank you.

CHRIS WALLACE: And I'll be back in a moment.

[(Commercial break]

CHRIS WALLACE: Tomorrow on PrimeTime, behind the bench with a justice of the
Supreme Court, an exclusive interview with Ruth Bader Ginsburg. That's tomorrow,
on this ABC statlon.

And that's our report for tonight. I'm Ted Koppel in Washington. For all of us
here at ABC News, good night.

The preceding text has been professionally transcribed. However, although
the text has been checked against an audio track, in order to meet rigid
distribution and transmission deadlines, it has not yet been proofread against
videotape.
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through SEVEN, inclusive, are unknocwn to plainttffg, who there=-
fore sue said defendants by such fictitious raves, Plaintifts
are informed and believe and theresn alleje that each of the
ieferiants designated herein as a Dce is nealicently responsidle

© e GERRAE b AT R T e WD Al T PR TS
[
<

31, in soee manner for the events and happenings herein seferre: 2o,

and negligently caused injury and cdamages preximstely therelry

!
!
'
!
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Y %o the zlalntiffs as hercin alleged.
I

That at all times =entiocned herein defendant Farcer-

wildenan was, and ncw s a cosperation duly organized an? ex-
isting under and by v.ttue of the laws of the State of Califoriia.

111

That at all tizes mentioned hecein defendant Rcllirs

Rent A Car was, a4 now is a corporation duly orcanized and ex-

9 isting uynder and %y v{rtue of the laws of the State of Delawar:?
> and suthorized to do dusiness in California; an& that defendant
P51lins Rent A CQar is authorized and liceased %o do tusiness axd
is doing business ander the fictiticus name of Aollians Thange A

Car.
v

Thas at all times ventioned herein defendants lLeo Tacirne,
George S. Zarett, Doe Three and Doe Four, were the agehts. ser-
vants and employees of defencdants John D, Kennedy (hereinafte:
referred to as Kennedy) and Doe Five, and were at all times
menticned herein acting within the scope of such agency, serv.ce
and eaployment,

. v
That at all times mentioned herein defendants Harger-

Haldeman, Rollins Fent A Car, Doe Cne and Doe Two, 8nd each cf
tdem, were the owzers of the motor vehicle zeferred to in this

! " complaint and generally described as a 1959 Chevrolet Conver.ible, l
yellow in color, bearing California license nuzder SIV 824 ,
!

(hrereinafter called Chevrolet),
vi

That at ail tizmes renticned herein defendants Arthur

Seres, Dce Six and Seven, ard each of thea, wese the owners >f
ihe motor vehicle ceferred to in this cemplaint and generally

"described as a 1954 Buick two door, oreen in color, bearing
' 136
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 urtreeing --‘lr-ndd--d-a-;.-nJ--ﬁll\‘:.|||||....|Ilnli..."Il“:.

my1ifarnais izease nu=Se:s FFT 320 (Rerceirafter zailed Fuick!.

vIi:

? Trat 3% a1l tirws menciasmad “eroin defpriznt Asthur Seres

-
ATIRUT oOFles,

nes the 3zen%, seTvait gnd esplicvee ~f defendants sk
<4 was at all ti=rs

-

1]

1

t

|

1

t

1]

i

H

- - ;
e Six 3and Doe Seven, and oach of sresz, an K
)

i

rentioned herein acti~g within the scope of suych agency, service i
}

1

i

i

1

i

}

and emlovaent,
VIIZ

That at all tires oe=nticned herein defendant George S,
<arett was cperaiing the said Chevrole: auteachile with <he cow
sent and perxissicn and kn>wledze cf defendants, Yennedy, Hizgrre
Haldeman, Rollins Rent A, Gar, Doe One, Doe Twd, and Doe Five;

that at all times menticned herein defendant Arthur Seres was

. . .
————— e ...

operating the said 2vick autencbile with the consent and pere
mission and kncwledse of defentants Arthur Seres, Doe Six and
Oce Seven,
iX
That a% all times mentioned herein Wilton Place and
Fif{th Street were public siree2s and hichways in the City of
Loes Angeles, lLos Angeles Courty, State of Caiifornia,
X
That at all times menticned herein plaintiffs were

deleqates to the 1960 Democratic National Convention, from thé i

State of Mississippi, which convention was being held in Los

:35 Angeles, Culifornia,
‘ xx
That at all tires mentioned herein defendant Xennedy

LR . I
n
W

ras engased in the amdbitiocus enterprise and undertaking of seake-

e § -,
(&)
m

ing ard campaicaing for nomination as the Democratic candidata
United States of Azericas,

for ‘he office of Presidens =f <+
Xis

That in pursuit and furtherance of said undertakima

137
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L i cald defandont Xennedy feound it politizaliy expedient and nec=-
2. essary and elficacious o ccurt and camcaiczn for the favor,

: 10000301 sn and endossese~t of varicus delecates, including

1 rilointiffe, to said Denmvccratic Naticnal Cenventlion,
s XiII
That o er about Juiy 12, 1960, said defendant Ken~ely

a4 Doe Five, and each of thea, actinz thrcuch their agents,
servants and esployees, defendants Leo Racine, Dose Three, and
«ach of thew, rented said Chevrolet automobile from defendants
Harger-Haldez=an, Rollins Rent-A. Car, Doe One and Doe Two, 2a:¥4
each of them,

| XIiv

That to promote his said caspaign to secure said nos-

fnation as Democratic Candidate for President of the United

v KK ANW,

States of Americs, said defenZant Xennedy, together with de-

[ VI

fendant Doe Five, and each of thew, organized and sponsored
.sre-ucaina:ion day events, oscasions and functioas 20 which
various delecates to said Cbnventien. including plaintiffs, were
irvited bty said Zdefexdants Xennedy and Doe Five, and each of
Wem, giloe tirromd Mol asectiz, seTvaTis AN emltvees, Fefew
~ar-e Lee ReT.oe, e Ttoee am Doe Tomm, at= sast =f chees =
that one of the direct purposes of arranging and sponsoring .
taid functions, occasions and events, was to court and gain the
favor, approbation and endorsement of said delegates to the
conventien, including plaintiffs, for said defendant Kennedy as
Drracratic Nominee and Candidate for the Fresidency of the United
St.tit of America,

+ .o BTN 4A L ST RBEC BN U Do | . oIS

wey .

xv

That to insure the attendance of said delegates, includ-

_ing plaintiffs, at said functions, occasions and events, defen-

arats Kennedy and Doe Five, and each of thems, acting throveh

LI W e A
. K

their acents, servanis and employees, defendants Leo Racine,
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- 1940 on ¥ilton flaze

to said funstiens, occasions and

XV1

That on or aboul July 12, 13890, defendanss Kenneldy and

D:e Five, and each of them, actind shrough their agents, s€I<
vants and eTployees, decendants Leo Racine, Geozce 3. Zarets, Doe
eazh of then, irvited piaintiffs and

Twree and Dse Four, and
ide in said

varicus otker delccates sc the said Canventicn, to =

the fyuncticrs sponsorced, dizectly

sald defendants Kennedy a7d
invi-

Chevrolet autcmoblle eo ore »of

or indirectly by and on behaif of
+themn; thae plainsiffs accepted said

Doe Eive, and each cf
schiile, which autemotil:

cation to teo ride in said Crevsolet aulo

was driven and opesated by said defendan: George S. Zare’t.

P A

That a¢ sporeximately 10:30 A. M, on or about July 12.

at i¢s intecsection with Fifth Street in
jffs were riding as passanc

gaid City, County and State, plaint
reasons and purposes

gers in sald Chevroiet automodile for the

as described hereinabove.
XVIII

That at said time and place, said defendanls, and eazh

nd exployees sO negligently

ed their respective
ausin3g

cf them, their agents, gervants

ed, eaintained and operat
20 cause the saze to collice thezeby ¢
personal injuries hereinafter

entrusted, m3nag
automobiles 8o as
said plaintiffs %o suf fer severe

enurerated.
XiX
That as a proximate result of the sald conduct of -he

of them, plaintiff Jicmie Lee Hille wai

defendants, and each

nes health, strenith and activivy, sustaining infvm

injured in

-Da
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om

ta her hady and shock and injury %o her nervous svsies and person,
nd centinue 2o cause said

.......

11 ef which iafuries Nave caused 3
«€ sra3t mental, stveical 3nn nervous paln and sufferi-o,

PR
L Y
A\‘-,b

Fleintiff ig infored and zelieves an2 trerefore glieces,
said injuries will Tes3ult in som™e ger=anent cisatilicty %22 ke
rald plaintiff, all to her general ca~aze {2 the sy~ of
£100,C00, 00,

xx

That as a further proxiczate result of tre said zonduc:e
of the defendants, and each of then, their agents, servants ard
employees, plaintiff Jiemie Lee Wills was zequired :o and did
caoloy physicians ard suréeons to examine, treat and care for
cer and did incur hsspital, vedicai and incidental expense, Said
plaintiff is info:med and tellieves anc rased theresn allezes |
that there will >e soze additional medical expense, the exace
Qmount of which is unknown, Leare of Court will bde sought %o
arend this complaint to ;nsert the cerrect amount of medical

expense at such 2ime ag it is ascertained,
xxz

That as » further proxicate resuit of the said condurt of
¢ke “eferdants, and each of thea, their agenis, servants and e
pioyees, plaint{ff Jimmie Loe Hiils was forced %0 and did leave
her ezploymernt in order to secure proper sedical cire and atien=
ticn; that said plaimifé has suffered loss of earnings therety;
that said plaintiff does not know at this tize the amount due and
te bocome_dﬁo for said loss of eacniros, Zut will ask leave of
ccurt to amend this complaint to set forth said asounts at the

{inn they are ascertained,
FOR A SECOND, SEPARATE AND FURTEER TAUSE OF ACTICN,

PLAINTIFF WALTER M, O'BARR, JR., ALLEGES AS FOLLOWS:
I
Realleges Paragraphs I, 1I, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VII.,

bm
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'-;:-ntal phyucd -and mmu: pain and suffering,

sértaqth and actidty. sustaining injury to his body and shock
}ﬂd !hjury to hh nervous system and potson. 011 of which in-

~ sua pmmm' 1; ummd and bonms and m«s themn alleqn '

-_,:i‘l'uhf af 'h!di (o mkm Leave of Coort will be sevght to
M tMs eomunt to insert the eorroct amount of -ed:lcal ~

‘_o{ tM Mm-. md oach of thes, their agents, umnts and
liE"mlom-. plaiotiff Walter . Ofarr, Jr., was forced to 1«'-

‘hfi :ttult In u.t pcmnt diubuity te the said pluntiff

expcnu 3t Mh !i:n u it is nccrtnimd.

-

de ]

XVIII of the first

ix, x, xi. r1I, XQ1I, XIV, XV, XVI, XVII,

;wu-’dvcaction both generally and specifically, to which ll

reference is hereby made and the same are Reredy incorporated

in the second cause of action, and made a part hereof as thouw?™

the same were a9e2in fully set forth, !
n |

. That as a prﬁxiute result of the said conduct of the ,'
defendants, and each o"f thes, their agents, servants and enplot-'ees.l'

piclutlff Walter M, O'Barr.' Jr., was injured in his health, ,
i

Juriel have canuc and conum:e to cause said plaintiff grut
Plaintiff is

Infom and bcl.tm: and thcnforo alleges, that said inju-us .

STt e semr e e e o -

an touo da-gcintho mefmooooo
‘ - 11X |
me u h f:rthet pro:dute recul‘ of the uid condne* .

of tbo doﬁnﬂm:. and eacb of thn. their agants; somtt ud
mloy«u lahruf!' 'altor l. O'Barr Jr.. was roqnirtd to mv:l

- did owloy phyucund and su-qconc to nadm. .treat and arc N
for h.l- and dld Im hosplul. aedxcu. and 1nc1dcnul ozponu. i "

i

" that tNﬂ dll u uu addiuoml -tdicd ezpcme. tbe met

. ..',. .:4

"1;—\

-~

S v

_“‘:!.'..., AR

!Mt u a fcthcr proxiuto resolt of the said condue‘ !

= e e————

' ;dmu‘t in order to secure proper -edicu care and’




| attebtioh: that said plilntiff has suffered loss of earnines
thex_'eby: that said plaintiff does not know at this time the amount
_due and to becooe due in the future for said loss of earninos,
{  dut -ux sk luve of court to amend this complaint ‘.o set forth ° '
satd amtc at the time they are ascertained. '
FCR A TMIR0, SEPARATE AND FUATHER CAUSE OF ACTICN,

PLAINTIFF WILLIAM H, AUSTIN ALLEGES AS FOLLOWS:
"' i 1
] =5 hnnequ Pu'aqtaphc I, 11, 111, IV, Vv, VI, vu viIi,
.4 1o} ‘x x, xr, ar, R, XIV, XV, XVI, XVII and XVIII of the firss

I

X 'mt u ') proxilato usult of tho said conduct of tho

dcfendahu. and ueh of tm. their oqents. semnn aud -
ploy«o. plain{u’!’ nm- He Austin, was mjurod in an hulth
otronqtll cnd ncuvi:y. sultaimd injm to his body and choek'- B
oad injm to Ms narvmn cystn and pcrton. .u of -Meh 19- ;’: !
Juriu bave eauod and continve ts ciuse said plalnuff gr«t L
-ntal. phyue‘l and nervous paia and suffering. Said pluo- -
tif_f 1e lnfot-cl oad benovn and therefore dlegec. that uid
lnju'“t -nx nnlt 19 some perancnt dubiuty to tho uid
pumm oll to hh quo in thc sum of sso.ooo oo .
' ‘nut as a tmm proxisate result of the said conduct
' i‘"" of tho dcfcndam:. and each of thee, their agents, nmma and
-A;“Moyﬁo. pluntiff ﬂllhﬂ H. Austin was required to and did
t’hy phyddam and surgeons to oudm. trest and care. for
¥ iy ﬁ-;" neur. hospital. medical and incidentsl expense;

. - ————— 4y
T e e,
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"alleces shat there will be ssme additional medical sxpense, the

cin: sxne of which 1s urknown, Leave of Court will be sough?

T S S

TP

to smend this ccaplaint to Snsert the correct amount of =edical

,.(‘ N -~

expense at smch time as it {s ascertained.
o v | A
' That as & furider proximate result of the said conduct
of the dofcodant:c', and each of them, their agents, servants and
" employves, pmmiff W1liam H. Asstin was forced to aad did
lmo his nplcymnt in order to secure proper medical care and

e S

1} thet” 6sld plaintiff does not know at this time the smount doe and
' : to boecn dvo in the future for said loss of earmings, Dut will
;;“lll lm of eoct to a-nd this complaint to ut forth said
i-am tf th‘ ti- they are ucet‘uned

- e e
. v hd

N RN

mmrae. Plaintiffs pray Judgment agdnct the defens
: “eﬁ of thel. _“ follows: : RN

LoE l Fet 3100 ooo 00 qonera.l dmgu 1n fmr of
pumm‘ Jl-t. l.n th. By I A ::
g [".f 2 for .dica.l expenses incmod and to bq iaeurred m
' favor of pmmuf Jimie Lee Hills; S
: - 3'., Far loss of urnings accmod and to accm in favor
of pulnuff .n-u Lee Hulv ‘ :
*For tho sum of 350.000.00 genersl dmgn ln favo*

134 .f‘pumxt? i&_xu:n. O'Barr, Jr.: -

‘ V. ﬁs 5:: ‘Fcz; .dieal expenses iacurred and to be !aec:od in |
fmr of pmuauff Walter M. O'Barr, Jr..: a

-\_ 6 . For Ion of earnings accruved and %0 accruwe in favor
of pldnﬁff Ialtcr M. O%Barr, Jr..: o '

-7,_ For tho sum of $30,000.00 general dmges in favcr

143
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N

[F]
fal W ENEER I

3
badew .0

remte ohgea n':s.»i“s . Naee

in favor of plaintiff Williae M. Austing

_ ‘ 9. Fer loss of earnings incurred and to be incurred
in favor of plaintfff William ¥, Agstin;
10, Fer costs of s7it herein incusred: and
11, FeT such other and fuz<her reiief as to the
Court may seem Just and proper in the prexises.
v

-~ N
i :
sﬁn‘n@{w(s &{é

f H, SMi
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
5

':-" T -19- - 144
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® @ W o O » “ ~ -

| 50GB LEE BAILEY,

CERIDER, TII.SC‘! & RUPIS!

Attorpeys at Le
238 Scuth Sorir.g Street
s Aangeles 13, Cslifornlia

Taleptnres wasscs >-3i3l

Attorneys forf Defendsnts
ROLLINS

Jrun P, KENXEDY,
CEARCE-A-CAR and HARGER-
B ALDEMAN-T-DRIVE,

SUPE!IOR COURT OF TEB L‘ﬂm CP CALIPCPNIA
POR THY COUNTY OP LCS ANGELES

Plaintilt,

8, NO. 757.200

JCHR P m’ et 8l.,

:eadanta. NOTICE CP MOTION 30

ACATE PRE-TRIAL DAIE

\.-

“£o FLAINTIFPS

procoodina in the lbove

.“C‘--——--‘-—--

:hm m BILLS, et sl., 2AY FURTHER PROCEEDINGS

AXKD S%

Plaintiffs, L
K X0, 757.”1

8, _
JORN P, KEXGDY, et 3l., "\ K
Defendaants. T

mnmmnovcm L. GLASER AXD RARVIX M. '
MOIWNSN,WTTS&DW, THEIR ATTORMEYS; AND TO
mﬂ mmm SERES AND JEROME M. BUDINGER, HIS Am:

i YOU, AND EACE OP YOU, PLEASE TAXE NOTICE that on July

19, 1962, at the houwr of 10:20 AK,, or as 3oon thereafter as

{n DepartIent

ecmel sy de ‘beard,
=ove tke Court for 8an order va-

derendnt. JOEX F. m@! will
cating thc pre trial date ot July
-entitled actilon.

sau nouon will de =ade upon the ground that snid

1 of the above -ectitled Couwt,

3c, 162 amd staying 8ll Surtacr

[, -
—— - e o= o




sald de’endant st the present time is in =ilitary Service sni his
abinty to eccpdues his deferse would be materially affected Oy
ress-m of said military service, ss acre particularly showa 3y the
Mhﬂt!on et Robert D. Brill attacred hereto,

' Safd motias will de based on this Notice, on tre
Remorandus of Points and Authorities attached hereto, on the
beelmtion of Robert D. Brill sttached hereto, and upon 2ll thre

doeu-ntl on file i the above entitled actlioas,
DATED: June 29, 1962, '
' ' CRIDSR, TILSON & RUPFS!?

MY ARN T AN I .

aoarad
S bets

-

)
s R
LAY Vo 2t

’A."' s \f e "y

b




MEMCAAXCCY C7 POINTS AND ACUTHORITIES

I.

SC U, 8, C, Ay App. 88 S501-527.

.' 5110 Jefinitions,
*(1) The tera 'persons in military service' and

the ters.'p.ersoha in the military service of the Taited Sta:ez.',
is nied in this Act (sections 501-548 and 560-599 of this Apprndit),
eball include the following persons and 0o others: All sembers o?
tbe Arly of the United States, the United States Navy, the Marine
Corps, the Cosst Ourd. and 8ll officers of the Pudlic Health Ser-

.-onuring aetive uruce or death while in active servxee. tut in no

" *(3) The term 'person'!, when used 2a this Act

uee douued by mper suthority tor duty either with the Arcy c=

i‘etioﬂ). olnu oignn‘y Pedersl service on asctive duty with any

Bnneh of service heretofore referred to or mentioned as well as
minln; or ecueauan under the supervisica of the United States
mnnnmv to inducticn into the military service. The temn

'utxve urviee' cr 'let&n duty?! shall include :he period ar ing

l!ueh 2 person in a:um-y service 1s adsent from duty on accmt

of oxeb«u. mnu. lun, or other lawful csuse. o
'(z) The terz 'period of ailitsry servxee' ‘a8

used in this Act (sagd sections), Shall include the tizme between the

rolxoving dastess PFor persons in active service at the dste of the
“epprovel ot uzu Aet (Cet. 17, 1980) 1t shall degin with the date
ot spprovel or thn Act (Cct. 1T, 1920); for persons entering acun
uﬂieo atter the. d-tc of this Act (Oct. 17, 19&5), with the date of

case later than the dste when this Act (821d sactions) ceases to be

in r&eo.

s o am

(uxd seeuom). with reference to tre holder of any righs ailecad

-3-
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:‘iw the ususl foras of proc

s pluntitr or defeulan:, duri

service or against a person

shall include individuals,

to exist against g persoa in ailiitasy

econdarny jf{adle under such rights,

and any other forzs of dusiness 8330~

pastnersnids, eorporztions,
clatibn.
"(3) The tera teourt', as used in this Act (52112

‘gections), shsll Lmlude any coux>t of coapeteat Jurisdiction of the

United States or of sny State, v
17, 19.'00 Ce 883. 8§ 101, S‘ Stat. 1179.

hether or not 2 ccurs of reccxd.

.i“t.

*§ 512, Territorisl application; Jurisdiction of courss;

fora of procedure.

- 4 '(1) The provisions of this Act (sections 501
lu! 560490 of ﬂus Appendix) shall apply to the United States, the
uﬁrll suee- ano ‘?ﬂ"toﬂﬂ. the District of Colunbis, ani 21l

"xzory ouueet u the jurisdiction of the Jnited Ststes, ind O
,waem emd in sny court therein, end shall be enfireced
edure obtaining in such eourto or
he=z preseribed.

-5&8

-

u«r meh ngnhtiom as may be by ¢t
‘5 S _*(2) ‘nen under this Act (said eeet.iom) any 8-

pneatloa is mnu!d to e nade to 8 court in vhlch no m-oceeda.ns
m alresdy been ee-:eneed nta respect to the utter. aucb nppn-

nt:um boar« to any eourt.”
o ] 521}. Stay of proceedmga where ailitary ser’vlce‘:f‘» :
affects conduct thereof. .
*At any stage thereol 8y sction or proceeding in

-m eourt in nuea a person in aiueary service 13 involved, eltzer

ng thte period of such service or
1n the diseretion of the court 1in

dmn uxty dnya therutezr =8y,
on application

‘nh 1t u penuns. on.its own motion, apd shall, on

eo xe by such pernou or soae person
Av.uec_l in th;s Act (sections 501-548 and 560-590 of this Appendix) .
N v N -u- )

on his dehslf, de stayet as po-

4
|




N T

181088, [ ohe oninfon o the sourt, the adility of plalintifs 2o
pfoseswte tne sction cr the delendant to cooduct his defease is n:t

sdterially sffected Sy reason of his military service.’

"8 520, Juralicn s=d term of stays; codefexisnts oot
in 3ervice.

"Ary #tay of any action, proceeding, attackent,
or execution, orderéd by amy court upder the provisicns of this Act
 (ssetionn 501—5” and 550-590 of this Appendix) may, except as
otherwise provided, be ordered for the period of military service
lﬁd thm sonths theresfter or sny pert of such pericod, and sudbject

8. Meh tex-ae us ny be Just, whether as to pny-ent in m:anaonta ’
»;ot m mto tnd et such times as the court may £ix or otkenru.
M tho person in military service is @ codefendant with otherr
ttn puueur -ny nevertheless by lesve of cccx-t pz-oeeed sgainst

LY

: R nus uctzon {section 521) 1lezves discreticn in tae
. h‘ar'_’c‘m-e' to detenmo mmr plaintiff's abzuty to’ prosmec .
iwction of defendant's abllity to conduct defense is' mumuy as-
hem w mten of m: uneu-y uruee. dut, in ertect. p.lacu AL
,Mn.l. qt.proor en ‘party nusnng postpooenent of trisl beeam or-.
e m'i nnury tbseneo ana akes postpoaenent mtoq eu .ppu- ' ;...
euuon sy or for such party, unless his adility to pmeente or 1
detend 1‘ not -muuy affected in court's opinlen. - .~

' .'1 hexﬂe Greyhound Lines v, Superior Court of the cxtz
g of San Prancisco, 28 C. (24) 61. :

- \

‘nn» muaue shsll de caanaer-m-cnur of the Arzy

IM ””“ mmm Stltel. o o o”

i '-?:‘.-"»- mulo o Section 2, ci. 1, Constitutioz of the
St s United States. '
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pilaintiff that defendant's

un,t, to defend his acticn would not de materially affected b7
on of nis military service, a stay of proceedings decaze n23-
t showing that defenxdsnt was in

In adsence of showing by

rua
datory upoa £418ng of aglidavd

~ailitery service,
Incorvia, 113 K. E. (2a) 128,

136 r. (24) 792.

LaPace, v, INCOTTSZ,

In re Adcption of a8 Minoz,
Davis v. ¥yche, 32 3. E. (2d) 359.
Felley 7, .ellez, 38 Mo Yo Se (24) 388,
Thompaon Y. Anderson, 37 S. E. (24) 531.
Regnolds v. Hauleraft, 170 S. V.

(24) 678.

I1x.

while ander the provisions of tke Soldl
1a the exercise of their di9cereticn,

ced not to do so anl 188

erl' and Ssilars’

cavix Relle? Act, ccurts S87,
i'cm to stay proceedings, they are odligs
thot m of the opinion that the interests of the person in the
fduurr or mnx service will not be materially affected vy 8

~"L :

. ﬂem ve Shltfer. 59 C. A. (2a) 728 at m. -

. A
nat 18 vested in trisl courts to that

calulations 88 to whether preju-

SR 'mducnttont
‘ ed is noe to bc ntmm on nice
dice may result from shsence, or
. Absence when one'- rz;hta orl
wn; prm ruie pre:udieul.

v. Lightner, 318 U, S. T50.,

or absence result from the service. -
ubuuiea are being gdjudged 13

‘i)

e v. Lederle, 128 P, 24 197. ‘
| L Resp:%ly @
o "'Ii‘.o"r'ne' yo Tor D=lendac Eai ,

<6~
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DECLARATICN CF ROBERT D, BRILL

1, ROBERT D, BRILL, say:
That’ I ua sasgtorney at law, duly ad=itted to prsctice

n nu courts ofthe suu.- of California, and that I a= 8 meader o

the lav firm of ¢rzder. Tilscn & Ruppe!,
fop defendant, JCHN P, XENEDY, in the adove amatter,
That this deeclaration 1s made in support of said

defendant's motion to vacate pre-trisl date snd to stay further

the attorneys of reccrd

proceedings.
Sl Thee :m LEE HILIS, WALTER M, O'BARR, JR. snd
vm.xmn. Amﬂl Joined as parties plaintiff snd filed e pers:ml
ﬁn.hry seticn (kos Anges Superior Court No. 757,201) in Octoder
ot 1960. naming JOHN P, KENKEDY, among others, as a party defendent,
m: the same daee. plaintiff, HUGH LEE BAILEY, filed s persorsl
n..\u-y uu.on (x.c- Angeles Superior Court Mo, 757,200), naming
i i mm. others, as a party defendant. That service
sof uﬁl Smnnc and Cnplunu were effected on defendant nmedy
' .im. utxmeoly. appemneu. in the fora of answers, were filed -
oa dehelf of uu dohndant in esch aetxon.; That nboequentxy, ’
oa motion of uu ce!'enuat. these actions were consolidated for
trhl -m trul. -

mc. m lnb.tloce. the Complaints filed on behllt of
esch or tne lbon matd plaintiffs anege injuries auam from .
wmm tccmnt occurring while they esch were occupents of a
,nm.m h&ng opu-ated by defendent, GEZQRGE P. ZARET?., 7That in
~nld Mlutl. theu plaintiffs further :nesc that said defens.
ut uatt was opoﬂting the 3214 vehicle as en asent of defendant

'hmedy mt m ‘8814 Complaints, said plaintiffs further allege
in the

ol that thq nn puungers. as distinguished fros guests, in

_'nluelo cx‘ -h.teh tbey then were occupants,
; m: in 814 Compleints, seid plaintiffs further sllege

-1-
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* ARTHUR SERES

| JiNOE LER-HILLS, WALTER N.
‘:"'A 'l

" JOEM P. KEENEDY, GEORGE P.

SMITH, BETTS AND 2 ITENXW

"6331 Hollywood Boulsvard

Bollywood 28, California
HOllywood 2-6651

"Attorneys for Plaintiffs

cirmie Lee Bills, Walter
!- O.B'rr. AJro' m .
®illiam H. Ausgtin

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATR OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND POR THE COVUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

H¥GE LEE BAILEY
7 platneiff
ve. .

JOHN P. KENWEDY, et al

Defendants

' pimintiffs

ve s
ZARRETT, LEO RACINE, at al
| -Dofondants

Cross-cénplaznmt

vs.

O'M. JR., lﬂ WILLIAM H,

. c:du-nofcndaaes

L

e

MARVIN X, KITCIKLSOS

& DOYSLAS L. GLASER
211 South Beverly Drive

Beverly Hills, cuifornF
ILED

ARIL 352

Attorceys for PlaintiffUMB Q W\, ‘o Cett

Hugh Lee Bailey » : 2_"“”_ _
® cgoTy -

BRadshav 2-0634

757 200

®o. 757 200 ©
NOTICE OF DENIAL OF °
MOTION TO VACATE PRE-TRIAL
DATE AND STAY PURTEER
PROCEEDINGS X

mmmnmmm rn.setamn'mm

i 'mac R. unm:n. THEIR ATTORNEYS:
YO' AND BACH OF YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on,

-1-

“July 19, 1962 in Department 14 of the above entitled Court,

153




. - -

Taefasdant JOIN P, XIXNEDY'S mction %o vacate presrial dase azd

2 <tay further proceedinges. was denled.

DATED: July 25, 1962

SHI?B, ams AAD DIXK‘.".\.\I’

" .
N
hd ’ . -
-’- _.: 4 g A
. /‘l // /‘;-" I /'- s
By L=l R kol i

{ ‘ _ Attornoyl for Pllfbtiffs
_ Jimmie Lee Rills, walter M.
O'Barr, Jr. add william RH.

Austin.

| MARVIN M. NITCHELSON
| & DOWGLAS L. GLASER

48 Cu/‘y( (

37t;71-s‘a=sk
Attorneys for plaintiff

Bogh lee Bailey:

e
N -
R mTLRINRL S

AN

s enwmacigegemert L
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=7 CF TET 5TATI OF CALFORNA

UL SUDSRICE O =
- . 13 -~ .

) E_‘""‘FC: THE COUNTY OF LGS ANGELES

PSP A N P

Fhilkrick MeCoy =

SN

Charian Slenn

= R L Bartlett :o= o

S ANGEES DEPT.
63

=g

el TOL

Dy Syt rvt:a-
Pornes ond moocme e yed [l
S sl e SO I A -_:

e
e ——

NN

Y Loy Qeliey

k)

Comme = les L Glaser and mrvt
S N K tehe ) son

e - Cridae, Tllson & Ruppe' for

vy o
‘4 F Rearedy, et 2l ezt dgfendaats, Jon F w,
: : Rollins Cherge-A-Car and tergere i
Ha) deman U-Drln SYRXC QIR
R en :(F?RC‘ 521‘" , o o ° 2 o ’—j o ! °J , l c'
75715 Jeroms N Sucl for defs.dan.
r 8IS
3¢ 1 I.u nills, st al
vimie . saith, Sutts & Dlekmen for
- Jiea F M st &) Jimmio Los Nilla, Walter K
O'Barr‘ Jr and Wililem B A.atls

#
mmﬂn of defendants, Joa F

'miy. foliine Chargs-As .
- Cer and
trive for Commissios 0
:sia deposition of Relmre

rannedy upon ml jatsrrogatories

1'otion of ploln:tffs

reia ] doman Ue

Lee

mtlvy. Jissle Lse l‘lls. walter

o and ¥illiam Mtla

t o'Bare

- g m—‘“lu 20 takn “"l tion
~f John F Kennedy wpon arsl

| ntorrogateories

rotion of plalntiffs

Fal ‘.'.

N O'Bare

msh Lee
Jismie Loe N]iis, walter
Jr snd ¥illiee Austin

for order requiring defendants to

cafcay mn of pumm's

~Starne
caponlé

’:u lnm'qua . 4

in Act

on #757201 ﬂ%,ﬂ!

(1) umcn DERIED W{TH LEAYE QPANTED TO HE
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g
. SMTH, BUTTS AND DIEXMAY
. - Sorvg 217 Soameary Bvnsres
e : 239+ sy ~wone PensTuES
= ol MOLLYWOOO T8, CALIFONA
4 Legt Oy, rwoee B-0USY
® N k
.
= g —emeg PO PLA IS
Sirzele Lee Hills, wWalter M, / \ ¢
° £ 2°83rz and wWilltaa Hoyt Austin ‘ Pl RE g 2%0,
: l~
3

IN THE SUPERJOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

HUGH LBE BAILEY, No___ 157, 200
va. ' Plainciss,
REPLY TO OBJECTZO S
JORN P. XKELXEDY, et al.
, e
Defendants,
CROSS=~INTERROGATCAIES
JDOQE LEE HILLS, et al.,
ve. Plaintiffs, x0 757, m\
"JOHN ¥. KENXEDY, et al.,
Defendants.
FACTS

Since the filing of the cross-interrogatories, these pinzn;
tiffs are inforaed and delieve tiat = e defendant John P, Kinaedy

has now admitted’ that the vitness Robert ?. Kennedy was Ais

general Campaign Manager. This new development permiss, of

cousse, the vitness Robert P. Kennedy t0 de examined urder :zte

provisions and latitutde of C. C. P. 20S8S5.
In its "Objections to Cross-Interrogatories® defendants

adrit that the issues are droad in this case, lising awng czlers

the following: (1) Whether or not the driver of the vadicle in

which the plaintiffs were riding wvas an zgent of the dsfeniaat

1. .

{ 156
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.
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ATRAamgre:

o

. SMITH, BUTYS & 0

of such autI=ov!le

1.4

Jorn P. Kenn:zdy, f{2) Whother or nos «he driver
was negligent, (3) Wheiher the plaintiffs are guests or nct,

{4) Whether the plaintiffs are passengers or not.
The witness, Rodexrt P, Kennedy, Deing the general ageat of

the defendant Joha P. Kennedy, it 18 now proper to .asX quer.tic:r

| cf a Discovery nature and the plaintiffs should not be ba rel

or restricted in this regard.

POIXTS AxD AUTEORITIES

1.

mnm‘n JOHN P, KENNEDY IS TAKISG AD-

VANTAGE OF HIS TEMPORARY HIGH POSITION 10

ARNOY, HARASS ASD VEX THE PIAINTIFFS IN THIS

CASE BY RESORT TO THE PRIVOLOCS ASSERTION

THAT THEE PLAINTIFPS WERE NOT °PASSENGERS® AT
THER TI’E OPF THE ACCIDENT.

To anyone fully swake to the facts of life, ard ttis
Court will take Judicial Notice of same, the Kennedy forces vare

' courting t.hcl favor of all delegates to the 1960 Democratic Coz-

ventiony that this was not a gratitutious undertaking. The
claim in this xn_,ut that the plaintiffs were Ddeing me-ely
transported cut of the goodness of heart of the defeadaat Join
7. Kennedy who had no expectation of personal gain is a fris:-

lous assertion to the point of adsurdity.
Plaintiffs are sincerely convinced that this friviious

defense is injected for the sole purpose of annoying, hararsing

and vexing the plaintiffs and to deny to thea just cosgensation
fer the injuries inflicted upon them by the defendant cohn F.

Kennedy's driver.
. 2
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WHETHER ROBERT P. KESXZDY AKRD THE DEFENDANT
JOEN P. KEXSEJY WERB ACTIXG AS PART OF A
FAMILY DYXASTY IS AN ISSUE IS THIS CASE.

Plaintiffs’ belief that there is such a thing as a Xenncdy

Bg Family Dynasty is sincere and in good faith with this Cotrrt.

This belief is shared Dy many true Americans vho are not in 1y

19 way involved in this litigation.

1

N
[+

S T T

A recent article by Korrie Ryskind appearing in the Los

' zzv’:‘ Angeles Times reads as follovs:

“If this {s the wave of the future, however,
lets be realistic and change the nm of the
United States - provided our northern neighbors
dont object to the similarity ~ to the Dominioca
of Kennady. For that's vhat we are now,
"Sot that I hold with those who shriek

'Nepotism !' That is strictly a disease of
commoners, and you and I are rightly charged

with it when we exert influence in getting a

younger brother a job. But the blue dlood of

royalty is impervious to the taint, so the
charq./!llh £lat on its face. :

"What tne layman mistakes for m virus
of nepotisa - and there is a superficial ro-h
sendblance - in rovalty is its deep conceran fcr
the masses entrusted to its care. This Dene-
volent germ -~ noblesse oblige is its scienti-
f£{c term ~ places duty adove all.

*T2is explains vhy Bob Kennedy could dem

'ho would take a high poat in the administrat.on

3.
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=smene

: : since ‘that would e nepctisa.' The royal

faally had not yet ascended the throne and

- 20 4 * A poor man wants to be a rich man
= a rich man vants to De king, X x.*

b . ‘ :4 Zchdy was still, techniczlly, a commoner.
: L After inauguration. however, when the Pres-
" 1dancn's diligens saarch revealed Bohdy as
. *f 6} the man best qualified to be Attorney Genasral,
® -3 7' he was morally bound to accépt the office.
’ ; 3: "There is high precedent for this. When
"':: 9:' KEapoleon becaze ezperor, he made one brother
° : ':‘ IOI; Xing of Spain and another king of Holland; and
’ ll’; . revarded Murat, who had the forethought to
; .,‘ 12, | marry Caroline - Caroline Bonaparte, that
13] © . 1e - with the kingdom of Naples. later, when
° ' 14° " his son vas born, he celebrated by making the
; ; ’E 154 . infant king of Rome. You cadt start too
y §§3§. 16] early in this business.®
- i"l‘f 17) N
® }, i t zab ' ~ Elvis Presley in his recent release “King of thn
: ﬁ;i 84 191 world® puts the matter this wvay:-

' l ' It is still possidble in this case to make Joseph Xen~-
| nedy and ru'l Kennedy parties to this action as active paztizi-
° " : : l pants i{n the 1960 Democratic Convention Cazpaign Doth finarclally
R3&d . .. .. 26! and personally. If the Judiciary does not shield the witness
Recbert F. Kennedy then the answers of Robert F. Keanedy to tie

; proposed cross-interrogatories may well furnish a proper danis
; for making such named Kennedys parties to this action.

- - ayenEs averay

dean araneman

- Ghanan 4D ap P




| an8 Alternate Dsleqates to the 1960 Democratic Convention grve

S ML i e e 4% e e e

I1I.

PLAINTIPPS ARR MORE THAN JUST A LITTLE

CONVINCED DEPENDANT JOHN P. KERNEDY AKD

WITKESS ROBERT P. KENSEDY ARE PRECUDICED

ACATEST THE STATEZ CP JOISSISSIPPI AXD THE

RESIDENTS THEREOP, INCTUDING TEE PLAIN-
TIFPS RERZIN

It is an inescapadle fact that the Rississippi Iele;ates

earnest consideration to all candidates at the ‘Convention, lut
finally concluded that the defendant John P. Kennedy was ro-.

Defendant John P. Kennedy 444 not make & s_n:le
ro'xrt

thuz choice.
speech during the carpaign in the state of Mississippi.
P. Xannedy avoids the state of Nississippi in regards to hi: own

‘state’s rights are in the process of being abolished, e

person on his good will tours.
At the present time the witness Rodert P. Kennely is

att}cqnhq to interferewith the state university of Rississippi,
Ole Miss, and there is sows indication that be will cause tde
state to De invaded Dy PFederal Forces under his command nf to
pccupy same.
Pmauu: sincerely believe that the frivoloun cefen-
se to the =ffect that the plaintiffs were not passengers in she
M atowobile is Dorn out of prejudice against them and
to deny to them just compensation for the injuries inflicted

The plaintiffs feel that they have every right <o

upon then.
Plaintiffs fesl that =ieir

go into tAls question of prejudice.
2101
that their individual rights should not de mmua by the

Conzts 4in this case.
' Plaintiffs are not as well off financially to shoulder

S.
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1
2y
3
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| the defendants wanted t'.o-tako the

Kannedy.

tion as are «he defendants, but as great

ble and willing to take the
o-lel

the burden of this litiga

sacrifice the plaintiffs

all the Rennelys -
e witness Robert F. Kennedy 18

was ordered by the court
without prio wvhen they appeared “fo:o

this court trying to get expense money back to Washington whers
deposition of Robert P.

are now a
depositions of ~nis method of {nterrogat

and crou-uterroqato:un of th
choice of plainciffs bt
r notice to the plaintiffs

not of the

" DATEDs Septesber 28, 1962.
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Aﬂwmmw-

i Sizmie Lee Eills, Walter
| % o.parr & william Hoyt
;5 Austin
i
A mmswmmmmormsunormmm
i , : ma.\mmmmornosaxcm
; N
. 13] HUGE LEE BAILET, | Mo 157, 290
: 21aintife, o
R ! ve. . .
’H m 48 w. et .100 : ..
0 .
Dafendants. .
M :
JDOUIR LEB HILLS, et al., ;
17 plaintifes, ) $o0—TST. 200 )
~ ia‘E i ;/ -
. JoRN 2. KEXKEDY, ot al.. ; -
Defendants. ;
1

The zoucv":.nq cross-interrogatories are to be propound-
Kezned;, whose address 18 Departmant of Justice,

ed to Robert Z.
mungm.n.c.nr W.m.mum
son Reporting Company.

i - o
i or such compentsnt officer as shall

Niss Bleanor

PRELIMITARY STATRMENL.

This actioa «gainst defendant Joha P. Kennedy arose at
When he vas seeking the noaination by the pemocratic PArty

.olf & time
i for President of the Cnited States, In other words, it arcse
3 BN : | . 162
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-

tefore he was roninated by the Dexocratic Party and at a time

RRIE DI
Tddiw
[

E RN e Bof SRV SUINE

| when he was solely respomsidle to put up his own money Or to

i .

raise and spend other people’'s money to further his personal

4 politf{cal fortures, and at a tima when he had no right to spend

® . _ : 5"' any -onay belonging to the Democratic Party.
P o
g : The positions of the plaintiffs are very simple and

iy

BN

3 IR 7i 23y be ‘stated as follows

b )
i - Prior to the Demo ratic Convention held in lLos Angeles,
i callifornia the advance guard of the Kemnedy Organization moved

f
A transportation corps was set up and automobile

iato the area.
were rented and leased in wholesale lots. The demand exceeded

the supply and suto dealers were contacted for demomstrators, etc..
The huge cost of this eladorats organization could not de dorme

by the Demoncratic Party as defendant Joha P. Keanedy was not

'u_ yet their mwoainee. :ho enor:ous funds necessarily had %o

Pe furnished Dy him or through him.
- The sutomobiles rented and loased on behalf of the

jdizm;m John P. Kexnedy generally Dore danners and stickers
proclaining “Kennedy for President® and were generally manned

by Kennedy °Volunteers® and these automobiles would take Qele-
gates anywhere t!uy vantod to go. '

‘ m.'pmnuza herein were delegates and alternate
delagate from Mississippi to the Democratic Party Convention.
They wanted to attend a "hrunch® deing given by Perle Mssta at -
the Axzbassador Hotsl , were invited into and got into a "Kennedy
: for President® automodile to maxe the trip. On the vay't; the

: drunch their car wvas involved in a collision with another car
when the plaintiffs sounght

' " 281 and all were seriously injured.
conpensation for their injurfes the defendant Joha F. Kennely

’ through his insurance companies and its attornsys denied that ‘
the injured delegates were "passengers®. The plaintiffs contend
' that they were "passengers® for the following reasons: The :

2.
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occut red.
- zeceive just compensation for their injuries from the defendant -

autc=obile was furnished Dy the defendan: John F. Xennedy in

order to create gcod-will on the part of the delegates towards

tre defendant Jokn P. Keanedy. It is the plaintiffs‘’ contention

trhat the defendant John P. Keanedy was not just giving them a
ride out of the mere goodness of his heart and that thereforse

there wvas a consideration for the ride which places thex in the

status of "passengers®. I. other words, the defendant Joha P.

Kennedy was furnishing transportation to all delegates, in-.
cluding even delegates from Mississippi, for his own personmal

political gain. Plaintiffs contend therefore that they were

*passengers® and not mere "guests”,
The dilmcﬁog between “passenger”® and "gquest®

very izportant under the laws of California where the accident

If the Lajufm_d delegates are "passengers” they may

is

Joha P. Kannedy on preof of negligencs of dis driver. If they

are mere “guests” then they cannct recover Just cozpensation

for their injuries from the defendant John P. Kennedy even 1if

his driver was negligent. If the defendant John P. Keanedy is

successful in his claim that the injured delegates were mere
gLests® then the only vay the plaintiffs may receive just com
ponsation for their seriouws injuries would bDe to prove that his
driver was either intoxicated, which he my not have deen, or
that his driver vas guilty of °wilfull aisconduct®, which is

mt affficult to mn
‘ m the defendant John F. Kennedy m seen ut‘

to aucuu m responsidilty for his “Keansdy for mu-at'
2utomodile, even though it is obvious that such was deing used
to further m personal political aabitions and for his persomal |
political gain. Thus the defendant Sohn P. Kennedy has injected |
the political issces into this civil lawsuit in order to defeat -

the just ch:.- of the injured delegatas,
. .

- ——— - o
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Tre !(n‘actica of political issues 3%o this civil law-

£zt DY the ¢nfencdant Jorn F, Kanredy in osder %o Zefeat the
" righss of the injured plaintifss to de Jjustly co=pensated now
) Icices the injured delegates 2o cross-interrogate thoroughly
:_ and axhaustivaely the avowed Chief-Lieutenant of this convention
: pelitcical organization, namely one Rodert F. Keanedy, who .m
now bec;.mo Attorney Cenertl of the Tnited States because of his
,. aspointment by the successful candida;o.
A It should be odviocus that this witness, Robert P. Ken-
‘ necy, has just cause %o De an adverse witness. Tihe extent of :
Nis 1;\terue. motive, dias, and prejudice are necessary elexmsnts ‘
of his testimony and go to his credibility or lack of credibility
as & wvitness. °7Zhe wuere fact ‘t.hat he is texmporarily Attorney
Ceéneral of the United States does not give to hia any special

Stemption or consideration by the Courts. He is entitled to
nd sore and no less than asy oxdinacy citizezn of the tThited
States, including tke {iajured plaintiffs against vhoz the defen~
dant John P. Keanedy has raised the defenses wve are hese concern~
ed with. The part that he played in the vast organization of
"Reanedy for President” is & vital issue and element of this
care. How this organization was fipanced, who put up the money

and vhy, are proper sudjects of inguiry to es:ablish “Agency”
' To deny the injured plaintifes

and responsibility in this case.
their full rights as ordinary citizeas to inguire fully into

these matters, now that they are issues, would be to deprive
thea of their rights as free men x1d equal men ander the Con-
stitution of the United States of Aserica, and this is true
even though one of the defendants is President of the United
states and the adverse vwitness to the plaintififs is the Attorney

General of the United States. ‘
Long Defore this action ever arose the great latitude

th in cross-eaaination by our Courts vas and is as follows:

‘o ) i
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‘by the adverse party,

a and interest of a witness =ay
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ideration in doum:.nin'q
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People ¥, Bartol, 24 C.\. 659,
cury has 3 right %o co disregard testimony of
{nterested w'tnesses.

Rutherfozd, inc. Z. pouse, 120 C 208

avit.muuwh!.lbm

his interests 1nvolved, and his
hostility or friendship t.ova:dl the parties

are always proper matters for investigation
upon cross—exanination.

people v. Thor=on 92 C. _S06.
people v. Pantages 212 C. 237.

people V. Sepegran 27 C.A. 301,

Hainfest Dias of a vitness and his zea] to

aid one party usually discredits him in the

eyes of & jury.

people ¥, Millec 68 C; A. 788,

4

Where motive or state of oind of a vitness

is the odject of cross-exaaination, questiocns

mchuna____e_ﬁ_t-ztoshovuu of a wit-
are not only cecpetent, nems_gg_

cross-exanination should De allowed

iy

ness
tudo on
in dsveloping 18 existence.

o vs Pa a 36 C.A-2
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2770 2] detandtog B8 case ?
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® i 1, ' 51} Dza you ever talk with Sezator cases O. zastland of = -
f‘ 2 wissizsippl adoul enis case ? . ‘
; g A\ ‘
® 4 22! I# youx answel +p InterTogatory No. 21 i3 4ia the
En agfirzative, what vas the date, tide and who was preseat ?
.73 23. As a witness in this case, ate you under any obligation
t !

" to the defendzat Jobn P. Kezaedy ?

~ -

tH /’ ~

10 . 24’.' In regard to the extent of any oblication to the
! dofehdant John P. Xennedy, a4 the de
+ain a jod with any cea;tuuml

fepdant Jona P. Xennedy :

: N .
cona . AN
.« . R ] | CPOTEE ¥ A
©
4

assist you in any vay to obd
i comaittee while 2e wvas a United States Senator ?

cor of cross-exaxinatios, 444 you odtain 3

~~
( 253 As a mat
"~ : ]

e solely oa the basis of your

"jodb on a cougruvqxeual Cozmitte
" axpezrience and adility as an attorney ?

me:imiandmntyunnw-
any Congressionpal committee,
eried to & Julgement pefore

~
726, In regard to your
before you received a job with

many lawsui® had you actually
eived such job ?

ney
how

you rec

—exaaination and so that plainti ffs° '

your czedibility vhat i
tried to a judgenent

gocoivod a job o3 any c:aagruuoaal Com=ittee 7

-~ <
27. As 3 gatter of cross

will be ugozdod she right to check on

59 weze the pames of all cases that you bad

defore You

any obligation to ehe defenlant Joan F.

{281 Do you feel
are now Attorney General of e

Pecause you

o g S ipnt Sirindud
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23.) Ia resard %o

under to the defeadant John P, Kenzedy in this case, how many

the exteat of any obligatioz you =ay da

AN3

the d~fendant Joka P. Kennely apyointed you to be Attorney Ger.-
exal of tho United States ?

20,
the cazpaign of dsfendant John P. Kenaedy to beccne the noaines
of the Democratic Party to De Piesident of the Tnited States ?

« 31. When 4i4 you first take any part in the campaign of
defendant Cohn P. Kennedy to decome President ?

32. Was any part of the capali¢n plan to odtain the Presi-

*‘amguamtmmumungr

‘g4rmative vho has custody of such ?

33. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 32 is in the af~

34} Do you have any objection to the plaintifes exanining
any plan in existence regarding the ca=paign to obtain the
Presidency for the defeadant John P. Kennedy ? S

. Will you forwvard to the attorneys for the pnu:am

photostats o2 anyaada.u plans in writing that anyvaypc-

tain: to tln cupugn to odtain the Presidency of the United

sutu zoz m defendant J’oha P. Xennedy, making delivery oz
. sane uuu.a curty days t:on the date of these cross-interroga=-

@ D14 the plan to obtain the Presidency of the United

B 3¢
States for the defendant John . Xennady, vhether the sane be

10.

tits had you persozally actually tried to a Judge-e;:: befuce

Were you in any vay connected with the preparations for
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ting o rot, include the assuzption by you of the Cffice
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of Attorney General of the Talted S:tates ?

Aa .
37. D.d the caspalgn plan o odtain the Presidency of z:e

y Tnited States for ¢:e defencdant, whezher (n ir:it:.:g o =o%, in=
. ciude the strengiling of a Federal Police Porce under your con-

i erol a=zd direction ?

’, : \ ’
'38.' Did tle plan to odtain’ the Presidency of tte Tnited

States for the defendaat John F. Kexzedy, wiether i3 writing or

i mot, .include the estadlishzent and control of a "Peace Corp®
i under the direction and control of sone mezder of the Kennely

fantly ?

-

39) Did tie plan %0 ottain the 2residexncy of ihe Tnited
States for the defeprdant Joha P. Keanedy, whetker in writing o=
rot, include the taking over of the educational systems of the

various states and nlacing thex under a Federal adaiaistratoer

or secretary of cadine: rank ?

’(405 ' Did the plan to odtaia the Presideacy of the mzed

22 States for the defestant Sohn 7. Kemnedy, whether in writing or
i ' .
23 not, include the evezttal assu=ptioa of Senmatorial dutles dy

24| pawvard Reanedy ?

,

’\ I
41, Did the plan to obtain the Presidency of the Tnited

27, States for the defendant John P. Rexnedy, whether i writing or
25' neot, iaclude the eventual occupation of the State of Mississippi

. by soze branch or arm of a Pederal Police Porce ?

N .
-‘:42.} D14 the plaz to odtain the Presidency of the Tnited
utcn'. for the defendant John P, Kennedy iaclude the estadlish-
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. ozluchtundum

) —4
affirmative,

following blank space ?

will you state txe amowt
2 s

.

own political ambitions ,?'
yoar owvn =o3eY to fipance the

'.43)nidymuuanyo£ '
of the Tnited states foT

ca=paign to obtain the presidexcy

,ou btozh.’l m d“d"‘- h‘:.m : .
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d ) I 4 -
Zo] pia you wse any o= youz
@ presidezcy of she United

qnt.oob:azn she
Xaznely ?
173




® K
AN
' 2! 5= -:a you use a7y of yous brother gawazd Zennedy's soneyY
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¢ 4 A = ve cnis
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’Il
i quize of his pa:ucigation ¢n the 1960 DemocTatic pacty Coavea~
PY ol eton cut of wnich this action arose ?
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§3. Whas are the nazes and addresses of all institullons

" wherg £iada were kept for the finazclng of the cazpaign of

Cafen

ars Joha P. Femneldy %0 decode ?President of the Uaited

)
tn

a3 ?

B
Il
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59. Wwas a fund set up in a special acccunt for tle payment

0f all axpenses for transpor:ation in comnection with the 1960

Cesocratic Party Coxveation ir regard to the ca=paign of defen~
dant Johz P. Kennedy to secome the rozinee of the Dempcratic

Party for President of the United States ?

6C. If your answer to Interrogatory Fo. 59 is 4in the
affirmative, 4i& you ever write any check on this accbue ?

:6? wWhat are the nases and addresses of all institutions
vhere funds were kept for the fira=cing of the cazpaign of
dc!cng!ut John P. Kennedy to become Pxesido_ne of the United
States prior to his nomination by tle Democratic Party in

the 1960 Democratic Coaveation ?
62. In all matters where you did or attezpted to do anything

in furtherance of the ca=paign o0f defendant Joha P. KRennely to

adbtain the noaination of the Dexocratic Party to de President
of the hited States was such with the consent of the defendant

John F. Keanedy 2?2
*

63. Were you in harge of the capaiga of defendant John
P. Xennedy to obtain the nozination of him by the 1960 Desocratic
Party Convention to be Prasident of the Tnited States ?

63. If your answer to Interrogatory So. 63 is in the
negative, what 4 the name of the person directly under defen-
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. t
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1
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estle out of ' court on the pact of
L]

6 { 66, 66/ wWas the offer to s
a1 the plaintiff Jiz=ie ree Hills for the sum of oaly $40,000.00

ever cozmnicated to you ?

3
1
9!
t -
1'- i ;‘D was the offex toO gettle o=t of court O3 the part of

33 | plaintiff walter ¥. O°Barr for the su= of only $20,000.00 ever

12{; corzunicated to you ?

13
-‘@. was the offer to settle ocut of coust o1 the part of

s TSI SO

. i
5 ﬁ 1 g}m'.tnu"u ¥illian Hoyt Austia for the sua of oaly $10,000.00
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| K:’!‘? 17 _ |
Ei;;t 18 69. Are you prejudiced aqd-”t the plaintiffs in this
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oo 207 1ppd 7 |
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47"
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7“ pamocratic pazty Comventliod ?
..ot ‘
9‘3 95. Ware these “Rennedy £o% sresident’ autoaobiles 0 be !
® 10:;1 used for cransportation of all delegates asd alternate delegates ‘; ,
111 regardless of what state they weze from ? e
S B
- 13 76. In Your capacity with the cazpaign of the aefendant ; ’
.‘;:;:.. ?,6 ~Joha P. Kennedy to obtain the sc=izazioa of e Dc:oc:l:ic_-?w 1° .
gmﬁ L convantion to be president, did you geel that the use of auto- ;5' :
E«gi:zse nob_na to transport all delegates froa all states to destina~- ! 3:‘ -'
o j“g‘ﬁ 17 ! tions of their choice vas 3 penefit to the aefendant Jobn Fo : ﬁf ;
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. ranged for the delegates

‘26 Bailey. of Mississippi: by

$17,750 for L.A. Accident

Two Suits Against
Kennedy Settled

Two auto accident suits against President Ken-

nedy by four delegates to

the 1960 Democratic Con-

vention here have been settled for $17,750, it was

learned today.

The suits grew out of a col-
lision between a rented car
carrying the delegates and
another auto at Fifth Street
and Wilton Place on July 12,
1960.

The President was made a
defendant because a cam-
paign committee had ar-

vransportation. One suit was
Yrought by State S8en. Hugh

Marvin M. Mitchelson, a local
attorney.
ANOTHER SUI'I‘
Three other Mississippl .
delegates who were plain-
tiffs were represented by

another suit. They were

Mrs. Jimmie_ Lee Hills, wife

of a newspaper columnist;

Circuit Judge Walter M.

O'Barr Jr. and William H.

Austin, a Hernando, Miss., -
farm owner.

The total asked was sqso.

000.
LARGEST TO BAILEY
8en. Balley, it was said, re-
ceived the largest amount,
since he was the most'
seriously injured.

Other defendants in the
cases other than the Presi
dent where the driver of
the delegate's car, George
8. Zarett, two corporations

Atty. Toxey H. 8mith, In

Los Angeles Herald-Examiner, Tuesday, April 2,

an.. the driver of the other
car, Arthur Seres, s ho e
menufacturer.

At one time, Robert D.
‘Bnll, attorney for-the de
fense In the suits, sought un.
successfully to have the
‘President eliminated as a de-
fendent on the grounds he!
is in the military service (l.e.i
Commanderin-Chiet of the
Armed Forces and therefore
should not be sued under Call-
fornia law until he is re
leased))

1963

181



