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Maxine Waters: 
‘No Benefit, No Case’

Here are excerpted remarks from Rep. Maxine Waters 
press conference Aug. 13. (We recommend watching 
the video at http://www.c-spanvideo.org/program 
/245040-1. Subheads have been added.)

I want to thank you for all being here today, especially 
on a Friday during recess.

The press and public have now had an opportunity 
to  read  the  statement  of  alleged  violation  and  have 
shown a lot of interest in the ethics matter that is now 
pending before the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct.

I am, indeed, eager to be able to have an opportunity 
to present my case, and that is why I have requested that 
the Standards Committee schedule a hearing as soon as 
possible.

Unfortunately, the committee has not yet specified a 
date for a hearing on this matter, and, given the Con-
gressional schedule, it is possible that no hearing would 
be held for months, even after the November elections.

Such a delay is unacceptable, considering the inves-
tigation has dragged out for almost one year. It does not 
provide due process.  It  prevents my constituents  and 
the American public from getting answers, and it delays 
me from being able to respond to the charges spelled 
out in the SAV [Statement of Alleged Violation].

I’m  pleased  that  the  committee  released  the  SAV 
and  related documents earlier  this week, as  I had  in-
sisted after waiving my right to have the SAV remain 
private  until  the  adjudicatory  hearing.  I’ve  arranged 
this press conference to present my facts in the case and 
to clear up ambiguities and misinformation.

I recognize the transparency that I’m providing may 
not  eliminate  an  adjudicatory  hearing. To  reiterate,  I 
am, in fact, anxious to share these facts with you and the 
public, because I have not violated any House rules.

I fully disclosed all of my financial information, as 
requested by House rules, and, in fact, went above and 

beyond what was required by repeatedly disclosing my 
and my husband’s financial interests during Financial 
Services  Committee  hearings.  Neither  my  staff  nor  I 
engaged in any improper behavior, and we did not in-
fluence anyone, and we did not gain any benefit.

We are here today because I believe my actions and 
the  allegations  against  me  are  not  easily  understood. 
Today  I want  to be absolutely clear  about one  thing: 
This case is not just about me. This case is about access. 
It’s about access for those who are not heard by the de-
cision makers, whether it’s having their questions an-
swered or their concerns addressed.

Access for Minority-, Women-Owned 
Businesses

For the past 34 years I’ve served in elective office, 
both at the state and national level, and I’ve made one 
of my top priorities opening doors and providing access 
for small, minority- and women-owned businesses.

In  fact,  my  advocacy  and  assistance  in  providing 
access  for  the  National  Bankers  Association  is  why 
we’re  here  today.  The  National  Bankers Association 
consists of 103 minority banks, and I have worked with 
this association and their concerns for many years. I’ve 
spoken at their conventions on many occasions. I have 
participated  in  hearings  about  their  issues,  and  I’ve 
worked with our  federal agencies on  their behalf,  in-
cluding  the  Treasury  Department,  FDIC,  and  Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac.

My telephone call to then-Secretary of the Treasury 
Hank  Paulson  during  the  worst  economic  crisis  this 
nation has faced in 80 years was to provide access to the 
National  Bankers Association,  which  was  concerned 
about the fact that Treasury had placed Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac into conservatorship.

It was represented to me that many minority banks 
had over-leveraged their capital in Fannie and Freddie, 
and the association wished to know whether or not their 
members’  capital was  lost,  or  if  the government was 
responsible for protecting the capital that they had in-
vested in preferred stock.

They had attempted get a meeting with the Treasury 
Department, but had received no response. And so they 
sought me out to assist them in setting up a meeting.

The question at this point should not be why I called 
Secretary Paulson, but why I had  to. The question at 
this point should be why a trade association represent-
ing over 100 minority banks could not get a meeting at 
the height of the crisis.
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When I contacted the Treasury Secretary, I did not 
suggest  any  solution  to  the  problem  of  the  National 
Bankers Association; I did not ask for any favors from 
the National Bankers Association; I did not ask for a 
meeting for any individual banks, including OneUnited 
Bank; I did not suggest who would be participants in 
that meeting.

I did not attend that meeting. And there was no such 
thing as the Troubled Asset Relief Program, known as 
TARP, at that time.

There has been a great deal of confusion over a con-
versation I had with the Financial Services chairman, 
Barney Frank. The conversation I had with Chairman 
Frank was a conversation several weeks after this meet-
ing had taken place and after  the TARP program had 
been announced.

OneUnited Bank was now raising questions about 
assistance from TARP because my office’s assistance to 
the National Bankers Association was strictly  to pro-
vide access for a discussion about the impact of the fi-
nancial crisis on small and minority banks broadly; and 
because there was no TARP program at the time of the 
meeting. I did not wish to get involved with OneUnited 
Bank about any individual assistance or about this new 
TARP program.

Because my husband had once served on the board 
of OneUnited Bank and still held investments there, I 
felt  I should seek assistance from Chairman Frank, a 
representative from the state where the bank was head-

quartered, and someone with a record of com-
mitment to the health of minority banks.

It’s also important to note that no govern-
ment agency or their representatives had ever 
said that I requested any special assistance or 
compensation for anyone or any institution, or 
that  I  influenced  the  TARP  process  in  any 
way.

It Was Not About OneUnited Bank
There  has  also  been  a  question  about 

whether or not I instructed my staff not to get 
involved with OneUnited Bank, and their in-
terest in accessing TARP funds.

My staff had only been involved in under-
standing the impact of the financial crisis on 
small and minority banks broadly, and assist-
ing in setting up the meeting with the Trea-
sury Department for, again—again—the Na-
tional Bankers Association.

I told my chief of staff that I had informed Chairman 
Frank about OneUnited Bank’s interest, that we were 
only concerned about small and minority banks broadly, 
that Chairman Frank would evaluate OneUnited’s issue 
and make a decision about how to proceed.

And given  the e-mails  that  the committee has of-
fered  as  their  evidence,  we  communicated  with  each 
other clearly.

So it’s not just about us. It’s about those who lack 
access.

I was honored to serve on the conference committee 
of  the  Wall  Street  reforms  and  Consumer  Protection 
Act. I’m happy to say that much of the legislation I au-
thored—access  for  women  and  minority  rights,  for 
shareholders, a more accountable consumer, financial 
protection bureau, and assistance for struggling and un-
employed  homeowners—were  included  in  the  final 
legislation that was signed by President Obama.

I’m  particularly  proud  of  the  Offices  of  Minority 
and Women Inclusion that will be set up at the federal 
government’s financial institutions, such as the FDIC. 
All of these agencies, continuing with my work about 
access,  will  now  have  these  Offices  of  Minority  and 
Women Inclusion.

Hear me clearly: Because of the need for access and 
the work that I have done over many years, I have now 
opened up new opportunities by creating the Offices of 
Minority and Women Inclusion at the FDIC, the Trea-
sury Department, the Federal Reserve, among others, to 
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deal with the historic lack of access that minority and 
women individuals and institutions have had in hiring, 
decision-making, contracting, and procurement oppor-
tunities.

And over the past year, I, and nine other Congressio-
nal  Black  Caucus  members  on  the  Financial  Services 
Committee, have been meeting with the National Bankers 
Association, the National Newspaper Publishers Associa-
tion,  the National Association of Black-Owned Broad-
casters, the National Association of Minority Automobile 
Dealers,  the National Association of Securities Profes-
sionals, and the National Bar Association, among others, 
discussing the plight of minority businesses, where lack 
of access to capital and the lack of support from their gov-
ernment in banking, advertising and consulting contracts.

Access  is  key  to  understanding  the  scope  of  this 
case. This case is not just about them. This case is about 
fairness. The fact that the Investigative Subcommittee 
ignored or disregarded key pieces of exculpatory evi-
dence crucial to my case is extremely troubling.

A truly robust investigatory process would have taken 
all  the available evidence  into consideration.  I believe 
that if this had been done, we would not be here today.

Fairness is also key to understanding the scope of 
this case. The case is not just about that. The case is also 
about my constituents and the American people. I have 
truly been touched by the outpouring of support from 
my  constituents  in  Los Angeles,  and  from  friends  in 
places like Louisiana, Texas, Missouri, New York, Illi-
nois, Florida, and even from abroad.

I know the way that the American people view Con-
gress.  They  hear  talk  of  partisanship,  of  power,  of 
money, of influence. For Congressional critics, it’s easy 
to see a report of an ethics case and completely wash 
your hands of it all. But my constituents and supporters 
have seen the many inaccurate accusatory portrayals of 
my work, and they know me better than that. And they 
have encouraged me to fight.

I admit, there are some who do not believe in my 
philosophy or my methods. But no one should question 
my devotion to public service.

Therefore, I’m asking us all to pause for a moment, 
set aside our cynicism, and consider  two  things—the 
facts of the case and my life’s work in trying to provide 
access to those who have been denied.

These two things will provide context for my constitu-
ents and your judgment. My constituents demand that I 
stand up for the values they elected me to represent.

In sum: No benefit, no improper action, no failure to 
disclose, no one influenced, no case.

Norman Eisen: 
Obama’s ‘Ethics Czar’
by Michele Steinberg

Aug. 11—Barack Obama’s “Ethics Czar” Norman Eisen 
spent his formative pre-Harvard Law School years work-
ing for the Los Angeles office of an organization that ran 
a massive domestic spy operation throughout the United 
States,  illegally  spying  on  minority  groups  like  the 
NAACP, gay rights organizations, and progressive mem-
bers of Congress and other elected officials.

From 1985 to about 1988, Eisen worked for the Los 
Angeles office of the Anti-Defamation League (ADL), 
which, along with the ADL’s San Francisco office, was 
raided by California police in April 1993, and later sued 
for spying on American citizens. The same California 
ADL whose operatives sold information on American 
organizations and citizens to the apartheid government 
of South Africa.

And Eisen has the chutzpah to describe his stint with 
the well-funded and powerful Los Angeles ADL, where 
he  was  deputy  director,  as  spending  three  years,  be-
tween college and law school, as a “community orga-
nizer,” just like his Harvard Law School buddy, Barack 
Obama.

Since the 2008 Obama Presidential campaign, until 
June 23, 2010, when he was awarded with a nomination 
as  ambassador  to  the  Czech  Republic,  Eisen  was 
Obama’s “Ethics Czar.” In 2008, while employed at the 
Washington  law  firm  Zuckerman  Spaeder,  Eisen  do-
nated $40,000 to the Democratic National Committee, 
to the Obama and Biden campaigns. All legal.

But  having  co-founded  CREW—Citizens  for  Re-
sponsibility and Ethics  in Washington—with  funding 
from the nefarious off-shore billionaire George Soros, 
Eisen became Obama’s specialist on “ethics,” record-
ing every promise that Obama had made on the cam-
paign trail about not hiring lobbyists, and keeping them 
out of his government (unless he gave them a waiver!).

Eisen turned those Obama statements into a draft of 
an Executive Order on Ethics, which Obama signed on 
Jan. 21, 2009. Shortly afterward, Obama named Eisen 
to be Special Counsel  to the President for Ethics and 
Government Reform.

But  behind  the  persona  of  a  “clean  government” 


