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    A Note to the Reader



    The public is skeptical. And it should be. There is so much information that is available nowadays and separating fact from fiction can be challenging. Previously well-respected newspapers have become propagandists for one cause or another. Some network and cable news outlets have been caught selectively editing or even doctoring videos. Other news outlets have been guilty of misstating or ignoring inconvenient facts, and citing non-credible, and perhaps even non-existent, anonymous sources in order to support their narratives.


    Some news outlets have been victimized by false reporting. Others have been complicit in it. The public has every right to be jaded about who or what to trust.


    You may notice that I have used what some may consider an excessive number of endnotes. An endnote (or footnote) is generally used to provide amplifying information or to attribute the use of another’s material. I have used endnotes to do just that. In addition, I have added endnotes to aid the reader to easily find many of the facts and sources I have used in this book. I want the reader to be confident in the truthfulness and accuracy of what is written in these pages.


    You have every right to be skeptical. Skepticism is healthy and helps build a better, more accurate narrative of historical events, especially if the author is accountable.


    While I have strived to make this book completely accurate, I realize mistakes do occur. If you find a mistake, I ask you to bring it to my attention using the “Contact” page on my personal website: http://www. markhyman.tv. Please include a citation with the correct information. You can also find a complete index for this book at the same website.

  


  
    Foreword



    George Washington, we are told, could not tell a lie. Hillary Clinton, who has repeatedly sought the office Washington once held, cannot seem to tell the truth. I have followed her dishonesty for decades—yes, decades. Her mendacity and cavalier attitude toward what we call the rule of law make her unfit for the presidency, the vice presidency, or dogcatcher in a town without dogs.


    Modern-day politicians tell two types of lies. The first we can call BS-ing. That is to say, lies that are exaggerations, lies that cover up a temporary memory lapse, and, of course, lies about loving everyone in whatever state you happen to be campaigning in. Other lies are more serious. Hillary tells both kinds of lies. For instance, lying about her landing in Bosnia under enemy fire back in the 1990s. As for the more serious lies, consider a sampling of the lies that were found on her private email server and exposed to the public.


    Thanks to Hillary’s private server we know that the night of the September 2012 Benghazi attack when she was secretary of state she told her daughter the truth about the attack. To Chelsea she wrote, “Two of our officers were killed in Benghazi by an Al Queda-like [sic] group.” Afterward, she told the American people a boldfaced lie, which she kept repeating. She said the deaths were caused by a video containing “inflammatory material posted on the Internet.” Moreover, days later when the bodies of the murdered American diplomats and security personnel were returned to Andrews Air Force Base Hillary repeated her lie, first to Patricia Smith, the mother of Sean Smith whose coffin lay nearby on the tarmac. Then to Charles Woods whose son, Tyrone, was also one of the fallen.


    There is no debate about this. These are just a few of the lies Hillary has told in pursuit of high office. She has not only told an abundance of lies, but thanks to her server, which she thought her IT people had wiped clean, the lies have been preserved—like the DNA on Monica Lewinsky’s dress.


    Hillary served up an illuminating concatenation of such lies in the summer of 2016 when she lied in her interview with the FBI. She repeated the lies she uttered months before in testimony before Congress and that she would repeat to the American public subsequently. All these lies were discovered thanks to her modern, high-tech server. Hillary’s server proved to be for Hillary what Monica Lewinsky’s DNA bespattered dress was for Bill Clinton, to wit: high-tech evidence that the Clintons are inveterate liars. The Clintons lie when they don’t have to, and they tell an enormous rococo whopper when a little white lie would be perfectly satisfactory. Their lies about the pardons and commutations are nothing new.


    Hillary’s demonstrated lies to the FBI and to the Congress could make her the first candidate for high office to be ineligible to hold a security clearance. All major polls in recent years confirm that the American people consider her “untrustworthy.” Consider her concatenation of lies in the summer of 2016 when she was running for the presidency.


    Hillary told the FBI on July 2, 2016—as she had previously testified to Congress on October 22, 2015—that she had never sent nor received information that was “classified” on her private server.


    In subsequent testimony before Congress on July 7, 2016, FBI Director James Comey said her statements were untrue.


    She lied again when she told Fox News that Comey had agreed with her that her testimony was “truthful.” He did not.


    Also on July 2nd, Hillary told the FBI—as she had earlier testified to Congress—that she had belatedly returned all her work-related emails to the government after her lawyers had gone “through every single email.” Director Comey said this statement, too, was not truthful.


    Incidentally, we now have tens of thousands of documents discovered by Freedom of Information Act requests proving that she lied about their nature and with her staff’s help attempted to hide many of these emails from discovery.


    Hillary’s earliest statement to the American people about her server was in March 2015, and it was a lie. She said she had used a home server so she would not have to suffer the inconvenience of carrying more than one digital device. Comey said she used multiple devices. Every time she has trotted out this statement she has been lying. She repeated the lies in her testimony before Congress in October 2015 and in her statements to the FBI the following July.


    For nearly thirty years, Hillary has complained she has been the victim of a vast right-wing conspiracy, but that does not explain her ordeals with the FBI. She has had run-ins with them for decades, and few would call the FBI partisan. It began in Arkansas in the 1980s with FBI Special Agent I. C. Smith questioning her role in fundraising for her husband. It continued in the 1990s, coming to a boil in 1997 when FBI Director Louis Freeh, responded to a question in a Congressional hearing if he had ever experienced anything like the FBI’s interactions with the Clintons. He responded, “Actually I have.” And he likened his dealing with the Clintons to his “16 years doing organized crime cases in New York City.” I am not the first to liken Hillary to a career criminal. There’s also FBI Director Freeh.


    Perhaps Hillary’s trials reached a climax the summer of 2016 with Director Comey. Comey may not have recommended her indictment as many observers thought he would, but he most emphatically told Congress she had lied to the Bureau during her interview.


    From her server we now know that she mishandled intelligence documents and co-mingled her Clinton Foundation work with State Department responsibilities—and concealed it. Director Comey said she lacked the sophistication to discern “classified” from “unclassified” documents. He called her behavior “extremely careless.” With the Clinton Foundation, her term as a senator, and her tenure as secretary of state, Hillary and Bill built a vast personal fortune in a very short time using pay-to-play tactics. They personally amassed an estimated $240 million since leaving the White House and you will see how they have accomplished it in the following pages. No first family has ever accumulated so much money so fast from so many donors, foreign, domestic, and often common criminals.


    As editor-in-chief of The American Spectator, I am uniquely familiar with Hillary’s record of concealing evidence. It did not start with her server. It started at least forty years earlier.


    Today’s vanishing emails were preceded in the 1980s and 1990s by the vanishing papers documenting the Clintons’ Whitewater real estate dealings and the disappearance of Hillary’s Rose Law Firm billing records in the White House family quarters.


    After White House Deputy Counsel Vince Foster, a former Rose Law Firm partner, committed suicide in northern Virginia’s Fort Marcy Park there was a race for the papers stored in his office. It was believed by Congress and by the Office of Independent Counsel that these documents would have implicated Hillary deeply in Whitewater, for which her real estate partners, James and Susan McDougal, went to federal prison. By the time Congress and the Independent Counsel subpoenaed the documents they had vanished. Two years later, the documents miraculously turned up laying out in the open in the Clintons’ family quarters. And this is rich. They had Hillary’s fingerprints on them.


    The mystery of the Rose Law Firm billing records was not as strange to me as it apparently was to other reporters. Down in Little Rock we witnessed a lot of documents disappear. One of our sleuths actually went drinking with a fellow who, when not drinking with him, was spending his nights at the Rose Law Firm destroying records.


    Nor is Hillary’s co-mingling of her Clinton Foundation affairs with her State Department work without precedent. Recall if you will the Clintons’ renting out the Lincoln Bedroom for fundraising purposes, occasionally to representatives of foreign governments—the Riady family of Indonesia comes to mind—and donations from the Chinese military. Or for that matter the Clintons selling pardons and commutations as they left the White House. You will read about that in the pages ahead. I wrote about it years ago, but now in this book, Pardongate: How Bill & Hillary and Their Brothers Profited from Pardons, Mark has done a masterful job bringing us all up to speed with new revelations.


    Has America ever seen an operation like the Clintons before? Well, FBI Director Freeh answered that question when he compared them to an organized crime family. No one sued Director Freeh.


     


    —R. Emmett “Bob” Tyrrell Jr.

  


  
    Preface



    “They were about pardons—desperate pleas from thieves and embezzlers and liars, some still in jail and some who’d never served time but who nonetheless wanted their good names cleared and their beloved rights restored. All claimed to be friends, or friends of friends, or die-hard supporters, though only a few had ever gotten the chance to proclaim their support before the eleventh hour…. Which thieves should be allowed to steal again? That was the momentous question facing the President as the hours crept by.”1


    Justice had a price. The politically connected and the financially well-off were able to buy executive clemency from President William Jefferson Clinton. Although only Bill Clinton held the power to actually grant pardons and commutations, the adult members of his family were major participants in Pardongate. The entire Clinton clan—Bill, Hillary, First Brother Roger and First Brothers-in-Law Hugh and Tony Rodham—got into the act. Everyone profited financially or politically from Bill Clinton dishing out pardons and commutations. The most influential figure behind the most shocking clemency decisions was Hillary.


    There was also more-than-ample involvement from the entire Clinton network. The sheer number of Clinton friends, fundraisers, campaign officials, business associates, cronies, appointees, political insiders, and current and former staffers who were directly involved in the scandalous clemencies is beyond words. “Chicanery is a genetic strain in that enormous extended family called Friends of Bill,” observed a Durham, North Carolina Herald-Sun editorial. The pardons of the Bill and Hillary Clinton era certainly underscored the chicanery at play. By making pardons and commutations a profit-sharing business for his wife and their three brothers, Bill Clinton stood the entire clemency process on its head.


    Preferential treatment was given to friends and “friends of friends.” Clinton family considerations also took center stage. Conflicts of interest and ethical shortfalls were the hallmark of a dizzying number of the Clinton clemency decisions. Overall, the Clintons knew no shame when it came to dishing out pardons to anyone who had the right connections. In the end, most connections were those that directly and indirectly benefited the Clintons. Because Bill was leaving elected office, the chief beneficiary of the pardon peddling was Hillary, who was only just launching her political career.


    Major Clinton supporters who were involved in egregious pardon decisions included political activist Jesse Jackson, Boston fundraiser Thomas Dwyer, William Cunningham, who served as campaign treasurer for Hillary’s first Senate race, and Democrat Party fundraising chair Beth Dozoretz. Denise Rich, a particularly close insider of Bill and Hillary who funneled more than three million dollars to the Clintons and their causes, was key to one of the most atrocious pardons in American history. Bank of America CEO Hugh McColl had a close friend pardoned only days after McColl announced a $500,000 contribution to the William J. Clinton Presidential Library and Museum.


    Giving absolutely no consideration to the obvious conflicts of interest, current and former Clinton staffers were active in the lobbying for pardons. Among them were David Dreyer, former White House communications deputy, longtime Clinton operative Harold Ickes, former White House counsels Bernard Nussbaum and Jack Quinn, and White House Chief of Staff John Podesta. Justice Department officials including Deputy Attorney General Eric Holder and US Attorney Alejandro Mayorkas were complicit in shameful pardon decisions.


    A steady stream of influential Democrat politicians also played prominent roles in springing free countless felons or in wiping clean their criminal records. Some of the more widely known were Senator Christopher Dodd (Connecticut), former New York governor Mario Cuomo, Congressman Jerrold Nadler of New York, Clinton Education Secretary Richard Riley, and Antonio Villaraigosa, the former California Assembly speaker who was elected Los Angeles mayor.


    There were lesser known but equally influential Democrats whose support would be sought as Hillary Clinton made her run for the presidency in 2008 that were also accomplices in the pardon factory. They were Gloria Molina, who served as vice chair of the 2000 Democrat National Convention, Salt Lake City Mayor “Rocky” Anderson, New York City Councilman Jose Rivera, California Senator Richard Polanco, US Representative Xavier Becerra (California) and Congressman Sam Gejdenson (Connecticut), just to name a few. Philip Grandmaison, the former chairman of the New Hampshire Democrat Party and an eight-year Clinton appointee as the Director of the US Trade and Development Agency, was a key supporter for Hillary to have when she participated in New Hampshire’s first-in-the nation presidential primary. Grandmaison’s brother received a Clinton pardon.


    There were plenty of politically active lawyers who participated in various Clinton political activities including fundraising, campaign support, legal representation, or had worked alongside the Clintons at some point during their careers. Among them were James Lyons, who was behind the infamous Lyons Report, an unsuccessful attempt to exonerate the Clintons in the Whitewater scandal that was released during the 1992 campaign, Reid Weingarten, who represented countless Clinton associates in several fundraising scandals, James Hamilton who served alongside Hillary in 1974 during the Watergate hearings, Kendall Coffey, the former US attorney in Clinton’s Justice Department who was fired for biting a stripper in a Miami strip club, and the scandal-plagued William Kennedy, who was Hillary’s longtime partner at the Rose Law Firm.


    Close Clinton friends inextricably involved in clemencies or with clemency recipients underscored the sheer amount of cronyism at play. Douglas Eakeley was Bill’s roommate at Yale and Oxford. He parlayed that relationship into a pardon for a client. Harry Thomason was the Hollywood executive who (along with his wife) virtually lived at the White House during the Clintons’ first year. He made successful pardon arrangements for friends. Dan Lasater was one of the closest and most loyal of the Clintons’ Arkansas supporters. He also happened to have been a convicted drug felon. Some of his cocaine chums, including First Brother Roger Clinton, received pardons. Simply by asking Clinton, Jesse Jackson got clemency for three colleagues, including one who had a sexual relationship with a fifteen-year-old. The recipients did not even bother submitting clemency petitions to the Justice Department.


    Still, there were other well-known Clinton supporters who wanted felons freed from prison or completely pardoned. Some of these people were Walter Cronkite, Lady Bird Johnson, and Abraham Foxman of the Anti-Defamation League. Perhaps the most notorious were Hillary’s brothers, Hugh and Tony Rodham, and Bill’s half-brother, Roger. All three brothers made hundreds of thousands of dollars from both successful and unsuccessful pardon efforts. They cashed in handsomely on Bill’s constitutional prerogative.


    The pardon scandal that erupted as Bill and Hillary packed up government-owned furnishings for their move to Chappaqua, New York should not have been a surprise to anyone who had been paying attention. The eight-year White House tenure of Bill and Hillary Clinton was marked by influence peddling from the very beginning to the very end. On Bill’s very first day in office, Hugh and Tony Rodham attempted to shake down lobbyists, corporations, and organizations seeking to curry favor with the forty-second president by asking them to underwrite a lavish inaugural party at the Renaissance Mayflower Hotel in downtown Washington, DC. The Rodham boys threw a for-profit party, although the brothers fell short in the financial arrangements and the Democratic National Committee was stuck with paying off the event’s debts.


    On Clinton’s very last day in office, Hugh and Tony were still at it, benefiting from the largesse of Bill handing out pardons to those felons who generously paid the Rodham brothers to have their prison records wiped clean. In the very middle of the entire fiasco was Hillary Rodham Clinton, the family matriarch who, at times, turned a blind eye to it, and, at other times, was complicit in the Rodhams’ equivalent of launching a pardon yard sale.


    Pardons and commutations are universally recognized as being given in truly exceptional situations. They denote official forgiveness by the government toward certain deserving individuals convicted of committing crimes. Clemency removes some of the stigma of being a convicted felon. A pardon can also restore certain rights, such as voting or gun ownership, and allows convicts to obtain certain professional or recreational licenses. In the instances in which a pardon recipient is convicted yet again, the pardon will allow a sympathetic courtroom to view the recidivist criminal as a first-time offender. This very set of circumstances occurred with more than one lucky Clinton pardon recipient.


    There are established Justice Department guidelines to be followed for every application to ensure a basic level of qualification before an individual receives serious consideration for clemency. There are five major issues to be considered by the Justice Department’s pardon attorney before forwarding a favorable recommendation to the president. These include the applicant’s postconviction conduct, character, and reputation. First, has the applicant “demonstrated [an] ability to lead a responsible and productive life”? Second, the seriousness and recentness of the offense are to be considered in order to “avoid denigrating the seriousness of the offense or undermining the deterrent effect of the conviction.” Third, the applicant must accept “responsibility, remorse and atonement” for committing the offense. Clemency is “[official] forgiveness rather than vindication.” Fourth, does the applicant have a demonstrated need for relief? Pardon attorney guidelines note that a compelling need to restore employment licenses or bonding may make the difference in an otherwise marginal case. Lastly, input from “concerned and knowledgeable officials” is required. This is to allow prosecutors, trial judges, prison officials, parole officers, and victims to comment and/or make recommendations, either favorable or unfavorable.


    Justice Department reviews also include a rigorous criminal background check. This is to ensure an intended recipient has been forthright and honest in the clemency application and has led a law-abiding life since the commission of earlier crimes.


    The Clinton family, staff, and friends of Bill skipped the due diligence and circumvented the established DOJ procedures by appealing directly to Bill to issue clemency without any legal and criminal review. In dozens of cases, Clinton awarded pardons and commutations to individuals who did not even seek them and had therefore never submitted an application that would have undergone scrutiny to ascertain the facts. Others refused to accept responsibility for their crimes, a key component before gaining consideration.


    One pardon recipient engaged in illegal conduct only days after receiving his pardon. In another case, Clinton gave a pardon to a felon, represented by Hillary’s brother Hugh Rodham, who was the subject of an ongoing federal investigation of further criminal wrongdoing. Rodham’s client later pleaded guilty to crimes related to those for which Clinton gave him a pardon.


    Most of the attention regarding presidential pardons and commutations handed out by Clinton toward the end of his presidency was focused on the 176 he doled out literally in the dead of night only hours before George W. Bush was sworn in as the forty-third president. Forty-seven recipients, or nearly one in three, did not have a current application filed with the Department of Justice at the time Clinton pardoned them or issued commutations. Thirty recipients had not submitted a clemency application at all. Another fourteen had previously filed applications, but Clinton had denied clemency. Two more lucky recipients had filed applications with the Justice Department, but they were deemed ineligible because they did not meet the bare minimum requirement of having waited five years since their release from imprisonment. Inexplicably, they all received executive clemency from Clinton.


    The process became so absurd during the final hours that the pardon attorney had to resort to conducting internet searches, looking for news stories of criminal involvement, to determine an applicant’s fitness for clemency. Dozens of the last-minute pardons and commutations were clearly undeserving. Some of those inappropriate clemency decisions were more scandalous than others.


    The Clinton White House executed a sharp break from the Justice Department standards and historical precedent and began issuing pardons and commutations to individuals who were defiant rather than contrite and remorseful. Several refused to acknowledge, let alone accept, responsibility for their crimes, a key component of DOJ guidelines in order to be considered for pardons or commutations.


    Executive clemency was bestowed upon those who did not ask for it and for whom Clinton’s White House lawyers, the pardon attorney, Clinton’s Justice Department, prosecuting attorneys, trial judges, and victims of the crimes (including crimes of violence) felt were unworthy of being pardoned or in having their sentences commuted. In every known instance, victims were never given the opportunity to voice their opinions or enter into the deliberative process the impact the crimes had on their lives.


    Not surprisingly, Clinton doled out pardons and commutations to dozens who had inside connections with the Clintons, or had showered the Clinton family with money, gifts and political influence. Time and time again, the Clintons and Rodhams enriched themselves by abusing the presidential clemency process.


    Countless questions that arose regarding the flurry of last-minute pardons went unanswered. Information trickled out slowly in the months after Bill and Hillary left Washington, DC with Clinton and Rodham family members expressing shock and surprise with each new revelation. Each time they were questioned, answers from William Jefferson and Hillary Rodham Clinton did not square with the facts.


    There were other executive clemency actions in addition to those handed down on January 20, 2001, that were equally appalling. Executive clemency that Clinton irresponsibly gave away started with his commutations of the sentences of a dozen Puerto Rican terrorists who were guilty of a decade’s worth of murder and domestic terrorism.


    Bill Clinton received nearly four thousand petitions for executive clemency from the day he took office until January 1999. Compared with every president since George Washington, Clinton was stingy in approving clemency requests. Of the 3,923 requests received during his first six years in office, every petitioner was left empty-handed except for seventy-seven. The fifty-six Clinton approved during his first term were the fewest of any president since Thomas Jefferson, the nation’s third commander-in-chief when the US had a population of only five million.


    Clinton’s rejection rate was a stunning 98 percent. That is, until Hillary Rodham Clinton decided she wanted to run for the seat of New York’s retiring US Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan. Then, everything changed.


    When it was clear Hillary would run for the US Senate, Bill dished out clemency to the dozen domestic terrorists and he gave them the luxury of a month to decide to accept his offer of freedom in return for the simple agreement of not returning to a life of committing terrorism. The terrorists were conflicted and took the entire month before electing to accept the proffered clemency.


    Another purely political clemency opportunity went to the spectacularly undeserving Carlos Vignali. The Los Angeleno was a major drug kingpin whose drug operation conspired to ship eight hundred pounds of powder cocaine from Los Angeles to Minneapolis to be processed into crack cocaine.


    Clinton commuted Vignali’s sentence after he served just five years in prison. What apparently turned the clemency request in Vignali’s favor was the more than $200,000 that was paid to Hillary’s brother, Hugh Rodham, for Hugh to lobby Bill for the commutation.


    Although a lawyer, Hugh Rodham did not prepare Vignali’s clemency petition. That was someone else’s job. Rodham’s sole assignment was to ensure Vignali had his sentence cut short. On this task, he succeeded quite nicely. Both Bill and Hillary avoided directly addressing the extent of their knowledge of Hugh’s selling White House access to clemency applicants.


    Rodham also successfully represented A. Glenn Braswell Sr., an unrehabilitated direct mail con artist who was under scrutiny by the Food and Drug Administration, the Federal Trade Commission, and the US Postal Service, and who was actively being investigated by the US Attorney’s Office and the Internal Revenue Service at the time he applied for clemency. He, too, paid Rodham a $200,000 “success fee” to arrange for a pardon. Clinton gave him one.


    Is one to believe that Bill and Hillary thought that Hugh just happened to work on behalf of a convicted drug kingpin who lived on the opposite coast, or that he represented a multimillion-dollar swindler who was under ongoing criminal and regulatory scrutiny, and that Rodham did so without receiving any financial remuneration? Observers have long claimed that both Bill and Hillary are exceptionally intelligent individuals, yet America’s premier power couple wanted the public to believe they blindly accepted, without asking any questions whatsoever, the premise that Hugh was simply doing good deeds for people he didn’t even know.


    Perhaps what Bill and Hillary Clinton needed was a $29.95 bottle of Memory Caps that Braswell’s company was pushing on unsuspecting consumers. According to the supplement magnate’s website, “With Memory Caps, you can hold onto your memory once and for all.”2


    If the Clintons had taken Memory Caps, then perhaps they would not have forgotten conversations they had with Hugh, Tony, and Roger regarding their pardon-brokering shenanigans. In addition, Bill and Hillary might have remembered to add their Whitewater investment to their required financial disclosure after Bill declared his candidacy. Somehow, they inadvertently, and conveniently, omitted any mention of the failed multimillion-dollar venture. Hillary could have also remembered where she squirreled away the subpoenaed Rose Law Firm billing records, which remained “lost” in the White House residential quarters for more than two years after they were subpoenaed and more than four years after it was apparent that Whitewater was going to become an epic political scandal.


    Hillary’s youngest brother, Tony Rodham, told Bill that he worked for Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory, bank fraud convicts, while he was aggressively advocating for pardons on their behalf. Yet, the genius Clinton never stopped Tony in mid-sentence and asked him to explain in what capacity Rodham worked for the Gregorys. The fact alone that Rodham was receiving money from the Gregorys should have set off alarm bells and caused Clinton to untangle himself from the obvious ethical dilemma of passing out pardons to the clients of Hillary’s brother.


    The good news for Bill and Hillary was they did not have to concern themselves with ethical dilemmas as they had long ago freed themselves from the restraint of conscience. Bill Clinton asked no questions of his wife’s youngest brother regarding his financial relationship with the Gregorys and allowed Tony to plow ahead with pushing for pardons. The younger Rodham’s pardon-seeking effort was a successful one at that.


    There have been other presidents who had embarrassing relatives. Lyndon Johnson’s younger brother Sam Johnson was a notorious alcoholic who was virtually kept under house arrest by the Secret Service on the orders of LBJ. Richard Nixon’s brother Donald was a failed fast-food restaurateur caught up in a loan fiasco. Jimmy Carter had his beer-swigging brother, Billy, who tried to lobby US officials while on the payroll of the Libyan government. Ronald Reagan had son, Ron, and daughter, Patti, who were open about their break with their parents and demonstrated it with embarrassing antics. Even in death, John Kennedy has endured more than four decades of embarrassment from brother, Ted Kennedy, the town drunk of Capitol Hill. Then there were Bill and Hillary Clinton.


    Bill and Hillary’s siblings were three of life’s losers: a Clinton and two Rodhams. There was the hapless Roger Clinton, a college dropout, cocaine-dealing addict, part-time no-talent singer and full-time freeloader, who successfully marketed his ties to half-brother Bill. His career highlights include roles in several B-movies such as Pumpkinhead II: Blood Wings, in which he played the role of Mayor Bubba and he had a stint as a “gofer” on a Hollywood TV set. Competing for the title of First Freeloader were Hillary’s two brothers, Hugh and Tony Rodham.


    The eldest of the two Rodham boys was Hugh, known affectionately as “Hughie” by those close to him. He was an obese, slovenly dressed lout who appeared to fail at nearly everything in his life, from Peace Corps volunteer work to radio talk show hosting to assistant public defending to entrepreneurship. Hugh became a political punch line for his embarrassing run for the Senate in 1994 when he lost in a landslide to Florida’s Connie Mack.


    Similarly, younger brother Tony eked out a living bouncing from job to job. A college dropout and sometimes marijuana user, Rodham was at various times in the metal equipment manufacturing business, in insurance sales, a prison guard, a private detective, a process server, a Democrat National Committee staffer, and he worked a stint as a repo man. He even failed at his attempt at a “power marriage” to the daughter of California Senator Barbara Boxer. His estranged wife accused him of being a deadbeat dad for not meeting timely child support obligations, claiming he fell behind in payments by as much as six months.3


    Their failings aside, Hugh and Tony Rodham still had one tremendous business asset: Hillary Rodham Clinton. “You’re not doing enough for your brothers,” was the constant refrain Hillary received from her mother right up through the White House years.4 In spite of her mother’s harping on the topic, the fact of the matter was that Hillary was continually supporting her brothers in their wild and wacky business ventures through both tacit and explicit approval.


    To suggest Hillary is embarrassed by her brothers’ antics is an understatement. In her 562-page autobiography Living History, Hillary wrote more references about the long-deceased Eleanor Roosevelt (died in 1962) whom Hillary never met than she wrote of either of her brothers. Often, her only references to the Rodham boys were fleeting mentions of “my brothers.”


    Hillary did everything she could to distance herself from one egregious clemency decision to the next after each became public. She claimed she had no role in her husband’s pardon of fugitive billionaire Marc Rich, whose ex-wife Denise had generously contributed to several of Hillary’s causes, including giving $10,000 to her legal defense fund and $120,000 to her political campaign and then showering Hillary with gifts. Rich and business partner Pincus Green fled the US ahead of a fifty-one-count federal indictment for tax evasion and other crimes, including trading with the enemy that could have led to a sentence of 325 years in prison.


    Five days after Clinton pardoned Rich, he was at it again. Rich’s company was buying oil from worldwide pariah Saddam Hussein as part of Iraq’s corrupt Oil-for-Food program.5


    For her part, the “copresident” was miraculously ignorant of any aspect or detail of dozens of undeserving pardons including those that directly benefited her. (There is no doubt Hillary thought of herself as the copresident. During the 1992 campaign, Bill told a New Hampshire crowd that by electing him they would “buy one, get one free.” Hillary later wrote, “It was a good line, and my campaign staff adopted it” [emphasis added].6 Bill was the declared the presidential candidate, but in Hillary’s mind it was her campaign staff.)


    Hillary claimed “she had passed ‘many, many’ pardon requests to the president’s staff without inspecting them.”7 That statement alone defies credulity. It was Hillary who said, “[Bill] and I always talk about everything. I’m not going to talk about the process. Anyone who knows us knows that we work together on everything” [emphasis added].8


    The most-involved First Lady in the day-to-day affairs of the presidency in American history was suddenly and completely uninvolved in her husband’s most crucial, final-hour decisions, she claimed. Yet Hillary never made a complete, unqualified, and unequivocal denial of having any knowledge of her two brothers’ pardon activities or her husband’s clemency decisions. She cleverly couched her words and offered carefully nuanced statements. As the New York Times editorial board observed following her remarks distancing herself from Hugh’s pardons involvement, “Mrs. Clinton’s press conference yesterday was smoothly performed but evaded the key issues…. [S]he expressed her disappointment about the way events have ‘unfolded,’ as if she were talking about the weather.”9


    Hillary acted surprised when her husband freed from prison Linda Sue Evans and Susan Lisa Rosenberg, a pair of domestic terrorists who were embroiled in a trail of murders, bombings, and robberies in the 1970s and 1980s. These terrorists supported a particularly violent offshoot of the Black Panthers, an organization that Hillary personally supported in 1971 when she directed groups of supporters during the trial of eight Black Panthers who gruesomely tortured and killed one of their own.


    It goes without saying that few were surprised when Clinton issued pardons to figures from the Whitewater scandal that nearly dragged down the Clintons shortly after they took office. A strong criminal case was never made against the Clintons, yet there is little doubt the entire story was never told. The fact that the Clintons did not include any mention of their financial stake in Whitewater in their mandatory financial disclosures after entering the presidential race underscores that they believed something was seriously wrong with the failed venture and that explains their reason for trying to hide their involvement. The Clinton campaign chalked up the blatant omission to a mere oversight by amending the disclosure when word leaked about their Whitewater involvement.


    Even critics can easily understand Clinton’s pardon of his half-brother for a 1980s conviction for cocaine dealing. “If you can’t give your brother a pardon,” wrote Steve Dunleavy of the New York Post, “who can you pardon?” As in the case of Glenn Braswell, Roger Clinton was under active investigation by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and that fact alone should have immediately disqualified him from any consideration of a pardon for dealing drugs. Nevertheless, Bill Clinton pardoned him.


    Yet the real scandalous aspect of Roger Clinton’s involvement in the pardon fiasco may not have been his own pardon, but of his willingness to brazenly hustle several felons, promising to deliver pardons and commutations in return for steep payments.


    Roger fell short in freeing all his “close” friends from prison or in getting pardons for them, even in the cases in which he was paid to arrange favorable clemency decisions. His failure to deliver results was a continuation of his life: he was the hapless Roger Clinton. And he didn’t have Hillary Rodham Clinton as his sister to ensure he got what he wanted. Bill Clinton only had to weather Roger’s disappointment in not fulfilling Roger’s pardon requests. On the other hand, Bill would have had to deal with the anger and wrath of Hillary if he didn’t acquiesce to her brothers’ demands. Roger did not get his clients pardoned; Hugh and Tony Rodham’s clients got the freedom for which the Rodham boys were handsomely paid.


    Everyone in the Clinton-Rodham family profited in one manner or another from the sale of pardons, but none profited more than Hillary Rodham Clinton. Bill Clinton had nothing to gain. After all, he did not have any elections ahead of him. He was on his way out of the most powerful office in the world and into retirement where he would no doubt make millions of dollars giving speeches and possibly sitting on a few corporate boards. Giving away undeserved pardons did not personally benefit him in any meaningful way. In fact, he stood to damage his legacy by issuing inappropriate pardons and commutations.


    In the year 2000, Bill Clinton’s career in electoral politics was drawing to an end. This was not the case for Hillary. She was finally launching her own long-delayed political career and she desperately needed financial and political capital. She no longer aspired to be an unelected “copresident.” She wanted to become the president. However, she had to first win her New York Senate race and the election outcome was far from a foregone conclusion. Pardons to wealthy or influential New Yorkers were just the elixir.


    Those close to Hillary also profited handsomely. William Cunningham III, Hillary’s Senate campaign treasurer, made more than $4,000 when he filed expedited pardon applications on behalf of two men from Arkansas less than one week before Clinton left office. Not surprisingly, the Cunningham-prepared pardon applications got head-of-the-line privileges despite being filed only a few days before Clinton left office. Yet, only Hillary Clinton could claim with a straight face that Cunningham’s clients were treated no differently than the thousands of other clemency applications that were filed ahead of his, but were never favorably acted upon or even reviewed by Clinton.


    Jim Manning and Robert Clinton Fain, who were referred to Cunningham by Harold Ickes, a longtime confidant and political operative of Hillary, received pardons from Clinton. In contrast, 7,032 clemency petitioners who did not have close ties to the Clintons and had properly filed their applications months or years in advance did not receive pardons or commutations.


    Felons who had deep political ties to Bill and Hillary also benefited from Clinton’s executive clemency largesse. Disgraced Chicago former congressman Mel Reynolds, who committed bank fraud, wire fraud, conspiracy to defraud the Federal Election Commission, making false statements to federal investigators, and was also convicted in Illinois state court for the criminal sexual assault of a fifteen-year-old campaign worker and various related charges, was freed. Jesse Jackson not only asked Clinton to free Reynolds from prison, but he also hired Reynolds to work for him at the Operation PUSH/Rainbow Coalition.


    One month after he left office, Bill Clinton attempted to defend his clemency decisions in a rambling 1600-word New York Times op-ed filled with half-truths, distortions, and outright lies.


    He claimed he made his decisions based “on the merits as I saw them.” Yet nearly one-third of the eleventh-hour pardons and commutations he gave out as he left office did not even have petitions properly filed. On what “merits” did he decide to issue the pardons and commutations when no merits, details, or facts were even put forward? Some of the recipients were surprised at receiving clemency since they did not even request it.


    Clinton wrote, “I regret that Mr. [Eric] Holder [deputy attorney general] did not have more time to review the case [of Marc Rich].” However, Clinton failed to acknowledge that it was Holder who purposely withheld the pardon application from receiving timely and appropriate Justice Department scrutiny. He also claimed he “required them [Marc Rich and Pincus Green] to waive any and all defenses, including their statute of limitations defenses” before issuing their pardons. That claim, if true, was entirely meaningless since Clinton gave both fugitives unconditional pardons for their crimes. It would be impossible for any criminal prosecutor to override an unconditional pardon for their crimes.


    In the matter of Rich and Green, Clinton went so far as to falsely claim “the case for the pardons was reviewed and advocated…by three distinguished Republican lawyers.” America learned that nothing was further from the truth. In fact, none of the lawyers Clinton mentioned by name worked on Rich’s pardon request. All three lawyers worked on various Rich legal difficulties in their normal course of duties as his attorneys at various times, but none of them were involved in the pardon review and application process.


    The Clinton-Rodhams’ many pardons and commutations were so indefensible that longtime Clinton apologist and former adviser Lanny Davis, could not bring himself to write even a single paragraph of spirited defense of the clemency decisions in his book. Davis’ Scandal: How “Gotcha” Politics is Destroying America was a noble effort to excuse and explain away Clinton scandals, but when it came to the pardons, Davis took a pass. For that matter, Hillary, too, skipped the topic entirely in her Living History.


    For his part, Bill Clinton made a meager effort to explain away his scandalous pardons. He devoted barely three pages out of his nearly one thousand-page autobiography My Life to the matter. Not surprisingly, his comments were replete with one lie after another.


    Clinton wrote that his policy was “liberal in granting pardons for nonviolent offenses once people had served their sentences and spent a reasonable amount of time afterward as law-abiding citizens.”10 He claimed, “[M]ost…served their time.”11 Not only did Clinton not come close to fulfilling his own policy, but he lied about the circumstances surrounding dozens of recipients. Clinton gave away pardons to cronies who served little or no time for their crimes. For others, the bare minimum of five years had not elapsed since the completion of their sentence in order to be even considered for clemency. Some were suspected of or were proven to have engaged in further criminal activities. Dozens of pardon recipients engaged in major narcotics activities yet, Clinton wanted his readers to believe that trafficking in millions of dollars in cocaine, crack, and heroin did not include any violent offenses whatsoever.


    Clinton blamed others for his own actions and he implied worthy recipients were difficult to find due to inaction on the part of Justice Department officials. He claimed DOJ staffers dragged their feet in sending clemency petitions to him. He wrote he “had been pushing Justice [Department] hard to send us more files.”12 This claim was a complete lie. Clinton left office not having bothered reviewing 1,512 pardon and commutation applications that the Justice Department had forwarded to him.


    Bill Clinton even recycled a lie that he used—and was criticized for using—in the weeks after the scandalous Marc Rich pardon. His claim that I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby, who later served as chief of staff to Vice President Dick Cheney, worked for the Rich pardon. That assertion was a complete falsehood in 2001 when Clinton first made it and it was a falsehood in 2004 when he reused it.


    Clinton wrote of denying one pardon request because the felon “had not been out of jail for the usual period [of time] before being considered for a pardon.”13 Yet Clinton pardoned dozens for whom the customary waiting period had not yet elapsed including Marc Rich, whom he mentioned in the previous paragraph, who did not serve any time, was a fugitive abroad from justice, had renounced his citizenship, and had engaged in further illegal conduct when Clinton pardoned him.


    Joan Walsh, writing for Salon.com, perhaps best summed up the various Clinton and Rodham activities that comprised what eventually became known as Pardongate. “The sleaziness and recklessness of the pardons reeks of Clinton’s worst excesses: grandiosity, self-indulgence, sentimentality; and…a sense that he was beyond rebuke, somehow beyond punishment, and the normal rules just didn’t apply to him.”14


    To this, one can only add: it was Hillary Rodham Clinton who was the key influence behind the worst of the worst pardons and commutations that disgraced the office of the President, undermined the legal system and demonstrated that justice could be sold. Imagine to what extent a President Hillary Rodham would thoroughly abuse the legal system to turn loose unrepentant, hardened criminals; reward wealthy donors; enrich her family and friends; and turn the executive clemency process into a glorified eBay get-out-of-jail-free card.

  


  
    Chapter 1



    History, Process, and Controversies



    “When one evaluates Bill Clinton’s incessantly arrogant presidency…we are seeing are the echoes of a pervasive elitism, from people who were taught when young that the laws that applied to their countrymen did not necessarily apply to them.”1


    The History


    The roots of the US pardon system were in England where the act of granting clemency to criminals is believed to have begun during the late sixth century. King Æthelberht (560–616 AD) is the first monarch who may have granted relief to certain individuals accused or convicted of crimes. It would not be for another four centuries before the legal precedent of granting pardon powers to the monarch was firmly established. It was during the reign of William the Conqueror (1028–1087) that English law first contained references to executive clemency.2


    For several hundred years, the king was not the only individual in England to have issued pardons. The Church of England, Parliament, and other English nobility contended they had right to issue or approve clemency and oftentimes they exercised that authority. The power of the king as the sole entity to issue pardons was not solidified until July 1, 1536, when Parliament enacted legislation stipulating that “the king’s highness, his heirs and successors, kings of his realm, shall have the whole and sole power and authority” to pardon.3


    The colonies in North America, as a de facto extension of England, adopted much of English law. However, pardon policies were not uniform throughout the individual colonies. As the colonies moved away from England and toward independence, there was also a movement to adopt laws that divested power from the colonial governors and instead invested it in elected legislatures. Some states allowed governors to exercise wide-sweeping pardon powers while other states concentrated the power in the hands of legislators.


    Such was not the case with the formation of a national government. Executive clemency powers were not included in the colonies’ Articles of Confederation, but that changed when the Constitution was drawn up. When representatives convened the Constitutional Convention at the Philadelphia State House in 1787, most agreed that the executive branch should be able to grant clemency. However, there was considerable back and forth discussion over the extent of the pardon powers to be granted to the president. Much of the disagreement focused on precluding the president from granting clemency in cases of treason and impeachment.


    Critics of near limitless pardon powers were concerned that those guilty of treason could be accomplices of the president and granting the president the right to pardon them would be self-serving. Others pointed out that the ability to offer clemency to treasonous individuals would provide a tool for the president to coerce conspirators to turn on one another.


    The final draft of the Constitution contained a mere twenty words that spelled out the president’s power to grant executive clemency. Article II, Section 2 of the United States Constitution states, in part, “he shall have Power to grant Reprieves and Pardons for Offenses against the United States, except in Cases of Impeachment.” It would be nearly a century and a half before the boundaries of executive clemency would be spelled out in greater detail.


    A pair of Supreme Court rulings during the next 140 years formed the basis of law regarding presidential clemency. In 1833, Supreme Court Chief Justice John Marshall wrote that


    “a pardon is an act of grace, proceeding from the power entrusted with the execution of laws, which exempts the individual, on whom it is bestowed, from punishment the law inflicts for a crime he has committed. It is the private, though official act of the executive magistrate…. A pardon is a deed, to the validity of which delivery is essential, and delivery is not complete without acceptance. It may then be rejected by the person to whom it is tendered; and if it be rejected, we have discovered no power in a court to force it on him.”4


    Nearly a century later, Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr., delivered an opinion that made the president’s power to grant clemency absolute, even in the face of rejection by the intended recipient. Vuco Perovich was convicted of murder and was sentenced to death in 1905. There were numerous delays in carrying out the execution and in June 1909, President William Howard Taft commuted Perovich’s sentence to life imprisonment in a penitentiary. Perovich did not consent to the commutation; nonetheless, prison officials ended plans for execution.


    Perovich twice petitioned the president for a pardon and was denied each time. He then filed suit in US District Court arguing the president’s commutation significantly altered rather than reduced his sentence, a change he argued the president did not have the authority to make and was beyond what the Constitution granted the president. Perovich further argued that he should instead be given a full pardon and released from prison. The District Court agreed with Perovich and ordered his release. The case was eventually appealed all the way to the Supreme Court, which ruled against Perovich.


    In the decision, Holmes wrote “A pardon in our days is not a private act of grace from an individual happening to possess power. It is a part of the Constitutional scheme. When granted it is the determination of the ultimate authority that the public welfare will be better served by inflicting less than what the judgment fixed…. and that the convict’s consent is not required.”5


    The Process


    The US Code of Federal Regulations details the procedures to be followed in determining eligibility for clemency, the application process, the consideration of the application, notification of victims, the Justice Department review process, and the notification procedures.


    Application for clemency shall be addressed to the president and submitted to the pardon attorney of the US Department of Justice. No application shall be submitted until at least five years after the completion of confinement, or in the cases in which there was no incarceration, at least five years after the conviction. Federal regulations state “no petition should be submitted by a person who is on probation, parole, or supervised release.” Additionally, petitions should not be submitted for commutation of a sentence or remission of a fine until all other forms of judicial or administrative relief have been exhausted.


    An important element of the clemency process is that there is no question of the petitioner’s guilt. The petitioner must accept responsibility and show remorse and atonement for their crime(s). It is required that a petitioner be “genuinely desirous of forgiveness rather than vindication…. Persons seeking a pardon on grounds of innocence or miscarriage of justice bear a formidable burden of persuasion.”


    The Department of Justice is to ensure appropriate investigations are conducted by pertinent agencies to include the Federal Bureau of Investigation. In addition, the attorney general has the responsibility to ensure those cases in which there were victims


    “shall cause reasonable effort to be made to notify the victim or victims of the crime for which the clemency is sought:


    (i)That a clemency petition has been filed:


    (ii)That the victim may submit comments regarding clemency; and


    (iii)Whether the clemency request ultimately is granted or denied by the President.”


    Solicitation of victim impact statements is amplified by Title 42 § 10607 “Services to Victims.” This federal law requires officials to notify a victim of the earliest possible notice of “the escape, work release, furlough, or any other form of release from custody of the offender [emphasis added].”


    Recommendations and reports from officials knowledgeable of the felon and the offense, such as the prosecuting attorney and the sentencing judge, are important in ascertaining fitness for clemency. “The likely impact of favorable action in the district or nationally, particularly on current law enforcement priorities, will always be relevant to the President’s decision.”


    The US pardon attorney is to request the US attorney in the district of conviction to provide comments and recommendations on petitions that have merit for consideration. The US attorney is also requested to address issues of fact that might arise in a petition. The guidelines note “the United States Attorney’s prosecutive perspective lends valuable insights to the clemency process.”


    In addition, the guidelines state “the views of the United States Attorney are given considerable weight in determining what recommendations the Department [of Justice] should make to the President.” The US attorney significantly aids the review process by providing facts and perspectives on events surrounding the crime that may not be available in court’s presentence report or in a law enforcement agency’s background investigation.


    The US attorney is expected to comment on the extent of the petitioner’s involvement in the crime, the amount of money or the scope of the losses sustained, the criminal background of the petitioner, the petitioner’s standing in the community, and all victim impact statements.


    The pardon attorney must also obtain from the US Probation Office a copy of the petitioner’s presentence report and the judgment of conviction. In addition, the pardon attorney must review the petitioner’s compliance with any supervised release and inputs from the petitioner’s probation officer.6


    The pardon attorney may also be required to solicit inputs from other government agencies such as the Bureau of Immigration and the Internal Revenue Service. Importantly, the pardon attorney must notify the prosecutor’s office to ensure victims are informed of the clemency petition and are advised they may submit comments.7


    The guidelines lay out widely accepted standards for the favorable consideration of pardon petitions. First and foremost, the petitioner must have “demonstrated good conduct for a substantial period of time after conviction and service of sentence.” Included for consideration is the question of whether the petitioner has led a “responsible and productive life for a significant period after conviction or release from confinement.” This is one aspect in which the FBI’s investigation contributes significantly to the review and recommendation process.


    Does the petitioner demonstrate financial and employment stability? Will the petitioner demonstrate responsibility toward their family? Has the petitioner performed community service or charitable or meritorious activities?


    Another consideration is the seriousness and recentness of the criminal offense. Guidelines note that a very serious offense such as a violent crime, major drug trafficking, breach of the public trust, or fraud involving substantial sums of money require a suitably long period of time to elapse before favorable consideration for clemency is given. This is to “avoid denigrating the seriousness of the offense or undermining the deterrent effect of the conviction.”


    The pardon attorney can take into consideration the reason for clemency in reaching a recommendation. For example, a felony conviction that results in the loss of licensure or bonding that affects employment may make a marginal case more compelling for favorable consideration.


    Finally, the Justice Department serves as the messenger when resolution is reached on an executive clemency decision. If approved, then the Justice Department issues the warrant of pardon or commutation to the petitioner. The Justice Department must also notify the petitioner when clemency is denied; it then closes the case.


    In addition to the DOJ guidelines were other factors Clinton insisted be taken into consideration when reviewing an executive clemency application. A January 26, 1996, memo to the Justice Department from then White House Counsel Jack Quinn outlined additional restrictions Clinton had placed on favorable clemency consideration. Adoption of these restrictions would have made it more difficult for an applicant to get a pardon or commutation from Clinton than from previous presidents. The memo stated there were “certain categories of crimes which are so serious that the President will not consider granting a pardon for them under almost any circumstances.” Among the included crimes was “large scale drug trafficking” and “offenses involving central involvement in political corruption.”8


    Presidential pardons have not been without controversy, oftentimes with the public and sometimes with Congress. There have a number of instances of executive clemency that raised concerns, generally over the limits of the president’s power to pardon and to grant amnesty and the circumstances surrounding such clemency.


    The Controversies


    George Washington and the Whiskey Rebellion


    In 1791, as an effort to raise revenue in order to pay off war debts from the American Revolution, the newly formed US government levied a tax on whiskey. Distilling and selling whiskey was a lucrative business for farmers who seized on a profitable method to utilize their grain. Farmers had been constrained in marketing opportunities for their grain as trading routes to Europe were limited when the Spanish closed the Mississippi River to American farmers. Instead, they turned their grain into alcohol to sell locally.


    Farmers in western Pennsylvania’s Monongahela Valley were unhappy with the federal government-imposed excise tax. They refused to pay the tax and they forced government tax collectors to flee the area. Scores of whiskey tax protesters threatened to attack federal institutions in the major cities of Pittsburgh and Philadelphia as a sign of protest. In response, President George Washington raised an army of thirteen thousand federal troops to put down the “whiskey rebellion” and deal with the “treasonous” rebels.


    The army marched on western Pennsylvania but found only a small number of insurrectionists. Less than two dozen suspects were apprehended, charged, and eventually went to trial. Two were found guilty. Washington issued the first ever pardons when it was determined that the pair were incapable of acting responsibly. One was deemed insane and the other feebleminded.


    On July 10, 1795, President Washington pardoned the remaining “insurrectionists” who agreed to sign a loyalty oath to the United States. At the time, Washington said the


    “misled have abandoned their errors, and pay the respect to our Constitution and laws which is due…. though I shall always think it a sacred duty to exercise with firmness and energy the constitutional powers with which I am vested, yet it appears to me no less consistent with the public good… to mingle in the operations of Government every degree of moderation and tenderness which the national justice, dignity, and safety may permit.”


    John Adams and the Fries Rebellion


    The US government levied its first ever direct tax on US property in July 1798 to defray costs in an anticipated war with France that would eventually be known as the Quasi War. The state of Pennsylvania’s share of the two million dollars that was needed to be raised was about a quarter of a million dollars. The tax was to be levied primarily on homes. However, the predominately German-descended farmers in southeastern Pennsylvania were not enthusiastic about paying the tax and they were suspicious of the tax assessors who were gathering information on private homes in order to levy tax rates.


    John Fries was a local auctioneer who was known to many of the farmers in the region, and he took it upon himself to organize a resistance to the tax. In March 1799, he assembled a group of several hundred men who chased tax assessors from the area. The group then freed a handful of tax resisters from the Bethlehem, Pennsylvania jail.


    Fries and his followers were labeled as being guilty of sedition and treason. The Pennsylvania militia was called upon to put down the resisters. The militia never found the band of rebels because they had dispersed, but it did apprehend Fries and two other leaders. All three were charged with treason and were tried and convicted. They were then sentenced to death.


    Learning of the sentence, President John Adams elected to show compassion toward Fries and the other two. In April 1800, Adams pardoned all three. He followed up their pardons on May 21, 1800, with a “full, free and absolute pardon” to the rest of the tax resisters. Adam’s pardon was opposed by most of his cabinet and is deemed to have contributed to his reelection defeat by Thomas Jefferson.


    James Madison and the Barataria Pirates


    In the late 18th and early 19th centuries, Barataria Bay along Louisiana’s Gulf Coast was home to Captain Jean Lafitte and his fleet of more than four dozen sloops, schooners, and brigantines. Pirates by trade, Lafitte and his men made their home among the bay’s three islands, Grande Terre, Grande Isle, and Cheniere Caminada. The barrier islands were a strategic location as they formed a choke point for any vessel sailing into or out of the Mississippi River.


    Jean and his brother, Pierre, lived the good life, pampered with the spoils of their ill-gotten goods. Politically astute, Lafitte ordered his men to not rob any American ships, thereby ensuring there would be little effort to evict him and his men from their makeshift pirate colony. This de facto truce allowed Lafitte and US officials to live in peaceful coexistence even after the area was sold by France to the US in what became known as the Louisiana Purchase.


    This relationship changed when the War of 1812 broke out between the US and England. British forces captured strategic forts along the Great Lakes and much of the upper Mississippi River. US officials were fearful the British would strike a deal with Lafitte and together would capture the lower Mississippi River. For this reason, Louisiana’s governor took preemptive action to neutralize Lafitte and his men by issuing an arrest order.


    For nearly two years, a cat-and-mouse game played out between Lafitte and the authorities as they attempted to apprehend him, but he managed to escape each time. Then in September 1814, representatives of the British Army and Navy met with Lafitte, offering him a Royal Navy commission and money if he and his men aided the British in an attack on New Orleans. Lafitte sent them on their way, promising to consider the offer. Instead, Lafitte immediately dispatched a letter to the Louisiana governor, offering his loyalty to the United States.


    The governor and his advisers were suspicious of Lafitte’s proffered loyalty and instead agreed to pursue his capture. Lafitte’s island colony was only accessible by sea. A small flotilla of US Navy ships and barges sailed into Barataria Bay. Lafitte anticipated the American forces were there to establish an alliance. Instead, cannon fire rained onto the unsuspecting pirates. Lafitte’s colony fell and about eight hundred pirates fled to sanctuary miles away.


    Lafitte made a personal appeal to General Andrew Jackson, who commanded all American forces in the defense of New Orleans. As many as twelve thousand British troops were en route to New Orleans. Jackson had fewer than four thousand. Lafitte promised one thousand men and flint and gunpowder, which were desperately needed by Jackson’s forces, in return for a pardon for himself and his men. Jackson agreed.


    The Battle of New Orleans took place on the morning of January 1815. When it was over, the British suffered 2,600 deaths. The Americans lost just over a dozen men. Jackson kept his end of the bargain and requested a pardon for Lafitte and his men. President James Madison granted it on February 6, 1815.


    Abraham Lincoln and the Confederate Rebels


    Civil War clemency was notable because the granting of pardons and amnesty proved to be complex and very political. Numerous clemency proclamations were issued before final resolution was reached regarding official forgiveness for Confederate citizens, soldiers, and government officials. The final clemency regarding the Civil War was not issued until 1898, some thirty-four years after the war ended. Between Presidents Abraham Lincoln and Andrew Johnson, the two issued six pardons that dealt with the Civil War and its aftermath.


    Midway through the Civil War most of Louisiana, North Carolina, and Tennessee fell to Union forces. Lincoln, who had been consistent in his statements that the purpose of the war was to preserve the Union, appointed military governors to immediately begin the process of readmitting the fallen secessionist states as members of the Union.


    Lincoln issued a Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction on December 8, 1863, that permitted Southerners who swore an oath of allegiance to the US Constitution and swore to abide by Union proclamations regarding slavery would be granted “a full pardon…with restoration of all rights of property, except as to slaves.” Excluded from the proclamation were senior military officers and civilian leaders of the states or the Confederacy. The readmission into the Union began once a threshold of 10 percent of a state’s population complied with the provisions of the proclamation.


    Congressional Republicans were dissatisfied with Lincoln’s “10 Percent Plan” and attempted to make the requirements for the readmission into the Union by Southern states more stringent. Congress passed the Wade-Davis Bill, which increased the allegiance requirement from 10 percent to a majority of a state’s voters. It also placed further limits on the participation in the political process by many former Confederates. Lincoln refused to sign the bill, keeping it from becoming law.


    Andrew Johnson and Readmission of the Confederates


    In May 1865, President Johnson (who assumed the presidency after Lincoln’s assassination the previous month) announced a general amnesty as part of his Presidential Reconstruction plan. Southerners who swore an oath to the Union would be granted amnesty and would have property (but not including slaves) that was confiscated during the war returned to them. Large landowners and Confederacy officials were excluded from the general amnesty, and they would instead have to petition the president individually.


    Members of Congress were predominately Republicans and President Johnson was a Democrat. Most of Congress believed Johnson had assumed too liberal of a stance in readmitting Southerners that many Northerners believed had been disloyal and treasonous. Most of Congress viewed a pardon as an absolute necessity in restoring the South as part of the union. However, they also believed it was critical that Southerners take positive and concrete steps to assure their loyalty to the Constitution and that key Confederate figures be excluded from readmission.


    The Senate Judiciary Committee took issue with Johnson’s universal amnesty announced on December 25, 1968. That amnesty included the provision that Southerners were entitled to the return of captured and abandoned property without having to demonstrate their loyalty to the Union. On February 17, 1969, the Judiciary Committee issued a report stating the president lacked the authority to issue amnesty. It was the legislative branch, the committee asserted, and not the executive branch that held the power to grant amnesty. This legislative rebuttal to the president was rendered moot when then US Supreme Court ruled in Armstrong v. United States, 80 US 154, that the president had the authority to offer amnesty without the approval of Congress.9


    It was not until June 6, 1898, that Congress passed a universal and unconditional amnesty bill that included all remaining Southerners previously excluded from earlier amnesties. This closed the final chapter on the status of former Confederates four decades after the Civil War ended.


    Warren G. Harding and Eugene Debs


    Eugene V. Debs began working for the railroad as a young teenager in the 1870s. In 1875, he became the founder of the local Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen. About the same time, he became active in the Democrat Party and was elected to the Indiana General Assembly in 1884.


    Debs was instrumental in forming the American Railway Union in 1893 and was arrested for his participation in Chicago’s Pullman Strike of 1894. The Pullman boycott and strike began on May 11, 1894 and effectively ended all railroad traffic in the western half of the US. Pullman Palace Car Company workers went on strike to protest wage cuts after Pullman railcar sales fell off. A month later, American Railway Union members boycotted the railroad industry and more than 125,000 workers walked off the job. On July 23, Debs and other American Railway Union leaders were jailed after refusing to comply with a federal injunction ordering the strikers to return to work. The following year, Debs and other strike organizers were again jailed for contempt of court charges relating to the strike.


    While serving a brief sentence in prison, Debs became devoted to the writings of Karl Marx and converted to socialism. After his release from prison, he cofounded the Social Democratic Party of America in 1897, the Socialist Party in 1901, and the Industrial Workers of the World in 1905.


    Debs ran as the Social Democratic Party nominee for president in 1900, finishing with less than one hundred thousand votes. He again ran for president in 1904, 1908, and 1912, not representing the Social Democratic Party but instead as the nominee of the Socialist Party. He polled just over four hundred thousand votes in 1904 and 1908 and doubled his votes to more than eight hundred thousand in 1912.


    As with many other Socialists of the day, such as American Civil Liberties Union founder Roger Baldwin, Debs was very critical of the US and he opposed America’s entry into World War I. He became an outspoken critic of US policies and he blamed all of World War I on imperialism. He was arrested under the Espionage Act after one infamous speech in Canton, Ohio in 1918 in which he spoke passionately in favor of Socialism in America. He was tried and convicted and then sentenced to ten years in prison.


    While still incarcerated, Debs was the Socialist Party’s standard-bearer for the 1920 presidential race. He received just under one million votes. The Socialist Party launched a campaign to gain his release from prison. President Woodrow Wilson denied pardon requests for Deb. Wilson remarked, “This man was a traitor to his country and he will never be pardoned during my administration.”


    The Socialist Party launched a nationwide petition drive requesting Debs be released from prison. The party threatened to begin picketing the White House unless Debs was freed. By August 1921, Warren G. Harding, who had followed Wilson into the White House, had conferred with the US attorney general about possibly issuing pardons or a general amnesty to wartime protestors. However, Harding believed such action would be inappropriate until after a final peace agreement was signed with Germany. On Christmas Day 1921, Harding pardoned two dozen war protestors, including Debs.


    Richard Nixon and Jimmy Hoffa


    Born in 1913, James R. Hoffa grew up during the tough times of the Depression. His father died when Hoffa was a youngster. While living in the Detroit area, young Hoffa dropped out of high school and began working as a stock boy at a Kroger supermarket.


    When he was just seventeen years old, Hoffa organized his first labor strike. He and other workers walked off the job at Kroger just after a fresh fruit delivery arrived. Concerned that a large shipment of strawberries would perish, Kroger’s management negotiated a new wage deal with the workers. Hoffa and his fellow workers became known as the “Strawberry Boys.”


    Hoffa eventually joined Teamsters Local 299 and he quickly rose through its ranks. Once he became the local’s business manager, he quickly transformed the union shop of a few dozen members to one of more than five thousand. By 1940, Hoffa was the president of the Michigan Conference of Teamsters. He rose to the position of international vice president of the Teamsters union in 1952 and became the president in 1957 when his predecessor, David Beck, was sentenced to prison for criminal activity.


    During the 1950s, the Teamsters were investigated by the US Senate Select Committee on Labor and its young chairman, Massachusetts Senator John F. Kennedy. Robert Kennedy was counsel to his brother’s committee. The younger Kennedy pursued allegations of mob connections among the Teamsters and Jimmy Hoffa.


    Robert Kennedy’s pursuit of Hoffa continued through the Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson presidential administrations when he was a US attorney general. Hoffa was eventually indicted for allegedly accepting illegal payments from a trucking company and for raiding the Teamsters’ pension fund.


    The jury in Hoffa’s trial declared it was hung, but the trial judge suspected Hoffa may have bribed jurors. In a second trial in 1964, Hoffa was convicted of jury tampering and of stealing pension funds. After exhausting all his appeals, Hoffa reported to prison in 1967 to serve a thirteen-year sentence.


    In 1971, after serving less than five years, Hoffa received a conditional pardon from President Richard Nixon. He was to refrain from participating in any union activities until at least 1980. It was widely believed Hoffa was planning his return to Teamster affairs when he mysteriously disappeared in July 1975.


    Gerald Ford and Richard Nixon


    It is generally believed that Gerald Ford’s fate to lose the 1976 presidential election was sealed when he pardoned Richard Nixon for “for all offenses against the United States which he, Richard Nixon, has committed or may have committed or taken part in during the period from January 20, 1969 through August 9, 1974.” Ford granted clemency to Nixon a mere month after Ford assumed the presidency upon Nixon’s resignation.


    At the time, conspiracy theorists were convinced there was a secret deal between Nixon and Ford. The record showed otherwise. In retrospect, it has been accepted that Ford’s act of compassion was the proper course of action to close the final chapter on Watergate. The pardon ended what Ford referred to as “our long national nightmare.”


    Nixon’s apparent involvement in the cover-up of the Watergate break-in was rivaled by the actions of another president a mere generation later when he perjured himself by lying under oath regarding his sexual peccadilloes.


    At his acceptance of the Republican nomination for president in 1976 Ford observed how Nixon’s critics had poisoned the political discourse and had coarsened public debate. Ford remarked, “It was an hour in our history that troubled our minds and tore at our hearts. Anger and hatred had risen to dangerous levels, dividing friends and families. The polarization of our political order had aroused unworthy passions of reprisal and revenge. Our governmental system was closer to stalemate than at any time since Abraham Lincoln took that same oath of office.”
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