











NOMINATION OF ROBERT M. GATES TO BE
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1991

U.S. SENATE, -
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,
Washington, DC.

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in
room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L.
Boren (Chairman of the Committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston,
DeConcini, Metzenbaum, Glenn, Murkowski, Warner, D’Amato,
Danforth, Rudman, Gorton, Chafee and Moynihan.

Also Present: George Tenet, Staff Director; John Moseman, Mi-
nority Staff Director; Britt Snider, Chief Counsel; and Kathleen
McGhee, Chief Clerk. A ‘

Chairman BoreN. The hearing will come to order. .

We open hearings this morning on the nomination of Robert M.
Gates to be Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Gates’ nomination
was sent to the Senate on June 24, 1991, and referred to'this Com-
mittee the same day. We had planned, of course, to hold these
hearings before the August recess, but unexpected developments
made it impossible. for us-to obtain all of the information required
to finish our work before the recess. With the concurrence of the
Administration and the nominee, we decided to delay them until
now. .

If confirmed, Mr. Gates would be the 15th person to serve as Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, a position created by the National
Security Act of 1947, to serve both as head of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency and as coordinator of all U.S. intelligence activities.

In' the early days, the position was filled by military officers,
some of whom were on active duty and rotated back to the military
to complete their careers. The Director in those days had to strug-
gle against entrenched, recalcitrant bureaucracies in order to do
what the President wanted, which was pull together all of the in-
telligence available to the government and provide an objective
analysis, independent of particular political agendas.

That remains the basic task today, but the Director of Central
Intelligence now commands vast capabilities to collect and analyze
information that his predecessors could not have imagined. These
capabilities give the Director a unique role to play in the business
of government. On the basis of the information he provides, policy
decisions are made, diplomatic initiatives are mounted, military op-
erations are planned and carried out, and research and develop-

(¢)]

- } - K

Y



2

ment efforts are targeted. To some degree, the wisdom of govern-
}nent policy decisions rests upon the quality of the Director’s ef-
orts.

The Director’s job is also unique in terms of the range of sensi-
tive activities the CIA is asked to carry out, again, larggly in
secret. Covert actions, for example, are undertaken abroad in‘sup-
port of U.S. policy but without official acknowledgment by the
United States Government. While the Oversight Committees at-
tempt to do a thorough job of monitoring these activities, in the
end, it is the Director’s judgment that often determines whether
they remain consistent with U.S. policy and values.

The Director must also understand, respect, and work coopera-
tively with the Intelligence Oversight Committees of the Congress.
This, Committee has worked hard to reform the oversight process
over:the past five years. We are proud of what has been accom-
plished. A new independent audit unit has been created in the
Committee staff to provide us with the capability .to examine even
the most sensitive programs of the Agency. A statutory Inspector
General has been established for the CIA. Regular and systematic
quarterly reviews of all covert-actions are undertaken by the Com-
mittee and its staff tracks these-programs on a much- more fre-
_quent basis. To ensure that the Committee meets its own,responsi-
bilities, it has also adopted strict rules and procedures for its Mem-
bers and staff to prevent any leaks or compromise of sensitive clas-
sified information.:It is important that the Director-understand the
oversight process as a fundamental protection for the American
people who have a right to-have their elected representatives pass
upon even: the most secret programs which they are financing. as
taxpayers.t » L 2 .- 3

At no time in our history has this appointment been more impor-
tant. The next Director of Central Intelligence will perhaps have
more. to do with shaping the future of intelligence than any other
Director who has come before him or will come after him. The new
?uector will face a challenge and opportunity of immense propor-
ion. . P, e e

Perhaps the greatest. threat..to our, national security.is- the
danger that we will not change our thinkingto, coincide with all
the changes in the world around us. World leadership in the next
century will depend upon a whole different set of assets than were
required for leadership in the last half of this century during the
era of the Cold War, between the nuclear superpowers. Military
strength, while still needed, will be relatively less important in de-
termining leadership and influence in the world, and economic and
social strength will become far more crucial for our country. .

As our friends and allies become léss, fearful of the Soviet mili-
tary threat, they will also become less willing .to follow. America’s
lead. automatically. To be ‘politically influential we must be eco-
nomically strong and also build a society at home that will stand as
a worthy model for others to follow. _ T ’ oy
» All of this means that policymakers will need intelligence with a
new focus. .. . - . AR

. Clearly, the Intelligence Community is.likély to be more stream-
lined. Hopefully, it can be less expensive as well. With about half
of our intelligence assets, especially those in the area of expensive
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technologies, targeted in the past on the Soviet military threat,
substantial budget savings should be achievable to more than meet
new priorities and fund new missions. . . )

These hearings give us.the opportunity not only to examine the
past actions of this nominee and probe his qualifications for the po-
sition, but also give us the opportunity to begin a valuable public
debate about the future of American intelligence. L

For well over a year, the Senate Select Committee on Intelli-
gence has been conducting a study on the basic purposes and the
future of the Intelligence Community through hearings and person-
al interviews with a wide cross section of present and former top
government officials, intelligence experts, and historians. Our find-
ings have led us already to push the community to make budgetary
shifts to reflect major changes in the goals of intelligence collection
and analysis. ) .

I have no quarrel with those who want to overhaul our current
intelligence system. An intelligence organization designed to meet
the challenges of the Cold War era clearly can no longer do the
job—and would not be worth what we’ve been paying for it in the

ast. ) , . i .

P Some have focused on rearranging the bureaucratic structure of
the Intelligence Community while others have gone so far as to
urge the disbanding of the CIA. Our real task, however, is to rede-
fine the very mission of intelligence in the new world which we
face. Issues and challenges may change but policymakers will
always need to make informed decisions based upon timely and ac-
curate intelligence. That is why we will always need an institution
devoted to the collection and analysis of intelligence.

While the military has a role in the Intelligence Community, it
would be a mistake to place our entire Intelligence Community or
operation in the Department of Defense at a time when competi-
tion for world leadership is being increasingly defined in economic
and social terms. Nor can the State Department be expected to to-
tally meet the intelligence needs of our government. It is not
equipped to provide the kinds of intelligence needed by our mili-
tary services. Furthermore, the collection of raw intelligence is not
always consistent with the process of diplomacy. For intelligence to
be as objective as possible, the producers of intelligence should not
be subordinate to any consumer agency, whether the State or De-
fense Department. ) ] ' '
. With these considerations in mind, the broad outlines of the new
Intelligence Community are already taking shape. . - |

For one thing, it is clear that there must be more emphasis on
human intelligence. With fewer forward positions around the
world, we must have more and better information about the inten-
tions of potential adversaries and earlier warnings of hostile acts.

The greatest intelligence failure of the recent Persian Gulf crisis
was our inability to more quickly detect the threat that Saddam
Hussein posed to his neighbors. With better human intelligence
about Saddam’s intentions—even six months before the invasion—
the President could have considered pursuing various options like
joint exercises with Saudi Arabia or a beefed-up air presence in the
region. These actions might have deterred Iraq’s aggression and en-
abled us to avoid a war altogether. .
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. Not only must we have better human intelligence, it must be fo-
cused differently. Too much of our intelligence gathering and anal-
ysis is still targeted on the Soviet Union. The failed coup attempt
confirms—even to the most skeptical—that the Cold War is over.
And while we should not ignore Eastern Europe and the USSR,
we clearly must improve our capabilities in the Third World and in
regions like the Middle East where our coverage is thin. Terrorism
and_international narcotics trafficking also merit more attention.

Economic intelligence is another area that demands both more
resources and clearer policy guidance. The aggressive acts of espio-
nage pursued by foreign governments—at times in collaboration
with their intelligence services—to steal private American commer-
cial secrets to serve their own national economic interests are a
clear indication of this threat. How to deter these activities and to
(sletﬁlalggropriate limits of American countermeasures remains to be

e . _

The line between civilian and military threats to our national se-
curity becomes blurred. This is a matter that we have been discuss-
ing jointly between our Committee and the Armed Services Com-
mittee, chaired by my colleague to my right, Senator Nunn. We
can no longer afford to support two separate empires that do not
talk to each other. Last year in the Intelligence Authorization Bill,
the Senate Intelligence Committee warned that, I quote, “Tactical
and national intelligence communities appear to be excessively iso-
lated from one another. Military commanders seek self-sufficiency,
while the civilian community pays scant attention to the command-
er’s needs.” :

Simply reforming human intelligence priorities is not enough. If
we are to really improve human intelligence, we must invest more
in education, especially in the areas of international, cultural, and
foreign language studies. Just as we did after SPUTNIK with the
passage of the National Defense Education Act, it’s time we invest
some of our military and intelligence budget dollars in grants to
students and colleges in key areas of study vital to our national se-
curity as it is being redefined in the new world environment. Our
Committee has proposed a National Security Education Act which
will be considered on the Floor of the Senate to allow more college
undergraduates to study in foreign countries, to give grants to col-
leges and universities to improve their courses of study in foreign
languages, international studies and area studies like Middle East-
ern or Latin American studies, and to provide more graduate fel-
lowships in these fields.

Finally, we must examine the process by which intelligence anal-
ysis is developed for policymakers from the President on down.
Current analysis is often too bureaucratic and cautious. General
Sg:hw%rzkopf rightly said that intelligence is often, and I quote
him, cave’?ted, footnoted, and watered down to the point of being
irrelevant.” Less value should be placed on bureaucratic consensus
and more value on crisp clear predictions with room for forceful ex-
pression of dissenting views and the reasoning behind. competing

i

viewpoints. e . . )

The next Director of Central Intelligence will preside over the
first sweeping redesign of American intelligence since the National
Security Act was passed forty-four years ago. As Abraham Lincoln
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once said, “We must think anew and act anew.” And it is critical
that our top intelligence officials have the vision and the determi-
nation to do exactly that.

To meet these challenges, the President has nominated Robert
M. Gates to be the next Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Gates
is well-known to the Members of this Committee. He is a profes-
sional in the intelligence field with almost 25 years in government
service, much of it in senior positions at the CIA and at the White
House. A native of Kansas, and an honors graduate of William and
Mary University, with a master’s degree from Indiana University
and a Ph.D. from Georgetown, Mr. Gates began his career as a
junior analyst at the CIA. A Soviet analyst by profession, he served
as a CIA representative to the SALT II Talks from 1971 to 1973,
and later served on the National Security Council staff in the late
1970°’s under Dr. Brzezinski in the Administration of President
Carter. In 1980, he returned to CIA and in 1982 was designated Di-
rector of Intelligence, responsible for all CIA analysis and produc-
tion. In April of 1986, he was nominated to be the Deputy Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency and was confirmed by the
Senate for that position. When Mr. Casey became seriously ill in
December of 1986, Mr. Gates was appointed Acting Director where
he served until April of 1987, when Judge Webster became Direc-
tor. After serving again as Deputy Director under Judge Webster—
we had a lot of experience working with Mr. Gates during that
period of time as he served as Judge Webster's deputy—Mr. Gates
again returned to the White House in January of 1989 to serve as
Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs,
the position which he currently holds.

We welcome him to the Committee today. .

The Committee has respect for this nominee’s professional ability
and intellectual capabilities. We appreciate the cooperative spirit
with which he has worked with this committee, both as Acting Di-
rector, as Deputy to Judge Webster, and again as Deputy National
Security Advisor to the President. I would say, and I think my col-
leagues would agree with me, that our experience with this nomi-
nee during the time both as Acting Director and Deputy to Judge
Webster, demonstrated that he strongly supported the oversight
process, that he advised constantly the Director to be as open as
possible with this Committee and wherever possible, if there was a
question, to err on the side of providing too much rather than too
little information to this Committee. And we appreciate that record-
of cooperation that we have with this nominee.

At the same time, our first responsibility is to the American
people. Since so many of the activities of this sensitive position are
conducted in secret, we, acting as trustees for the people, must
assure ourselves to the best of our abilities that the record of this
nominee reflects those personal qualities that would qualify him to
serve as Director. - . '

Our task is complicated by the fact that the investigation of the
Iran-Contra affair by the Independent Counsel is still ongoing. In
recent weeks, with the pleas entered by Mr. Alan D. Fiers, Jr., the
former Director of the Central American Task Force of the CIA,
and the indictment of Mr. Clair George, the former Deputy Direc-
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tor for Operations, new questions have been raised which require
careful scrutiny. .

The Committee is handicapped in its efforts because grand jury
rules prohibit a sharing of information about testimony before the
grand jury with our Committee by the Independent Counsel.

Since the law provides that the investigation of the Independent
Counsel could continue for months, since there is a possibility of
legal action based upon grand jury testimony, it could be as long as
five years of additional process under the law from now. It would
not be possible for this Committee to further delay its work and
still give the President’s nomination the fair consideration which it
deserves.

The Committee has therefore endeavored to develop its own base
of information relating to these events so that we can reach our
own conclusions based upon the best evidence available to us.

When these hearings have come to a conclusion, it is my hope
that the American people will be able to use three words to de-
scribe our efforts—thorough, fair and non-partisan.

We have sought to be as thorough as possible. We have reviewed
the entire record of the Iran-Contra affair. We propounded a series
of written questions to the nominee, designed to fill in factual gaps
in that record when possible. The nominee answered these ques-
tions in a sworn statement and we are making these public today
along with other documents. .

The Committee requested and obtained the help of the FBI and
the Inspector General of the CIA in further expanding its back-
ground checks of the nominee and in attempting to evaluate the
factual basis of any and all allegations that have been raised pri-
vately or in the media about the activities of the nominee.

The Committee also found it necessary in some cases to obtain
sworn statements from other Iran-Contra witnesses with respect to
their previous testimonies relating to the nominee to clarify and
supplement the record. These will be made public later this week.

In view of the information contained in the Fiers’ plea bargain
agreement made public in July, we also found it necessary to re-
quest additional documentation from the CIA and to examine addi-
tional CI_A witnesses in an attempt to ascertain what, if anything,
the nominee might have known with respect to the disclosures
made by Mr. Fiers. Most have agreed to talk with us without im-
munity from prosecution. However, attorneys for several key offi-
cials, including Mr. George and Mr. Fiers, himself, would not
permit their clients to provide testimony without immunity. The
Committee did in fact obtain an immunity order for Mr. Fiers, and
we will have him testify before us later this week. But we have not
voted immunity -for any other witness out of deference to the con-
cerns of the Independent Counsel. We are still endeavoring to see if
we can work out a way to receive the voluntary testimony of others
that might be impacted by this decision. We have also heard volun-
tary testimony from the past Chief of the Latin American Division
of the CIA and a declassified transcript of his testimony will be
made public prior to the conclusion of these hearings. .

While these hearings will be conducted in public to-the maxi-
mum degree possible, there are some areas which require closed de-
liberation by our Members because of the classified information in-
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volved. This includes materials related to the preparation of intelli-
gence analysis and estimates which remain classified and highly
sensitive. Our policy will be to release all information to the public
related to the objectivity of intelligence analysis that can be re-
leased without compromising vital national security interests. )

In addition to being thorough, we are determined to be fair. This
nominee will be given an opportunity, after we have heard other
witnesses, to appear before us again if he should desire to do so.

In preparing for these hearings, the staff designees, appointed by
each of the 15 Republican and Democratic Members of this Com-
mittee representing all points of view, have participated in deci-
sions regarding the calling of witnesses, obtaining of documents,
and the propounding of questions. Any information requested by
any Member of this Committee has been sought from the appropri-
ate agency. v '

It is my view that it is my own personal responsibility and my
responsibility as Chairman to reach no final conclusions about this
nomination until I have heard all of the evidence and testimony. I
believe that other Members of the Committee approach the task
before us with a similar determination to be both thorough and
fair.

Finally, these proceedings will be used solely as a forum to judge
the qualifications of this nominee and not for any broader political
purpose. This nominee, after 25 years of professional service, is en-
titled to consideration on his own merits. I am proud of the fact
that during the almost five years that I have been privileged to
serve as Chairman of this Committee, along with two distinguished
Vice Chairmen from the other party, Senator Frank Murkowski,
here today, the current Vice Chairman of our Committee, and the
former Vice Chairman, Senator Bill Cohen, that we have never had
a single vote strictly along party lines in this Committee. We have
sought to put aside party considerations and to render the best pos-
sible judgments we could make for our country. We intend to do
just that in the hearings that begin today.

With this background, let me briefly outline the Committee’s
plan for the hearings. It is anticipated that the initial questioning
of the nominee will take place today and tomorrow following the
opening statements of Members and introductory statements of the
Illioiminee. There will be no hearings on Wednesday, which is Yom

ppur.

On Thursday, the hearing will be devoted to outside witnesses fo-
cused principally upon Iran-Contra issues. We will hear Alan D.
Fiers, Jr.; former Deputy DCI John McMahon; Charles Allen, a
senior CIA official; acting Director of Central Intelligence Richard
Kerr; former Deputy Director Admiral Bobby Inman; and from
former CIA officer Tom Polgar.

If we complete the testimony of these witnesses, on Friday we
will have the closed session I referred to earlier on the objectivity
of intelligence estimates. There will need to be additional consider-
ation, I might say also in closed session, of classified intelligence
sharing activities with certain other countries.

It is impossible to set an exact timetable. The hearings could go
into next week, in which case they will resume on Tuesday, the
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24th. They will be expeditious, but they will last as long as they
need to last for the Committee to do its job properly. .

If there is no objection, I ask that the following documents be
placed into the record of these hearings. First, the nominee’s an-
swers to the Committee’s standard questionnaire. Second, the
nominee’s answers to our supplementary questions pertaining to
Iran-Contra issues. Third, a letter dated July 1st, 1991, from Steven
D. Potts, Director, Office of Government Ethics, transmitting the fi-
nancial disclosure form of the nominee. Fourth, the declassified
transcript of Director Casey’s testimony before the Committee on
November 21, 1986. Fifth, the declassified transcript of Mr. Gates’
appearance before the Tower Board on January 12, 1987. And, fi-
nally, the declassified transcript of Mr. Gates’ appearance before
the House Select Committee on Intelligence on December 10, 1986.

Without objection, these will all be entered into the record.

[The documents referred to follow:]
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
UNITED STATES SENATE

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COMPLETION 3Y PRESIDENTIAL NOMINEES™ fp

PART A - BIOGRAPHICAL lNFOéMATION

1. NAME: Robert Michael Gates

2. DATE AND PLACE OF BIRTH: 9/25/43 - Wichita, Kansas

3. MARITAL STATUS: Married

4, SPOUSE'S NAME: Rebecca Wilkie Gates

5. SPOUSE'S MAIDEN NAME IF APPLICABLE: n/a

6. NAMES AND AGES OF CHILDREN: £

Name »Tn B e Age
Eleanor Marie . T 16
Bradley Robert Lo . N 11
. . L3 -
7. EDUCATION SINCE HIGH SCHOOL:
INSTITUTION DATES DEGREE DATE OF
ATTENDED RECEIVED DEGREE

College of William & Mary 1961-65 BA 1965
Indiana University 1965-66 MA ' 1966

Georgetown University 1969 PhD 1974
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-2- - -

8. EMPLOYMENT RECORD (LIST ALL POSITIONS HELD SINCE COLLEGE,
INCLUDING MILITARY SERVICE. [INDICATE NAME OF EMPLOYER,
POSITION TITLE NR DESCRIPTION, LOCATION, AND DATES OF
EMPLOYMENT) :

EMPLOYER . . POSITION/TITLE LOCATION

(See Attached)

9. GCOVERNMENT EXPERIENCE (INDICATE EXPERIENCE IN OR ASSOCIATION
WITH FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, INCLUDING ADVISORY,
CONSULTATIVE, HONORARY OR OTHER PART-TIME SERVICE OR POSITION.
DO NOT REPEAT INFORMATION ALREADY PROVIDED IN ANSWER TO QUESTION

8):
wWilliamsburg, VA School Bus Driver Williamsburg, VA 1963-65
Public Schools (part~time when student)
State of Kansas Grain Inspector Wichita, KS 1961
Grain Inspection {Surmer job)
Department
wichita, KS Laborer Wichita, KS 1962-65

Parks Commission (Summer job)
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8. EMPLOYMENT RECORD (LIST ALL POSITIONS HELD SINCE COLLEGE, INCLUDING MILITARY
SERVICE. INDICATE NAME OF EMPLOYER, POSITION TITLE OR DESCRIPTION, LOCATION, AND DATES

OF EMPLOYMENT) :
EMPLOYER
CIA

.

U.S.>Air Force

U.S. Air Force
(on detail to CIA)

CIA

CIA

CIA

CIa
{on detail to
- NSC Staff)

CIa

CIA
(on detail to
NSC staff)

CIa

CIA

POSITION/TITLE
Biographic Analyst

Commissioned Officer
1st LT

Analyst, Office of
Current Intelligence

Analyst, Office of
Current Intelligence

Staff Member, CIA
SALT Support Staff/
Intelligence Adviser
U.S. SALT Delegation

Assistant National
Intelligence Officer
for Strategic Programs

Staff Member for USSR
and Europe, National
Security Council

Staff Member, Center
for Policy Support
Directorate of
Intelligence

Special Assistant to
National Security
Advisor, Zbigniew
Brzezinski

Director, Strategic
Evaluation Center,
Office of Strategic
Research

Executive Assistant
to Director of Central
Intelligence

LOCATION
Washington,

Washington,

Officer Training School
Lackland AFB, TX

351st Strategic Missile Wing
Whiteman AFB, MO

Washington,

Washington,

Washington,

Vienna, Austria
Geneva, Switzerland

Washington,

White House

Washington,

White House

Washington,

Washington,

DRATES OF
, EMPLOYMENT
D.C. 8/66-10/66
D.C. 10/66-1/68
D.C. 1/68-1/69
D.C. 1/69-6/71
D.C. 6/71-11/73
D.C. T 11/73-6/74
6/74~12/76
N -
D.C. 12/76-6/71
6/77-12/79
D.C. 12/79-2/80
D.C. 2/80-10/80

{Continued)
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CIA

CIa

CIA

CIA

CIa

CIA

CIA

The White House

The White House

13

National Intelligence
Officer for USSR/
Eastern Europe

Director, DCI-DDCI
Executive Staff

Director, Office of
Policy and Planning

National Intelligence
Officer for USSR/
Eastern Europe

Deputy Director for
Intelligence

Chairman, National
Intelligence Council

Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence

Deputy Assistant to
the President for
National Security
Affairs

Assistant to the
President and Deputy
for National Security
Affairs

Washington,

Washington,

Washington,

Washington,

.

Washington,

Washington,

Washington,

Washington,

Washington,

b.C.

D.C.

D.C.

D.C.

D.C.

D.C.

D.C.

D.C.

D.C.

10/80-3/81

3/81-1/82
7/81-1/82

10/81-1/82

1/82-4/86
9/83-4/86
4/86-1/89

1/89-8/89

8/89-
Present
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10. HONORS AND AWARDS (PROVIDE INFORMATION ON SCHOLARSHIPS
1> > [ps,
FELLOWSHIPS, HONORARY DEGREES, MILITARY DECORATIONS, >
CIVILIAN SERVICE CITATIONS, OR ANY OTHER SPECIAL RECOGNITION
FOR OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE OR ACHIEZVEMENT):

Admiral Cary T. Grayson Scolarship (College of Wwilliam & Mary) 1961-1965

Richard Lee Morton Scholarship (Honors in History) 1964-65
(College of William & Mary)

Algernon Sydney Sullivan Medal (presented by William & Mary to 1965
graduating senior who has made greatest contribution to fellow man)

Arthur S. Flemming Award (to 10 most outstanding young people in 1978
Federal Service - by Jaycees)

CIA Intelligence Medal of Merit . 1981

CIA Distinguished Intelligence Medal 1986

CIA Distinguished Intelligence Medal 1989

National Intelligence Distinguished Service Medal 1989

11. ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATiONS (LIST MEMBERSHIPS IN
AND
HELD WITHIN THE LAST TEN YEARS IN ANY PROFESSIONAL, c?g{é?ES

FRATERNAL, BUSINESS, SCHOLARLY, CULTURA
SIMILAR ORGANIZATIONS): . Ly CHARITABLE DR .OTHER

ORGANIZATION
Council on Foreign Relations None R 1982-Present
Security Affairs Support Association Member, Board 5/88-6/89

of Directors

12. PUBLISHED WRITINGS AND SPEECHES (LIST THE TITLES
PUBLICATION DATES OF ANY BOOKS, ARTICLES, REPORTé ggsgéﬁggks' Ao
PUQLISHED MATERIALS YOU HAVE AUTHORED. ALSO LIST THE TITLES OF
ANY PUBLIC SPEECHES YOU HAVE MADE WITHIN THE LAST 10 YEARS FOR
WHICH THERE IS A TEXT OR TRANSCRIPT. TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE
PLEASE PROVIDE A COPY OF EACH SUCH PUBLICATION, TEXT OR TRANéCRIPT:

(See attached)
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12. PUBLISHED WRITINGS AND SPEECHES (LIST TITLES, PUBLISHERS, AND PUBLICATION DATES OF
ANY BOOKS, ARTICLES, REPORTS OR OTHER PUBLISHED MATERIALS YOU HAVE AUTHORED. ~ALSO LIST
THE TITLES OF ANY PUBLIC SPEECHES YOU HAVE MADE WITHIN THE LAST 10 YEARS FOR WHICH
THERE IS A TEXT OR TRANSCRIPT. TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE, PLEASE PROVIDE A COPY OF EACH
SUCH PUBLICATION, TEXT OR TRANSCRIPT:

a
.- ;e

1. "The Prediction of Soviet Intentions” (SECRET); Studies in Intelligence,
Spring 1973.

2. "An Opportunity Unfulfilled -- The Use and Perceptions of Intelligence Analysis at
the wWhite House" (SECRET); Studies in Intelligence, 1980.

3. "The Soviet Threat™; Speech at 50th Session of Military Operatlons Research
Society, March 1983. .
4, "Is the CIA’s Analysis Any Good?"; Washington Post, 12 December 1984.

S. ™CIA and -the University"; Speech at Harvard University, 13 February 1986 .

6. "The Soviets and SDI"; Address t3 the World Affairs Council of Northern California
Bay Area International Forum, 25 November 1986.

7. "War By Another Name“; Address to the Commonwealth Club of California, 25 November
1986.

8. ™"Issues and Trends Affecting U.S. Business in Latin America and the Caribbean®;
Address to the Executive Committee and Trustees of the International Center of Florida,
11 December 1986.

9, "The Soviets and SDI"; Address to the National Military Intelligence Association,
Potomac Chapter, 15 January 1987.

10. "War By Another Name™; Address to the Dallas Council on World Affairs, 3 February
1987.

11. Statement of Nominee to be Director of Central Intelligence, Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence, 17 February 1987.

12. “CIA and American Foreign Policy"; Address to the Chicago Committee, sponsored by
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 5 May 1987.

13. "War By Another Name"; Address to the Agency Military Reserve Unit Lecture
Program, 14 September 1987.

14. "CIA and the Making of American Foreign Policy"; Address to Princeton University,
Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, 29 September 1987.

1S. Discussion Paper to the Consortium for the Study of Intelligence, 4 Decembe: 1987.
16. "The CIA and American Foreign Policy"; Eoreign Affairs, Winter 1987/88.

17. *"What is Going on in the Soviet Union"; Address to the Dallas Council on World
Affairs, 19 January 1988.

18. “Technology Transfer"; Address to the American Electronics Association Texas -
Council, 16 February 1988.

19. "The Traditional Functions of National Intelligence™; Address to Indiana
University of Pennsylvania 29th Annual Raymond L. Lee Public Affairs Forum, 11 April
1988.

20. "wWhat is Going on in the Soviet Union™; Address to Austin Foreign Affairs Council,
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, 26 May 1988.

21. "The Gorbachev Era: Implications for U.S. Strategy”; Address to the Current
Strategy Forum, Naval War College, 16 June 1988.

22. “Recent Developments in the Soviet Union and Implications for U.S. Secu:;ty
Policy": Address to the American Association for the Advancement of Science Colloquium
on Science, Arms Control and National Security, 14 October 1988.

23. “Future Intelligence Challenges”; Address to the Association of Former
Intelligence Officers 1l4th Annual Convention, 15 October 1988.

24, "Developments in the Soviet Union: Implications for U.S. Strategy"; Address the
Air Force Symposium, 21 October 1988.



16

25. “Gorbachev and Critical Change in the Soviet Union: Implications for the West™;
Address to the Center for Strategic & International Studies Conference, The 1990‘s:
Critical Change, 1 April 1989

26. ™National Security Policymaking: The View from the Kitchen"; Address to the 17th
National Collegiate Security Conference Sponsored by the Georgetown International
Relations Association, 26 October 1989.

27. "Change, Hope and Uncertainty”; Address to the CSIS International Counselors,

4 June 1990. .

28. “Eastern Europe: Change, Hope and the United States"; Address to the American
Electronics Association (Conference on Eastern Europe), 27 June 1930.

29. Address to the Electronic Industries Association, Washington, D.C., 14 February
1991.

30. “American Leadership in a New World"; Address to the American Newspaper
Publisher’s Association, Vancouver, B.C., 7 May 1991.
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PART B - QUALIFICATIONS AND REFERENCES

13.

(See attached)

14.

NAME

Brent Scowcroft

BUSINESS
ADDRESS

The White House

wWashington, D.C. 20500

QUALIFICATIONS (DESCRIBE WHY YOU BELIEVE YOU ARE QUALIFIED
TO SERVE IN THE POSITION FOR WHICH YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED):

REFERENCES (PROVIDE THE NAMES AND BUSINESS ADDRESSES AND
TELEPHONE NUMBERS OF FIVE INDIVIDUALS WHOM YOU BELIEVE ARE
IN A POSITION TO COMMENT ON YOUR QUALIFICATIONS TO SERVE IN
THE POSITION FOR WHICH YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED.

THREE INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE KNOW YOU FOR AT LEAST FIVE YEARS):

INCLUDE

BUSINESS
TELEPHONE

(202) 456-2257

17

YEAR:
KNO'W2.

Richard B. Cheney

The Pentagon, Rm 3E880
Washington, D.C. 20301

(202) 695-5261

B. R. Inman

available upon request

Lawrence S. Eagleburger

Department of State
wWashington, D.C. 20520-7512

(202) 647-9640

William H. Webster

available upon request

10

15

15

10



18

13. Qualifications (describe why you believe you are
qualified to serve in the position for which you have
been nominated):

My qualifications to serve as Director of Central
Intelligence include a quarter century of experience in
leadership roles in the CIA and intelligence and policy
communities. I have served as Deputy National Security Advisor,
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, head of ghe CIA’s
Intelligence Directorate, and Chairman of the National
Intelligence Committee. I have served as an intelligence
analyst, a senior intelligence manager, a policy user of
intelligence, and a close observer of how the most senior
officials of five administrations have viewed and used
intelligence.

I began my career in U.S. intelligence 25 years ago as a
military intelligence officer in a Minuteman Missile Wing. I
spent my first half dozen years at CIA as an analyst,
specializing in the Soviet Union. I subsequently served twice as
National Intelligence Officer for the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe -- the most senior position in the Intelligence Community
on those subjects.

i
As Deputy Director for Intelligence and Chairman of the

National Intelligence Council, I developed a strategy for long-
range improvement of a major element of American intelligence and
implemented that strategy successfully over a number of years.
In January 1982, I introduced measures to bring about the long-
range improvement of CIA analysis, including accountability (for
the first time) of analysts for their forecasts and assessments;
significantly expanded contact with outside experts and exposure
of analysts to different points of view; more rigorous standards
with respect to the quality of the product; greatly increased
supervisory involvement in reviewing assessments and ensuring
quality control; greater use of alternative scenarios and more
candor about uncertainties; a cohesive program of research -
developed in cooperation with policymakers; and creation of a
permanent mechanism to evaluate and learn from past performance.
Ninety days before my appointment as DDI, the directorate had
undergone the most wide-ranging reorganization in a generation --
and I brought near to fruition the reorganization’s objective of
integrated, multi-disciplinary analysis. New centers were
created to concentrate on terrorism, narcotics, insurgency,
political instability and counterintelligence analysis. CIA
contacts and dialogue with policymakers were dramatically
intensified. The number of National Estimates was significantly
expanded, and the process by which they are produced was changed
to highlight different points of view among agencies. Efforts
were undertaken to make estimates more timely and relevant and
increase the likelihood that senior policymakers would read them.
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During my tenure as Deputy Director for Intelligence, I
encouraged the establishment of a new covert action review system
within CIA under which covert action proposals would be reviewed
by the Deputy Director for Intelligence and by appropriate
experts in the intelligence Directorate to validate premises
underlying a proposal, assess the risk involved, and suggest ways
to make proposed activities more effective. More generally, as
DDI, I worked with the Directorate of Operations to improve
HUMINT intelligence coverage and to ensure that this effort would
be properly guided by the requirements process. I pushed
especially hard to improve the quality and quantity of
clandestine human political and economic reporting from the Third
World.

n

For seven years (1982-1989), I worked with two DCI’s to
improve relations among elements of the Intelligence Community.
When I was DDI, we established, under the chairmanship of my
deputy, the Intelligence Producers Council, bringing together for
the first time managers of the principal analytical elements of
the Community to discuss common problems, to compare prospective
research programs, and to enhance the sharing of information on a
wide range of issues. In response to suggestions from the
intelligence committees, I urged that the IPC be used to share
information on external contracts, both prospective and
completed, to ensure that duplication was minimized and that all
elements of the Community would share in the finished product.
More military and other non-CIA officers served on the National
Intelligence Council when I was Chairman and then DDCI than at
any time in its history. 1Indeed, for the first time since CIA
was created, a senior military officer served Chairman of the
Council and oversaw the preparation of all national estimates.
For the first time, CIA and DIA cooperated in the production of"
joint assessments of Soviet production of more than 200
categories of weapons for the preceding ten years. In 1986,
again for the first time, at my suggestion CIA and DIA
collaborated in the preparation of joint testimony to the Joint
Economic Committee of the Congress and appeared together for the
first time to provide that briefing.

As Deputy Director of Central Intelligence for nearly three
years, I gained the unique perspective that can come only from
sharing, along with the DCI, full responsibility for the
performance of this country’s Intelligence Community. Building
on the progress made by Admiral Inman and John McMahon, we made
further changes in the process of preparing the Intelligence
Community budget to ensure the full participation of senior
community managers. In this process we attempted to look at the
budget from the standpoint of requirements -- our performance
against policy community requirements, gaps in performance, and
the measures necessary to remedy those gaps. We made
organizational changes in the Intelligence Community Staff to
consolidate these changes.
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First as Acting DCI, and then working with DCI Webster, I
developed a steering group of senior intelligence community
managers to work out major budget problems and to accommodate
changes or reductions in intelligence programs as we adjusted to

a rapidly changing budgetary climate -- but doing so in a
collaborative manner leading to DCI decisions.
User of Intelligence

I am fortunate to have gained extensive experience and
familiarity with how intelligence is used and perceived in policy
agencies and by policymakers. I began to acquire this
perspective early in my career with my assignment as an
intelligence advisor to the U.S. SALT delegation and then to the
National Security Council Staff for more than five years. I
subsequently tried to translate what I had learned into improved
intelligence support for policymakers.

Observing both the strengths and weaknesses of our
policymaking process and of intelligence support to that process,
and the interaction between Executive and Legislative branches, I
have watched at close hand five Presidents and their advisors
deal with innumerable foreign crises, large and small -- and the
role played by intelligence in those crises.

Since January 1989, as Deputy National Security Advisor and
Chairman of the NSC Deputies Committee, I have had the
opportunity to see and use the intelligence contribution Both for
policy development and for crisis management -- all during a
period of extraordinarily rapid change in international affairs
and in the internal affairs of countries important to U.S.
interests. I also saw first hand the strengths and weaknesses of
intelligence during the Persian Gulf War, and how decisionmakers
. used and viewed that intelligence. These experiences have given

me not only insights to the intelligence needs of our leaders but
also direct exposure to many of our foreign adversaries and
friends alike that is useful to understanding the challenges
facing U.S. intelligence and the challenges confronting our
country.
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PART C - POLITICAL AND FOREIGN AFFILIATIONS

15. POLITICAL ACTIVITIES (LIST ANY MEMBERSHIPS OR OFFICES HELD
IN OR FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTIONS OR SERVICES RENDERED TO, ANY
POLITICAL PARTY, ELECTION COMMITTZE, POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE,
OR INDIVIDUAL CANDIDATE DURING THE LAST TEN YEARS):

None.

16. CANDIDACY FOR PUBLIC OFFICE (FURNISH DETAILS OF ANY CANDIDACY
FOR ELECTIVE PUBLIC OFFICE):

None.

17. FOREIGN AFFILIATIONS

NOTE: QUESTIONS 17 A AND B ARE NOT LIMITED TO RELATIONSHIPS
REQUIRING REGISTRATION UNDER THE FOREIGN AGENTS
REGISTRATION ACT. QUESTIONS 17 A, B AND C DO NOT CALL
FOR A POSITIVE RESPONSE IF THE REPRESENTATION OR
TRANSACTION WAS AUTHORIZED BY THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT IN CONNECTION WITH YOUR OR YOUR SPOUSE'S EMPLOYMENT
IN GOVERNMENT SERVICE.

A. HAVE YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE EVER REPRESENTED IN ANY CAPACITY
(E.G., EMPLOYEE, ATTORNEY, BUSINESS, OR POLITICAL ADVISER

.
-
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OR CONSULTANT), WITH OR WITHOUT COMPENSATION, A FOREIGY |
GOVERNMENT OR AN ENTITY CONTROLLED BY A FOREIGN GQVERNMENT!

IF SO, PLEASE FULLY DESCRIBE SUCH RELATIONSHIP.

No.

IF YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE HAS EVER BEEN FORMALLY ASSOCIATED
WITH A LAW, ACCOUNTING, PUBLIC RELATIONS FIRM OR OTHER
SERVICE ORGANIZATION, HAVE ANY OF YOUR OR YOUR SPOUSE'S
ASSOCIATES REPRESENTED, IN ANY CAPACITY, WITH OR WITHOUT
COMPENSATION, A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT OR AN ENTITY CONTROLLED
BY A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT? IF SO, PLEASE FULLY DESCRIBE
SUCH RELATIONSHIP.

No. . -

-
1

DURING THE PAST TEN YEARS HAVE YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE RECEIVED
ANY COMPENSATION FROM, OR BEEN INVOLVED IN ANY FINANCIAL
OR BUSINESS TRANSACTIONS WITH, A FCREIGN GOVERNMENT OR AN
ENTITY CONTROLLED BY A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT? [F SO, PLEASE
FURNISH DETAILS.

No.

- ~ i

HAVE YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE EVER REGISTERED UNDER THE FOREIGN
AGENTS REGISTRATION ACT? IF SO, PLEASE FURNISH DETAILS.

No.

o
3

DESCRIBE ANY LOBBYING ACTIVITY DURING THE PAST TEN YEARS, OTHER
THAN IN AN OFFICIAL U.S. GOVERNMENT CAPACITY, IN WHICH YOU OR
YOUR SPOUSE HAVE ENGAGED FOR THE PURPOSE OF DIRECTLY OR
INDIRECTLY INFLUENCING THE PASSAGE, DEFEAT OR MODIFICATION OF
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LEGISLATION AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT, OR FOR THE PURPISZ
OF AFFECTING THE ADMINISTRATION AND EXECUTION OF NATIONAL LaAW 2R
PUBLIC POLICY.

None.

PART D - FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST

19. DESCRIBE ANY EMPLOYMENT, BUSINESS RELATIONSHIP, FINANCIAL TRANS-
ACTION, INVESTMENT, ASSOCIATION OR ACTIVITY (INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, DEALINGS WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ON YOUR OWN
BEHALF OR ON BEHALF OF A CLIENT), WHICH COULD CREATE, OR APPEAR
TO CREATE, A CONFLICT OF INTEREST IN THE POSITION TO UHICH You *
HAVE BEEN NOMINATED.

.

None.

20. DO YOU INTEND TO SEVER ALL BUSINESS CONNECTIONS WITH YOUR
PRESENT EMPLOYERS, FIRMS, BUSINESS ASSOCIATES AND/OR PARTNER-
SHIPS OR OTHER ORGANIZATIONS IN THE EVENT THAT YOU ,ARE CONFIRMED
BY THE SENATE’ IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN.

.

i have no such business connections.

.
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21. DESCRIBE THE FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS YOU HAVE MADE OR PLAX
TO MAKE, IF YOU ARE CONFIRMED, IN CONNECTION WITH SEVERANCE
FROM YOUR CURRENT POSITION. PLEASE INCLUDE SEVERANCE PAY,
PENSION RIGHTS, STOCK OPTIONS, DEFERRED.INCOME ARRANGEMENTS,
AND ANY AND ALL COMPENSATION THAT WILL OR MIGHT BE RECEIVED
IN THE FUTURE AS A RESULT OF YOUR CURRENT BUSINESS OR
PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIPS.

I have no such financial arrangements.

22. DO YOU HAVE ANY PLANS, COMMITMENTS OR AGREEMENTS TO PURSUE
OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT, WITH OR WITHOUT COMPENSATLON, DURING
YOUR SERVICE WITH THE GOVERNMENT? [IF SO, PLEASE FURNISH
DETAILS.

No.

23. AS FAR AS CAN BE FORESEEN, STATE YOUR PLANS AFTER
COMPLETING GOVERNMENT SERVICE. PLEASE SPECIFICALLY DESCRIBE
ANY AGREEMENTS OR UNDERSTANDINGS, WRITTEN OR UNWRITTEN,
CONCERNING EMPLOYMENT AFTER LEAVING GOVERNMENT SERVICE. IN
PARTICULAR, DESCRIBE ANY AGREEMENTS, UNDERSTANDINGS OR OPTIONS
TO RETURN TO YOUR CURRENT POSITION.

No present plans; no agreements; no understandings or
options.



25

-9-

24, IF YOU ARE PRESENTLY IN GOVERNMENT SERVICE, DURING THE PAST
FIVE YEARS OF SUCH SERVICE, HAVE YOU RECEIVED FROM A PERSON
OUTSIDE OF GOVERNMENT AN OFFER OR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST TO
EMPLOY YOUR SERVICES AFTER YOU LEAVE GOVERNMENT SERVICE?

No.

2S. 1S YOUR SPOUSE EMPLOYED? [IF THE NATURE OF THIS EMPLOYMENT IS
RELATED IN ANY WAY TO THE POSITION FOR WHICH YOU ARE SEEKING
CONFIRMATION, PLEASE INDICATE YOUR SPOUSE'S EMPLOYER, THE
POSITION AND THE LENGTH OF TIME THE POSITION HAS BEEN HELD.
IF YOUR SPOUSE’'S EMPLOYMENT IS NOT RELATED TO THE POSITION
TO WHICH YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED, PLEASE SO STATE.

My spouse‘'s employment is not relgted in any way co_the A
position to which I have been nominated.

26. LIST BELOW ALL CORPORATIONS, PARTNERSHIPS, FOUNDATIONS, TRUSTS,
OR OTHER ENTITIES TOWARD WHICH YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE HAVE FIDUCIARY
OBLIGATIONS OR IN WHICH YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE HAVE HELD DIRECTOR-
SHIPS OR OTHER POSITONS OF TRUST DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS.

. SELF OR
NAME OF ENTITY POSITION DATES HELD SPOUSE

None.
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27. LIST ALL GIFTS EXCEEDING $500 IN VALUE RECELVED DURING [H4E
PAST FIVE YEARS BY YOU, YOUR SPOUSE, OR YOUR DEPENDENTS.
GIFTS RECEIVED FROM RELATIVES AND GIFTS GIVEN TO A SPQUSE
OR DEPENDENT TOTALLY INDEPENDENT OF THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO
YOU NEED NOT BE INCLUDED.

50
F. Brady Airline transport, motel room, meals for $1,500
Nicholas F. Bra

: from Washington,
i self and spouse: trip
(in his private capacity) D.C. to Louisville and return, May 4-5, 1990

28. LIST ALL SECURITIES, REAL PROPERTY, PARTNERSHIP INTERESTS,
OR OTHER INVESTMENTS OR RECEIVABLES WITH A CURRENT MARKET -
VALUE (OR, IF MARKET VALUE IS NOT ASCERTAINABLE, ESTIMATED
CURRENT FAIR VALUE) IN EXCESS OF $1,000. (NOTE: THE - ~
INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO SCHEDULE A OF THE DIS-
CLOSURE FORMS OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS MAY BE
INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE, PROVIDED THAT CURRENT VALUATIONS

ARE USED.)
DESCRIPTION OF PRQPERTY VALUE METHOD OF VALUATION
1990

personal Residence $285,000 iou:tz ::izzsmenc ( )
on arke
Dominion Resources, Inc. 6,000

o o Be 17,000 Face value (at maturity)
US EE Savings Bonds ' oV e
IRA Bank Deposit/Sovran 19,110 Ca

Bank (self) n valve
IRA Bank Deposit/Sovran 19,110 Cash v

Bank (spouse) .
r . ~
29. LIST ALL' LOANS, MORTGAGES, OR OTHER INDEBTEDNESS (INCLUDING ANY
CONT INGENT LIABILITIES) IN EXCESS OF $10,000. (NOTE: THE
INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO SCHEDULE D OF THE DISCLOSURE
FORM OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS MAY BE INCORPORATED BY
REFERENCE, PROVIDED THAT CONTINGENT LIABILITIES ARE ALSO INCLUDED.)

4

NATURE OF OBLIGATION NAME OF OBLIGEE AMOUNT
Morgage (personal residence) Associates National $90,000 (12/1/90
second Trust (mortgage) American General 15,790

(home improvements) Finance
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30. ARE YOU OR YOUR SPIUSE NOW IN DEFAULT 0OM ANY LOAN, NE3T OR
OTHER FINANCIAL NBLIGATION? HAVE YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE BEEN
IN DEFAULT ON ANY LOAN, DEBT OR OTHER FINANCIAL OBLIGATION
IN THE PAST TEN YEARS? [IF THE ANSVER TO EITHER QUESTION I3
YES, PLEASE PROVDE DETAILS. :

No.

31. LIST SOURCES AND AMOUNTS OF ALL INCOME RECEIVED DURING THE LAST
FIVE YEARS, INCLUDING ALL SALARIES, FEES, DIVIDENDS, INTEREST,
GIFTS, RENTS, ROYALTIES, PATENTS, HONORARIA, AND OTHER ITEMS
EXCEEDING $500. (IF YOU PREFER TO DO SO, COPIES OF U.S. LNCOME
TAX RETURNS FOR THESE YEARS MAY BE SUBSTITUTED. HERE, 8UT THEIR
SUBMISSION IS NOT REQUIRED.) .

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Saiary $132,407 $144,506 $144,255 $153,081 $150,127
Fees, royalties

Dividends 33 153
Interest . 428 396 254 181 285
Gifets 1,500

° Rents
Other-exceeding $500 v
Total $132,835 $144,902 $144,509 '$153, 295 $152,065

32. IF ASKED, WOULD YOU PROVIDE THE COMMITTEE WITH COPIES OF YOUR AND
YOUR SPOUSE'S FEDERAL INCOME TAX RETURNS FOR THE PAST THREE YEARS?

Yes.
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34.

35.

36.

28
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HAVE YOUR FEDERAL OR STATE TAX RETURNS BEEN THE SUBJECT OF
ANY AUDIT, INVESTIGATION OR INQUIRY AT ANY TIME? IF SO,
PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS, INCLUDING THE RESULT OF ANY SUCH
PROCEEDING.

virginia State Return (1981). Interest computed incorrectly.
Assessed additional $76.42

ATTACH A SCHEDULE ITEMIZING EACH INDIVIDUAL SOURCE OF INCOME
WHICH EXCEEDS $500. IF YOU ARE AN ATTORNEY, ACCOUNTANT, -OR
OTHER PROFESSIONAL, ALSO ATTACH A SCHEDULE LISTING ALL CLIENTS
AND CUSTOMERS WHOM YOU BILLED MORE THAN $500 WORTH OF SERVICES
DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS.

None other than listed in response to question 31l.
DO YOU INTEND TO PLACE YOUR FINANCIAL HOLDINGS AND THOSE OF

YOUR SPOUSE AND DEPENDENT MEMBERS OF YOUR IMMEDIATE HOUSEHOLD
IN A BLIND TRUST? [F YES, PLEASE FURNISH DETAILS.

No.

EXPLAIN HOW YOU WILL RESOLVE ANY ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL CONFLICTS
OF INTEREST THAT MAY BE INDICATED BY YOUR RESPONSE TO THE
QUESTIONS IN THIS PART OR IN PART C (QUESTIONS 15 THRU 35).

n/a .
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E - ETHICAL MATTERS

37.

38.

39.

40.

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN DISCIPLINED OR CITED FOR A BREACH OF ETHICS FOR
UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT BY, OR BEEN THE SUBJECT OF A COMPLAINT T9,
ANY COURT, ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY, PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION,
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE OR OTHER PROFESSIONAL GRQUP? IF SO, PRO-
VIDE DETAILS.

No.

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN INVESTIGATED, HELD, ARRESTED, OR CHARGED BY ANY
FEDERAL, STATE, OR OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY FOR VIOLATION OF
ANY FEDERAL, STATE, COUNTY, OR MUNICIPAL LAW, REGULATION, OR
ORDINANCE, OTHER THAN A MINOR TRAFFIC OFFENSE, OR NAMED EITHER AS

A DEFENDANT OR OTHERWISE IN ANY INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION RELATING
TO SUCH VIOLATION? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS.

No.

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN CONVICTED OF OR ENTERED A PLEA OF GUILTY OR
NOLO CONTENDERE TO ANY CRIMINAL VIOLATION OTHER THAN A MINOR
TRAFFIC OFFENSE? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS.

No.

ARE YOU PRESENTLY OR HAVE YOU EVER BEEN A PARTY IN INTEREST IN ANY
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY PROCEEDING OR CIVIL LIGIGATION? IF SO,
PROVIDE DETAILS.

53-019 0 - 92 - 2
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41. HAVE YOU BEEN INTERVIEWED OR ASKED TO SUPPLY ANY [NFORMATION AS
A WITNESS OR OTHERWISE IN CONNECTION WITH ANY CONGRESSIONAL
INVESTIGATIOM, FEDERAL OR STATE AGENCY PROCEEDING, GRAND JURY
INVESTIGATION, OR CRIMINAL OR CIVIL LITIGATION IN THE PAST TEN
YEARS? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS.

.S. inteiligence.
- by staff menbers of Pike Committee investigating U.S s
i:;g - ;:::::t:::: nz staff members of Congressional Committes investigating Billy Carter’s nsociauo:lvlch Ll‘b,ya

(regarding ections taken by others in raaponde to a memorandum I wrote urging Zbignisw Brrerina to prevent

. T om trsveling to Libya).
1985 - ?::-i::e::d{;y FBI and sgn.:- Judlciary Committee during Senate consideration of Stenley Sporkin to be U.S.

Disrict Courc Judqe. 0, or was witness before Senate Salect Committee on Intelligence,

- - Interviewed b rovided depositions t e 1 gence,
198671991 Ho::'.kevr;::enl ys‘efnct Cou\mltr:e on Intelligence, the Tower Commission, the Joint House-Senate Iran-Contra

Committee, the Independent Counsel and the Grand Jury concerning Iran-Contra.

42, HAS ANY BUSINESS OF WHICH YOU ARE OR WERE AN OFFICER, DIRECTOR
OR PARTNER BEEN A PARTY TO ANY ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY PROCEEDING OR
CRIMINAL OR CIVIL LIGIGATION RELEVANT TO THE POSITION TO WHICH
YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS. (WITH RESPECT
TO A BUSINESS OF WHICH YOU ARE OR WERE AN OFFICER, YOU NEED ONLY
CONSIDER PROCEEDINGS AND LITIGATION THAT OCCURRED WHILE YOU WERE
AN OFFICER OF THAT BUSINESS.) - ¢

"

PART F - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

43. DESCRIBE IN YOUR OWN WORDS THE CONCEPT OF CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT
OF U.S. INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES. [N PARTICULAR, CHARACTERIZE
WHAT YOU BELIEVE TO BE THE OBLIGATIONS OF THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE, THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, AND

;ggcéggELLIGENCE COMMITTEES OF THE CONGRESS RESPECTIVELY IN THIS

(See attachment)
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43. Describe in your own words the concept of congressional
oversight of U.S. intelligence activities. 1In
particular, characterize what you believe to be the
obligations of the Director of Central Intelligence,
the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, and the
Intelligence Committees of the Congress respectively in
this process.

Accountability -- with respect to adherence to the law,
relevant Executive orders, guidelines, and regulations, as well
as effective management and performance -- is in my Jjudgment, the
fundamental purpose of congressional review of intelligence
activities.

The mechanism now in place recognizes that the Executive and
Legislative Branches each have legitimate responsibilities and
concerns that must be respected if the interests of the nation
are to be served. At the same time, the current framework
provides assurance to the public that activities which must be
conducted in secrecy will be carried out lawfully, responsibly
and effectively.

Because the National Security Act spells out the obligations
of both the Director of Central Intelligence and the intelligence
committees, I believe it is appropriate simply to cite them. By
law, the Director of Central Intelligence and, implicitly, the
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, are obligated, with
certain caveats, ’

- to keep the two intelligence committees
"fully and currently informed of all
intelligence activities"™;

-- to provide advance notice to the SSCI and
HPSCI regarding significant intelligence
activities, such as covert action operations;

== to furnish any information or material
concerning intelligence activities which is
requested by either of the Committees to
carry out their responsibilities.

== to report in a timely fashion to the
Intelligence Committees any illegal
intelligence activity or significant
intelligence failure and any corrective
action that has been taken or planned; and

- to notify the intelligence and the
appropriations committees prior to certain
funds transfers.

The Oversight Act also obligates the Intelligence Committees
to establish procedures to protect from unauthorized disclosure
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all classified information and all information relating to
intelligence sources and methods furnished to the committees. 1In
my view, this reflects an intent that the protection of our
Nation’s security must be a mutual responsibility.

I believe intelligence agencies must not only be truthful in
discharging their obligations to provide information to the
intelligence committees, but also candid and straightforward.
They must respond promptly and forthcomingly to Committee
requests and attempt whenever possible to help the members of the
Committees and the staffs carry out their responsibilities.

There is broad recognition of the support the Committees
have rendered the Intelligence Community with respect to
resources, protection they afford against abuses, and ability to
bring about improved efficiencies in the Community. While the
oversight process may occasionally lead to difficulties in the
gray area of overlap between Congress’ authorities and the duties
of the Executive, it has been the practice of both the Executive
and the Congress to try to resolve those difficulties in a spirit
of comity and mutual understanding. I fully support the intent
of the Oversight Act to "ensure that the legitimate concerns of
both branches and the Nation as a whole are respected."
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44. DEFINE IN YOUR OWN WORDS THE DUTIES OF THE POSITION TN WHICH
YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED.

(See attached)

45S. PLEASE ADVISE THE COMMITTEE OF ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION,
FAVORABLE OR UNFAVORABLE, WHICH YOU FEEL SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN
CONNECTION WITH YOUR NOMINATION.

None.
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44, Define in your own words the duties of the position to
which you have been nominated.

In few words, the National Security Act of 1947, tasks the
DCI to direct and coordinate the intelligence activities of the
United States and to advise the National Security Council of such
activities; to correlate, evaluate and disseminate within the
government intelligence related to the national security; to
perform services of common concern for the benefit of the
existing intelligence agencies; and to perform "such other
functions and duties as the National Security Council may
direct.”

Focus on the Future

Let me add to these directives my personal views and
elaborate on the emphasis I intend to bring to this important
aspect of the position. At this moment in history perhaps the
- most important challenge for the DCI is to focus on the future.
He must insure that the Intelligence Community accurately
projects the types of issues and problems that will confront the
policymaker five to ten to even twenty years ahead and develops
the investment, collection, analytical and recruitment strategies
that will enable us to deal with an agenda just forming. The
world so familiar to us for two generations has changed
dramatically in a very short time. The next DCI must lead a
fundamental reappraisal of intelligence priorities from a
substantive perspective. He must also evaluate the structure of
the intelligence community and its broad strategies and then plot
a course for the future that best and most efficiently serves our
national interest. 01ld attitudes also must be re-examined. A
DCI cannot do this alone, but only in close collaboration with
the President and senior national security officials and in,close
consultation with the Congress through the Intelligence
Committees. But the DCI must initiate and lead the process.

Providing Intelligence

While planning and organizing for the future, the DCI also
is responsible for providing timely, objective and relevant
intelligence to the President, other policy makers in the
Executive Branch, and to the Congress. I believe this requires
the DCI personally to give painstaking attention to the quality
of our collection and analysis and to ensure that our collection
strategies and requirements process are providing the most
policy-relevant field reporting possible. As the President’s
principal intelligence advisor, I believe the DCI has a special
and personal obligation to ensure that the President receives
straightforward, unvarnished intelligence regarding foreign
developments and bearing on policy issues on the national agenda.

rvisin v iviti
One of the most sensitive tasks of the DCI is that of
overseeing covert activities undertaken by CIA. The decision to
undertake covert action is a policy decision not one for a non
po}icy Agency such as the CIA. CIA is the instrument through
which that decision is implemented. CIA cannot legally, and does
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not, undertake covert action on its own and without a
Presidential Finding. Once the President directs a covert action
to take place, the DCI must ensure that activities flowing from
it are proper and legal, that command and control is effective,
that the effort is planned and managed efficiently, that no
longer effective activities are identified to proper authorities
and their cessation recommended, and that appropriate resources
are requested to enhance the prospects of success. Finally, it
is the DCI’s responsibility to ensure that the intelligence
committees are kept fully and currently informed about covert
actions. We owe it to the policy community to ensure that
congressional consideration of a decision to use covert action
not be influenced negatively by our shortcomings in
implementation -- either in the field or with Congress.

n m

The DCI must take the lead in successfully managing
relations with the intelligence oversight mechanisms. This
includes the authorizing and appropriations committees, the
President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board and the
President’s Intelligence Oversight Board. I have expressed my
views regarding relations with Congress in my answer to another
question. On a somewhat more philosophical note, let me say that
it is an important part of any DCI’s mission constantly to
consider and reconcile the intelligence community’s need for
secrecy with the unique demands of our open democratic society
and political process. :

The DCI must provide effective management of both CIA and
the Intelligence Community, rationalizing and harmonizing the
efforts and budgets of the various components. In a period of
budgetary stringency, maintaining and improving the efficiency of
the intelligence community -- especially in terms of investment
strategy and elimination of excessive redundancy -- demands a
high level of attention from the DCI. At the same time, the DCI
has the responsibility to advise the President and the Congress
as to the resource needs of the Intelligence Community -- and the
adequacy of those resources to meet present and future needs.

The DCI has a special responsibility to "scout the future" and
structure priorities and the Intelligence Community itself
accordingly.

Finally, the DCI must provide leadership for the
Intelligence Community. He must establish an atmosphere of
cooperation and harmony. He must set a high standard for
integrity, objectivity and the lawful conduct of intelligence
operations. He must insist on adequate resources for the
Community to do its work. He must be constructively critical and
lead towards constant improvement. And he must set a positive
example in the relationship with both the policy community and
the Congress.
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AFFIDAVIT

1, Robert Michael Gates , do swear that

the answers I have provided to this auestionnaire are, to the best

of my knowledge, accurate and complete.

e 7, 1791 %M% ’

{oaTE) (NAFE) ]

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of June, 1991.

-"‘"""‘7/}1/
District of Columbla ’
My commission expires May 14, 1993
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

September 9, 1991

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As I discussed with members of your staff this morning, I
have found a typographical error in the responses of Robert M.
Gates to the Supplement To The Committee's Questionnaire
Concerning The Nominee's Knowledge Of The Iran Contra Affair.
The last sentence of the response to question number 22 on page
14 should read "I do not know why this particular piece of paper
apparently never came to my attention prior to November 25."

I appreciate your attention to this matter. Please do not
hesitate to contact me at 456~7054 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,.
e

A

Jémé# w.,D§er
Deputy Assistant fo the President
For Legislativg/Affairs (Senate)

. .

The Honorable David L. Boren

Chairman

Senate Select Committee on Intelligence
Room 211 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510



38.

>

PART I. WHAT WAS YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE DIVERGION AND WHAT

1. According to his interview by the Iran-Contra Committees,
then Deputy Director for Intelligence Richard Kerr recalls
that he recounted Charles Allen's diversion speculation to
you in the period August-Septembef\LSBG and that you told
Mr. Kerr that you wanted to be kept informed about the
matter. (Iran-Contra Report, p. 273) In his deposition for
the Iran-Contra Committees (pp. 542-545) Charles Allen
stated that he discussed possible diversion to the contras
with Mr. Kerr in the August period. 1In your letter to the
committee of 2 March 1987, you wrote "I simply have no
recollection of any conversation with Kerr regarding the
kind of speculation and concern I remember first hearing
from Allen on 1 Octoker 1986." .

Have you had an subsequent recollection of this discussion?
Is there any other CIA official who may have information
about the discussion between Mr. Kerr and Charles Allen and
possibly you, or any documentary evidence reflecting such
discussion?

I have had no subsequent recollection of this conversation that
Nr. Kerr recalls took place in the August-September 1986 time
pericd. I was on vacation from 1-17 August, 1986.. I met with
Mr. Kerr routinely, often many times a day, to discuss a variety
of issues, but I have no recollection that this particular
discussion took place. To my knovlasdge, there is no other CIA
official, other than Mr. Xerr or Mr. Allen, who may have
information concerning whether this discussion took placs. Thers
is no documentary evidence, of which I am awvare, relating to
vhether this discussion occurred and the circumstances of any
such discussion that may have taken place.

2. Allen stated in his Iran-Contra deposition that in March
1986 he saw a memorandum by CIA operations officer George
Cave on a meeting where the Iranian intermediary,

Ghorbanifar, proposed diversion of profits to Nicaraqua. (p.
641)

a. Did Allen mention this memorandum or Ghorbanifar's
proposal to you on October 1?
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I believe Mr. Allen did not mention this memorandum or
Ghorbanifar's proposal to me at our meeting on October 1, 1986.

b. Did you learn of this memorandum or Ghorbanifar's
proposal at any other time before November 25, 19862

I 4id not learn of this memorandum or Ghorbanifar's proposal at
any other time prior to November 25, 1986.

3. A North notebook entry for 8 September 1986 reflects a call
at 1500 from "Charlie" with the following references: "Casey
to call JWP," "Gates supportive," "K calls to Geo - 4 times
Sat, 2 times today."

What is your explanation for this entry?

I have not reviewed LTC North's notebooks and I do not knovw the
meaning of the entry.

4. On September 9, 1986, Allen discussed with North the need to
raise "a minimum of $4 million" to resolve Ghorbanifar's
financial problems and North said it might have to be taken
"out of the reserve." Allen prepared a memorandunm to
Director Casey reporting this September 9 discussion with
North (Allen Exhibit 68). Allen stated in his Iran-Contra
deposition (at p. 803) that he sent a copy of this memo "to
Gates and Mr. Casey."

a. Did you receive this memorandum? If so, what was your
response?

I have no recollection of receiving or reading this memorandun at
the time. Therefore, I made no response to it.

b. Did you subsequently connect it with Allen's discussion
with you on October 1?

Because I do not recall reading this memorandum, I would have no
way of connecting it with Mr. Allen's discussion with me on
October 1, 1986.

5. A North notebook entry for 30 September 1986 refers to a.
*1300 mtg w/Mike L." followed by "Call Charlie Re letter to
Gates." What is your explanation for this entry?

I have not reviewed LTC North's notebooks, and I do not xnow the
meaning of the entry.

6. You stated at the 1987 DCI confirmation hearings that
Charles Allen's statements to you on October 1, 1986,
regarding a possible diversion were based on "indications
from intelligence information that there had been some

2
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harging and perhaps some cheating" which you "did not
::ﬁzidergpagticulgrly unusual in an international arms deal"
and on the involvement of "the same private individuals" in
both the Iranian affair and the private funding for the
contras. (pp. 75-76; see also pp. 87-88, 162) 1In your
testimony to the SSCI on December 4, 1986, you also stated
that Allen's concern was based on what he was "reading about
in the intelligence." (p. 109) You made a similar statement
to the Tower Board (p. 17) and in your deposition for the
Iran-Contra Committees. (pp. 8-15)

a. Was your knowledge of this reporting based solely on
Allen's description, or did you see the intelligence
reporting on price discrepancies upon which Allen's
description was based? .

My understanding of the meaning of this reporting wvas based on
Mr. Allen's description of tha intelligence that he received. I
therefore relied on Mr. Allen, as an analyst, to describe and
synthesize the raw data. While I received a number of sensitive
intelligence reports on the Iran affsir, they came irregqularly
over a period of months, and I did not keep them to review or
examine as a body. I scanned them very quickly and often did not
look at them at all. The individual reports vere often confusing
and, as Allen has testified, "unless you understand the codes you
couldn't determine what was occurring.” 1In sum, what I knew and
understood of the reporting was due solely to Allen's
description.

b. At his meeting with you on October 1, what other
information besides intelligence reporting did Allen
mention as an indication of overcharging or cheating?

As I recall, Allen mentioned no source other than the raw
intelligence reporting described in 6 a. above as an indication
of overcharging and cheating at the meeting I had with him on
October 1, 1986.

7. Did Allen mention to you on or before October 1, or did you
learn at any other time before November 25, 1986, that in
August 1986 Allen received a "frantic call " from the
Iranian intermediary, Ghorbanifar, who expressed concern
about overpricing and his resultant financial problems, and
that Allen called North to report what Ghorbanifar said?
(see Allen Iran-Contra deposition, pp. 676, 689-691) -

I believe Mr. Allen did not mention to me on October 1, 1986, nor
did I learn at any other time before November 25, 1986, that in
August 1986 Mr. Allen received a "frantic call" from Ghorbanifar.
I also had no knowvledge before November 25, 1986 that Mr. Allen
called LTC North to report this information.
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8. Allen stated in his Iran-Contra deposition that Oliver North
insisted that CIA operations officer George Cave defend as
legitimate the prices charged to the Iranians, that in
August North proposed printing up a2 new price list to
justify those prices, and that Allen and Cave were very
concerned about this proposal. (pp. 671-675, 773-779) Did
Allen inform you on or before October 1, or did you learn at
any other time before November 25, 1986, that North may have
done this?

I believe that Mr. Allen did not inform me on or before October
1, 1986 that in August of that year LTC North proposed printing a
new price 1list to justify the prices charged to the Iranians for
certain military equipment. Further, I.had no contemporaneous
independent xnowledge of LTC North's reguest to Mr. Cave at any
other time before November 25, 1986.

9. In his deposition for the Iran-Contra committees, Allen
stated that he believed by the end of August, 1986 that it
was "the NSC" that had put a price on the arms with the
intermediaries and that "there must have been a very heavy
price charged by the NSC to the financiers." (pp. 676-677)
Did Allen inform you on or before October 1, or did you
learn at any other time before November 25, 1986, that the
"NSC" may have done this?

I believe that Mr. Allen A4id not mention the NSC in this
connection at our meeting on October 1, 1986, and I had no
information to this effect until after November 25, 1986.

10. Charles Allen stated in his Iran-Contra deposition that,
when told by Allen on October 1, 1986 about the possible
diversion, you said "that in the past [you] had admired
Colonel North because of his work in crisis management and
things of this nature, but that this was going too far, anad
asked that [Allen] see the Director." (p. 588) Allen also
stated in the same deposition that, when Allen discussed the
possible diversion with you and Director Casey on October 7,
you "talked about [your] admiration for Colonel North as a
man who gets things done, but that this was going too far,
if this was true."” (p. 594) Do you recall making these
remarks?

I do not recall making these remarks about LTC North. I am
aware, however, that Mr. Allen has stated that he remembers my
having done so. Although I have been reminded of Mr. Allen's
recollections in the Comnittee's interrogatories, I have no
recollection of makXing these statenments.

11. You stated in your Iran-Contra deposition that Charles Allen
made "no reference in any of his discussions" to anyone in
the United States Government being involved in activity

4
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related to a possible diversion. You stated that you did
not ask North about the diversion at your lunch with him and
‘Director Casey on October 9, 1986 "because there was no
suspicion at that point even by Allen that he or anybody
else at the NSC was in any way associated with that
speculation” about a possible diversion. (p. 13) You made a
similar statement to the Tower Board (pp. 17-18) How do you
reconcile these statements with the above remarks about
North "going too far" ‘cited in Allen's deposition?

As I stated in response to interrogatory number 10 above, I do
not recall making these statements about LTC North to Mr. Allen
or anyone else prior to November 25, 1986. I did not, therefore,
question LTC North about the diversion at: the October 9, 1986
lunch because, as I have previously atated, I was unaware of any
suspicion at that point that LTC North dor anybody else at the N8C
wvas in any way associated with Mr. Allen's speculation about a
posaible diversion of funds paid by the Iranians to support the
Contras. I was not aware of any evidence at any time during this
period of involvement in such a diversion by CIA, N8C or U.S.
Government officials, nor was any concern expressed to me about a
violation of law. I regarded the information he gave me as
worrisome, but extraordinarily flimsy. .

12. A North notebook entry for 1 October 1986 refers to a "1230
Call from Clarridge" with a subsequent apparent reference
"Gorba: Divert onto other enterprise."

I have not reviewed LTC North's notebooks, and I do not know the
meaning of the entry. Although I have no context from which to
comment intelligently on its intent or purpose, I will try to
respond to the questions posed.

a. Is there any connection between this entry and Charles
Allen's meeting with you on 1 October where Allen
discussed a possible diversion?

I do not knov if there is any connection between this entry and
Charles Allen's meeting with me on October 1, 1986.

b. Did you discuss this matter with Dewey Clarridge on
October 1? ) .

Assuning that "this matter" means Mr. Allen's speculation about a
diversion of funds paid by the Iranians to support the Contras, I
do not recall discussing this matter with Mr. Clarridge on
October 1, 1986, and believe I did not. I have reviewed my phone
log and calendar for that day, and Mr. Clarridge's name does not
appear on either docunment.
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c. Do you know whether Charles Allen or any other CIA
ermployee discussed this matter with Dewey Clarridge on
October 1?

I do not kno¥ whether Mr. Allen or any other CIA ezmployee
discussed this matter with Mr. Clarridge on October 1, 1986.

d. What time of the day was your October 1 meeting with
Allen?

According to my calendar, nmy meeting with Mr. Allen was scheduled
for 5:00 p.m. on October 1, 1986.

13. A CIA Memorandum for the Record dated 3 October 1986 and
initialed by you reflects that you met with Admiral
Poindexter on Thursday, 2 October 1986. It states: "There
was discussion of a special Iranian project. Have Tom
Twetten and Charlie Allen call me."™

a. In your letter to the Committee of 2 March 1987, you
stated that you "have no recollection of the specifics
of this discussion, but I do not:believe I raised the
concerns Allen expressed to me the previous day because
the DCI had not yet been briefed by Allen as I had
‘directed him to do."™ Can you recall, however, why you
wanted Twetten and Allen to call you?

I 4o not recall why I wanted Mr. Twetten and Mr. Allen to call
ne. It may have been related to LTC North's trip to FPrankfurt,
which was mads in connection with the Iranian initiative.

b. what did you subsequently convey to Tom Twetten or
Charlie Allen?

I do not remember what I conveyed to Mr. Twetten or Mr. Allen.

c. on this or any other occasion prior to November 25,
198(5) sic, did you discuss with Tom Twetten any of the
matters that Allen discussed with you on 1 October? 1If
so, please explain.

I do not racall doing so.

14. You and Director Casey had lunch with LTC North on October
9, 1986, eight days after Charles Allen raised his concern
with you that proceeds from the arms sales may have been
diverted to the contras, and two days after he reiterated it
to you and the Director. You have testified that at the end
of that lunch, as you were about to leave the table, LTC
North made a "cryptic remark® concerning "Swiss bank
accounts and the contras."
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a. . Can you explain why this remark would not trigger your
recollection of Allen's concern expressed two days
before? .

I 414 not make a connection betwesn Mr. Allen's concerns of
October 1 and LTC North's cryptic remark about Swiss accounts and
the Contras made at the end of ths Octocber 9 lunch for a number
of reasons. First, to the best of my reccllection, Mr. Allen
never mentioned to me or speculated that anyone in the U.S.
Government, including the CIA, NSC or the White Eouse, was
involved in the possible diversion of funds paid by the Iranians
to support the Contras. Mr. Allen's chief concern was -
operational security. B8econd, as the lunch vas breaking up, LTC
North made this comment at the end of a.conversation dealing with
the shoot down of the Easenfus plane in-Nicaragua -- not in
connection with the Iran project. I was uneasy about the remark,
hovever, and vent back into Mr. Caszey's office after lunch to see
if he had understood what LTC North had been saying and if wve
should be concerned by it. He had not heard or picked up on the
remark at all. He seemed unconcerned, and so I d4id not pursue it
further. Third, I joined the previously arranged Casey-North
luncheon because of Mr. Hasenfus' claims made in the media that
morning that he had vorked with CIA people.” Ry focus was on
this issue and a meeting Mr. Casey and I were to have with the
leadership of the Intelligence Committees that same afternoon on
Mr. Hasenfus' assertions. .

b. The Iran-Contra hearings disclosed that, during this
same period, North had made arrangements for a third-
country donation to the contras through a Swiss bank
account. In light of this disclosure and the context
of your luncheon discussion, do you believe North may
have been referring to this third-country donation?

I 4aid not know whether LTC North was referring to this thira-
country donation when ne made the statenment about Swiss accounts
and the Contras. .

c. Were you aware on 9 October 1986 that U.S. officials
had solicited donations to the contras from this or any
other country?

I had heard rumors of donations to the Contras by other
countries, including having seen media accounts, but, to the best
of my recollection, I vas unavars that the U.8. Government was
soliciting such donations at that time. I recall that I believed
on October 9, 1986 that LTC North was facilitating contact
between potential private donors in this country and the Contra
leadership.
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At his trial, LTC North gave the following testimony
concerning his October 9, 1986 luncheon with you and
Director Casey:

"NORTH:...When I got back Director Casey, if I remember
correctly, called me out to lunch at the CIA and at that
luncheon we discussed the Hasenfus aircraft shootdown and
after -- as I remember, afterwards he told me that -- Mr.
Furmark was the man's name, who was describing these, he's
an old friend of Director Casey, had told Director Casey
that he or his friend knew that there was a connection
between the Iranian initiative and aid to the Nicaraguan
Resistance and my recollection is that he told me at that
point to start cleaning things up, . to get rid of things that
weren't necessary because he and.I both realized that
revelation which eventually occurred- in November would mean
all of these operations would become in doubt.

Q: Did anybody besides the late Director Casey and you
attend that lunch?

- NORTH: My recollection is that Mr. Gates was there for
at least part of it. I don't recall whether he actually sat
there for lunch or not but I do recall Mr. Gates being at
least in and out...

Q: Do you recall Deputy Director of the CIA Gates
being present when Mr. Casey told you to clean up the
operation?

NORTH: I don't recall whether he was there or not. I
truly don't. I just -- I know that he was there for at
least part of, maybe all of, the lunch and may well have
come and gone. I don't -- I really don't recall that...

Q: ...What did Director Casey tell you he meant by
'clean things up'?

NORTH: Well, he specifically told me to get the
airplanes out of the countries where there were
prepositioned in Central America that we had been using for
the resupply effort for those many months and get the pilots
out, gat all of that cleaned up specifically because I
believe this is right on the next day or two after the
shootdown of the resupply aircraft.

Q: ...Did he say anything else that you should do in
order to clean up this operation?

NORTH: ...There were a lot of thinqs we talked about
but the two things that stick in my mind were the business
about the aircraft and the operation which we had been
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running in Central America and the business about Mr.
Furmark having told him that there was a connection between
the Iranian operation and the aid to the resistance that was
about to be revealed.

Q: Was Mr. Gates present when Mr. Casey told you about
Mr. Furmark's conversation with him?

NORTH: I do not recall whether he was there or not.

Q: [Referring to an earlier statement by the witness)
...When you say Director Casey was of course aware of that,
you mean the use of Iranian arms sales money for the
contras?

NORTH: Yes, sir.
Q: 1Is that something you had told him?

NORTH: ...It would have been back in probably January
or very early February of 1986 before the first transaction
of that kind actually occurred. . Lo

Q: Had you told that same thing to Deputy Director of
the Central Intelligence Agency Gates, that Iranian arms
sales money was being used for the:contras?

NORTH: I do not specifically recall telling Mr. Gates
that at any point, at any time in the whole process up
through the end of the operation.

Q: Did Gates -- was Gates.-- Deputy Director Gates
_present when Director Casey said that his friend Furmark had
said something about a connection between the Iranian
operation and the contras?

NORTH: I truly don't recall whether he was there for
that...I don't remember." (transcript, testimony of Oliver
L. North, April 12, 1989, Docket No. CR 88-80, United States
District Court for the District of Columbia, pp. 7553-7556)

" Were you present during any of the conversations between LTC
North and Director Casey which LTC North has testified took
place during the course of the luncheon at CIA on October 9,
1986? If so, what do you recall about these conversations?

I would like to point out that LTC North's trial testimony as
reported here regarding the substance of Mr. Casey's October 7
telephone discussion with Mr. Purmark is fundamentally different
from what Mr. Casey told me and stated in his memorandum for -the
record about this conversation. Mr. Casey did not tell me that
Mr. Purmark "Xnev that there was a connecticn between the Iranian

9
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initiative and aid to the Nicaraguan resistance."” In fact, Kr.
Casey did not mention anything about a diversion when he told me
about his conversation with Mr. Purmark. Mr. Casey's memorandum
regarding his meeting with Mr. Purmark makes no mention of a
diversion of funds. Purther, to the best of my recollection, LTC
North never told me that Iranian arms sales money was being used
for the Contras. i

puring the lunch, LTC North briefed Mr. Casey on his recent
meetings in Prankfurt with Iranians representing a new channel to
senior officials in Tehran. Three subjects were discussed in my
presence: 1) the recent meeting with the Iranians; 2) the
security of the project; and 3) the downing of the private
benefactor supply plane in Nicaragua and. the capture of Eugene
Hasenfus. s

citing his conversation with Mr. Furmark, Mr. Casey expressed his
concerns about the operational security of the Iran project, and
there vas, as I recall, considerable discussion about the change
of Iranian channels and the unhappiness of private investors
associated with the first channel. I believe Mr. Casey told LTC
North he should get this straightened out. In this comnection,
Mr. Casey 4id not say, in my presence, anything about getting
wairplanes out of countries where they vere prepositioned in
Central America.” I told Mr. Casey, in LTC North's presence,
that he should insist on getting a copy of the January 17
Pinding, and LTC North said he would try to arrange it.

The conversation, as I recall it, then turned to,the Hasenfus
shoot down, which was the primary reason I was interested in
meeting with LTC North. "The morning of October 9, Mr. Hasenfus
said at a press conference that he believed he worked with people
that he thought were CIA employees. There was a furor in the
press and in the Congress about this, and there were many
allegations and questions concerning CIA iavolvement. Mr. Casey
and I were to brief the leadership of the two Intelligence
Comnittees on this issue that afternoon. While we had assurances
from our people that CIA was not invelved, I asked LTC North, as
2 cross-check, if there were any CIA involvement, direct or
indirect, in the private funding effort on behalf of the Contras.
He told us that the CIA was "completely clean'" of any contact
vith those organising and funding the operation. Because of the
allegations in the press of CIA wrongdeing with respect to the
Contras, I made a record of LTC North's comments concerning the
absence of Agency involvement.

I left Mr. Casey's office before LTC North, and do not know what
may have been discussed after my departure. '

16. In a memo transmitted to you and to the DCI, dated 14
October 1986, Allen discussed the likelihood that
Ghorbanifar would publicly state that “the Government of the

10
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United States, along with the Government of Israel, acquireq
a substantial profit from these transactions, some of which
profit was redistributed to other projects of the US and of
Israel.” (Allen Exhibit 76) You stated in your Iran-
Contra deposition that you "interpreted it" to mean that
Allen "became less certain about what was going on or about
his speculation here and therefore couched it in more
general terms," but that you "did not ask him." (p. 978)
Please explain why you did not seek clarification from
Allen.
At the time, there 4id not seem to be a reason to ask Mr. Allen
for further clarification. It is important to keep in mind that
the reference cited above was one sentenceé out of a seven page
single spaced memorandum. Mr. Allen hag been tentative about hi,
suspicions in our discussion on October 1. While Mr. Allen's
concerns about problems with the Iran initiative and operational
security were spelled out in great detail in his memorandum of
Octobar 14, I interpreted his memorandum's much more vague
forsulation concerning a posaible diversion and his attribution
of that to what Ghorbanifar might say if he went public as
indicating that Mr. Allen bhad become even more uncertain about
what he had described on 1 October as ''sheer speculation.”

17. In an Iran-Contra committee deposition, then CIA General
Counsel David Doherty stated that in his meeting with you on
October 15, 1986, you discussed Allen's speculation about a
diversion "to provide assistance to the rebels in Central
America,* and that you "mentioned speculation on
contributions from other countries as well.® You have
testified that you recall advising the General Counsel
concerning Allen's speculation about a diversion. (SsCI,
2/87, p. 40) Do you recall making the additional statement
to Doherty about contributions from other countries?

No, I do not recall making the additional statement to Mr.
Doherty about contributions from other countries.

18. Where specifically did you travel on your "tour of the
Middle East™ from October 17-30, and for what purpose? Did
you have any communications with anyone at CIA HQs on the
subject of the diversion during your travel? with any other
person during the course of your travel?

I have included my itinerary for this trip in a classified annex.
I had no communications with anyone at CIA Headquarters or any

other person on the subject of the diversion during the course of
Ry travel. '

19. You have testified that sometime after you returned from the
trip on October 30, 1986, you met with the General Counsel
. Dave Doherty who assured you orally that the Agency was
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"clean" and that you had taken the appropriate action in
bringing the matter to the attention of Admiral Poindexter.
You have also testified you were unaware of what the General
Counsel did to arrive at these conclusions. (SSCI, 12/4/86,
as reprinted in SscI, 2/87, p. 110) Doherty has testified
that, in fact, he did no investigation at all to arrive at
these conclusions, nor did he understand that you had asked
him to undertake such an investigation. (SScI, 12/18/86, p.
53) He simply reacted to your description of the facts.
Were you aware that the General Counsel had done nothing at
all to carry out your instructions? Why did you not inquire
as to the basis for his conclusions?

As I stated in earlier testimony, I told our General Counsel to
review the Iran project to ensure that the CIA was not involved

in anything illegal. I do not think it is accurate to say the -
General Counsel did "nothing at all" to carry out my

instructiona. While Mr. Doherty did testify in his deposition
that he did not undertake a factual review of the situation
because of the compartmentation of an ongoing operation, he did
provide legal analyais and advice based on the facts that I
provided to him prior to my trip om October 17. I followed Mr.
Doherty's advice that we should get all the information we had to-
Admiral Poindexter and recommend to him that the White House
Counsel review the project to ensure that it vas proper. Had Nr.
Doherty recommended that we go to the Attorney General, or take
another course of action, I would have given his advice great
veight and strongly endorsed that recommendation to Mr. Casey. I
requested Mr. Doherty's legal analysis out of an abundance of
caution to affirm CIA compliance with the law, and I followed his
advice about appropriate steps to take with the information
availadble to me at the time.

20. In an answer to questions for the record submitted to the
House Committee on 12/23/86, you stated, "At the time of the
October 17 meeting between Charles Allen and Roy Furmark, I
was on my way to the Middle East. I returned from the -
Middle East on 30 October and learned at some point soon
thereafter the general information that had been obtained
from Mr. Furmark in the meetings of 17 and 22 October. 1In
fact, I was confused about precisely what was reported in
which meeting until preparations were undertaken for
Congressional testimony within the last two weeks. I knew
only that Furmark had reported in some detail the
unhappiness of Canadian investors and that he had reported
that Ghorbanifar had expressed the belief that some of the
Iranian money was going to Central America." How do you
reconcile the last statement with your testimony that you
did not learn anything more about the diversion between your
meeting with Charles Allen on October 1 and the Attorney
General's announcement November 25?

12
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When I testified before the Senate Intelligence Committee on
December 4, 1986, I said that I recalled the rurmark-Allen
meeting in New York only because I bad read about it in a
chronology during the day or two prior to my testimony. I do not
recall ever seeing the memorandum for the record of the meeting
on October 17 or of being advised before November 25 of Mr.
Purmark's report of Ghorbanifar's belief that some Iranian money
had gone to Central America. As I have testified elsevhere, I
do not recall having received any indication of a diversion other
than what Mr. Allen speculated to me on October 1 and the general
reference in his memorandum of October 14 to the possibility that
Ghorbanifar might ellege that profits from the transactions with
Iran had been redistributad to other proj,ct-.

In testimony before the House Intolliq.hco Committee on December
10th I described what information was dvailable to some pecple at
CIA -- though in this case not presented to me -- during that
period. By early December I had learned of the existence of Xr.
Furmark's comments to Mr. Allen in October about Ghorbanifar's
concerns.

I was unclear myself during this periocd about what Mr. Purmark
had said and when he said it. In my 88CI testimony of 4
December, I unknowingly incorrectly characteriszed the Casey-
Prurmark conversation of October 7. I corrected the record. I
made the same error in talking to the House Committee staff, and
corrected that in my testimony of 10 December. I never net Mr.
Furmark, never talked to him, and wvhat I later learned was
second- or third-hand. 1Indeed, as the 23 December 1986 response
to the House question accurately states, "I was confused adout
precisely what wsa reported in which meeting until preparations
vere undertaken ‘or Congressional testimony within the last two
veeks."

To my knowledge, Mr. Purmark's contact with Mr. Casey on October
7 vas unrelated to speculation of a diversion. The significance
of the conversation was twofold: (1) the fact that private
investors, some of wbom were foreigners, were financing and
appeared to knov a considerable amount about a highly sensitive
government covert activity and (2) the possibility that the
unbappiness of the private investors might become an operational
security problen should they go public with the fact of the arms
for-hostages exchange.

21. According to Doherty's testimony before the SSCI and in his
interview with the Iran-Contra committees, a meeting was
held in your office in early November when he was permitted
to read the January 17, 1986 Finding (which had only
recently been given CIA) for the first time. Attending the
meeting wvere Clair George and Tom Twetten. What do you
recall about this meeting?
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According to my calendar, I was scheduled to meet with Dave
Doherty, Tom Twetten and Clair George at 10:00 a.m. on November
12, 1986. My calendar indicates that the topic of the meeting
vas to be "Iran." I do not recall anything about the meeting.

22. In a memorandum addressed to the DCI and to you, dated 7
November 1986 (Allen Exhibit 84), Allen recounted a meeting
with Roy Furmark in which he discussed the belief of the
Canadian investors "that they have been swindled and that
the money paid by Iran for the arms may have been siphoned
off to support the Contras in Nicaragua." Did you receive
this memorandum or learn of its substance prior to November
25, 1986? If so, what do you recall having done about it?
If not, what is your explanation for not receiving this
memorandum which was addressed to you?

I do not recall seeing the Allen memocrandum of 7 November 1986 or
learning of its substance prior to November 2S5, 1986. CIA has
located the copy of the memorandum that went to my office, but I
have never recalled rcading it prior to November, 25. I do not
know wvhy this particular piece of paper apparontly came to my
attention prior te November 25.

23. A CIA chronology dated 21 November, 1986 makes no reference
to Allen's meeting with you on 1 October and a subsequent
discussion of,a possible diversion. Another CIA chronology
prepared in December includes those references. 1In his
deposition to the Iran-Contra committees (p. 862-869) Allen
explains this difference in terms of his being only a
participant in drafting the earlier chronology, while he
took the lead in drafting the later chronoclogy. Can you
shed any additional light on why the earlier chronology had
failed to mention the October 1st discussion with Allen?

I 4id not personally prepare any CIA chronologies. I directed
that chronologies be prepared to bring together all the facts
about CIA's involvement and help frame the testimony Mr. Casey
was going to give. I do not know why one version of the >
chronology mentioned the October 1 discussion with Mr. Allen and
another 4id not. e

24. According to your letter of 2 March 1987 to the Committee,
the Attorney General advised Director Casey on the evening
of November 24, the evening prior to his public announcement
confirming the diversion of funds, that he had found the-
North memo suggesting a diversion had taken place. When was
this information also given to you? In your March 2, 1987
letter to the Committee you state that "no evidence remotely
resenbling the North memo ever came to my attention, or, to
the best of my knowledge, to the attention of any other CIA
officer." By this statement, do you mean that no
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information, written or verbal, providing reliable

confirmation of the diversion ever came to your attention?
7 daid not learn that the Attorney General had found the North
memo referred to until the Attorney General's announcement on
.November 25, 1986¢.

I was in 8an Francisco on official business from November 23-26,
1986. I believe that documents reflecting my travel during the
past ten years have been provided to the Committee under separate
cover. If not, I will be happy to provide them. I learned of
the Attorney General's findings at the same time as the general
public. I think my letter speaks for itself, but I will attempt
to rephrase vhat I meant by the statement "no evidence remotely
resembling the North memo ever came to my attention, or, to the
best of my kmowledge, to the attention-of any other CIA officer."
By this statement I meant that no evidence comparable to LTC
North's memo--that is, first hand knovledge of a U.8. official
who knows or has access to sufficient relevant facts--ever came
to my attention.

25. According to Oliver North's schedule, you were to meet with
him and a group of other officials on Iranm at 11:00 a.m. on
Tuesday, November 25, 1986, shortly before the Attorney
General's press conference announcing the diversion. Did
that meeting take place? 1If so, what occurred at the
meeting? If not, can you recall what the purpose of the
meeting was to have ‘been?

I vas not a participant in any such meeting and I do not know
whether this meeting took place. 1If it did, I d4id not attend: as
I stated in response to interrogatory number 24 above, I was in
8an Prancisco at the time. I cannot explain my name being on LTC
North's calendar inasmuch as my trip vas a long-planned oane.

PART II. WEAT WAS YOUR ROLE IN PREPARING DIRECTOR CASEY'S
TESTIMONY OF NOVEMBER 21, 1986, DID YOU VIEW IT THEN,
OR DO YOU VIEW IT NOW, AS MIBLEADING?

1. In your letter of 2 March 1987 to the Committee addressing
particular allegationa, you state that you prepared a note
for the DCI to send to Admiral Poindexter on November 12,
1986, in response to a request from the House intelligence
committee for a briefing. 1In the note you say you "urged
that CIA not appear unless we could brief on the finding and
CIA's full operational rcle." (Although you note that the
Committee received a copy of this note, it could not be
located. Please provide a copy.) How did Admiral
Poindexter respond to your request?
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As I recall, Admiral Poindexter orally approved the request to
brief the Committee on the Finding and the CIA's full operational
role.

2. Director Casey left the country on November 17, 1986 asking
you to take charge of preparing his testimony for November
21 on the CIA's involvement in the Iran arms sales. Where
did Director Casey go, and why did he choose this critical
juncture to take an overseas trip? Wwhat communications dia
you have with him during his ‘trip?

Mr. Casey vas travelling on a previously scheduled trip to
several countries in Central America. It would have been better
for Mr. Casey not to be out of the country at this time. I
believe I called Mr. Casey once while he was away to suggest that
he should return sooner than he had planiied, As it turned out,
apparently Admiral Poindexter had called him earlier to request
that Mr. Casey return to the U.8. on Kovember 19.

3. You have previously testified that you gave instructions
that the Casey testimony be confined to the role of the
Agency, and that the statement not attempt to defend
Administration policy on this. (SSCI, 12)4/86, p. 108) Can
you recall why you gave this instruction? Did it stem from
your own misgivings about the policy (see SsSCI, 2/87, p.
182) or what may have occurred in this operation that you
did not know about, e.g. the speculation involving an
illegal diversion of funds?

My instructions that Mr. Casey's testimony be confined to the
role of the CIA and not attempt to defend Administration policy
resulted from an effort to focus the written testimony to
Congress on the facts as best we knew them at the time. I
thought, at the time, that by putting the facts on the table
candidly and thoroughly at the outset, we could avoid a crisis of
confidence with the Congress and a long, drawn out investigation.
The reason I d4id not want Mr. Casey's testimony to be a defense
of administration policy was that I thought it would be
inappropriate for him to defend the policy because formulation
and defense of policy is not CIA's job. I thought it preferable
to have the written testimony focus on the facts concerning the
CIA role and have Mr. Casey reserve any discussion of the policy
concerns for the question and ansver session following the
prepared testimony.

v

4. Despite all that had transpired prior to the Director's
testimony (see Part I above) with respect to speculation
over a possible diversion, despite the number of CIA
employees involved in the preparation of the testimony who
were aware of this speculation, and despite your own
apparent concern over such diversion, the Director's
testimony made no mention of the possibility. You have
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asions that, in essence, you had

occ :
testified on ceVera ation which was too insubstantial to

only one person's specul
warrant inclusion.

ur letter to the Committee of 2 March 1987, you
2 §2k§:v1e;ged that while they made no written input to
Director Casey's testimony, four CIA officers (Allen,
Twetten, Cave, Clarridge) vere involved in oral
discussions involving the testimony. At least two of
them (Allen and Cave) were aware of the speculation
concerning the diversion. Are you aware whether
Twetten and Clarridge also had knowledge of the
speculation prior to November 21, 1986? If so, please
explain. L.

I do not know now, and I did not Xnow then whether Mr. Clarridge
or Nr. Twetten knew of the speculation of the diversion prior to
November 21, 1986.

b. Relatedly, David Doherty had awareness and glso -
participated in the development of the testimony. Yet
none of the three (Doherty, Allen, Cave), apparently,
suggested that such speculation be"included in the
Director's statement? How do you explain this?

As the testimony was in the process of being prepared, there wvere
neetings with many people discussing the details of the Iran
initiative and who Xnew what pieces of information. I do not
recall, hovever, any discussion about Mr. Allen's speculation of:
Octocber 1 or its inclusion in the testimony. As Interrogatory.
number S below points out, Mr. Doherty and Mr. George recall an
instance during one of the meetings in which I asked Nr. Casey
whether he had any knowledge of a diversion, or words to that
effect. The focus of the ;cotinga, as I recall, was on the factas
of CIA's role.

5. Clair George and General Counsel Doherty remember an
exchange that occurred during a meeting at CIA Headquarters
on 20 November, 1986 to prepare the Director's testimony for
the next day. According to the description in your. Iran-
Contra deposition, you turned to Casey and asked if he had
any knowledge of any kind of diversion, or words tc that
effect. Doherty is said to have spoken up to say there has
been some speculation to that effect. And Casey is reported
to have said words to the effect, no, I.don't know anything
about that. You stated in your Iran-Contra deposition that
you do not remember this exchange, but that "because two of
the 15 or 16 pecple on the room recall the same thing, it is
probably worth putting on the record." (pp. 1019-1020)

Do you have an} further recollection of this episode?
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1 still do not recall this episode. - .

6. You have testified that when it came to preparing the Casey
testimony regarding the November, 1985 flight, there was
puch uncertainty in terms of what CIA's role had been and
what its knowledge had been. (SSCI, 2/87, p. "148) 1In
particular, you have testified that you were concerned about
North's suggestion that the Casey testimony say the request
for assistance came from the Israelis rather than from
himself. You insisted this be changed and you have
testified the White House acquiesced. (Iran-Contra dep.,
pp. 50-51) But in Casey's prepared testimony, the fact that
the request for assistance came from North is not mentioned
at all. Why was this omitted, particularly after your
effort to correct the statement that had been suggested by
North? -

In the last draft of Mr. Casey's testimony that I saw (1200, 20
Novezber), the text specifically stated that "In late November
1985, the NSC asked our officers to recommend a charter
airline..." I do not know when or why this reference was
subsequently deleted from Mr. Casey’s testimony, While the last
draft of the testimony I saw contained many more operational
details concerning the role of individuals and the NSC, the final
draft had many more details concerning the weapons involved in
the airline shipment. The CIA is trying to locate a complete
copy of the 1200, 20 November draft.

7. You have also testified that a key focus of the debate
surrounding the preparation of Casey's testimony was whether
anyone in CIA or the U.S. Government knew that the November
1985 flight had carried missiles. (Iran-Contra dep., p. S5)
You testified that Casey had stricken the reference in the
early draft of his statement that "no one in the U.S.
Government"” knew what the planes were carrying. (Iran-
Contra dep., p. 53) But in terms of CIA's knowledge, you
have testified that the facts were not clear at the time.
(Iran-Contra dep., p. 55)

Rather than acknowledge the conflict within CIA or State
that some CIA employees believed the November, 1985 flight
was carrying missiles, however, Director Casey's prepared
statement provided only that CIA had been asked to ’
"transport bulky cargo to an unspecified location in the
Middle East," and..."{w)hen the plane got to Tel Aviv, the
pilots were told the cargo was spare parts for the oil field
and it was to go to Tabriz." Thus, the statement itself
avoided any reference to awareness by anyone at CIA
headquarters whether the airplane was carrying either oil
drilling equipment or HAWK missiles. When Senator Leahy
subsequently asked Casey during the questioning about CIA's
knowledge that the plane was carrying 18 HAWK missiles, he
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that "the people on the airplane were told that
:ﬁﬁ;aﬁgge oil fieidppagts,“ but said that he wanted to look
{nto it further. (See Report of Iran-Contra committees, p.

303)

. Accepting your testimony that CIA was unsure of the
* factg sugrgunding the November, 1985 flight, do you
continue to regard Casey's testimony on th@s point as
wa fair statement of what we knew at the time," as you
previously described it (SSCI, 2/87, p. 145)? .

In the days leading up to Mr. Casay's November 21 testimony,
there va-yqrovinq gncsrtlinty in CIA about who in the Agency had
Xnown what was on the plane at the time. the November 1985 flight
had taken place. Ths afternoon of November 19, 1986, General
Counsel Doherty came to me saying he had heard that the pilot of
the proprietary airplane, perhaps the Chief of station in a
Buropean country and others might have known contemporaneously
what vas on the aircraft. Because of this uncertainty and the
need to obtain additional information, ve decided to delete any
referance to exactly who knew what about the flight because of
the likelibhood of getting it wrong. -

Further, subssquent to my earlier testimonies, I have been told
by one of the drafters of the testimony that the sentence '"No one
in the U.8. Govarnment" knew what the planes were carrying wvas
never in the draft testimony. I beliesve this language appeared
only as a rssult of Mr, Casey writing it on a copy of a draft
chronclegy that we carried with us to the White House on Noveamber
20, after LTC North or Admiral Poindexter made a statement to
that effect at that meeting. I believe Xr. Casey's handwritten
note vas not included in any formal chronology or any draft of
his statement.

Accordingly, given the uncartainty and confusion on this point by
November 19-20, I believe it vas reasonable to wait to address
this issue until the CIA had a clearer ides of the facts. It vas
this issue in particular that prompted the inclusion of the
statement toward the end of the testimony that ve were still
combing our records and would promptly report any new information
that came to light.

b. According to the Iran-Contra committee interview with
David Doherty as part of preparing for the testimony of
Director Casey, he had called former CIA General
Counsel Stanley Sporkin concerning the cargo aboard the
November, 1985 flight, and Sporkin confirmed the plane
carried missiles. Were you aware of this confirmation?
Why would Sporkin's recollections not have been
reflected in the statement?
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No, I was not avare of Mr. Doherty's conversation with Mr.
gporkin. I do not know why Mr. Sporkin's recollections were not
reflected in Mr. Casey's statement. The record is not clear
vhether Mr. Bporkin vas referring to vhat was known at the time
of the flight or within a few days thereafter because Mr. gporkin
vas not advised of the flight until after the flight occurred.

g. In your testimony about the planning meeting that occurred
at CIA on November 17, 1986, you said you gave instructions
that John McMahon and Ed Juniewicz, the former Deputy
Director and Assistant Deputy Director for Operations,
respectively, be contacted to obtain their recollections of
the early period. (Iran-Contra dep., p. 49) Both had
personal knowledge of the November, 1985 flight. Do you
know whether their contributions-were actually solicited for
purposes of preparing the testimony as you directed?

1 4id not know at the time but I have subsequently learned that
John McMahon and Ed Juchniewicz were contscted regarding their
xnovledge of the November 1985 flight.

9. Notably, the Casey statement makes no mention of the
December 5, 1985 Finding requested by McMahon, drafted by
sporkin with the help of three CIA lawyers (Bernie Makowka,
George Clark, and EQ Dietel) who were still on the General
counsel staff, which retroactively authorized the assistance
CIA provided, and expressly authorized the provision of
n"certain foreign materiel and munitions" for "American
hostages".

You have testified that you attended a meeting in John
McMahon's office on December 5, 1985 where a DO officer
confirmed that a Finding had been signed authorizing the
Agency's earlier activity. (SsCI, 2/87, p. 12, 148) The DO
officer who made this statement also was still a CIA
employee. Relatedly, Director Casey had sent you a memo
regarding preparation of his testimony, dated November 16,
1986, before he left town, asking you, among other things,
to check with Stan Sporkin, the former General Counsel,
about his recollections of this matter. (See Gates Exhibit
3, in Iran-Contra dep., p. 1058) Sporkin had prepared the
December 5, 1985 Finding.

You have explained the omission of the 1985 Finding
essentially as an oversight by those who were busy putting
the facts together. (SSCI, 2/87, p. 148) But can you shed
any further light on why none of the reccllections of
persons who were very familiar with the 1985 Finding, some
of whom were still employees of CIA, was not be brought to
bear on the testimony?

20



58

testified before, in November 1986 I had no independent
::cglg:::ion of the December 5, 1985 meeting until Mr. McMahon's
assistant reconstructed her notes from that time. B8he 4id not Ao
that until November 28, 1986, & week after Mr. Casey testified.
Thus, I had no recollection of the effort to get a finding in
December 1985 at the time the testimony was being prepared. I do
not know why others did not speak up and urge inclusion, except
for possible uncertainty in November 1986 as to vhether a Finding
had ever heen signed in November-December 1985.

nspector General report of January 7, 1987 states
f:g::d;tt:;n: ISto date) "what remains unanswvered on the basis of
material currently available to the Inspector General is whether
the initial rinding drafted by the Agency on 26 November 1985 was
actually signed by the President and subsequently superseded by
two rindings signed in January 1986 or simply never signed at
all.'' The Tower Board also could not be sure the Pinding had
been signed. 1Indeed, evidence available to the Board suggested
that the rinding had not been signed. (Report of the President's
Special Review Board at III-10 (Pebruary 26, 1987)).

It is not at all clear from Mr. Casey's nmemorandum dated November
16, 1986 that his reference to Stan Sporkin was related to the
December 5, 1985 Finding. 1Indeed, the context suggests that the
reference may well refer to Mr. Sporkin's views on non-
notification of Congress.

10. The President had held news conferences on November 13 and
19, 1986, where he asserted there had been no "arms for
hostages." The wording of the December 5, 1986 Finding
belied those assertions. We now know that the
"chronologies" prepared by the NSC during the same period
purposely omitted any reference to the December 5 Finding.
(See Iran-Contra Committee report, p. 300) We also know
that Admiral Poindexter on November 21, 1986 destroyed the
only signed copy of the December 5 Finding because it would
have been politically embarrassing for the President.
(Poindexter testimony, 7/15/87, pp. 42-44). Are you aware
of any information that would indicate a decision on the
part of Admiral Poindexter, Director Casey or anyone in the
Reagan Administration to deliberately withhold mention of
this Finding in the Casey testimony of November 21? If 80,
Please explain.

No, I am not avare of any such informationm.

11. At your April 10, 1986 confirmation hearing as Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence, you had the following
exchange:

"SENATOR LEAHY. Dr. Gates, if you became aware
that others in the CIA, whether the Director or anybody
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else, had given us misinformation, either. intentionally
or negligently, on matters that come within our

jurisdiction, would you correct the testimony that had
been given to us?

MR. GATES. You have my assurance that I would do
so.®™ (SSCI, 4/10/86, p. 45)

In the questioning of Director Casey on November 21, 1986,
the folloying exchange took place regarding the January 17,
1986 Finding and the discussions which had led up to it:

"SENATOR BYRD. Now, that discussion, the
discussion which led up to the‘decision that there
should be a Finding [on January 17)...began as early as
December, as I understand. ™

MR. CASEY. Yeah, I think maybe even earlier.
Maybe late December.

SENATOR BYRD. You mean late November.

MR. CASEY. HNovember. After the shipment had been
completed and had been authorized, and we said we're
not going to do this again without a Finding, and then
I think they started talking about the kind eof Finding,
and when." (transcript, p. 69)

Thus, not only did Director Casey's statement avoid mention
of the December 5, 1985 Finding, but he expressly states in
questioning that the November activity had been accomplished
without a Finding. Were you later made aware of this
exchange? If so, did you regard it as "an intentional or
negligent" effort to conceal the existence of the December
sth Finding from the Committee? If so, what actions did you .
take? :

-

No, I was not aware of this exchange between Mr. Casey and
Senator Byrd. I did not accompapy Mr. Casey to the Hill when he '~
testified, and he did not brief me on the specifics of his
remarks. Further, I did not review a transcript of his

testimony, and thus I 4id not know precisely what was said by MNr.
Casey or the Committee members. ’

12.

In his testimony before the Iran-Contra Committees, LTC
North stated that Director Casey clearly knew that the
November, 1985 flight was carrying HAWK missiles at the time
his testimony was being prepared. (See Iran-Contra
hearings, 7/7/87, pp. 95-100) If this is true, Director
Casey would appear to have deliberately misled the Committee
on November 21, 1986, by saying "[a]s far as I can find out,
the Agency did not know what it was handling at that time®?
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cript . 36) Do you have any reason to believe Casey
é:::ngn Ngvémger 21, 1986, that the CIA proprietary aircraft

was carrying HAWK missiles?

I believe Mr. Casey did know on November 21, 1986 that the
:::ériotlry aircraft was carrying HAWK missiles. Hovever, as I
said in Interrogatory number 7 above, it vas still very unclear
on November 21, 1986 who, if anyone, from the Agency had
contemporaneous knowledge (November 1985) of the nature of the
cargo. I do not know whether Mr. Casey had contemporaneous
knowledge of the cargo.

13. Casey's prepared testimony on November 21 makef no mention
that private persons (e.g. Secord, Hakim) are involved in
the operation, referring only to -"U.S. officials" or "the
U.S. side.” During questioning, the following exchange
takes place:

"SENATOR EAGLETON. ...And don't you also have
intelligence information...that General Secord who is
one of these private warriors that ships arms around
the world, has shipped $125 million worth of material,
armored personnel carriers, to Iran, prior to this
incident [the November, 1985 flight] that is before the
Committee? -

Mr. CASEY: I don't have the specificity of that
in my own mind, but we do know and do believe that
Secord has been doing business with the Iranians in
arms. Other people all over the world have been doing
that." (transcript, p. 50)

Subsequently during the hearing, Senator Bradley asks about who
on "the U.S. side" did the translating at a February, 1986
meeting with the Iranians held in Germany. According to the
report of the Iran-Contra committees (p. 218), Albert Hakim, a
Farsi speaker, had been brought in by Secord from Geneva to do
the translation at this meeting. But the Senator's inquiry is
answered as follows:

"SENATOR BRADLEY. The point is, who at this
meeting spoke Farsi?

MR. CASEY. They had an interpreter.
SENATOR BRADLEY. They had an interpreter?
MR. CASEY. Yeah...I understand there was an

interpreter who lived in Geneva. They later superseded
him by our interpreter.
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MR. (CHARLES] ALLEN. We understand one of the
Iranian intermediaries who spoke English did the
interpreting.

{SENATOR BRADLEY. The Iranian intermediary?
MR. CASEY. Yeah.

SENATOR BRADLEY. So the U.S. Government went to

this meeting but did not have its own Farsi speaker, is
that correct?

MR. CASEY. That's right; yeah, that's right."
Lo (transcript, p. 82)

These responses appear to have been an attempt to avoid revealing
to the Committee the involvement of Secord and Hakim in the Iran
jnitiative, in much the same way as the prepared statement. Were
you subsequently made aware of these responses by the Director?
It so, did you regard them as misleading? If so, did why did you
not feel obliged to report them to the Committee in accordance
with your earlier assurance (see question 11, above)?

No, I was not subaequently made aware of these responses by Mr.
Casey to Senator Bradley's queations. He 4id not discuss them
vith me, and I did not reviev a transcript of his testimony. The
last full draft of Mr. Casey's testimony that I saw (1200, 20
November) referred specifically to Hakim, noting that he had been
tasked to maintain contact with the Iranians. I do not know why
the reference to Hakim in the draft I saw wvas deleted.

14. Although Casey's prepared statement acknowledges that the
nNSC" participated in the negotiations with the
Iranians, the names of Poindexter and North are never
mentioned. During questioning, Casey is asked more
specifically about NSC involvement:

"SENATOR BRADLEY. Could you tell me who in the
‘Executive branch participated in [the development of
the January 17, 1986 Finding] -- in the White House?

MR. CASEY. I can'é be sure.

SENATOR BRADLEY. - You can't be sure?

MR. CASEY. No. You know, I am sure the NSC vas
involved in it . Who.at the NSC worked at it --

SENATOR BRADLEY. The NSC was involved?
MR. CASEY. Yeah.
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SENATOR BRADLEY. And who on the NSC participated?

MR. CASEY. I really can't tell you all who might
have been in. I would be just guessing..." (p.76)

SENATOR BRADLEY. Has Mr. Poindexter participated
in this venture any place outside the United States?

MR. CASEY. Not that I know of. I don't think so.

SENATOR BRADLEY. Did he meet any Iganians? Did
he meet with any Iranians outside the United States?

MR. CASEY. I can't answer that, Senator. I
haven't got his diary. = ;

SENATOR BRADLEY. Pardon?

MR. CASEY. I haven't got his diary. I don't
know. I can find out.

SENATOR BRADLEY. Could you find out and tell us?

MR. CASEY. I suspect that he met with Israelis in
the United States but not outside the United States. I
suspect that he did not meet with Iranians, although he
may have met with them in the United States. He didn't
meet with them out of this -- :

SENATOR BRADLEY. Could you provide that for the
record?" (transcript, p. 80)

Were you subsequently made aware of this exchange? 1If so, did
you regard the Director's responses as misleading? If so, why
did you not report this to the Committee pursuant to your earlier
pledge (see question 11)? f

No, I was not subsequently made avare of these responses by Mr.
Casey. He did not discuss them with me, and I did not reviewv a
transcript of his testimony.

15. Director Casey's prepared statement omits any discussion of
the operational problems which occurred as part of the arms
gales to Iran. For example, it does not identify the
Iranian intermediary as Manucher Ghorbanifar, nor advise the
Committee of CIA's previous assessments of him as
untrustworthy and unreliable. It does not mention CIA's
concern with the use of Secord and Hakim as interlocutors.
While the statement did provide precise information on the
weapons CIA had obtained and shipped to Iran, and how much
CIA itself had been paid for these weapons, the statement
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makes no mention of what the Iranians had paid through the
intermediaries, nor does it discuss the complaints of the
Iranians in terms of the quality of the weapons they were
receiving. Nor does it mention the problems with the
original investors which Roy Furmark had made known to CIA
in October and November. All of these facts were known to
CIA at the time but were omitted from the Director's
statement.

You have previously testified that these omissions were
simply a matter of judgment by those who put the testimony
together, but that you regarded Director Casey's testimony
as "a fair statement of what we knew at the time." (sscI,
2/87, p. 145) Given these particular omissions, do you
continue to stand by that characterization?

As I have said, I regret that Mr. Casey's testimony on November
21, 4id not contain a more complete account of the CIA's role in
the sale of arms to Iran. 1In retrospect, we should have sought a
postponement of the November 21 hearing until those preparing the
testimony had assembled more information relating to the CIA's
role in the operation. I did consider doing 'so, but concluded
that a delay would not be politically acceptable. However, the
testimony included a specific statement that the Agency was still
searching its records and would report any further information.

The CIA was hampered in its fact finding by the compartmentation
of the Iran initiative and the very short time frame in which it
had to put together the disparate facts of this complex, highly
compartnented oparation. Those drafting the testimony had not
been involved in the operation and were vorking from chronologies
that d4id not reflect many of these operational problems. The
statement was obviously incomplete, but it was an accurate
reflection of what was known by those preparing the statement at
the tinme.

The last full draft I saw (1200, 20 November) had more details
and names than 4id the testimony as delivered. I do not know why
Mr. Casey made these dsletions. .

16. You have testified that Casey told you that he had advised
Admiral Poindexter on October 15, 1986, or sometinme
thereafter that LTC North should get a lawyer. (SSCI,
2/87/, p. 41) You have also testified that on tweo
occasjons, Director Casey told Poindexter that he should
have White House Counsel review the legality of the entire
initiative. (SSCI, 2/87, pp. 40-41) Both actions would
suggest a clear concern with regard to legality of the
activities undertaken by LTC North.

Yet, when it came time to preparing the Director's testimony
of November 21st, you testified in your deposition before

26



64

Iran-Contra committee (p. 53) that_you relied upon
ggith's description of the CIA's role in the Iran arms sales

prior to January 17, 1986.

i the
In fact, there were problems with at least two of
provisiéns in the first draft of the Casey statement that

North had suggested.

ou have testified that you were so concerned with
géiigzsysuggestion that the testimony say that the Israelis
(rather than North himself) had requested CIA assistance
that you insisted on raising this at the White House nmeeting
to discuss the Casey testimony on November 20th. According
to your testimony, North's proposed language was dropped
without objection from Poindexter. (Iran-Contra dep., PP.
50-51)

Second, you testified before the Iran-Contra committee
(Deposition, p. 53) that Casey himself struck out language
suggested by North that "no one in the U.S. Government" knew
what was on the November, 1985 flight:

Given your general concern about North's possible legal
liability (and a possible desire to protect himself), why
did you rely upon him to provide an accurate description of
CIA's role?

First, I wvant to clarify vhat the question characterizes as our
"general concern about North's possible legal liability (and
possible desire to protect himself)." Mr. Casey 4id not speak to
Admiral Poindexter in my presence about LTC North talking to
counsel, and vhen he indicated to me that he had made the
suggestion, it was not clear whether he had been referring to the
White House Counssl or privats counsel. More importantly, the
suggestion to Admiral Poindexter about having the White House
Counsel reviev the Iran initiative was cast, as I recall, in very
broad terms, to address the propriety of the Iran project, not to
focus on possible violations of law by any individual.

8econd, for the record, the issue over who had requested the
assistance of the CIA proprietary in November 1985 and the
language "no one in the U.8. Government" knew what was on the
November 1985 flight was developed in the context of a.chronology
being prepared as a working tool, not as part of the text of Mr.
Casey's testimony. One drafter of the testimony advised me
(subsequent to earlier testimony) that this phrase wvas never in a
draft of Mr. Casey's statement. No sentence 1liks this appears in
the 1200, 20 November draft testimony--the last one I reviewved.
Mr. Casey brought a one-page chronology of CIA's involvement in
the Iran affair to the 20 November meeting in Admiral
Poindexter's office. One entry on that chronology indicated that
Do one in CIA had known what vas on the plane. Either Admiral

27



65

poindexter or LTC North (I do not recall vhich one) observed that
wpo one in the U.8. Government" knev, and Mr. Casey wrote that on
pis chronology, but to the best of my knovledge it never appeared
in the draft statements being prepared for hfl testimony.

specifically to respond to the question, it is a fact that the
people vho vere drafting the testimony on behalf of the CIA diad
not have direct knowledge of the events of fall of 1985 and had
to work with LTC North in compiling a chronology for that period.
At the time, he was the person most knowledgeable about these
activities, and there was, then, no basis to exclude him from the
preparation.

17. According to White House internal pemos dated November 16
and 17, 1986, you, Clair George,.and Jeff O'Connell were to
meet with Admiral Poindexter and LTC North at 4:00 p.m. on
Wednesday, November 19, to discuss Director Casey's
testimony. This would have preceded the meeting on the 20th
where Director Casey was himself present. According to your
letter to this Committee of February 25, 1987, the purpose
of the meeting was to have Clair George brief Poindexter on
his briefings to the SSCI and HPSCI staffs of the previous
day. Do you recall why this was done? What do you recall
about this meeting?

Although I do not recall specifically why this was done, I
believe it was so that Mr. George could provide Admiral
Poindexter with a description of what issues were of primary
concern to the Committees. I do not recall whether Mr. Casey's
testimony was even discussed. It is common practice for
intelligence officials to brief policy makers on the concerns of
congress, especially inasmuch as Mr. George had briefed the
committee staffs on CIA's part in support of a foreign policy
initiative that had become controversial.

18. On the morning of November 21, immediately before the SSCI
hearing at which Director Casey was to appear, the Chairman
and Vice Chairman of the SSCI were to meet with Admiral
Poindexter concerning the same series of events. With
respect to what cargo had been on the November, 1985 flight,
the Chairman and Vice Chairman were told essentially the
same story by Admiral Poindexter that Casey gave the
Committee a few hours later:

-- both said they had only learned the day before that
there may be U.S. knowledge of the November, 1985
flight;

-- Dboth said that the U.S. only learned in January, 1986
that the cargo may have been military equipment;
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--  both said they wanted to check the facts and get back
to the Committee. (See Iran-Contra Committee report,

p. 302)

Senator Warner, in his questioning at your prior
confirmation hearings, (SSCI, 2/87, pp. 44-45) asked
whether, given the similar statements of both men, there had
been any coordination between the two men on what they would
say about the November, 1985 flight. You replied:

"I know that, or I belleve, that drafts of the
testimony -- a draft -- was provided to the NSC. My
impression has always been that it was more in terms of
a part of the effort to get the facts right as opposed
to coordinating a line, if you will, to take."

a. Were you aware that Poindexter was meeting with the
cCchairman and Vice Chairman of the SSCI before Casey's
testimony.

To the best of my recollection, I was not avare of this meeting.

b. You attended the meeting on November' 20th at the White
House with Casey and Poindexter. Was a purpose of that
meeting to go over Casey's testimony to ensure that
Poindexter would not say anything contradictory to the
Committee leadership?

As far as I was concerned or knevw, the sole purpose of our
attendance was to settle the question of who asked for the
proprietary in November 1985. There vwas a discussion undervay
vhen we arrived between the Attorney General and Admiral
Poindexter on the events of early fall, 1985. We A4id share a
chronology of CIA's involvement. The Attorney General and
Assistant Attorney General Cooper were present the entire time I
wvas in the room.

c. How do you explain the similarity in their statements
concerning the November, 1985 flight?

1 cannot explain the similarity in the statements concerning the
November 1985 flight.

19. On November 19th at a press conference, President Reagan had
stated that there was no U.S. involvement in the November,
1985 weapons shipment. Do you remember any discussion at
the meeting with Poindexter on November 20th, that the Casey
testimony must conform with the President's public statement
of the previous day?

No.
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20. In your lftter to the Committee of 2 March 1987, you wrote:

"I regret that the DCI's statement of 21 November
did not contain a more complete account of:.CIA's role
in the NSC's Iran initiative. -In retrospect, we should
have sought a postponement of the 21 November hearing
until those preparing the testimony had assembled more
of the facts relating to CIA's role. I did consider
doing so, but concluded that a delay would not be
politically tolerable {words omitted] [presumably “"the
statement"] that was produced for the November 21
hearing was as accurate as we could make it under the
circumstances..."

Do you continue to stand by tﬁt} assessment?

Yor the reasons set forth in the ansvers to the previous
questions, I believe that the teatimony, though incomplets, was a
fair statement of what the drafters of the statement and I knew
at the time. As I have stated previously, the people who were
drafting the testimony d4id not have first-hand knowledge of the
events of the fall of 198S. In my role as DDCI, I provided
strategic direction for the preparation of the testimony until
Mr. Casey returned from his trip and assumed this responsibility.

Indeed, I 4id not even see, prior to the November 21 hearing, any

draft subsequent to the Adraft labeled "1200 November 20." As I
recall, Mr. Casey prepared subsequent drafts himself. As I wrote
to the Chairman of ths S8SCI on March 2, 1987, I .learned sometime
later that Mr. Casey had changed -~ indeed, Adeleted, ~~ a good
deal of the statement himself, without consulting me, after the
last draft I saw.

. b *
PART III. WHAT KNOWLEDGE DID YOU HAVE OF THE NSC'S OR THE
' O . V. 0!

1. A March 12, 1986 entry in the North notebooks reads:
-=- "Call from Clarridge
(deleted) Green -- to DDI -- at Langley
-=- Two Brits w/FDN -
- No Nanmes '
== CIA been info a"

As the DDI at that time, can you shed any light on the
meaning of this notebook entry?
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ave not revieved LTC North's notebooks and therefore I am-
zoguctnnt to speculate on the meaning of the entry cited in your
question. From the text of the excerpt, it is not clear whether
the term "DDI" refers to me as the Deputy Director of
Intelligence or to the Directorate of Intelligence vh&chuis
commonly referred to as the “DDI" rather than as the "DI" by
people both inside and ocutside the Agenocy.

. According to a memorandum dated May 14, 1986 from Vincent M.

2 Cannistrgro to Admiral Poindexter (see Poindexter Exhibit
49), one of the agenda items for his May 15, 1986 meeting
with you and Director Casey was the "status of Ollje's
ship." The memo reflects that North had first offered to
lease the ship (the Erria) to CIA for six months and then
had proposed another arrangement, “the specifics of which are
not clear from the text. The memo goes on to say that CIA
has rejected this suggestion because a former Agency
officer, Tom Clines, was involved with the ship. This is
confirmed in a CIA memo prepared for the DCI prior to the
meeting. (See Appendix A, Vol. 2 Iran-Contra Affair Source
Documents, p. 963) .

The U.8. Government was attempting at that time to odtain the use
of a Navy ship for a compartmented covert action program .
unrelated to Central America. The only reason any ship other
than a U.8. Government ship was under discussion at all was
because ths Navy had not responded to the interagency request.
The Committes's question seems to suggest that I had access to
Mr. Cannistraro's memorandum dated May 14, 1986. I did not see
his memorandum; in the CIA memorandum I received prior to the
meeting with Admiral Poindexter, there vas a reference only to
efforts to obtain a Navy ship. I was not avare of any specifics
of the ship heing propossed by LTC North for charter or
acquisition. 1In fact, my recollection is that he was simply
suggesting use of the charter ship as an alternative to the Navy.
The idea vas, as I recall, not seriously considered by the
Interagency group because of the Navy's reluctance to protect the
ship against retaliation.

a. What do you recall about this episode?

I bave no recollection of this meeting, and neither Mr. Casey nor
I prepared a Memoranduam for the Record after the meeting nor 4id
I make notes. CIA files contain a copy of the briefing material
prepared for Mr. Casey and for me prior to the meeting. Mr.
Casey made some notes on his copy as the meeting proceedead.

There is no mention of the Erris in his handwritten notes, which
are included herevith together with the other briefing materials.
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b. specifically, were you aware that the Erria had been
used to deliver arms purchased through General Secord
to the Contras in 1985?

1 vas unawvare at the time that the Erria had been used to dseliver
srms purchased through General Secord to the Contras in 1985, I
did not learn the particulars until the investigation by the
gelect Committees. I recognize that the Select Committes report
found that CIA was avare of the ship's use to transport arms, but
this information was not brought to my attention. Our Office of
Inspector General considered various issues related to the Zrria
ip its report on the Agency's support to the Contras. (S8ee the
ansver to question 10 below.)

c. Did the fact that LTC North was pressing CIA to lease
or buy the ship suggest to youd that he was involved in
the operational side of the "private benefactors"
activities?

I 4id not make this connectiocn at all. I was avare only of LTC
North's suggestion in an interagency forum for charter of a
private ship for an entirely different purpcse. I have no
recollection that he was pressing CIA to lease or buy the ship.

3. In a memorandum for record dated 11 July 1986, relating to a
meeting with Admiral Poindexter, you wrote that you had
raised the subject of Vince Cannistraro's remaining on the
NSC staff which Poindexter had requested. But you noted:

"I also repeated our concern that ghould Vince
take over the Central American account, that he have
nothing to do as a CIA employee with the private sector
people Ollie had been dealing with in support of the
Contras."

a. What was your understanding of the activities North had
engaged in with the "private sector people" that would
not have been proper for a CIA employee? What caused
you to state this concern?

b. In your Iran-Contra committee deposition, you described
your understanding of LTC North's role vis-a-vis the
"private benefactors®", in the following exchange:

"MR. GATES. Most of what I knew I knew from
allegations in the newspapers. My understanding of
wvhat he was doing at the time was that he was basically
holding the hand of the resistance leaders, offering
them political advice and staying in touch with then,
that he was encouraging, with presumably others in the
White House, encouraging private Americans to donate
monay to the contras, and I presumed that he had a role

32



70

in putting those two groups in touch with one
another...

tween North
Q. Were you aware of any connection be

and the private benefactors as of October 1986?...0ther
than North's general involvement with fundraising?

MR. GATES. And in an advisory capacity, no,
certainly not in an operational sense...” (pp. 30-32)

If your understanding of LTC North's role vis-a-vis the
'prgvate benefactors” was as you stated it to the Iran-
Contra committees, then in what way did these activities
cause you concern should they be assigned Mr. Ccannistraro?

puring this time, it was widely known that LTC North vas in
contact with private benefactors, including Americans. The
Boland Amendment and CIA's policy directives forbade Agency
enployees from having any contact with private benefactor
activities in support of the Contras. Mr. Cannistraroc was a CIA
employee on assignmant to the NSC. In accordance with my concern
that all CIA employees comply not only with the letter but with
spirit of the Boland proscriptions, I wanted to make it very
clear to Mr. Cananistrero and to the NSC that I d4id not want even
the appearance that CIA was in eny contact with the private
Azerican benefactors.

4. In a PROF note from Admiral Poindexter to LTC North dated
July 26, 1986, Poindexter writes: "I did not give Casey any
such guidance. I did tell Gates that I thought the private
effort should be phased out. Please talk to Casey about
this. I agree with you."

In your letter to the Committee of 2 March 1987, you wrote
that you "have no recollection of such a conversation with
Poindexter. But this communication occurred at a time when
planning was underway at the NSC to phase out the private
benefactor program, following Congressional approval of $100
million for support to the Nicaraguan resistance, and to
prepare for CIA's assumption of operational responsibility
under the new legislation. More specifically, also under
discussion at that time was & restructuring of the NSC staff
responsibility which would have removed all responsibility
for Central America from Lt. Col. North and transferred it
to another officer on the NSC staff..."

a. When you wrote that "planning was underway at the NSC
to phase out the private benefactor program,® what was
your understanding of the "program" being phased out?

Ky understanding was that because of new legislation that would
provide the Contras with $100 million dollars in aid, the White
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House concluded that the private benefactor effort to help the
contras simply would no longer be necessary.

-b. Similarly, when you refer to LTC North being removed
from responsibility for Central America, what was your
understanding of the roles he had been playing vis-a-
vis the "private benefactors?"

My understanding was that LTC North.spont some of his time and
effort encouraging private citizens to donate money to the

contras, and I sssumed he had a role in putting those two groups
in touch with one another.

c. In his testimony before the Iran-Contra committees,
Admiral Poindexter described his ‘conversation with you
as follows: ~

"My recollection is that when I eventually spoke
to the CIA, I don't believe I spoke to Director Casey.
I think it was Mr. Gates. And I simply indicated to
him that there was an effective private logistics
operation and that they ought to look into the
possibilities of taking that over and didn't get into
the details with Mr. Gates, whether it would be
purchased or given or what sort of arrangements might
be worked out." (Poindexter testimony, July 20, 1987,
pp. 260-261)

Earlier, in his deposition, Poindexter had recalled:

%I believe I did talk to Gates. And I went over
the arquments about why it would be useful to do that
[for CIA to buy the assets]; and Bob said, 'Let me
check into it,' or something like that." (Poindexter
deposition, May 2, 1987, p. 1182)

Do either of Admiral Poindexter's recollections cause you to
remember this conversation? If so, what do you recall about
it? What, if anything, do you otherwise recall about North
and Poindexter's efforts to arrange the sale of these assets
to CIA?

. do not recall this conversation.

e At the North lunch on October 9, 1986, you asked him for
assurance that CIA employees were in no way involved with
support to the "private benefactors® who were assisting the
Contras. You received such assurance and committed it to
writing afterwards. You subsequently conveyed such
assurances to the Committees. In light of the testimony
that ensued in the Iran-Contra investigations, particularly
as it related to the activities of the CIA station chief in
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ta Rica and other CIA locations in Central America, did
;33 come to feel that North had lied to you when he conveyed

this aseurance?

ch on October 9, 1986, LTC North told Nr. Casey and me that
::.::n'll no CIA involvement in the private benefactor effort.
My recollection of the conversation is that LTC North told us
that "CIA vas clean." Bubsequent investigations by our Office of
Inspector General, by the Select Committees, by the Tower Board,
and by a Special Counsel appointed by Judge Webster all found
that, despite explicit instruction to the contrary, a CIA officer
in costa Rica was in unreported contact with private benefactor
supporters and LTC North from the fall of 1985 through the fall
of 1986. LTC North did not tell me of these contacts in response
to my question. -~

6. In your deposition to the Iran-Contra committees, you denied
any knowledge of the role of Joseph Fernandez in assisting
the "private benefactors," or that he was receiving
instructions from LTC North relative to such assistance.

(p. 29) 1In May, 1986, however, during a visit to the
region, the C/CATF became aware that Fernandez was in
frequent contact with the private benefactors and was
providing them certain types of assistance. (See testimony
of C/CATF, 8/5/87, pp. 110-113) On May 28, 1986 shortly
after you became DDCI, a cable was sent from CIA
Headquarters to Fernandez reaffirming Agency policy on
providing materiel or monetary support to the
"representatives" of the contras. (Ibid., p. 111) This
cable was followed by another cable to Fernandez on July 12,
1986, saying that the assistance he proposed to give to the
private benefactors would violate Agency policy and the
Agency's commitments to the Congress. (C/CATF Exhibit 33,
reprinted at p. 648.

Were you aware of either cable, or the events which prompted
them?

The cables aent on May 28, 1986 and July 12, 1986 were not
provided to me, and it is unlikely that I would have seen thex.
To avoid violating Congressional prohibitions, Agency policy
clearly stated that our employees should have no contact with the
private benefactors, and I expacted that these instructions would
be made available to our employees and that our employees would
comply with both the letter and the spirit of the proscription.

7. In LTC North's notebooks, there is an entry on the 13th of
October, 1986 apparently summarizing a meeting North had
with "RVS et al", presumably Richard V. Secord. One of the

"boxes" under this meeting heading was a notation as
follows:
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"W.J.C./-Bob G. .
-- Vulnerabilities if RVS becomes public/ SAT public;

-- Rob Owen =-- (unintelligible)

-~ FBI Investigation} SAT/

--  Customs invest.}"

pid LTC North ever discuss with you any of the subjects
mentioned in this notation? 1If so, please explain when this

occurred and what you were told. If not, can you explain
why the notation appeared in this form in the notebooks?

LTC Morth dia not discuss these -ubjecg;‘vith ne.

In General Counsel Doherty's interview (See Tab #5), he
stated that in his meeting with you on October 15 or 17,
1986 you teold him that the FBI was doing an investigation of
Southern Air Transport and that the FBI's investigation of
SAT involved the Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance Office.
According to Doherty, your concern was "that the FBI in the
pursuit of its investigation of the NHAG aspect of SAT's
activities, stumbled onto the Iranian operation." (p. 5)
Doherty added that he impressed upon you the importance of
not going to the FBI to foreclose or to delay their
investigation. 1Is this account accurate?

-- Please describe what you learned and did with respect
to the FBI investigation of Southern Air Transport,
including any discussions with other persons about
possible delay of the investigation.

I have no specific recollection of my discussion with Mr. Doherty
beyond what I bave said in previous testimony. Beyond my
conversation with Mr. Doherty, I do not specifically recall any
conversation or activity with respect to the PBI investigation of
Southern Air Transport.

9.

Did you ever come to believe that Clair George or other CIA
employees may have provided misleading information by
assuring the intelligence committees after the Hasenfus
crash that:

"I would like to state categorically that the
Central Intelligence Agency was not involved directly
or indirectly in arranging, directing or facilitating-
resupply missions conducted by private individuals in
support of the Nicaraguan democratic resistance..."?
(George transcript, HPSCI, 10/14/86, p. 4)
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o to the committees.

1f so, why did you not report this

consiéteni with the assurance you provided at your Apgil,
1986 confirmation hearings (see Part II, question 11)?

of my knowledge, and according to his own subsequent
::::?:o:;:tcllixycoorqo'sqstatemont to HPSCI on October 14, 1986
wvas made without knowledge of Mr. Fernandes's activities. At the
time Mr. George testified, I believe CIA senior management was
not yet avare that Mr. Pernandes had been in unauthorized contact
with private benafactor supporters and LTC North. As you recall,
I discussed the state of our knowledge on this iassue in the
answers to supplemental questions submitted to me by the 88CI on
February 12, 1987, vhen I stated as follows:

"The only activities wvhich I am avare of that may have
had the purpose or effect of providing illegal or
upauthorigzed assistance to the Nicaraguan resistance involve
the actions of one of our officers in aupport of the
Nicaraguan resistance during late 198S and 1986.

On 13 January 1987, I informed the Chairman and Vice
Chairman of this Committee that we had uncovered that this
individual had violated Agency policy--but not necessarily
the law--governing our involvement with the Nicaraguan
resistance. .

On 22 January, I vas informed by CIA's Inspector
General that our officer may have misled us in earlier
interviews and conversations regarding his activities. I
telephconed the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the two
oversight intelligence committees to inform them of this

within an hour of being apprised myself (emphasis added)."

The Committee should alsc be aware that, on December 29, 1986, a

menorandum was provided to the HPSCI by the Agency which reported
that ve had developed information supplementing that provided by

Nr. George on Octocber 14, 1986. The concluding paragraph of that
mexmoranduam states as follows:

“As you know, the Deputy Director for Operations
and the Chief of the Central American Task Force testified
before the Committee regarding the Hasenfus matter on 14
::tob:r 1986. That testimony does not reflect what we now
ow., °

I believe that the provision of the memorandum, the telephone
calls to the Committee within an hour after learning facts
myself, and my request that the CIA Inspector General pursue
additional investigation (see question 10 below) reflect my
efforts not only to develop all the facts but also are consistent
with my assurance given to the Committee at my April 198¢
confirmation hearings.
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10. You testified at your DCI confirmation hearing in February
1987 that you had instructed the CIA Inspector General to
reinvestigate certain activities by CIA officers in Central
America and that you had not read the results. (pp. 89,
165) You stated in your Iran-Contra deposition (p. 1033)
that there was some concern about the CIA Inspector
General's initial Iran-cContra inquiry and that you wished
nthat some of the things that they have learned in the late
spring [of 1987) they had learned earlier, in January and
February." Please provide an unclassified summary of the
Iran-Contra matters that were uncovered and reported by the

CIA Inspector General as a result of the reinvestigation you
ordered. .

The Inspector General's inquiries concerning the Iran-Contra
issue were undertaken over a period of time. The initial
investigation, completed on 7 January 1987, focused primarily on
U.8. Arms sales to Iran. One seven page portion of that report
focused on the reported diversion of funds to the Contras. At
the time the report was completed we had only the first
glimmerings of Mr. Fernandez' activities.

A second IG investigation, which focused entirely on

Mr. Fernandes's activities, was then conducted and was completed
on 24 April 1987. Thereafter an additional inquiry into the
covert action program supporting the Contras was undertaken and
vas completed on 11 August 1987. The foreword to the third 16
report summarizes these activities succinctly.

"The review of the Contra covert action program is an
outgrowth of an earlier investigation by the Office of
Inspector General (OIG) into the Agency's role in the sale
of missiles to Iran and the diversion of profits from that
sale to the Contras. It was during that investigation that
the OIG first learned about the involvement of the Chief of
gtation (CcOS), San Jose, with "private benefactors" who
provided independent support to the Contras during 1985 and
1986. While OIG was engaged in an investigation of the CoOS'
activities (described in a separate 1G report), [Acting DCI
Gates] directed that it undertake a broader review of the
Contra program." :

The nev information concerned CIA activity in Central America,
and the key conclusions can be summarized as follows:

1. Activities of Mr. Fernandes with respect to involvement
with private bensfactors were in violation of clear CIA
policy.

2. We learned that with the exception of the unilateral
activities of the Chief of Station, San Jose, no Agency
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r provided assistance to the private benefactors
::‘i::s End 1966. (The 7 January report was provided
to 88CI as I had promised and the 11 August 1987 raport
wvas reviewed at CIA Headquarters by four staffers from
the Select Committees. The follow-up special counsel
report conducted for Judge Webster and dated 15
December 1987 was provided to both the HPSCI and the

88CI.)

PART IV. WA o)

IRAN ARMS SALES PRIOR TO OCTOBER 1. 19867

1. In your previous testimony befere the SSCI, you stated that
your first involvement with the Iran project occurred on
December 5, 1985 when you attended a meeting in John
McMahon's office at CIA. (SSCI, 2/87, pp. 12, 45)

a. In his testimony before the Iran-Contra committees,
former Deputy Director for Operations at CIA, Clair
George, stated: .

"In September of '85, Bill Casey had me, John
McMahon, Bob Gates in his office, and Bill Casey said,
'I've just had a strange meeting in the White House.
Bud McFarlane informs me that the Israelis have
approached them, the Israelis have established a
contact with Iranian interests, and these contacts
could lead to an opening of a dialogue with certain
Iranians and to release of the hostages. But the
Israelis have one demand: CIA not be informed.' And
there was a twinkle in Casey's eye and he said, 'I
wonder what in hell this is all about.'" (George
testimony, 8/6/87, p. 214)

Do you recall being at the meeting referred to by Mr.
George? If so, what do you recall with respect to this
meeting?

I do not recall this meeting.

b. You indicated in response to questioning at your
earlier confirmation hearing (p. 45) that you were not
avare in September, 1985, the NIO for Counterterrorism
Charles Allen, who, at that time, reported to you as
Chairman of the National Intelligence Counsel, had been
tasked by LTC North to coordinate intelligence
collection concerning Iran as part of a U.S. effort
involving the hostages. When did you become aware that
Mr. Allen was performing this functien?
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1 cannot pinpoint & spacific time vhen I first became aware that
¥r. Allen had been tasked by LTC North to coordinate intelligence
collection. ’

2. You have testified that you were not happy with being
directed to put together intelligence packages to support
the Iran initiatives. (sscr, 2/87, p. 64). 1Indeed, DDCI
McMahon sent a cable to Director Casey on January 24, 1986,
stating there was strong opposition within the Agency to the
provision of intelligence, and, indeed, to the Iran
initiative as a whole.

a. Director Casey and General Counsel Sporkin had been
deeply involved in drafting the Finding of January 17,
1986. Were not your objections and those of John
McMahon taken into account im-the drafting process?

The Finding was drafted to implement a policy decision that
already had heen made. This drafting process took place before I
vas briefed on the program and had expressed my objections.

b. What role did you take, if any, in the drafting of the
January 24, 1986 McMahon cable to Casey? Did you
agree with the position it was taking? Please
have this cable reviewed for declassification and
provide a sanitized version with your response.

I played no role in drafting Mr. McMahon's cable to Mr. Casey;
howvever, I agreed completely with the position Mr. McMahon set
forth, and I believe that ny earlier discussion with Mr. McMahon
on this topic had some influence on the viaws he expressed to Nr.
Casey. I do not think I saw this cable until the Agency began to
gather material for the Select Committees in connection with its
investigation. 1In accordance with your request, I have attached
hereto a sanitized copy of the cable.

3. In your letter to the Committee of 2 March 1987, you fleshed
out the particulars of your involvement in the Iran
arms sales initiative prior to October 1, 1986, as
indicated by your letter, by a review of your meeting
and telephone logs. As the Committee constructs it,
this involvement is as follows:

December 5, 1985: Meeting in McMahon's office to
discuss Iran in preparation for a White House meeting
on December 7. Learns of November, 1985 flight and
hears that a finding was signed.

Late December, 1985 or early January, 1986:

Remembers hearing White House lawyers were having
trouble with the "retroactive language™ in the finding.
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January 24, 1986: Meeting with McMahon, North,
C/NE. Receives tasking from NSC to prepare .
intelligence material for passage to Iran. Tasks Chief
of Persian Gulf branch to prepare.

January 29, 1986: Meets with Allen and receives
MFR of Alleﬁ's January- 13 meeting with Ghorbanifar.
Covers U.S. hostages and some background on November
1985 shipment of HAWK missiles.

February 18, 1986: Meets Allen anq receives
another MFR regarding Allen's meeting with Ghorbanifar.
Sees photos of alleged terrorists supplied by
Ghorbanifar. .

.

February 20, 1986: On distribution for another
Allen MFR relating to Ghorbanifar and recommending "we
begin to work with the subject."

March 3, 1986: Asks Director of Soviet Analysis
to prepare briefing package on Soviet forces deployed
against Iran for passage to Iran.

March 10, 1986: Meets with Director of Soviet
Analysis and George Cave to go over briefing package.

April 16, 1986: May have been updated on talks
with iran by C/NE.

May 3, 1986: Received another Allen memo
concerning Ghorbanifar and release of the hostages.

1
May 8, 1986: Meeting with Allen, was likely
briefed on status of hostage negotiations and upcoming
McFarlane trip.

The Committee is also in possession of a memorandum for
record which you prepared which reflects a meeting
which you attended with Admiral Poindexter on May 29,
1986, where "{t)here was discussion of current
activities relating to Iran." This meeting occurred
the day after Robert McFarlane's mission to Tehran had
ended. Can you recall any of the discussion that
occurred at that meeting?

I note from revieving my Memorandum for the Record dated 30 May
1986 that there were 11 jtems discussed at the meeting. I do not
recall any detail about any discussion vhich might have occurred
on the topic of Iran, noted in paragraph 2 of my memorandum.

Apart from the events listed above, your 2 Ha}ch 1987
letter specifies no other meetings or contacts from May
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29, 1986 until October 1, 1986, regarding the Iran
initiative, although in your testimony b2£ore the ssc1
(2/87, p. 46), you state that you were kept
vperiodically briefed on the different stages.” At the
time you prepared the 2 March letter, did you review
your meeting and telephone logs for this period? can
you recall specifically any other meetings or contacts

between May 29, 1986 and October 1, 1986 regarding th
Iran inltiativé? ’ g g the

1 reviewed &y logs for this period to respond to this question.

A subsequently prepared document indicates that I may have had
one other meeting with Charles Allen on July 3, 1986, vhere I was
probably briefed on developments leading to the subsequent
release of Father Jenco. I have found no other records of
geatings or contacts regarding the Iran-initiative betwveen May
29, 1986, and October 1, 1986,

c. on May 28, 1986, Charlie Allen sent you a memorandum
indicating that Michael Ledeen desired to meet with
you. (A copy of the memorandum is in the Iran-Contra
depositions, volume B-1, Page 1149.) Mr. Allen
testified (in the same volume, page '759) that he
believes this meeting did in fact take place. Is he
correct? If so, what transpired at that meeting? Did
Ledeen tell you of his concerns regarding the arms
sales to Iran? 1If so, how did you react and what
action did you take as a result?

My calendar shows that I met with Mr. Ledeen on June 5, 1986 at
9:30 A.M. in my office. I do not recall any of the particulars
of our discussion, and I 4o not believe a Memorandum for the
Record vas prepared after the meeting. Mr. Allen asked me to
neet wvith Mr. Ledeen. According to Mr. Allen, Ledeen wanted to
ndiscuss a sensitive matter."” 1In requeating the meeting, Mr.
Allen said in a memorandum addressed to me that "I do not know
the substantive issue that he wishes to discusa, but he commented
that it involved a Boviet defector.”

d. On June 8, 1986, Bill Casey and you met with Admiral
Poindexter. According to your memorandum for the
record on that meeting (a redacted copy of which is in
the Iran-Contra depositions at page 1069), Mr. Casey
spoke of privately raising $10 million to ransom the
hostages. What was this proposal, and what became of
it? Did you ever express any opinion of it?

The meeting was probably on 5 June 1986 (our regular Thursday
meeting with Admiral Poindexter), although my memorandum was
dated 8 June. I do not recall any details about this proposal
:ncluding its genesis. I have no indication that it was pursued
urther.
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4. At your nomination hearing to be Deputy Director of Central
Intelligence in April 1986, you obviously were aware that a
finding had been signed by the President in January, 1986
authorizing CIA to support the 2rms sales to Iran, &nd that
the President had specifically determined that the
intelligence committees should not be notified of this

£inding.

a. Although you have testified that you regretted not
havinggdoze more to raise the notification issue with
the Administration, why didn't your confirmation
hearings cause you to ask for such a reassessment?

To anawer the first part of this quonziéq, I would 1like to refer
to a written statement included in my letter to Senator Boren
altcd*xnrch 2, 1987,
- "As Deputy Director for Intelligence, I was not
informed of the full scope of the Iran initiative until
- late January/early February 1986; I had no role in the
November 1985 shipment of arms; I played no part in
preparing any of the Pindings; I had 1ittle knovledge
of CIA's operational role. When I became DDCI, the
policy initiative had been underway for many months and
the rinding in place for three months. I received
updates on the initiative every few wveeks. During the
summer, I expressed my concerns to Mr. Casey about the
- effect of non-notification of Congress and about the
policy. As deputy, I had no alternative to this other
than resignation. I -- along with others more senior
in the Administration -- 4id not beliave the
- varranted resignation.”

Beyond this, our objections at Aifferent points to the Iran
initiative had Deen brushed aside. I Ddelieved that concerns
about non-notification would be similarly received and therefore
did not pursue it, apart from expressing my concerns to Mr.
Casey, as noted above.

b. Although you were not asked the question, how would you
have responded to an inquiry as to whether there were
covert action findings that had not been reported to
the Comnittes?

This question is difficult to answer in the nb-trlct: but I
believe that I would have said that, having not been fully
informed of clandestine operations as DDI, I would have to check
with Mr. Casey. I would not have misled the Committee. -

S. In your previous testimony, Senator Specter asked you
whether you ever told Director Casey that you thought the

- 43



81

Iran policy was wrong. You responded "yes...

discussions about it in the sum:er of 1386...:§eh;goseveral
reninded me of a meeting we had in September as an example
when the additional two Americans were kidnapped at which
point I told the Director that I thought the entire activity
should be called off -- that the whole policy was a bad
idea.™ (SSCI, 2/87, p. 182) Can you recall any other
discussion you had with the Director on this point?

1 do not specifically recall times of other conversations on this
yith Mr. Casey, other than the one referred to in my February
1987 tastimony to the S88CI and other than to say that I recall
generally == but only in passing -- commenting to him on the
future costs of continuing non-notification.

PART V. WHAT IS YOUR VIEW OF THE ROLE OF DIRECTOR CASEY IN

1. In his testimony before the Iran-Contra committees, LTC
North testified that Director Casey was aware of the
diversion of proceeds from the Iranian arms sales to
the contras. Both you and Charles Allen have testified
that when this subject was broached with Director Casey
on October 7, 1986, that he appeared "startled." At
the meeting at CIA to discuss Casey's testimony on
November 20, 1986, two of the people in the room (Clair
George and Dave Doherty) recall Casey stating
unambiguously that he did not know of the diversion.
Having the benefit of this testimony, and on the basis
of your own knowledge, do you now think Director Casey
knew of the diversion?

I am avars that the only evidence that Mr. Casey did know about
the diversion comes from LTC North; I am also aware that the
Belect Committees, which had access to far more information than
I, concluded that he probably did know about it. I simply do not
know the ansver.

caseylm akerentestdifpongpdbaobioNoekbnandnpothdeattiviesesfodéd tbe
Enterprise." (See North testimony, 7/8/87. p. 164; Poindexter
testimony, 7/15/87, pp. 145-148) Indeed, North gave Director
Casey credit for the development of an "off the shelf, full
service" covert capability represented by the Enterprise.

In your deposition to the Iran-Contra committees, you
were asked about this testimony and responded:

"He never said anything that would have even
suggested that he was thinking about such a thing. And
I might add that such a notion would have been one that
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if it had been pursued I would have considered it
necessary to resign rather than tolerate." (p. 966)

our statement, what assessment do you make of '‘North
gi;e;o¥ndcxter's teséimony? pid Director Casey withhold
this from you or do you regard the North/Poindexter
testimony as improbable?

the knowledge of the diversion, I do not knov whether Mr.
2:-:;t:an awvare of gr involved in "The Enterprise." I therefore
cannot make an assessment of the credibility of LTC North or
Admiral Poindexter's testimony. However, I stand by ny statement
in my Iran-Contre deposition that I would have resigned rather
than tolerate such activity had it come to my attention.

PART VI. MISCELLANEODS

1. You stated in your Iran-Contra deposition (pp. 1034-1035):
"people in the Agency have had to contemplate that people
that they thought were upstanding and honest people they
trusted both within the Agency and at the White House lied
to them. 1In some cases one has to contemplate the
possibility that people one trusted a great deal lied." Who
do you believe lied to whom about what?

This deposition was taken on July 31, 1987, shortly after LTC
North's public testimony. Based on scme of his assertions, I
began to wonder whether Mr. Casey had withheld information from
me and perhaps even misled me. I made this particular
observation at a time when the Congressional investigation had
not been completed and therefore no conclusions had been reached.
I, along with everyone else, was struggling with a number of
questions about the state of various people's knowledge. I wvas
very concerned that I and/or the Agency might have been misled.
As I indicated in a previous answer, I still have not been able
to answer for myself to what extent Mr. Casey was involved or
knowledgsable.

2. At your February, 1987 confirmation hearing to be Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence, in your prepared statement
-~ to the Committee, you wrote: '

“...as Deputy Director of Central Intelligence for
nearly a year now ([since April, 1986], I have gained the
unique perspective that can come only from sharing, along
with the DCI, full responsibility for the performance of
this country's Intelligence Community. When I became Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence, Director Casey and I
decided to integrate our two offices in order to involve me
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fully in clandestine activities...and all other areas of
decision-making."

put in questioning by the Chairman concerning your role in
the Iran arms sales, the following exchange occurred:

"SENATOR BOREN. -Sa...even though you were Deputy
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency you were
more or less in the dark as to how the [arms sales)
operation was proceeding in terms of any detailed
information, until again about the 1st of October. Is
that correct?

MR. GATES. Well, I would-describe it this way.
Although the Director and I had no formal division of
labor...in fact there was an“informal division of
labor. We both couldn't be on top of everything...So
in this informal division of labor, the Iran project
and I would say also our Central American activities
which were of special interest to him were basically
issues which he paid attention to." (sSscIi, 2/87, p.
46) .

How do you reconcile these two statements?

I do not think the two statements are in conflict. When I becanme
DDCI, I made an effort to become invelved with Mr. casey in all
aspects of decisionmaking, including clandestine activities.

That said, because of our different backgrounds and because of

the sheer magnitude of the task of managing the Intelligence

community, we in fact did have an informal division of work. PFor
exanple, I spent far more time on the budget, management issues
and the Intelligence Community than Mr. Casey. In the -
clandestine arena, he was more active -- as on the Contras and
the Iran initiative -- evan though I was involved in monitoring

certain other operations. The first statement reaflects that I

was not assigned only to work on analytical or management tasks

and hence, excluded altogether from clandestine activities. The
second statement reflects the reality that despite our broad
arrangeaent, some division of tasks was inevitable.

3. In testimony to the House Committee on 12/10/86, you stated
that "you drafted a brief skeleton of a statement that the
President might use" teo discuss the Iran affair publicly and
that this draft "was sent down to the White House on the
10th of November." Please provide a copy of this draft and
explain what happened to it.

I have not been able to locate this draft, which as I racall vas
in a one-page, "bullet" format and which I gave to Mr. Casey. In
searching for the draft, we located three drafts prepared by Mr.
Casey, one of which included an item contained in my proposed
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X by the fact
ment. As I reviewed these drafts, I was struc

::::.Mr. Casey and Admiral Poindexter were having a dialogue
about the content of proposed remarks. I was unawvare of this
discussion. In any event, the proposed statement was not used by

the President.

. Please provide records of any meetings which you attended

' with Adgiral Poindexter or LTC North which reflect a
discussion of the Iran initiative or efforts to assist the
nprivate benefactors," which are not otherwise referenced in

earlier questions.

I have found ne records other than those referenced in previous
questiona. I have asked that all likely. repositories be revieved
again to ensure that nothing reaponsive to this or previous
questions has been overlooked. Should™anything additional be
located, I will provide it to the Committee.

5. In your letter of March 2, 1987, responding to questions
from Senator Bradley, you provide detailed information
concerning the development of the 30 May 1985 SNIE on Iran
and related DI analyses during the same time peried. Your
answers do not include, however, a description of the role
you personally played at the time as DDI and Chairman of the
National Intelligence Council in terms of coordinating CIA's
position on these analyses as DDI, or in terms of managing
the production -- from start to finish -- of the Community's
assessment as Chairman of the NIC. Please provide a
description of your personal role in the conception,
coordination, and dissemination of these analyses.

I appreciate the opportunity to describe my personal role in
coordinating the preparation of analyses and NIE'S8, including the
ones on Iran. As I noted in responding to Question 13 of the
recently subaitted application form, during my tenure as Deputy
Director for Intelligence (DDI) and Chairman of the National
Intelligence Council (NIC), I developed a strategy for long-range
improvement of a major element of American intelligence and
implemented that strategy successfully over a several year
period. 1In January 1982, I introduced a number of measures to
bring about the long-range improvement of CIA analysis, including
accountability (for the first time) of analysts for their record
of forecasting and assessment; significantly expanded contact
with outside experts and exposure of analysts to different points
of view; more rigorous standards with respect to the quality of
the product; greatly increased supervisory involvement in review
of assessnents and quality control; greater use of alternative
scenarios and more candor about uncertainties; a far more
cohesive program of research developed in cooperation with
policymakers; and creation of a permanent mechanisa to evaluate
and learn from past performance.
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pbI I alvays reviewed the intelligence assessments and
research papers. As Chairman of the NIC, ! revieved terms of
reforence and drafts of NIEs.

In BY reviev of DI and NIC products,'I d4id so with the following
questions in mind: .

a. Does the paper make a persuasive case?
b. Does the paper ansver the queation posed?

c. Are there additional questions that should be addressed
in the paper? .

4. Is the paper vritten in the modt intellectually
persuasive form? |

e. Are there plausible alternative interpretations that
should be included?

Yor NIE's and SNIE's I included one additional question:

Are there additional views in the donnunity that should
. Dbe considered?
I am certain that my role in the preparation of the particular
SNIE and estimate was in accordance with these precepts.

There have been continuing questions raised about the integrity
May 1985 estimate on Iran. I think it is worth repeating one of
ay responses contained in my letter to Senator Boren on March 2,
1987 with respect to this concern.

nofficials at State, DoD, and NSC often request preparation
of estimates and list questions they would like to have
addressed. In this case, as with other estimates, while the
NSC requested the paper, it was not involved in drafting nor
was it allowed to participate in the interagency
intelligence coordination of the draft. There were no
dissents to the Estimate from any agency. The independence
and integrity of the intelligence process vwere preserved
throughout. This can be independently corroborated, and has
been in the NIO's memorandum to me of 27 Pebruary, which I
am providing to the Committee. Finally, I might note that a
1986 BSCI report on intelligence estimates recommended that,
‘once the production of intelligence reporting has begun,
the National intelligence Officer or other appropriate
official should consult regularly with the principal
consumer to ensure that the concept paper, terms of
reference, or other guidance address the appropriate
question. This is particularly important with respect to
unscheduled product.' The report also stated that ‘'the
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product should explors the effects of alternative policy
options.'"

" gar-reaching organizational, procedural, and
-::;odoloqical changes I made in CIA's analytical
directorate challenged long-established practice and
attitudes. The results in terms of improved intelligence
have been widaly and publicly recogniszed. I am, and alwvays
bave been, a challenger of the status quo. MNMoreover, the
integrity and indspendence of intelligence assessments has
been preserved and protected. It is not unusual for our
assessments to challenge or be at odds with the positions of
policy agencies, including the White House. A list of
examples has been made available to the Committee; more are
available. We call them as we ses-them.
t

u o n
slanted or politicized i{ntelligence -- and they get it all.
We are sometimes wrong, but we are proud of our
independence.”

Pinally, inasmuch as you have asked for a description of the role
I played in managing CIA's analytical effort, I submit below my
views on the alleged politicization of intelligence assessments -
- views I presented in an address to all Agency analysts in
January, 198S:

Let me turn to a problem that we have talked about in
these sessions, in branch and division chief meetings, in my
branch meetings and in the newsletters: the politicization
or slanting of intelligence."

“I believe that the emphasis we have placed on
developing closer relationships with policymakers and making
our work more relevant to their concerns and requirements
has been accompanied by related growth of nervousness in the
Directorate that we have become too attentive to the views
of policymakers at all levels and that this had led to some
shading of our analysis in some cases. Most of the pecple
in this Directorate are sophisticated enough to understand
that very few policymakers are unwise enough to call and
pressure us directly. On the other hand, there is a
constant, and it seems to me justifiable, concern that we
will censor curselves out of some misplaced desire to be
helpful or to avoid offense, or that the pressures are even
more subtle than that and involve cur being co-opted or
included in the inner-circle, if you will, by policymakers,
theredby increasing our desire not to jeopardize that special
access. Moreover, policymakers at all levels will often ask
questions or levy tasking by framing the question in such a
way as to increase significantly the odds of getting the
Tresponse they sesk -- that is, one supportive of what they
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want to do. It seems to me that none of this should come as
sny surprise to us. It is only natural that a policymaker
usuzlly is going to seek support from us and not assessments
that may undercut the very basis of his or her policy."

wwhat is important in this relationship between

iptelligence and policy is not what they seek from us or how
they ask, but rather how we respond. The nature of our
response, it seems to me, derives from what we think this
intelligence business is all about in the first place. 1In
the past there was a substantial school of thought in this
agency and in this Directorate that considerable distance
should be maintained between ourselves and the policymakers
to prevent the kind of subtle influwnces on intelligence by
the policymaker that I have just described. Contacts with
the policymakers even at seniocr lavels were very limited and
we essentially sailed our material over the transoms hoping
that someone would find what we had to say of interest."

“If I learned one thing on the National Security
council staff over a period of six years under three
pPresidents of both parties, it was that this approach was a
vaste of one of this government's most valuable assets: the
snalytical capabilities of CIA and the Intelligence
comnunity. As wvas stated time and time again during those
years, a significant psrcentage of intelligence provided to
policymakers was neither timely nor relevant, opportunities
vere missed and policy mistakes made because intelligence
analysts 4id not play their proper role."

"I believe that it is essential for this governament to
use as much of our analysis as we can possibly put in front
of policymakers. This requires that we know when they are
dealing with a given issue, that we know what points are in
dispute, and that we sngage ourselves deeply in the process
-- not on behalf of one policy option or another but as
cbjective observers of a given situation. Equally
important, what we do must have credibility and utility in
the eyes of the users. It must be seen by them as
constructive, balanced, and open-minded, even if critical.®

"We also need to bear in mind that our assessaments are
but one of many sources of information and analysis for a
policymaker. We do not have a monopoly. Remenber that he
or she may have had frequent, direct contacts with the very
foreign leaders whose motives or intentions you are trying
to describe. Policymakers must weight the oredibility of
your argument against what they witnessed with their own
eyes and heard with their own ears. And fev policymakers
easily discount their own experience or analysis --
especially in the face of contrary view by an unknown
intelligence analyst of unknown skill and background.
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r, many of our consumers do not see us as objective,
;::tg: ﬁaving a bias, a point of viev of our own. Sometimes
they are right -- we do occasionally fail to identify and
set aside the biases ve all have. And they are loathe to
lay down their assumptions and biases only to accept what
they see as ours. Finally, most policymakers, most of the
time, vant your facts and -information but not necessarily
your judgments or opinions. For all these reasons, it 1is
essential that our work be well documented, that we lay out
our evidence, that we express our judgments clearly and
convincingly in the context of evidence, and that we watch
the tone of what ve say -- avoiding nrroant, all-knowing
assertiveness."

"As you consider some of thé questions or criticisms of
your analysis by those of us who-review it, keep in mind
that wve are not necessarily trying to second guess you; vwe
do not distrust your skill, nor are wve trying to keep bad
news from policymakers. Rather, we are trying to ensure
that the intelligence contribution is as useful, as
believable and as persuasive as possible. We are trying to
deternine whether the case you have presented is the best we
can do; if it is not, ve are going to ask you to improve it.
If we know the policymaker will be inclined to disagree with
our assessment, then we intend to make it as difficult as
possible for him or her to 4o so by virtue of our evidence,
our logic, an open-minded, honest appraisal that
acknowledges our uncertainties, and our skillful
presentation. We may even consult with the policymaker
before we write so that it is clear we have touched every
base before drawing our independent conclusions.™

"The IG has inspected several of our offices involved
in some of the most controversial issues in the last year or
twvo and has found no evidence of bias. The Product
Evaluation Btaff has investigated a number of the
controversial areas such as Central America. There was some
contention, suspicion and anguish, but no one who was
involved in the process felt the final products had a policy
bias or slant. Our Oversight Committees review such issues
and you may have read the House Committee's report that the

Mexico Estimate in fact represented all points of view
fairly."

“While rumors of pressure are common and often true,
rumors that we have succumbed to such pressure also
occasionally crop up. They are inevitable, probably
unstoppable, and almost always entirely vrong or distorted
greatly. Your analytical bent of mind should lead you not
to accept stories at face value but should stimulate you (if
you are inclined to believe what you hear) to seex the facts
from the author, the Product Evaluation Staff or others in a
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gition to kno¥. You are right to be sensitive to the
scent of politicization and to the integrity of our work;
{ndeed, should you fall silent on the issue, it would be a
pad omen. But sensitivity should not give way to paranoia."

wrhe bottom line is that we should not be offended if a
pougynakcr asks a question in a prejudicial or pejorative
vay; neither should we vwrite our analysis as though we have
nrevesled truth.” And the more controversial the issue, the
gore essential it is to be certain that we have made every
effort to ensure that the paper is as comprehensive and as
candid as possible both to enhance its quality and to
eliminate grounds for criticism to those who disagree with
its findings." L

wrhis business of dealing with policymakers from the
standpoint of intelligence is complicated. To those in our
ranks vho raise their hands in horror, saying that the
policynakon are putting pressure on us, I say vhat's new
and wvhat have you done in response. They will do what they
have to 4o and we must do what we have to do. If we are to
play our proper role, we nmust offer honest, objective
evaluations framed in such a way as to enhance their value,
credibility and usefulness to the policy community."

vt is a tough balancing act. It is an approach that
tries to combine integrity and objectivity with an
understanding that our purpose here is to help the
policymaker and not to grade, judge, or criticize him or
her. That help means often bringing unwelcome nevs or
assessments -- which we do. But, if the policymaker won't
read us or believe us because we present our case weaXly,
arrogantly or insultingly, we are wasting our time and the
taxpayers' money. I am very proud of our record of
combining analytical integrity and service to policymakers.
You should be proud as well."

"Before leaving this matter of the relationship between
us and the policymaker, let me say a few words about Mr.
Casey's role. He is more intimately involved in your
substantive work than you may realize. On current
intelligence, wvhile he has delegated to me day to day review
of the PDB, you should know that many of the jdeas for
articles and items that appear in it are his and on a daily
basis he meets with the PDB staff to review material that
has been in the book, the reactions of the readers, items
that are being planned and to offer his own suggestions. On
longer term work, many of you have seen his influence
directly, inasmuch as the ideas for some of our most
innovative work have been his. He and the DDCI review the
draft research program for each office with great care and
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offer detailed comments. They are alvays avare especially
of our most controversial vork."

*while you presumably are awvare that your unprecedented
access to senior policy people is derivative of his access
and influence, what you may not realize is the degree of
protection he affords you and our independence. Froa
reports on the performance of the Salvadoran mnilitary, to
Soviet plans for chemical varfare,i to the siberian gas
pipeline, to Lebamon, to Soviet defense spending and other
i{ssues too numerous to count where we have had unwelcoae
messages for policymakers, the Director has been our shiela.
I know that he often hears from senior officials when they
are unhappy with our assessments, but not once in three
yeara has he called me to complaih or criticise or regret a
piece of finished intelligence we have produced. He takes
the heat. This shield is further buttressed by John McMahon
who, wvhen I once told him that a senior official had asked
me if the DDCI was ready to get a call from his boss to
block a controversial paper, replied '"Is he ready for the
answer he'll get?"

6. In the context of your first confirmation hearing, the
Committee was provided a copy of a classified memorandum
prepared by Graham Fuller to the Acting DCI, dated February
27, 1987 (NIC 00876-87). 1In that memo, Fuller alludes to a
memorandum he had drafted which had gone to the DCI "by
September of that year" (1985), which stated, in essence,
that events in Iran were gradually moving away from the
chaotic conditions foreseen in the May SNIE.

a. Please provide a copy of both the original memo and a
sanitized version of it to the Committee.

b. Were you aware of this memorandum? If so, to what
extent was it disseminated in the policy community?
What role, if any, did you play personally in ensuring
that others in the policy community were made, aware of
Fuller's assessment?

In reviewing records from the National Intelligence Council, I
found two memoranda that could possibly meet the definition of
reaching Mr. Casey by September 1985; one memorandum is dated 23
August 1985 and is entitled Toward s Policy on Irapn; the second

is dated 17 September 1985 and is entitled 1;13:1:;&_!;;. Based
on the topic of Fuller's 27 February 1987 memorandum and looking
at the statement "by September," I think it more likely that the
menorandum in question is the 23 August 1985 document and I will
ansver accordingly.

Although I do not have a specific recollection, I was robabl
avare oi the memorsndum which I could have sooé oithorpin »y T
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acity as Chairman of the National Intelligence Council
:;z peputy Director for Intelligence. g or es

on the question of the extent to which the assessments contained
ip ruller's August 1985 memorandum were shared with the

community, I do not have any personal knowledge, but Fuller's own
words from his 1987 memorandum are helpful:

w1t is worth pointing out that Fuller has been actively
involved in producing & continuum of personal analysis and
sthink pleces' Mr. Casey's benefit all the while supervising
community analysis on ongoing Intelligence Estimates. These
personal vievs have regularly been shared with appropriate
analytical offices, w

a ™ (emphasis added). The

NIO's personal views have been well known -- as are the
views of other key analysats.. Nearly every NIO handles his
job in the same way ~- offering advice and counsel to Mr.

Casey freely, t u
o P -
ese 4 bes u!
consjderation of alternative apalytic viévs (emphasis
added)."

I 4i4 not play any personal role in ensuring that others in the
policy community were made aware of the views that Fuller
expressed in this memorandum. Indeed, since the NIO's viewvs are
personsl (as opposed to the more institutional views developed
through the amalytical process), it would be left to the NIO to
share his views with the rest of the intelligence community, and
staff level policymakers to the extent deexed necessary.

A copy of the original memorandum dated 23 August 1985 is
included in the classified annex. A sanitized version of this
pemorandun is not yet available.
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& Suite 500,°1201 New York Avenue, NW.
«°  Washington, D.C. 20005-3917

July 1, 1991

The Honorable David L. Boren
Chairman

Select Committee on Intelligence
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510-6475

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In accordance with the Ethics in Government Act of 1978,
I enclose a copy of the financial disclosure report filed by
Robert M. Gates, who has been nominated by President Bush for the
position of Director of Central Intelligence.

.
We have reviewed the report and have obtained advice from the
Central Intelligence Agency concerning any possible conflict in
light of its functions and the nominee's proposed duties.
Based on the foregoing, we believe that Mr. Gates is in
compliance with applicable laws and regulations governing conflicts
of interest.

Sincerely,
% ot
e s o =
. éphen D. Potts
Director

Enclosure
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October
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Friday, November 21, 1986

United States Senate,

Select Committee on Intelligence,

Washington, D. C.

The Select Committee mer,; pursuant to notice, at 11:15
o'clock a.m., in Room SH-219, Hart Senate Office Building,
the Honorsble Dave Durenberger, Chairman of the Comittee,
presiding.

Present: Senators Durenbergor‘, Roth, Murkowski, ‘Spccccr.
Hecht, McConnell, Leahy, Bentsen, Numnn, Eagleton, Boren and
Bradley.

Also Attending: Senators Byrd, Moynihan, Warner and
Mattingly. ’

Also Present: Bernard McMahon, Staff Director; Eric
Newsom, Minority Staff Director; Daniel Finn, Chief Counsel;
and Keith Hall, Edward Levine, Fred Ward, Jeff Smith, Judy
Hodgson and Susan Salvucci, Stsff Members.
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THE CHAIRMAN: The hearing will come to order. I don't have
a formal statement to make, and I would suggest that others mighe
not also. Just for the information of the Members of the Comié-
tee in particuler who are here today, let me Just say that as '
Chairman of the Committee, I was first -- I had my first ccn'wer-E
sation on the matter of -- that is before us today with Adm:al?
Poindexter about, I think i: was the Saturday right after the ;
election -- I don't know the date exactly -- but sort of the firs
official confirmation and information to the Chairman of this !
Committee came several days after the Rafsanjani disclosure nnd
the questions started to be asked l;y the media, I had no '
conversation with the Director of Central Intelligence on this '
subject until last Saturday when we talked on the phone.

Now, that is just to clerify my -- there were no efforts |
made to personally talk to the Chair of this Committee. At thll
staff level other conversations have gone on, and a certain '
amount of information has been shared. l

Today, on behalf of the Committee, the Vice Chairman of :hl
Committee, Pat Leahy, and I went down and npcn: 1 guess tha lnt’
couple of hours with the Nationel Sccurity Advisor to the ;
President. And let me sey, he was totally forthcoming. If we _
had had -- we didn’t finish 2ll the questions that we had, but
if we .havc more questions to ask, I have a feeling that he would

have told us everything he possibly could tell us. I must also

Ccnuuuu lm:lf. It dnvidod [ hlx:‘ud nhli':d M‘:nim :
- igence. {- or urpeses ©» .
of intelligence udntu.-mwz'xn vﬂln’nh’ or otherwise disseminated witheut |
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say that he doesn't have all the information that you might be i
interested in or that we might be interested in. But to the !
degree that he can develop that information, he will. : _

Some of the information, the questions that we asked nla:J
to the Agency, and Bill Casey has that information and Admirel
Poindexter is not necessarily in possession of it. But my feelin
coming away from that meeting is that John was trying to do
everything he could to fully and adequately inform this Committee
by responding to the questions and providing information that
he had to your Chair and your Vice Chair.

1 have every reason to believe from my conversations with
the Director of Central In:eniganc.e that he {s prepared to do i
that today. He had to leave for & twice or three times post- '
poned trip to Central Americe, I think, on Sunday of last week,
which is why we haven't been able to arrange face to face session
before today. And I think this is the first day that Bill has
been available to meet either with the House or the Senate
Members.

So in large part, if there hasn’t been more timely involve-
ment, it is in part because the Finding said the Congress will
not be informed, and in part that once it went public, we were

not sble to get schedules together more quickly to do what we

want to do today until now. But I have every reason to believe
from what the President has said, from the experience we had !
:oday and for several houre with John Poindexter and from what |

l mmgummnm.fmuumum%mmmmm i
Comm, for
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Bill has told me on the telephone and the staff to staff work
that we have done in the last few days while Bill was in Central
Americe, that this meeting should be able to answer, if we have
the time, all of the questions that we have. If it doesn't
ansver 2ll of our questions today, I am sure that Bill and other
will be available. Ambassador Armacost and Mr. Armitage aras als
here to respond to whatever questions we may have of thenm.

Let me yield to Pat Leah}. '

SENATOR LEAHY: Mr. Chairman, thank you. And I must also
say from this side of the aisle I accept completely the Presiden
has said he will have his Administration be totally forthcoming.
I had some questions about somn
and was told by the White House today those will be mada avail-
able. I had a couple of other areas where I had quastions or
have questions involving chronology or positions taken by people
and agein I accept and accept without reservation the assurances
of the White House that those, too, will be available and the
questions will be answered.

I -- and so I don't have any question but what all question
that will be asked by Senators, certainly on this side of the
aisle or Senators on the other side of the aisle, will be
answered. What 1 would hope, we determine those answers, but
I would hope that we also be a little bit prospective in this
whole thing. I have felt and felt for a long time that one of

the greatest threats that this country faces outside of nuclear

l This decument is the Seasts and remaine under its coutrol through the Select ]
H O-Iu nmuuua.lt Mﬂ{n limited purpeses related te congressionsl eversight |

umnun setivities. et condition that it will not be relessed or ctherwiss dissaminated witheut .
Mummmm -pmunmwmmm .
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war is the threat of terrorism, terrorism that can reach the
point mot just nabbing a few Americans, but such things as
chemical wespons hitting large population centers and wreaking
enormous havoc worldwide. And stopping that is not a Repubucm;
or Democratic issue. It is an issue of security of the country.!

And I would hope that we could get this matter over with,
answer all the questions, find out why this extraordinary proce-
dure was followed cutting out Congressional oversight. Certainly
each of us will have to speak to how we feel about the policy
itself, of the shipment of arms to Iran snd whether that was wort
the candle. That is a different in.aue.

But then astablish a sense that the oversight proceas will -
work as it was intended, as it ahould, as we want it to, and in:
doing that establish the kind of bipartissn policy that ia :

necessary when you have something of this magnitude of controvars

.

that would allow the President to say yes, we have talked about l
this, we all understood the riska, and we went into it together .
and now we are standing together on it. Certainly it gives a )
better view to the country and to the world and we may end up '
with a be:ter. policy all to boot. Three things that aren't luch::
bad goala to have. .

S'o I would hope that betwsen us and the House we'll gat thos
questions answered. Again, I accept the President'a assurances :
given to us again today that the answers will be available and
that there will not be anything withheld from us.

This document is the property of the Senats and remains under threugh Select

l Committes on Intelligence. It is provided for limited purposss rda‘t‘;"ng::n-dudm l
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THE CHAIRMAN: Any other comments fro.m Members of the
Committee or our guests?

If not, then I suggest we ask Bill to make his statement.
After that, as is the rule on the Committee, by order of appear-
ance the Members of the Committee, 2s follows: the Vice Chair;
then Senator Hecht; McConnell; Roth; Eagleton; Specter; Bradley;.
Bentsen; Boren; Murkowski; and then our colleagues Moynihan;
Mattingly; and Warner; and any others will have an opportunity
to ask questions. Try to keep them to five minutes.

With that, Bill, thenk you very much for being here today.

decument i3 of the Semats and remains under its contrel threugh the Select
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STATE&I‘ OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY,

DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE,
ACCOMPANIED BY:
AMBASSADOR MICHAEL H. ARMACOST, UNDER
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS,
AND,
MR. RICHARD L. ARMITAGE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE FOR INTERNAT'IONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS
MR. CASEY: 'nunk you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee. I am pleased to be here to talk to you about this
Iranian undertaking. I spent a couple of hours with the House
Committee til now, and I have agrn.d to go back there at 1:30
and I will be glad to come back hera if you need more time also.
For the last five years, both the national security
community and the intelligence community have been keenly avare .
and constantly concerned about the geopolitical position and '
the strategic significance of Iran. Much thought and effort hn
bean devoted to how we might develop contacts and tclltimshﬁpl‘g
which provide a better undarstanding of what is happening in
that country and astablish contacts and relationships which n.tgti
lead to improved relationship later on. .
I recal] speaking to

about tha importance of our identifying and establishing contact

with future leaders in the future Iran. — .
o &n l-h

is the
Committee ea I
of intalligenes setivi
of the

permission Cemmittes.
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_\/b\ﬂ: no real access to those in power there. In the:
early Fall of 1985, Bud McFarlane, after cne of the vc;kly !

Ll oo g 8

aid that we do not know who will emerge
to lead Iran in the future, but that we must gather all the
strands and hold them in our hands so that we will be ready when

the time comes. -
- 1

Through a station in Eu:ope_

and under the authority of two separate Findings, that is about

what we did for some four years. We hnd—onncu

meetings which he and his National Security Advisor and his®
Deputy had with me and my Deputy, asked me to stay behind. He\;
told me about discussions that he had had at the hiéhut levels
in Isrsel, those leaders urging the desirability of discussions
with officials in Iran and offering what they thought were good
channels of access. McFarlane said that for obvious reasonms,

only ahandful of people in the Israeli and American governments

knew about this effort.

He emphasized that the purpose of such discussion would be‘
the future relationship with Iran, and Iran's great imgortmc.
in the East-West and Middle East-Persian Gulf geostrategic
squations, although as T will develop later, the terrorist
problem was part of the dialogue.

CIA's involvement in this began in late November whan the
Agency was asked to recommend a reliable airlline that could
transport bulky cargo to an unspecified location in the Middle :

I 'nhdea-nz the property of the Senats and remains uader its control threugh the Selact i

on Intelligence. It is provided for limited purposss related Mw H
| eﬂnulhmuﬁv: nmmmﬂ&-ﬂlmh othr:ln !
; permission of [mudhvmuuthw n—ul
|

restrictions 43d controls. i
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East. The requirements specified that it be reliable and able
to move rapidly. A propriaty of ours which regularly took on
comnercial ventures was designated. When the plane got to Tel

Aviv, the pilots were told the cargo was spare parts for the

oil fields and it was to go into Tebriz. OurdiNecided
in order to protect the plmalhould be

asked to get flight clearances into Iran. This was done. l

On 25 November 1985, the plane dropped the -Cargo in ‘rchnn.
To the best of our knowledge, naither the Israelis nor the
Iranians knew that they were dealing with a CIA proprietary.

The airline was paid the normal commercial rate, wixich amounted
to approximately $127,700. Now gll.thi.s was authorized by Ed
Juchniewiscz, then the Daputy Director for Operatioms. I.vn ow
of the country at the time and the Deputy Director, John McMahon
then in charge, approved the flight as an urgent mission in keep:
with the proprietary's normal business. But he directed that we
would not provide any future flights into Iran in the absence

of a Finding.

In the meantime, the Israeli proposal for probing the
possibility of discussions with Iranian officials, including
making smell shipment of arms to astablish our good faith and
to adduce -- induce them to use thair influence with those holdl
our hostages were discussed at meetings of the National Security
princiéuls in December and again in January.

There were differencas of view here about the desirability

| m’“‘mﬂthﬁ- the Semats and rumains wader its control threngh the Select |
] Telated ts congressional .
' ppery or ctherwige disseminated witheut
mnmmmh .
| Uioes elcisl euties con “.'.’.‘._“""’"““" Rumummmm ;
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of this iniciative. But it was finally decided that it should
be cautiously pursued. -

On December 7th, 1985, Bud McFarlane, then the National
Security Advisor, met in London with Israeli officials and the
Iranian expatriate who was an intermediary to the Iranian govern-
ment -- to a segment of the Iranian government -- the Prime
Minister's office. At this mfeting. McFarlane statad our goals
of pursging a relationship with Iran as these, fourfold: Firse,
devising s £o€mula for establishing a strategic relationship
with Tehran; ;econd, ending the Iran-Iraq war on honorable terms
third, convincing Iran to cesse its support for terrorism; and
fourth, ehlping insure the territofial integrity of Iran and
coordinating ways to counter Soviet activities in :hc.aru.

McFarlane made clear that in this telaticmhi{: we would
expect Iran to use its influence to achieve the result of Westenn
hostages in Lebanon. He also made it clear that we were not and
could not and would not engl'ge in trading arms for hostages.
This matter was discussed again several times with the President
‘and others ‘in the Nationsl Security community following the
December McFarlane trip.

And on January 17th, 1986, a Presidential Finding was
signad dircc‘:ing CIA to pr;vidu operational and logistical suppo
for a ptogrn; with three objectives. First, establishing a more
moden‘:e government in Iran. Second, obtaining intelligence to

determine the currant Iranian government's intentions with rasp

This document is the property of the Semats and remains under its contrel through the Seleet |
Committee on Intelligence. It is provided lotlimudwnw related to congressional oversight
of intelligence sctivities, on conditioa that it will not be released or otherwise disseminated witheut *
poruu-wnelmCmmmhmmumludhpmi&khthctxmﬁnlrueh

whose efficial duties concern ita subject mattar, subject 10 these restrictions and contrels. }
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to his neighbors and with respect to terrorist acts. And thirdly
furthering the release of American hostages held in Beirut ard :
preventing further terrorist acts by these groups. - 3.
This Finding stated that the U.S. government would providei
moderate elements within and without the government of Iran wichi
arms, equipment and related materiel, in order to enhance the

credibility of these elements in their efforts to achieve more

moderate government theEF by demonstrating their ability to
obtain the resources they needed to defend their country.

In this Finding the President diretted the CIA to refrain
from reporting the Finding to the Congress m;til otherwise
directed. The Finding was rwiwed- and concurred in by the
Attorney General.

The the time this Finding was being drafted CIA's Office

of General Counsel provided a legal opinion that the President
has the authority to withhold prior notice of operations from
the Congress, and the Attorney General concurred in that.
Section 501 of the National Security Act expressly provideJ
that notification of intelligence activities to the Congress i
shall be provided, and I quote this, "to the extent consistent i
with all applicable authorities and duties, including those :
conferred by the Constitution,"” that's the end of the quote.
The Act also states that the Intelligence Committees be Lnfomeé
of act;.vitics for which no prior notice was given at the appro- i

priate time as determined by the President. This was a clear

| This document is the prope: the Snna remaine under threugh Seloct
Committes on hall.\nm. lﬂ provided for ux‘ud nh‘:d?:“ e I

| of xuummm iy le- ev;:iri:cu m:'n will ‘:&.bo released or otherwise disseminated witheut |
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recognition that extraordinary circumstances could lead the
President to conclude that notice of an operation should be
withheld in whole or in part. .

The history of the Oversight Act shows an accomadation [
recognizing both the President's constitutional responsibility !
and authority, and the Congress’'s oversight responsibility and
authority, was reached in che‘legishtive process. The subse-
quent procedures agreed upon by me as DCI and this Committee on,
reporting covert action operations provided that advanced
reporting of such operation would also be subject to the excep-:
tional circumstances contempleted in Section 501 of the N;tiona].!
Security Act which I have just couc.hed upon.

So the President has instructed me to advise you ;Jf hias
conclusion that the activities authorized by the Finding
juatified withholding prior notification due to the extreme
sensitivity of the dialogue being established. And he determinad °
that if the fact of this program became known, those carrying
out the dialogue, both U.S. and Iranian, and the American H
hostages: in Lebanon, would be put at great risk. . ..

There have been, in the history of overaight, only two

Findings, in those ten years, which have not been briefed to i
the Congress. This is the second one. The first wes the Irania;n
ho-ta;e rescue mission of 1980. That is very quickly the legal’
background of this decision. . . '

Now, I would like to explain exactly what activities were

Committes lnmli;un. It vwd“ for u;‘u‘m purposss m’&fﬁm% l
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undertaken by the CIA in carrying out the directive of this
Finding. On the 5th to the 7th of Fenruary 1986, U.S. officials,
NSC, a representative of the Isreeli' Prime Ministry, and a senioxr
level Iranian offical in the office of the Prime Minister there ,I
met in Germany. :
THE CHAIRMAN: The data agein, Bill?
R. CASEY: 5 to 7 February, 1986.
THE CHAIRMAN: 5 to 7 February 1986.

MR. CASEY: Right.

At this meeting the U.S. side emphasized the desire to cntc;
into a strategic dialogue with the .Irl.nim eide. The Iranians E
raited their desire to receive the wezpons -- to receive U.S. !
wespons. The U.S. agreed to explore this possibility. Working |

with the Israelis, the following mechanism for transfer of the

wespone was established.

First, the Iranian intermediary would deposit fimnds in an
‘Tsreeli sccount. The funds would then be transferred to a
sterile U.S. controlled account in an oversses bank. Using tlu.s!(

funde, the CIA would work with the Army logistics command to

obtain the materisl -- any material egreed upon. And the uurL
would then be transferred to Isrsel for future shipment to Iun.!

Using these procedure, $3.7 million was deposited in the '
CIA sccount in Geneva on 11 February. This was for the pu:chn-
of 1,000 TOW missiles and e&ssociated costs. . ‘
On 15 April, our Office of Persomnel -- Personnel --'utheri

! c-mhmhu‘l_‘pmn provided for limited purpecss related to oversight

I
j
|
|
i
i
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our Office of Logistics people deliverad 1,000 TOW missiles to
the Kelly Air Force Base in Texas. The missiles were then
transported to Israel for onward shipment to Iran. CIA was not
involved in the transportation of this shipment -- of this
shipment. P

On 19-21 February, the U.S. Nsﬁ";nd CIA and Iranian officia
met 2gain in Germaney to discuss problems in arranging a meeting
among_highet level officials --

SENATOR BRADLEY: What's the date?

MR. CASEY: 19-21 February. At this later February meeting
the U.S. side agreed to provide a qhouaand TOWS to Iran as a
clear signal of U.S. sincerity and support to the faction we wer
talking to. This delivery was commenced on the morning of 20
February, and completed in two shipments to Tehran on 21 Febtua£
Transportation from Israel to Iran was aboard a false flag
Israeli aircraft.

On 24 February the same U.S. officials travelled to Germany
where they met with the intermediary and an Iranian government
official. At that meeting the Iranian official provided a list
of varying quantities of approximately 240 different spare parts
needed for the HAWK missile batteries provided by the U.S. gover
ment to Iran during the Shah's reign. The Iranian official aske
for U.S. government. assistance in obtaining these spare parts as

additional proof that this channel had the approval of the U.S.

govemnt. -
TNhQu--tﬁlﬁnvnnmLt!ﬂlS-nu:-lncuh-uwuﬂuanuitkiuhduldut]
Cammittes on Intalligeace. It is provided for limited purposss relatad te congressiensl eversight *
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On 25 February the U.S. officals, ss they continued to do
in later contacts with the Iranians, provided the Iranians with
1imited information designed to encourage an Iranian decision ta.
negotiate an end to the war and increase Iran's awareness of thg.
Soviet threat to Iran.

During March and April, our Office of Logistics worked with
the Defense Department to clarify the items on the Iranian's
list of spsare parts, and idéntify which items were in DOD stocks.

On 7 March CIA and NSC officials and Israeli representatives
met with the Iranian intermediary in Paris to determine whether
any further progress was possible Ln arranging for 2 high level
meeting with U.S. and Iranian officials. During these mesetings,
the intermediary emphasized the deteriorating economic situation.
in Iran, and Iranian anxieties regarding increasing Iraqi
military effectiveness.

Based on assurancas that we could at last have -- meet l
face to face with top level Iranian officials, on 15 May the '
President authorized a secret mission to Tehran by former Natiot;'s‘
Security Advisor McFarlane, accompanied by a CIA annuitant, a
CIA communicator, members of the NSC staff, and the Israeli and'
Iranian interlocutors.

On 16 May 86 the Iranians provided $6.5 million through an )
i.ntcmgdiary for HAWK spare parts and an additional 508 TOW
missiles. The receipt of the Iranian funds set into motion the '
arrangements for the planned visit to Iran along the following

, This decument is the preperty of the Senste and remains under its contrel threagh Select

+ Committes on Intalli xnummmmm.-mmauw‘:‘wm l
i :m&mﬁh& mm“'ln-'mu-d“nhmﬁdt"thl‘.nn' lnae.h- Mm i
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First, the CIA Office of Commmications provided secure

lines.
i
commmmications equipment and the services of a communications
officer to travel to Iran with the U.S. team. Our Office of
Technical Services was céud to provide 10 fabricaced-

passports for use by the team and the air crew of the aircraft ~;

b
o
!
|
that would fly would Israel to Tehran. |

!
The Iranians insistad on the use of non-U.S. passports. :
for the journey carried u\‘ugiatntion number.

The Office of Logistics assembled the available HAWK miuif
spare parts at Kelly Air Force Bue.. The parts were then
transported to Israel by a privates contractor. And the O0ffice ’
of Logistics delivered 508 TOW missiles to Kelly Air Force Base
for onward nhipmen;: to Isrzeli by priv;:e‘conttac:or. :

SENATOR BRADLEY: The date? .

MR. CASEY: That was 16 May, I said before. 16 May.

On 25 May, the U.S. team traveled to Tehran via Israel. Th

CIA provided two members of the team, & communications officer
and a Farsi speaking snnuitant with considerable experience in
Trantan affairs. He had been/ff IR » 1ren eriter.
He provided translation services and general advice to the team,
and hcv continued to be involved in subsequent meetings with : .
Iranian representatives. g

The U.S. team brought a single aircraft pallet of HAWK min

whoes official duties concern its subject
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spare parts with them to Tehran at the time of the meeting.
However, it was decided that the greater portion of the spare
parts would stay in Israel for later delivery €o Iran pending
further progress in establishing the dialogue. We understand
that those spare parts were ultimately delivered to Iran.

The 25-29 May meatings were held with high level Iranian
officials, the first direct contact between the two governments

in over aix years. Mr. McFarlane and his team were sble to

W 0 N OO W N -
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eatablish the basis for a continuing telatiunll'up. and clearly
articulate our objectives, concerns and intentions. The group,
in its discussions and observations there, was also able to :
assesa first hand the internal pou.:ictl dynamic in Tehran and
the effect of the war in Iran.

Using Presidentially approved terms of reference vhich had
been reviewed and approved by apptopril:e Cabinet officers,
McFarlane emphasized that our interesta in Iran transcended

the hostages, but the continued detention of hostages by a

- e
o o
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I
Lebanese group philosophicelly alined with Iran prevented progre_s

in devcloptng the relationehip. !
During the visit, McFArlane made clear that we fundamtany

oppoaed Iranian efforts to expel us from the Middle East, that ;

we were firmly opposed to the use of terrorism, that we ncr;cpccdi
their revolution -- we accepted their revolution, did not seek !

to reverse it -- that we had numerous other disagreements '

involving regional policies -- Lebanon, Nicaragua, and eo on --

-;
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but might also £Mf common interest -- particularly

_ through on-going dialogue.

On the.19th of September, these -- three Iranians traveled
to the U.S. for detailed discussions with our people, the NSC
people and our people -- two people I mentioned --

SENATOR BRADLEY: Who? Discussion with who?

MR. CASEY: Discussions with the an;iuitmt I mentioned and
the head of our NE division, and also with some NSC officers.
These discussions reaffirmed the basic objectives we were seekin
in this political dialogue with Tehran.

Throughout August and September numerous additional u.ucting
were held in Europe between U.S. re.prcsmtativu and the new
Iranian contacts in an effort to develop the dialogue authorized
by the Finding.

On 6 October those Iranians traveled to Frankfurt for
meetings with the Uf team. CIA Directorate of Operations
officcrs—obtaimd hotel rooms for those
meetings. The Office of Technical Services mounted an electrcn:{
surveillance operation against the Iranians.

On 26 August more meetings were held in Frankfurt with the

_same participants. CIA provided the same support as in the .

October 6 meetings. The Iranians proferred and the U.S. accoptcj«
the offcr of a Soviet T-72 tank captured from Iraq. We under-
stand :hat is held up in the Sovut port right now -- rather :hq’

Iranian port. :

’ ;.‘mmm«mcﬂmmtmaumm: Ezxscutive
whess official duties concern its subject mmmm
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On 2 Novembtt@ ranians provided $2,037,000 and the Off{
of Logistics procured 500 more TOW missiles from the Defense
Department. Those missiles were delivered by the Office of
Logistics to Kelly Air Base on 6 November, and a U.S.A. Alr Forc
C-141 aircraft carried the missiles :‘wberc they were
transshipped by a CIA air proprietary aircraft which carried the
missiles to Israel. .

This brings the record -- completes the record of CIA
involvement in these activities which were authorized by the
Presidential Finding of 17 January 1986, brings it up to date
to the present time.

In summary, a total of 2,008 TOW missiles along with varicu
HAWK missile spare parts have been delivered under this Pinding.
A thousand TOWs were delivered in February 1986, 508 in May 1986‘
and 500 in November 1986. You should note that none of the
weapons came from CIA stocks. We received no requests to acquin
any wore material of my type for shipment to Iran under this
program.

I would like to reiterate that the funds for the procuremer
of the materiel I have enumersted as well as all for associated
costs were provided by the Iranians themselves. Funding from
Iran was transferred to CIA for deposit in a covert funding
mechanism. This action provided secure means for control, pay-
ment md accountability of all funding associated with thias
program. The Iranian funds totalled $12,237,00, were deposited

This document is the of the Seaste 1
Committae ou Intelligvaes. 1t I providad for imitod peiys e Do ot |
Permisaion of the Commnitne Boite $hat it will not :vn.-xuumm [
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into & special account in & Swiss hank. The only costs incurrec
by CIA in this activity were expenses for the travel of CIA
officers involved in these various meetings and the costs of
the hot%l rooms obtained by oux. jofficers for :he
two October meetings held in Germany, ang operational support

such as the audio operations, amounting to approximately

]

|
$48,000. The costs of this support have been charged against ,
normal operating sccounts. Six.me 21l travel by CIA officials '
routinely charges such accounts, to do otherwlse in the trips i
|

l

undertaken during this program would have compromised the )
security of the activities. ’ “

So I agx confident, gen:lesﬁ:n, that this .tu:imony is complet:
as to the basic facts of CIA's involvement, but let me assure
you that v;e sre still 'combing our records, and we will promptly
Teport any new information that comes to light.

That is the account of the activities of the CIA.

SENATOR BYRD: Mr. Chairman, may I ask & question?

THE CH«}IRHAN: _ Yes, ceruinly.h

SENATOR BYRD: What is the pol.icy of this Committee with
respect to putting witnesses ux-zd.t ?a:h. ’

THE CHAIRMAN: I can't answer that. Bernie, what is the

policy? I imagine it is the judgment of the Coumittee if they
want to do that. A

}iR. McMAHON: We have not dome that in the past?

SENATOR BYRD: Why don't we do thact? I say this wichout

mm:umpmy the Semsts and rwmains under its contrel through the
Committee su ded for Limited o
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any reflection on this wimess or :.ny other witness. But this

is an exceedingly important matter, and it goes to the future
of our foreign policy, how it is conducted, how it is carried
out, who carries it out, and I believe that the “Committee ought
to put all witnesses .unde: oath in the course of this investi-
gation or these hearings.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Mr. Leader, le: me first say I have
been on this Comnittee for eight yuu md I have never had the
experience of a witness being placed under oath. The business
of this Committee is not normally conducted in 2 special investi-
gative process. We in effect are, besides being an a2uthorizing
Committee, are in large part 2 subl-:cnti_cl oversight Committes, -
as you well know since you were ‘involved in helping creata the
Committee. )

Part of that oversight process is & continual investigation
if you will, of special sctivities sbout which there is some :
doubt, and this is one of them. I just have 2 naturel -- vhile
I have an incredible amount of respsct for you particuler -- for
you and your request, particularly since you were involved in
setting this up, I have & certain degree of hesitancy as the
Chair of the Comnittes, of breaking what sppears to be 10 years
of precedent and asking the Director of Central Intelligence, wh
is presumed to come in here, vwhether he is or not under oath,
and :eil us the truth, to take an oath.

New, if the Members of this Committe, given that background

This decament is the Semats remaing under ite contrel threugh the Select

! Committee on Imtllicna for H‘n"u‘ ub‘:l to o I
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decide that they want to set & precedent in this particular case.
or go into some new procedure, I am only the Chair of the
Comnittee; I am giving you my view after eight years. The
presumption is that all witnesses, but in particular, I think,
the Director of Central Intelligence, is going to be fully
responsive, as though he were under oath.

SENATOR BYRD: Mr. Chairman, I join in that presumption,
and as I say my request is ﬁo: based on anything other than that
presumption. And as to precedent, there has to be a precedent
at some point in time. I don't think that we ought to continue |
just because there has been no precedent. If in the judgment °£;
the Committee that should not be dona in this instance, that -- .
of course, I abide by that. Q

But there come times in the course of our history and inuc.s
such as we have before us today that do require that we are ablei
to establish the truth, the full truth, and nothing but the truth
And as far as I am concerned, it seens to me that you may have 2
number of witnesses that will follow on, and that some may have k
to be called back. .

I will not be conducting the hearings of this Committee 2s i
Chairman of it; I am an ex officio member. But you may look '
b;ek at soma future time and wish that you were sble to resclve
some conflicting statements and it might be to the credit of
the Committee, and certainly not in denigration of any pnrticuhr
witness at this point, that the Committee decided, on this

This decument is the property of a-nuu—mmxunmlwmm
C-mmnouhmhmuumﬂf related ts cong ] eversight
of intelligence actinties, oa condition kvﬂluzhnd-nd otherwise disssminated withost
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particular issue at least, regardless of whether or not there jig
a precedent, to have witnesses sworn. In my judgment, that ig ’
no reflection on any witness. It seems to me to be the respongi.
bility of this Committee. |

And I can remember when, as a Member of the Judiciary '
Committee, I had to ask the Chairman of the Committee to put ::h.i
Attorney General of the United States under oath. And the
Chairman of the Committee was ‘s Democrat. The Senate Democrats ,
were under control, and I felt that we ought to put him undef '
ocath on that particular occasion. And it had to do with the
conduct of the hearings during the Watergate episode, and of !
course, this had 2ll been preceded By the hearings that wers
conducted on the nomination of Patrick Gray to be FBI Diractor.
And in that instance I think that I was justified in asking. A
I feel that in that in the course of events we may look back and
feel that we ought to have done it here. There would certainly
be no harm done. It is no reflection on anybody’s honesty. And
I don't presume that Mr. Casey or anybody else who comes here .
is going to say anything other but the truth. But it seems to
me that st least the question ought to be raised and I have
raised it, and as far as I am concerned, the precedent could
begin now. '

TFIE CHAIRMAN: Well, let me just say for the -- and maybe

by way of & suggestion to you -- this ia the first opportunity

we heve had as a Comnittee to heer from anyone on this lubjcct. .
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Regardless of :hevﬁie'smfg‘i\' k‘z’ound oath taking, there i

$ no
question about the fact that this will be the first time that we

swore & witness. I understand Mr. Casey to be available to us
at any time, as most other witnasses except those that might
exert Executive Privilege, would be available to us. I am
certainly open as Chair to your suggestion being made in your
capacity as ex officio member of this Committee or in your

capacity as Democratic leader of the Senate, or in any other
capacity, at such time 2s this Committee, with you participlting!,
comes to some judgment after today's presentation by the I
Director, that we ought to have an ongoing investigation: that i
we perhaps ought to call other witnesses in addition to the DCI :
- So I would like to make that to you by way of a ouuution.i
which is not to get myself or the Committee off a little hook ;
that you may, have constructed for us here or I may be Lntcrptctt'n;
as a hook, but to leave open the question that you raised.
Bacause it is an appropriate question. We start, all of us,
from the presumption that the rcla:ionihip between the people !
who by reason of their position ara out here, and tha people wha'
by reason of their appointment to this Committee sit here, is on;-
of full trust and confidence and openness. And yat by oxpcrunc:a
the members of this Committee know that the word “forthcoming”
and "totally and adequately informed" ia not always & word :hnc‘f

we au;:cilte with all of the meetings that take place in this !
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And I was abou:‘to read, :L.n the form of a question to the
Director, I was about to read a speech that you made on the Floo:
in your capacity as Majority Leader back in 1980, when Section
501 and the rest of it became the law of this land. I think |
this is a different case. This is not just a report on a cover%
action. This is a test of the law of the land. And s0o I do no:f
take lightly at all your suggestion that perhaps all witnesses
in this case might appropriately be under oath, but I would
suggest that for today and for the purposes of the Director's
laying out what we asked him to lay out, that you might withhold
that. .
SENATOR BYRD: Well, Mr. Chli.z:m.ln. I think you make 2 very:
reasonable suggestion as to the approach here, and I think th;t?
I have nothing to say in opposition to that suggestion. Hovevex;.
let me say for the record, I did not make this proposition to E
put the Chairman on the hook. I don't have to resort to that.
1 don't want to resort to that. And I think I have already
indicated that this is not the first time I have atked 2 Cluirnm-

to put witnesses under oath. And the only other time I did it 5
was with regard to the late Senator Jim Eastland, 2 Member of m;
own party -- if our imagination is getting us into the nether
nether world of partisan politics -- when I urged him to put the
Attorney Generzl of the United States under oath. '

So it was no desire to put the Chairman on the hook or to i

put Mr. Casey on the hook. I presume Mr. Casey is telling the

d
This decument is rty of the Senats and remsine under i threugh Select
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truth .and the facts. BGEAmy exialanation of my reasons is alread:
on the record, and I won't repeat it here. But I think the
Chairman has made the reascnable suggestion that we go forward
today, and 1 am perfectly in accord with that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. I just make, by way
of observation to my reference to the hook, it has been my
observation that this Chaimx.x and his two predecessors have a
constant hook hanging behind them, and that is the nature of the
business that we are engeged in. That is particularly true when
matters that we would much prefer dealing with in the privecy
of this Committee are being dsalt with in public.

SENATOR BYRD: I much prefer :'o help you get off any hook
that may be hanging behind you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Now, i1f I may, Bill, I have just one questior
and then I am going to yield to my colleagues, as I indicated. .

You pointed out in your statement that you and the ?:eaidcn‘x
were operating under Section 501(a)(l) of the National Security '
Act of 1947 as amended in 1980 by the Innnigenu Oversight .
Act of that year. That la clesrly provides the relationship betwsan’ the:
Executive and the Legislative Branch with regard to special .
activities such as we are involved here, and says, "the Director
£ Central Intelligence and the heads of all departments, agencies
d other entities of the United States involved in intelligence ‘
u::iviéiu shall” keep the Intelligence Committees fully and
currently informed of all intelligence activities including

n‘t-nhn‘uibmvlwmldm
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NLISORT .
significant anticipated intelligence activities. Then points
out that if the President determines it is essential to limic
prior notice to meet extraordinary circumstances affecting vicalﬁ.
interests of the United State, such notice may be limited to the!
shall be limited to the Chairman and ranking minority Members ;
of the Select Committees, Speaker and Minority Leader of the '
House of Representative, and the Majority and Minority Leaders
of the -- of the Senate. - T .

Thenthe law goes on, or the debate, let’s say, eround tl-\e !
formulation of this law in 1980, in particular, goes on to set |
up two what are called preambulary .conditionl on Section 501(a) i
authority. One you have already referred to, I belisve, and :
that is the constitutional problem. The fact that neithar the |
Executive or the Legislative Branch in this wonderful Consti:ul:i.!o
of ours, is sble or willing or has conceded to the other the’
line of demarcation between the two branches with regard to the
issue of -- well, the issue we are dealing with in this particuls
case with regard to covert action or special activities nnglzld.!
in by the President or the Exscutive Branch. -

*  But it is quite clear from all of the legislative history

luxro'}mding this area -- and this-is the point at which I wlnted;
to cite the commente on the Floor of the then-Majority Leadsr
Robc.r:.lyrd. who stated that the language recognizes a quote,
"buffer zone," end quote, of overlapping constitutional powers

between the Legislative and Executive Branches, a zona in which

ttee on Intalligence. It is provided for limited purpeses eversight
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both branches t claim the r: right to intelligence information.
He sald the bill wisely does not seek to resolve all of these
pogmthl conflicts. Nevertheless -- nevertheless the President
bypasses the procedural provisions of this bill and moves into '
this gray constitutional buffer zone at his peril. This is becau
the presumption of this bill is that prior notice must be given !
to Congress, period. .

Now, I think as long as I have been on this Comuitte, I
have never heard anyone question that statement. I mean, it is°
a very clear, succinct, to the point, articulate statement of 1
the buffer zone, the twilight or the gray area, but, i.mportm:l'.y
I think in a constitutional sense, .:o the presumption that the '
President steps over the requirement to prenotify, or the i
restricted requirement to prenotify on the eight and to do so in
a timely fashion, only at his peril. And we now -- now have a
different sppreciation, I think, in this case, of the peril.

Let me ask you Bill, since you were involved in meetings in
November and December of 1985. You met with the President on
December 7th at the -- no, you weren’t there. You weren't
present. John McMshon was present --

MR. CASEY: Yeah, John McMahon was three.

THE CHAIRMAN: -- on December 7th in the President's

residence at which this was discussed in detail. But I believe
you were present at other meetings including the meeting om

January 7th --

‘!\hdmthﬁnpn Semats and remains under its coutrol threugh the Select
Committss en Intelligence. It pnvld-d lor limited purpeses reiated te congressional eversight
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MR. CASEY: That's right.

THE CHAIRMAN: -- at which the decision was takne to prepare
& Finding, and the subsequent meeting in Admiral Poindexter's
office on January 16th at which Stan Sporkin:s Finding and his
judgment relative to not raising the -- or not informing the
Congress were all discussed. According to Admiral Poindexter
there was no disagreement on the issue that the Congress should!

not be informed.

Now, let me just ask you -- you're the pro around here on
this relationship -- let me ask you why you felt that it was
appropriate to put the President in peril in this parclcuhr ;
case by going along with the Finding that said there will be
no notification of the Congress? ) '

MR. CASEY: 1 agreed with the prevailing view --

SENATOR BRADLEY: Could you speak into the microphone.

MR. CASEY: Yeah. I agreed with the prevailing view ‘:hat
this was an especially sensitive undertaking, which if any word
of it got back to the Iranians, would jeopardize the people who
we were dealing with, would perhaps result, and likely on the

basis of experience, the past record, be likely to result in

their execution, and I agreed that this wasn't the kind of rilk!
that we wanted to take at this -- on this particular matter at |
this :.i.m. l

THE CHAIRMAN: What was your assessment of the risk of’

exposure to the more radical factions in Iran of the same

This document is the property of the S-Au and remains unde threugh Select |
Comnuties en Intelligence. It is provided for limited o &‘:‘.’4‘&‘“ o iy '
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information in terms of executionz and so forth? 1If the Congrc:s
was a problem to you, why --
MR. CASEY: It wasn't the Congress was a problem but --

THE CHAIRMAN: was not Mantezani and some more radical
elements in Iran a comparable problem to you?

MR. CASEY: The Congress wasn't a problem, " The problem was
the information getting out into the hands of the radical
factions in the Iranian government, knowing that this was going
on, knowing that they had pecple in their government who were |
talking to us.

THE CHAIRMAN: But how does pr.c-nocificl:i.on of the Congress
put information in the hands of the Iranian radicals who wouldn't
get that information from the fact that Bud McFarlane was touring
the front in Iran and Ernie Oney and various other pecple were
traipsing in and out of Iran?

MR. CASEY: Just a matter of the more people that know it
the more likely it is to get around. -

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I'1ll pursue that later. Pat Leahy.
SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you, Mr. Cbaimn,. A couple of
questions come cf: mind and I have raised these before. For what

it is worth, my estimation of timely notice does not maan 11
mt!u It is the kind of notice where something happens in the

middle of the night or on a weekend or something like that, and
you have to -- the President has obviously got to have some

flexibility, lets us know shortly thereafter.

mummum-«rm trel threugh the Select
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1 Mr. Casey, did time urge the President or anyboc
2 || else in the Aminis&%.on to make this notice more timely than
3 || che 10 or 11 months that it turned out to be?
4 MR. CASEY: No, I did not. Let me -- I would like to say,
5 Mr‘. Vice Chairman, that timely notice in this -- depends upon
6 || the circumstances, as I interpret that.
7 SENA:I'OR LEAHY: I know, ;nd I understand that the Adminis-
8 || cration's interpretation of timely differs from mine. I am not
9 MR. CASEY: Okay. _
10 SENATOR LEAHY: There was a report in the newspaper the
11 || President gave you a letter saying not to report it. Is that so
12 || or was his request only in the Finciing irself? .
13 MR. CASEY: I received no letter. We discussed it and it
14 || was.in the Finding. - o2
15 SENATOR LEAHY: I know and that -- I have seen the Finding,
16 || as you know. In fact, you and I were at the same meeting.
17 On November 25th a plane owned by a2 CIA proptietary.

lﬂ-elivered 18 HAWK missiles from Israel to Iran. 1
19 |i discussed this at some length with Admiral Poindexter this
20 || morning. You referred to it here. The Admiral did not have
21 ;.my details of it.” I think he uid‘ that he learned of *:his

2 a;xly yesterday, this shipment by a CIA proprietary of thase
23 || HAWK missiles. Now, did the CIA lcnow what was on that aircrafc,

.
1

24 || cthat November 25th 85 aircraft? .
25 MR. CASEY: There is some question about that. I was told

! mmummwlm st-.-mmmmmmwmsm |
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yesterday the CIA didn’t know it until later on. i
SENATOR LEAHY: Did not know until later on? ,
MR. CASEY: Did not know until later on. Did not know \mciil
the Iranians told them some time in January by way of complaim’.n'F
about the inadequacy of whatever was delivered. l

SENATOR LEAHY: Can I just pursue that a bit furcher. Are |

HAWK missiles using that airplane, and didn't know what was o

1
you telling me that the CIA owns a proprietary, delivers 18 |
|
|
the eirplane. g

4
MR. CASEY: That is quite possible. :
SENATOR LEAHY: I camnot conceive of any country, any other!

country -- well, let's take Ilnel;. it is coming from Israeli. '

I can’t believe that the Israelis, if they owned such a plana, !

and were to ship for us a HAWK missile somewhere, they would not?

only know what were on there, probably would know the serial
numbers of every part of them.
MR. CASEY: Well, this was hastily arranged. The people

running the airplane were told that they were oil field parts.
And I am not at all certain that somebody didn't know what they ;
were, but I haven't been able to ascertain that, and I have )
refrained from being explicit about it in the statement because ;
I want to look at that furthar.
" SENATOR LEAHY: I am no expert on either oil fields or
HAWK niuiles, but I suspect I could tell the differance.
MR. CASEY: Well, I don't know whether I could or not.
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SENATOR LEAHY: I think so, unless they are drilling with

a pretty --
MR. CASEY: I suppose it would depend on how they were

packaged. i
SENATOR LEAHY: Was there a legal authority for the CIA to !
|

. CASEY: Well, as I said, the Deputy Director and the g
l

ship U.S. origin arms from Israel to Iran?

Deputy Director of Operations felt that this shipment was wi.:hin
the normal course of the proprietary's sctivity of picking up
cargo and moving into other countries. :
SENATOR LEAHY: Well, let me back 2 bit from that. You uyi
Mr. Ceorge felt that it was in a part of their normal préprhtar;y
activity. Let us assume -- let us assume that somebody said we

have -- we want to ship TOW -- or HAWK missiles from Israael to

Iran, want to use your proprietary. Would there be lagal
authority for the CIA to ship auch U.S. origin arms from Israal
to Iran.

MR. CASEY: That {s a question that I am disinclined to

answer myself. There are two reasons why there might not be

legal authority. One would be that it would be parhaps a violat_i
of the export restriction law, the embargo against arms lbipnenci.
The othar reason would bs the contention that this was not an :
intelligence operation, and therefore the CIA should not be -

involved in it unless it gets -- there's a Finding. But that uu

rather difficult to apply when you have proprietaries eonducting:
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1 || commercial operations. They u":‘:'j.ust doing ordinery commercial
2 || business, and we are not scrutenizing or oaking judgments on
3 || each shipment.
4 SENATOR LEAHY: Now neither you nor Mr. George nor anybody
5| else --
6 MR. CASEY: It wasn't Mr. George; it was Mr. Juchniewicz,
7 || the Deputy at that time. .
8 SENATOR LEAHY: Mr. Juchniewicz, I see. Then neither you
9 | nor Mr. Juchniewicz or anybody else would have to make thet
10 || decision if you did not know they were HAWK missiles, is that
11 || correct? You would not he forced to have to even raise the :
12 || question? I mean, the questions yc;u raised are similar ones
13 || that most of us have raised. ,
14 MR, CASEY: Well, in this case it was not raised. It was, :
15 ||' done very quickly; there was an urgency about it. There was i
16 || “sufficiant sensitivity about whether we had done the right thtnq'
17 || there that McMahon, then the acting Director, I being out of the
18 || country, said any more shipments like this, we are going-to -
19 || require a Finding -- into Iran.
20 SENATOR LEAHY: Now, this is a proprietary that often would
21 || ship produce, chickens -- -
22 MR. CASEY: Yesh. ° :
23 SENATOR LEANY: But certainly -- I mean, these boxss weren'
24 | being lput: on them with air holes and they weren't clucking.
25 || I mean, I don't mean to make it ridiculous, but the point is do

|
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we have so little control over our proprietaries that when
material is shipped from Israel to Iran, we can't figure out
what it is, just from a pure intelligence point of view? I
mean, would it not be part of 2 normal intelligence gathering :
operation to know what was being shipped into Iranm? ?
MR. CASEY: It would seem that way. Only thing I can say ‘
is that it apparently moved so rapidly and there was such urgenéy
about it that they didn't inquire into that particular :hipmen:.;
SENATOR LEAHY: But Israel wented a secure airline. They
thus wanted to bring the United States into the loop. Didn't :
the question arise at some level in the CIA to say why? What
is on there? What is so important that it has to go on a i
secure airline, that the CIA has to be brought in, that the |
United States is involved?
MR. CASEY: Well, all I can say on that is-that the reques
came from the NSC and they had an urgency with respect to a

meeting that was to take place in Geneva that the guys who were,

e mm———— e~ .

handling this didn't know anything about or didn't know enough
about. . !
SENATOR LEAHY: But my concern is that the NSC says now tlu.!t
they didn't know what was going on and that it just found out .
that the CIA sent that flight over, and they are trying to figuie
out why nobody knew what was on it, and now the CIA says well, '
we did this because the NSC requested it, and we didn't know !
exactly what they wanted. Do you understand why somebody raised
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the question wo whether there was just plausible
deniability being set up here.

MR. CASEY: Hadn't thought about it. I hadn't thought
about it.

SENATOR LEAHY: Well, there ia a concern and I suspect that
the question will continue to be asked whether -- because we hav
other proprietaries of various natures and various types of
things around the world, mst‘of us assume as we look at some
of the funding mechanisms for some of these, that one of the --
that they are available not only for their operational contin-
gencies, but available for their intelligence gathering abilitie
especially going into Iran where yc;u know better than any of us
here how difficult it has been to gather any kind of hard
intelligence, either in their economy, their military plans or
anything else. And here is a major shipment of heavy material -
obviously very heavy material -- going into Iran in 2 CIA
proprietary. '

The question I ask, and I would hope that the Agency will
give me a very full, clear, specific answer, is did they know at
the time, and if they didn't know at the time, why not?

MR. CASEY: Well, I have inquired into that myself, :and
have been told, and as far as I can find out, the Agency did not
know what it was handling at the time. Now, I am still going
to mquin further into that.

SENATOR Lzm—hnwcd Iran was expectin
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an arms shipment a time.

MR. CASEY: Yeah, but this happened very quickly.

SENATOR LEAHY: Beg your pardon? .

MR. CASEY: This happened very quickly md—
didn't get locked at for some time.

SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you. I would consider that we'll
follow on that -- Mr. Chairman, I don’t want, Dave, to put the
Chairman on the spot, and I have not mentioned this to him, but
I know in a unique type of me;:ing like this, both the Republic
and Democratic leader have been invited, and I wonder if it wou
not be appropriate that either one of them here at any time, if
Senator Dole comes, Senator Byrd is here now, that they be allo
to ask questions out of turn. -

THE CHAIRMAN: I did -- I just discussed that with the
Democratic leader.

SENATOR LEAHY: Okay, you're way ahead of me.

THE CHAIRMAN: He has to depart in maybe a half hour ‘or
40 minutes or so, but he asked that he would defer to others
who arrived before him, just ‘so at some appropriate time we wou
recognize him. ' -

SENATOR BYRD:. I thank both the Chairman and the ranking
member. '

THE CHAIRMAN: The first arrival is Chic Hecht. -

SENATOR HECHT: I would be happy to defer to the distingui
Majority Leader if he would so wish. . -

Chenenstine on Tateltpunce e 1 arovides
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SENATOR BYRD: Hol.l. the Senator is very kind. I really
have a little time, and I would prefer not to intrude before
others until I have to go, and I am very grateful.

SENATOR HECHT: Mr. Casey, obviously this has created a lot
of problems and we are locking st different accusations. And I
have been reading the morming pepers and it seems like 80 many E
people are already confcni.ng: 50 1 think we have to go into it ‘
and look this whole thing over. But in the braoder context, .
I want to ask you a few questions.

Obviously we derive so much from Third World countries, md
sometimes that is our only source of information, and other ‘
coun:tiq go through :Lntemdhrin. in order to contact us. Do
you feel if we continue on the front pages of the papers, this |
type of investigation is going to hurt our contacts with people
in the future from other countries that we do not have diplmti.'fc
relations with? }

MR. CASEY: Oh, I think we have already seen that with :
respect to this incident. I am not sure how long it could hnvo':‘
been kept quiet. But the fact that it has gotten out has, I ]
think, turned off some Fhing- they seemed to have been pr’pnrcd:
to do for us. .

SENATOR HECHT: What about the future? How would you '
analyze that? :

l‘ﬁi. CASEY: Well, I think I still would keep open the
channels and still would try to bring them around into a more

l muu-eumm«mmmm—nmmwmm
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cooperative mode as ‘long as there is any hope of doing that.
I wouldn't write it off at this point. i ' )

SENATOR HECHT: What's that?

MR. CASEY: I wouldn't write it off at this point.

SENATOR HECHT: But do you feel that if we continue this
investigation out in the open, I mean not in the confines of
this room, but out in the open, this would jeopardize your
operation in the future.

MR. CASEY: I think it would make it more difficult, if we
investigated an open investigation. I think we'd do better to
investigate it quietly in the usul]: way.

SENATOR HECHT: What type of plans are you naking to

MR. CASEY: Well, we have been busily getting ell the
information together, able, ready, to answer any questions and :
present the whole picturs to sny authorized inquiring body, of i
which this is clearly one. I talked to the House this wmorning,
the House Committee. I think we will continue to look for '
additional information, and as we come across it, we will b:!.nz
it to the attention of the oversight ‘commitctees. I don't know
that we will, but we will certainly work that way.

SE'NATOR HECHT: I feel very strongly that you must pursue
these contacts and these tips that you get from these diéforen:
countries. And I would hate to every jeopardize that, and vhati

I can see, the tip you got from the Israelis is not a lot
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different than the tip that was given many, many years ago abouc
China, that they wanted to open up their relations with us, and .
look what has happened to that. So you have got the pros and
the cons, and I feel that if you continue to pursue this and .
get the facts to the Committee, that we would be better served
than we would by making a full scale investigation out in the
open. I doq': say that we ehguld not stop, but I feel we should
keep it in the confines of this room. How do you feel about’
that?

MR. CASEY: Well, I think it is always better from the ,
intelligence standpoint to do these things quietly, and not put%
everybody on their guard. ‘

SENATOR HECHT: I really have no further questions. '

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Mr. McConnell.

SENATOR McCONNELL: Bill, as you know, there is no excepti
to the prior notification requirement. But it was anticipated ;
that in rare circumstances the Preaident might withhold that :
notification, and then inform us in a quote, f'timely fashion,” i
end quote, with a proper explanation. What does timely fashion '
wmean to you? '

MR. CASEY: Well, I think timely is when the risk which
has caused you to withhold notification in the first place is
no lon;er present. President Carter was rather specific about
that when we told Director Turner to provide information about

the rescue miszion in Iran as soon as he felt the risk was no

m-mzumpnnyumsﬁm“mm&ﬂmmthmmw '
urposss aunui reight
§ : inulhlu:‘mnn-. on eo;'dmu tha}.h will net h’nl-u‘d mu:‘d without |
; permisnion ommittes. Permission is granted upmm t to the Executive Branch persennel
| whese official duties concern its subject mattar, subject to these restrictions ;: esntrols. '
! !

g mar “.' :

b



W @@ N O 0 b W N -

N N [ o o
BRURNRNEBIEENSGEBER =S

140

1]

1z U SRGRET .

RNWRET A T P ; R
longer present. And I think I would view this the same way.” As.
soon as we felt that the President determined that the risk whick
caused him to ask to suspend notification in the first place is .
no longer present, he would direct thatr the Committees be advisec
of the activity. Now, this would go on as long -- perhaps as
long as the activity continues. I think, I said before, the
response to the delay, I think the timeliness depends upon the
nature of the exposure you're trying to avoid.

In this case, to be explicit, in this case 28 long as the
risk of the information getting into the -- what was going on
into the hands of the Iranian government, we probably would not
have informed them. ) -

And it occurred -- this again may be rehashing what you and
Senator Leahy covered, but I want to make sure I understand --
it occurred to no one within the councils of the Agency or the

others privy to this operation, it occured to no one that the

dispatching of McFsrlane to Iren last Spring might require some
notificetion to the Committee? . K

MR. CASEY: No, it didn't to my knowledge. We knew that he
wes going and is part of the operation and it didn't reduce the -
risk that some other source might blow the operation sky high.

SENATOR McCONNELL: He was not exactly & low profile person.
I knov_you recognize that.

MR. CASEY: Oh, I know that. But he is s privete citizen. '
Nobody knew what he was going to do and he went in there as

I This document is the property of the Senate and remains unde through l-ha.:
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quietly as possible, ‘buf‘ ds.dn 't -- to my knowledge we didn't
focus on that. - .
SENATOR McCONNELL: So you are completely comfortable then
with telling me and telling this Committee that you think you
have timely notified us by letting us know 1l months after the
Finding. .
MR. CASEY: I am comfortable with the determination by the

President that he didn’'t want-to disclose as long as this
operation was agnsi:i.ve and going on. He had the right to ﬁke :
that determination; I wasn't about to quarrel with him.

SENATOR McCONNELL: Did anyone inside the -- who had privy |
to what was going on, did anybody q'uutian this?

. CASEY: Well -~ .. N !

SENATOR McCONNEL‘L:q No bx'fe said, hey, we ought to consider
notifying the Committee; we just gent Hc!-'u'}nu to Tehran.

MR. CASEY: No, I never heard anybody raise that question.

SENATOR McCONNELL: Nobody questioned it.

MR. CASEY: I never heard it rau'ed. I can't say it wasn r.
raised. I never heard it x_‘aiud. '
SENATOR McCONNELL: In your presence.. I
MR. CASEY: I didn’t raise it.
_ SENATOR McCONNELL: Nobody said, we’'re on shaky ground,
legnlly_. Nobody said that?

MR. CASEY: I don't recall anybody saying we're on shaky !

ground legally. We all knew it was a controversial legal ground.
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SENATOR McCONNELL: Okay, shifting off the legﬂity of it -.

MR. CASEY: Controversial but not shaky.

SENATOR McCONNELL: Shifting off the legality of it and
just talking about the perception of it, did anyone in your i
presence suggest that the credibility of the Administrationm, and
more specifically the President, could be greatly damaged by ;
this operation, particularly if the -- at least the Chairman and
the Vice Chairman of the respective Intelligence Committees werej
not given some notification of what was going on. i

MR. CASEY: I think that everybody was concerned that the
crdibility of the Administration could be shaken if this came

out in the wrong way or if it came .out. I believe that everybody
was aware of that risk and while not everybody may hava agreed |
that the risk should be taken, everybody did agree and recognizéé
that the President had measured the risk,‘ had considered, and l
decided to take it. And everybody supported that. -

Now, I am sure there were various degrees of concern and
maybe different people evaluated the down side differently :h.m'!
other people did. Some peopie were more impressed by the object;:'

and the up side than they were by ;:he down side. We discussed I
this. We discussed that if -- when this did come out, the fact,
that it had produced some positive results would be 2 positive
one and would be -- would offset whatever downside or w‘mtw&r '
criticism might be. This was all thought about and discusaed in

various ways. I think there was the general feeling that the
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objective was a gt&&ﬂd a highly desirable one. There was
concerns about the percepti&n of dealing with hostages. I was
able to make thac distinction. I think most people would. Not
desling with the hostage takers, we were trying to influence
the Iranians who had special influence with the hostage takers
to exercise that influence. As I said before --

| SENATOR BYRD: Mr. Chairman, I couldn't hear that last
statement. '

MR. CASEY: -- we had done that on other cocasions, for

example, with th ;

SENATOR BYI}D: Mr. Chairman, I couldn't hear that last
statement. ’ )

THE CHAIRMAN :‘ Bill, I think we're going to have to continu
to use the mike. ’

MR. CASEY: Now I've got to figure out what the last
statement was. I think I was saying, Mr. Leader, that there
wers peop]ie who were more concer:ed. more impressed by the
positive results being sought than by the downside. Everybody
recognized that there was a potential downside, that when this
came out there could be some criticism. But we felt particularl
as we started to have e little bit of success and we had some
hostages coming out and we had clearly the Iranians working to
get more out, committing to get more, and we had them responding
to us,~ agreeing to give us a T-72 tank which we've been trying i
to get for a long time, other positive results, we felt that whe
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it did come out we would be able to =- the positive side would

receive more consideration than the negative sides. .
SENATOR McCONNELL: Just one final questions. Then it is
my understanding that no one in your presence at any time said,
why don't we call Durenberger and Leahy, and the conclusion was
it was sefer to send McFarlane to Iran, that that was less likeI}
to get out --
MR. CASEY: Well now you’'re putting words in my mouth.
SENATOR McCONNELL: Okay, well then explain it to me again.
MR. CASEY: I am saying that sending McFarlane to Tehran
probably created some risks, b:x: if we were going to go forward
with the operation, those risks wcr‘c unavoidable. On the othar
hand having made the decision not to disclose the activity, thaze
was no reason to say well, let's disclose it now, because we !
have got so many risks we might as well forget that one. .
SENATOR McCONNELL: But it occurred to no one that ambody
as well known ss McFarlane being sent to Tehran would mot -- '
MR. CASEY: Obviously there was some concern about it. The
fact is that it was done. McFarlane’s presence was known, but '
an additionsl hostage came out and the relationship seemsd to be
getting warmer and they undertock to do additiomal things after .
McFarlane's presence. McFarlane's presence was on the whole 2
plus. It might have blown the whole operation, but it didn't.
SENATOR McCONNELL: But focusing on the notice provisiom,

no one in your presence said if we are going to send McFarlene
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to Tehran, we'd better call Leahy and Durenberger.

MR. CASEY: I did not hear anybody say that.

SENATOR McCONNZLL: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mitch, thank you. Mr. Roth. :

SENATOR ROTH: Bill, is it the position of the legal advicei
that was given that Congress could not restrict or write a law :
that would prevent or pteclude‘ you from not informing the Congre;:

[}
In other words, as I understand, the law is fairly clear that \

'
either you advise the two intelligence oversight committees of 1
such actions that were taken in this spacial activity, or if theizt
was concern, that it be at least reported to a limited number;
the Majority Leader and others of ci'xe House and Senate, plus the
heads of the Committee. But it is my understanding you felt
that -- or the decision, legal decision was made that notwith-
standing the legislation, it did not have to be adhered to because
of constitutional rights of the presidency?

.P!R. CASEY: Well, :kut‘wu recognized in the legislation
itself. , Ic' was recognized tt.ut there was at least a claim of "

prior Presidential right on the Constitution. The very outset
>

-~

of the s:a:ute says, "to the extent consistent with all applicabl

authorities l:nd dut:iu. including those conferred by the
Constitution upon the Executive and Legislative Branches of thc

i
government” and only then does it go on to impose these obl:lgt-;
. i
tions. So the President has always been free and it has always:

been recognized, with some debate and controversy, but it has
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always been asserted and the Congress has never taken a step to
wipe out this Constitutional prerogative. The requirements of
the statute are subject to the President or the Congress not
asserting their prior Constitutional rights being before those
that were the rights created by the statute.

SENATOR ROTH: Well, if I understand that clause, all it
recognizes is that the law is subject to constitutional rights.'
It doesn’t spell out with particularity the rights in these :
cirsumstances. Isn’t that correct? So we're in a cloudy argj. ;

MR. CASEY: We're in a fuzzy -- very loosely, it is !
applicable authorities and duties. But I think everybody knew
what they are talking about. And it is clesr from the debate '
that what they are talking about is the President's War Powers |
Act -- War Powers authority, rather, authority to conduct
foreign policy. He could sssert that in his own righe. I :binl{.
that is very clear what that statute, the language refers to. i

SENATOR ROTH: It seems to me, to repeat, that it is :tatm'g
that it is subject to the Constitution without stating what the
Constitutional rights are, that there is a cloud there. There

is nobody -- the courts haven’'t ruled at this date, so nobody

is exactly sure what the Constitutional rights under these i
circumstances are. i

" Let me ask you a second question. Do you have any recom-
mendetions as to how the law could be better written or clarific‘d

For example, the decision was made not to use the second
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alternative of reporting the special activity to a limited number

or group. Would it have made any difference if it were even
further restricted, say to the Majority Leader and Minority

Leeder of the House and Senate? Was that a factor in any way? i

MR. CASEY: Well, I don't think so. I think that the histor
is that from the very beginning of this whole process, thers hasi
been a conflic: between the Executive Branch and the chilla:ive 5
Branch, the Executive Branch esserting the inherent right undetn
the Constitution to carry on these activities, and the I.Aginlr.ci.‘v
Branch seeking to restrict that. And they have fought this %
argument out. It is not 2 new srgument. "There has been deba:e:

every time the law has been modified. And it has becoms clear

the time. I don't -- I haven't given a lot of. thought to how °
you could avoid that. . - i
SENATOR ROTH: How about the phrase, I think, what is it -4
MR. CASEY: What? .
SENATOR ROTH: Timely manner. Would it be better from you;:{

experience to have that clarified or defined as to what timely l
manner means? ll

MR. CASEY: I think something is timely in this context i.n'
relationship to the degree of the risk and what it is you are i
trying to avoid. 1In thil case, the riak is one that continuu..
In the case of the Innian hostage miuion. it is either going :o

succeed or fail quickly, and your time factor is in relation
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to that circumstance.

SENATOR ROTH: So that, if I understand what you're saying
timely manner could include any length of period depending upon
the circumstances.

MR. CASEY: I think it has to be reasonsble. I think at
some point it would no longer be reasonable to justify with-
holding notice at some point, but I don't know what that point
is. 1In this case, I don't think that point really cama. When
it came when the purpose was lost by the publicity and so om,
and now it is over. .

SENATOR ROTH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My tipe is over.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Bil]:. Professor Eaglatom.

SENATOR EAGLETON: Mr. Casay, are the intarests of lsrasl,
geopolitcally, with respect to Iran, at sll timas identical to
thosze of the United States?

MR. CASEY: No, I don't think so.

SENATOR EAGLETON: Thare sre different points of view.

MR. CASEY: I think there has been s different view on the

part of the Israeli towards that war than we have had, and wa

R = -

have tried to pursuade the Israelis to withhold support to I:an.;

and we haven't succaeded antiraly.
m EAGLETON:
Israel to Iran since the fall of the Shah and prior to the
incident now in question. Is that not tha casa?

And the CIA has intelligence information




O B N OO AW N -

- s Bt gt s s
N e r a8

19

149

MR. CASEY: W&\Mclligmcu -- we don't have any --

maybe one smoking gun, but we are pretty confident that the
Israelis, from -our discussions with them and what they have tru
to persuade us, that they've tried to persuade us that they ,;
should maintain an arms relationship -- a modest one, they say
with the Israelis -- the Iranians, because that is the way you !

keep in touch with the military and -- :

SENATOR EAGLETON: And'you have one smoking gun and other .
intelligence that Israeli on its own, or with the assistance ofi
others -- not the Administrstion -- has been shipping arms to
Iran since the fall of the Shah.

MR. CASEY: We are quite confident that's true.

SENATOR EAGLETON: And then with respect to the 18 HAWK |
missiles that Senator Leahy inquired about, the NSC says they .
didn't know about it, the CIA, it didn't kmow about it, but
Israel knew about it, of course.

MR. CASEY: Yeah, they shipped them.

SENATOR EAGLETON: They were dispatched from Israel. And !

don't you alzo have intelligance mfomtim—:

” that General Secord who ia one of these :
private warriors that ships arms around the world, has shipped ‘

$125 million worth o.f material, armored persomnel carriers, to
Iran, prior to this incident that is before the Committes.

MR. CASEY: I don't have the specificity of that in my owm'
mind, but we do know and do believe that Secord has been doing '

' This decumnent is the ; n contrel threugh the Seleet
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business with the &ﬁans arms. Other people all over the

world have been doing that.

SENATOR EAGLETON: A lot of arms merchants are dealing with
them. Certainly Israel has a long record.

MR. CASEY: Yeah; right.

SENATOR EAGLETON: A continuous record since the fell of
the Shah. - . | -

MR. CASEY: Right. . .

SENATOR EAGLETON: That is well known, intelligence-wise ,.
is it not.

MR. CASEY: Yes, I think so. . .

SENATOR EAGLETON: So McFarlane meets in, was it Lendom, |
with these high level Israelis? This was the outset of your ,
statement. . :

MR. CASEY: Yes, that's right.

SENATOR EAGLETON: Who were these high level Israelis? |

¢ MR. CASEY: Well --
SENATOR EAGLETON: Was Kimche one of them?
MR. CASEY: Kimche was the first ome.
_ SENATOR EAGLETON: He's an ex-Mossad functionary.

MR. CASEY: Yeah. Then there is a man nnxx;ed Kir who took
his place.

m. EAGLETON: What's his name?

MR. CASEY: I think it's Kir -- Nir, Ne-i-r. I think we

want to hold these names -- we don’t want to spread these names
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SENATOR EAGLETON: So the high level Israelis, Kimche, Nir,

around.

and who were the other high level Israélis?

All right. Is he an Israeli? s

MR. CASEY: Yeah. They both work out of the Prime Minister:
office. .

SENATOR EAGLETON: And then according to your testimony, it
is the high level Israells who pose this proposition on
McFarlane. McFarlane doesn’'t raise this proposition. It is. the
high level'Israelia who suggest it to McFarlene, aécording to
your testimony. :

MR. CASEY:“ Oh, yes, the Israe‘lis --

SENATOR EAGLETON: So the instigator --

MR. CASEY{ Wait e minute, weit a minute. The Israelis --
this talk about instigated. The Isreelis have been talking to
us for five years -- '

SENATOR EAGLETON: About arms to Iran.

MR. CASEY: Yeeh, ebout a closer relationship with Iran.

It happens that when Kimche came té McFarlane he came to him wit
a specific contact which he thought would be a good one. It wes
a specific opportunity he brought to McFarlane. Not the idea.

SENATOR EAGLETON: And on previous occasions high level
Israelis had proposed to high level Americans that arms be
shipped to Iran, ien’t that so? This wasn't the first time, thi
London meeting with McFarlane there, that high level Israelis
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had proposed to high level Americans thaet arms be shipped to !

Iran. ;
MR. CASEY: Well, I don’t know that any --

SENATOR EAGLETON: Mr. Armacost, do you lmow? »
MR. CASEY: I don't know that Iranians -- J
SENATOR EAGLETON: This is the first, out of the blue, tha

Israeli has ever suggested to & high level American, that arms :
be shipped to Iran? - . g
MR. ARMACOST: I don't know ==
SENATOR EAGLETON: 1Isn't thia a long umd_ina Israeli poltcty
position that they have expressed to us on previous occasions. i
MR. ARMACOST: I believe :ha:'A- correct.
SENATOR EAGLETON: What did you say, air? |

MR. ARMACOST: I believe that is correct. That is I belisve

there have been previous occasions on which high level officials
have proposed that.

SENATOR EAGLETON: Have proposed it. Occasions -- is the
word plural, Mr. Armacost? Occasions? |

MR. ARMACOST: 1 believe so.

MR. CASEY: In my experisnce they come and say you ought
to concur just to do this, and they would explain they are doing

on the basis it was in our common interest. I don't know of any
SENATOR EAGLETON: You see they have been doing it? ;
P;R. CASEY: Yeah; aure. . .'
SENATOR EAGLETON: We knew they had been doing it. :
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MR. CASEY: Yeah.

SENATOR EAGLETON: For many years. They had come to us on
previous occasions to ask us to condone it directly and to
participate in it.

MR. CASEY: And we'd say no.

SENATOR EAGLETON: Finally they get old McFarlane in London
and get his acquiesence to be.aﬁ overt participant in that which
they had been doing sublimely and quasi-covert for many years.
We fell in with them, didn't we?

MR. CASEY: In a limited way. )

SENATOR EAGLETON: In a limited way. So this is an Israeli
caper that we fell in with, in a limited way. . i

MR. CASEY: Well, I think that is an overstatement.

SENATOR EAGLETON: This was an Israseli suggestion.

MR. CASEY: It was an initiative which we adopted. .

SENATOR EAGLETON: Israeli initiative that we fell in vich";
in a limited way. ) '

MR. CASEY: Yeah.

SENATOR EAGLETON: And later we met with them in Paris,
didn't we?

. CASEY: Yeah. *

SENATOR EAGLETON: High level Israelis. How many -- hov
many meetings with high level Israelis were there from the first’
one with McFarlane through the whole exercise of this, roughly.

Three, four, five? -
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MR. CASEY: I wouldn't know how many there were. I would --
SENATOR EAGLETON: I heard of two or three, but 1 may --
MR. CASEY: 1 would think it was the kind of thing that got
discussed whenever they came around. Every time Perez or Rabin
turned up, why this would probably come up as one of the oubjcc::s
of discussion. '
SENATOR EAGLETON: Did LF dawn on anybody when these
discussions were going on, not only about the law, not only
about notifying Congress, not only the element of detection a;td
the element of surprise, did it dawn on anybody that we were
locking into Israeli -- Israel's foreign policy? That this is
what the Israelis wanted done. ’
MR. CASEY: It certainly did dawn on us. It certainly did-
dawn on us. .
SENATOR EAGLETON: Did anybody raise the question then,
'

you know,boys, there may be & difference between United States

best interests with respect to Iran and Israel's best interest.

MR. CASEY: Oh, I think everybody recognized that all the
time. R '
SENATOR EAGLETON: Everybody recognized it. . .
MR. CASEY: Yesh, sure. I think that the responsible pcop]:.e
recognizes that the Isrselis have their eggs to fry and are going
to fry them, but we make our judgment on what we think is in ouf
1nc;re’us. And that is the way we should think about it. !

SENATOR EAGLETON: This time it was scrambled eggs and we
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joined them in the pot, did’l‘t’w/e" -We re scrambling our eggs.

MR. CASEY: Well, you're not going to put that in my mouth.
That's your view. I think we had a good rationale to do that.
I think the balance --

THE CHAIRMAN: Your six minutes are up, Tom.

SENATOR EAGLETON: Six minutes are up. The bottom line is
that Israel took us for a ridg.

MR. CASEY: Well, I know that a lot of people think that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Specter.

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

MR. CASEY: I don't share it.

SENATOR SPECTER: Director Ca;ey, with the time limits,
let me give you a conclusion and ask you for a comment. As I
read Section 501, I do not see the limitations of Section (a)
applicable to the intelligence operations in foreign countries
in ?ectim (b). These two sections were drafted at the s;mg
time, and (b) simply doesn't have the provisions about limiting
disclosut; with respect to protection of classified information
or 1nﬂfcm:io-fx.

It seems to me very difficult to bring the provisions or
limitations from (l). into (b) on the face of this statute. And
1 would say .furr.her than when you pic_k up Section 662, which
vas en‘ac:ed in 1980, that this provision was not designed to
expand the Presidential authority, but to 1limit it. So that on
the January 17th, 1986, Finding which is made under Section 662

mm:umpmnmumsﬂummuarmmmmum '
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the President doesn't have an ®¥rity under 662 to defer '
statutory obligations which were cited under 501(b). '
MR. CASEY: Well, I don’t know. I don't know how you can |
|

‘quite say that because pert 50 -- 413(a) provides the consu:ucipv

exception explicitly, and then the paragraph (b) says, refers
to for which notice was not given under Subsection (a2). So they
are tied together. .

SENATOR SPECTER: No they are not. Subsection (a) relates
to intelligence activities and Subsection (b) relates to covért
activity.

MR. CASEY: Which is a cross reference in (b) to (a).

SENATOR SPECTER: Well -- but ‘(.) covers and specifies the
collection of intelligence data. Subsection (b) relates to
covert activities.

Mr. Casey, I don't want to protrect it now. What I would
suggest you do is take a look at these provisione, because I
don't think the Executive Branch is reading them in eccordance
with the way they have been drafted. (a) and (b) are put out ’
et the same time, w‘d (2) has as lot of limitations which don't
apply to (b). And then you have Section 662, which comes much
later, 23 yeers later, and requires a Finding, and that Finding:
is to further limit the President’s authority, not to expand it ‘.
Then the President comes down on Jsnuary 17 of 1986 and makes al.

Finding and in his language directs you not to make a dilclou.u'c.
There just isn’t that suthority in the 1980 statute. It is vcry!;

I
i
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complicated and I have been puzzling chrough it --

MR. CASEY: I will have my -- my General Counsel, Dave
Doherty is here, and I will certainly have him examine the
issue you raise, and I will lock at it myself.

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, I would suggest you do, and I will
be glad to pursue it with you later, because in the time limits
here we can't go into it. Bug I chink there is a fundamental
misreading here, and the President has a lot less authoricy to
defer disclosures or not to disclose than it has been speculated
about in the press or that we h-ve agreed on a high level gloss.

MR. CASEY: We’'ll be very glad to go into it with you.

SENATOR SPECTER: Let me ask y.ou just very briefly two other
points. And one is that there \hn been speculation that there
might be an exception for Admiral Poindexter, the assistant in
charge of the National Security Council, not being within the
purview of being required to report intelligence activities to
the oversight committees. As I read the language, he would be
covered under the category of other entities of the United States
So that if the NSC Director is engaged in this category of
activity he would be required to make a report to this Committee.
Do you agree with that?

MR, CASEY: I haven't given that enough thought.

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, I would appreciate it again if you )

1 would take a look at that.

MR. CASEY: Okay. Dave, did you get these notes -- get
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both points, yeah.

SENATOR SPECTER: Because I believe in the legislative
enactment there was an effort made to be as broad as possible.
They talk about heads of departments and agencies, and then othe;:
entities. It is pretty hard to get a category of language
broader than other entities that would be comprehensive. H

MR. CASEY: The question. involved in intelligence activitie
I think it is a very good question and we'll look at it.

SENATOR SPECTER: The third and final point that I would 1lik
to raise with you is on the issue of Mr. McFarlame. Now it is
true that he is a private citizen, but his former position, or
when he acts as an agent for the President or sgent for the Unite
States, or agent'for his successor Admiu‘l Poindexter, don't you:
think there is a requirement that his activities be subject to‘.
reporting as well? :

MR, CASEY: Well, I think i{f he was acting for CIA or any
one of these other entities, then I think that would bring him

in.

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, wasn't he in this case?

MR. CASEY: Huh? Yeah.

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you very much.

MR, CASEY: I think if we had to report, we would ir;élude
HcFarh.ne e activities, jul: like we would do to any one of our '

employees.
SENATOR LEAHY: I'm sorry, you'd include? I didn't hear th:

‘This document is the propert; Sean remains under Select {
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part. You would include what’ i

MR. CASEY: I say if we were reporting, we would have
included McFarlane's activities along with those of our own
employees who participated.

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, very much, Arlen.

I'11l yield now to either ‘Hr. Bradley or Mr. Byrd. I don't
know whether the Democratic Leader has a time problem yet or

not.
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SENATOR BYRD: Thank you, #r. Chairman.

Mr. Casey, when was the first discussion involving the
President with respect to sending the arms and with respect to
the decision not to report to the Congress? :

MR. CASEY: Well, I think the first discussion with respec::
to the relationship of which the possibility of sending arms {
was part, the first one I kneg‘ of occurred in -- the first when' ’
the CIA knew about it, occurred in December. As I said, I was .
out of the country and wy deputy John McMahon was present. Now,
I am certain, though I don't know, that there were other discun-:
sions about this subject which probably took place in the daily%
meetings which the President has vi‘.:h the National Security
Advisor. !

SENATOR BYRD: You indicated earlier that on November 25, :
cargo was dropped in Iran. '
MR. CASEY: Yesh. {

discussions as to this matter? Somebody must -- there must havc

SENATOR BYRD: Now, prior to November 25, who was in on :h

been 2 genesis as to whether or not we will report to the Congn‘s
Now, the President issued his order on January 17 this year. I
MR. CASEY: That is vhen the formal finding was signed.
SENATOR BYRD: Yes, the formal memo was signed. But the -
transactiona of equipment and materiel had gone forward prior :;
that time. ' :
MR. CASEY: There was considerable uncertainty aes to who
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knew about those transactions. Those transactions were Israeli

to Iran, and as far as I know, there was no American involvement:
in it until November, late November they asked us to produce & :
plane, vhere to get a plane, and we come up with this propri-tar!y
plane. And a shipment -- huh? ‘,

SENATOR BYRD: Would you mind speaking into the mike, plnslc.

What I anm trying to ask you, what ; am trying to find out
here is at what point, vhen did the President and yoursalf and

:
i
i
|
i

the Director of the NSC, make a decision that -- and begin i
discussions of this when Mr. McFarlane had made the proposal, n; s
I understand it, based on contacts that the Israelis said uigh:’i
exist. When did you all sit down w.i:h the President and start I
this discussion which ended in approval of the actions of the |
Israelis, for example. ;‘
MR. CASEY: I would say that ths discussions ltlttcd,- as t

far as I know, in that meeting in early November, and then went
on to prepars a Finding that formalized it. Now, that is not to
say that thers were not discussions by some of the principals,
probably between McFarlane and the President 3 at an earlier ;
stage. McFarlane had talked to me about the initiative without x
]

getting into the arms aspect of it, primarily talking sbout the |

political initiative and the importance of it, somatime -- I i

haven't got an exact dats, but it was befors -- it was right
vhen I went off for my China trip. It had to be some time in

October. .
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1 SENATOR BYRD: In October. N
2 MR. CASEY: Yeah. : ’
3 SENATOR BYRD: McFarlane talked to you. .
4 MR. CASEY: Yeah. I think perhaps the Israelis had been -
S |l talking to him before that.
6 SENATOR BYRD: Yes. But to sit down and discuss this matter-
7 |land say well, what are we going to do about reporting to Congress.
8 MR. CASEY: That was done by the NSC principals in early
9 [|November and again in January. ="
10 SENATOR BYRD: And was tha Président in on that?
RS MR. CASEY: Yes, both cases. »
12 SENATOR BYRD: Were you in on .thn discussions?
13 MR. CASEY: I was out of tha country the firast discussion.
14 My Deputy John McMahon was there. I was in on the second
15 {} discussion which took place in January. )
16 SENATOR BYRD: You indicated that you agreed with the,
17 quote, “prevailing” close quote, view, which leaves us to under-
18 || gtand that there was a different view. Now, with respect to )
19 whezhu‘or‘ not thera should be timely reporting to Congress and
20 || yhat the word timely meant, undar the pravailing view.
2 MR. CASEY: I don’t recall'a different view on timely B
2 uporci.ng-. I think everybody went along with that. What I did !
2 aay th;rn was a different view on, thers was a diffsrent view’ E-
24 || on the wisdom and duiubilicy'of entaring into the rchtionlhip' »
25 || with respect to weapons and arms. That {s where the differencs
mm«m“mmm“.uﬁmmmm ,
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SENATOR BYRD: I believe, and I don’t have the :unsctiéc

in front of me, but I believe that yéu were disZusamg, when youf

said this, I think you were referring to, quote, "informing

Congress,

“agreed with the prevailing view."

MR. CASEY: No, I don't think so.
SENATOR BYRD: ALl right, ; '
MR. CASEY: 1I've got that right hete.‘

SENATOR BYRD: ALl right. Let that be as it may. Thac is

the way 1 qn_den:ood_ it. The President was pres.ent; is that

correct? .

State there?

. -

MR. CASEY: VYes.

SENATOR BYRD: , ‘zho else was present? Was the Secretary of

MR. CASEY: Yes.

SENATOR BYRD: Was the Secretary of Dsfenu there?

MR. CASEY: Yes. A

SENATOR BYRD: Was Mr. Meese there?

MR. CASEY: Yes.

SENATOR BYRD: And was the Vice President there?

MR. CASEY: I'm not sure, but I think so. He usually is,
.

unless he is out of town.

SENATOR BYRD: And who else was there?

close quote, and then you indicated that yéu:quotc. '

B .« . 0"

R 1

MR. CASEY: Well, Poindexter was there. I think that was :

Kl
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probably all.
' THE CHAIRMAN Don Regan? S s
MR. CASEY: Don Regan was probibly there, yeah. ‘
i SENATOR BYRD: Now, among those, who raised the question u';
to reporting and as to the law? ’
MR. CASEY: Mr. Chairman -- Mr. Leader, as far as I know md
can recall now, nobody raised that question.
SENATOR BYRD: Nobody raised that question --
MR, CASEY: Yeah.
SENATOR BYRD: -- with the Attorney General there --
rMR. CASEY: Well, the Att'omoy General concurred. You :
remember that this had been dhcuu.cd for a couple of weeks back:
and forth starting with our General Counsel and our Deputy |
Director of Operations pecple, the NSC staff people, and I don't;
know to what extent State and Defense was involved, but they wr!f
involved. And I didn't hear any discussion about the -- any
great dissent or dispute about the w;y the Finding would be :
handled. K
SENATOR BYRD: Hcl‘l. you say you didn't hear any discussion
or any great dissent. Someone surely said, where do we stand

within the context of the law. ,
MR, CASEY: Oh, that was worked very carefully by the lawyer
SENATOR BYRD: Well, the lawyers weren't in on that mo:i.ng’.

were :l;ey‘l :

MR. CASEY: Oh, yeah. Well, not on the final meeting.
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SENATOR BYRD: No, I am talking about the original meeting.

MR. CASEY: They were in in the preparation of the Finding.

SENATOR BYRD: Yes. But at some point, at some point up

early there had to be a discussion of the requirements under

Section 501 of the National Security Act.

MR. CASEY: Yeah, I think everybody agreed that that was a’

problem, and that probably the way to handle it was by having
the President exercise his constitutional prerogative.

SENATOR BYRD: Constitutional prerogatives aside for th.e
moment, that discussion took place prior, didn't it? Prior to
January the 17th when the President issued the memorandum.

MR. CASEY: Well, I can't be l-ure about that.

SENATOR BYRD: You mean he just came in on that meeting on:

January 17 and said boys, here we have this --

MR. CASEY: No. You know_. Senator, that is not the way
life works. People working on the problem come up with a set
of proposals and the principals are inclined to accept them.

SENATOR BYRD: But there has to be a presentation before
the principals.

MR. CASEY: Yeah. Well, there -wu s presentstion and the
Finding was presented.

SENATOR BYRD: And thn; was prior to January 172

MR, CASEY: I am not sure sbout the dates there. I know
the do.cumen: was signed January 17. I think the meeting was
January 17th. No, maybe the meeting was --
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MR. ARMSCOST: The meeting was January 7th.

MR. CASEY: The meeting was January 7th. :
SENATOR BYRD: January 7th?

MR. CASEY: Yeah, January 7th was the meeting.

!
SENATOR BYRD: What was the purpose of that meeting? i
MR. CASEY: That was to discuss the whole initiative. It I!
was -- we had said, as early as December, that we felt that a :
Finding should be prepared. And the Finding was prepared. Andy
then I guess the policy was reviewed again January 7th, and .chen.:
the Finding was finally finalized and signed on January 17th. l
SENATOR BYRD: Now, as early as December you had discussed '
the necessity of a Finding, is that correct?
MR. CASEY: Yes; yes. |
SENATOR BYRD: For what reasons? One and ':vo -- may I
finish my question? For the reasons of authorizing the arms
shipments and the p;xpoul to be achieved thereby, or -- and/or
the reporting of Conzre‘u and the necessity of not reporting to ]
the Congress. :
MR. CASEY: Well, I think that is not the way it works.
SENATOR BYRD: But they are both included in the Finding.

MR. CASEY: Well, we wanted e Finding. Wa said, look, if i.

we are going to do all these activities, we have to have a
Finding. And then the question of the kind of a Finding and
evgry:hing else came up. And that was turned over to the --

normally is, to our DDO pecple and an interdepartmental group i
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which has a Defense 'and a State and an NSC representative. Theyl
get the Finding together, or CIA may do the draft and they send‘
it around to this group who make inputs from eech Department --'

MR. ARMACOST: I have to say, Bill, I don't believe anybod)l
in the State Department saw the Finding. i

MR. CASEY: Oh. !

SENATOR BYRD: Pardon me, what was that? i
MR. ARMACOST: I don't believe anybody in the State Dcper:-l‘
ment sew the Finding. I don't know what the normal procedure
would have been, but I was unaware of it and I don't believe the
Secretary saw it.

MR. CASEY: Well, I'm not su:e. they did either. I am just
telling you_hcw it normally works.

SENATOR BYRD: Now, in the Finding --

MR. CASEY: I am quite sure the Secretary saw the Finding
at the meeting.

MR. ARMACOST: I don't believe so.

MR. CASEY: That's so? All right.

SENATOR BYRD: The Finding authorized the shipments, and 14
also required the CIA -- directed the CIA not to report to the
Congreas.

MR. CASEY: Right.

SENATOR BYRD: Now, that discussion, the discussions which‘

led up to the decision that there should be a Finding --
MR. CASEY: Yesh.
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SENATOR BYRMN-- egan'.-as“:atly as December, as I under-
stand.

MR. CASEY: Yeah, I think maybe even earlier. Maybe late .
December.

SENATOR BYRD: You mean late November. - .

MR. CASEY: November. After the shipment had been completec
and had been authorized, and we said we're not going to do this .
again without a Finding, and then I think they started talking
about the kind of a Finding and when. .

SENATOR BYRD: Now, who proposed that the Congress be
circumvented?

MR. CASEY: I don't know who p'topoud that initially. I
can't tell you who proposed that initially. As I said, I was
not in the country at the time, at the inception of that exercise
The first meeting in December I was away, and uy Deputy was cher;
And then the process went on in the bureaucracy putting togc:hnrl
the Finding, and I guess it was finalized in January. i

SENATOR BYRD: What about the meetings in which you parti-”‘
cipated. You said you agreed with the prevailing view. :

MR. CASEY: Yeah. »

SENATOR BYRD: Who raised a question? Did anybody raise the
question with regard to the interpretation of this statute?

MR, CASEY: I think that that interpretation of the statute
wvas pax:: of the basic tools t&: we work with. That ig nothing !

new. That interpretation ie -- there has always been three ways
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to go. One, the leBus ip: one, the President sxercises his

copstitutional authority; and the third is the normal way whers
you put it through the -- around the robin to all the Committees.

SENATOR BYRD: Well, surely theras must have baen --

MR. CASEY: I beliava that somewhere early on thare was &
generzal acceptance that it was important in this job if we were .
going to do it, in s&s secure a'nd in a closed way as we could,
and a disposition to go with the most securs route, which is
generally deemed to bs the constitutional routs. It wes that
kind of a general decision. I don't think there was s lot of
discussion about {it.

_ SENATOR BYRD: Well, I am rather surprised thers wouldn't
be a discussion of this, which would obviously be a vary central
point of criticism, in the event that this mattar evar came ouf..:

mg. CASEY: You once told me, Mr. Leader, that Prasident

a great deal of discussion about what kind of notificatiom it
would bea. .
SENATOR BYRD: Yas. Wall, let me say to that, Mr. Cassy,

)
Carter talked to you bafors tha Iranian Finding, and thare vun':;t
|

I did not only tell you --
MR. CASEY: No, no. '
SENATOR BYRD: =-- I told my collaaguas, Republicans and

Democrats, following Ehnt {ituation. That is nuxzbar ona. Now

let m.reapond to that. That is numbar one. In that situation,’

you had over 50 hostages whose lives were at stake then, and

This decument is the property of the Senats and remains under its control through the Select
Cmm-onlnmhmltupmdd{ 'or limited purpesss related ts congressiens! oversight -
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you had the crews of six helicopters whose lives were at stake
then, and the whole operation was, as'l remember’ something’ ii.kg:
an 11 day matter. And thirdly -- thirdly, I criticized the '
President of my Party on that occasion for not’ hlVing taken i’.nto'
his confidence at least a few persons, Democrats and Republicm:‘
on this Hill, who as I said to him, can keep 2 secret as yeu as.

anybody in this White House. And I say that ;gtin.

Now, we keep --

MR. CASEY: Well, look, I understand what yau are uying

entirely. h * - Pt

SENATOR BYRD: So there is no secret about that. °

MR. CASEY: I underatand th&t.' All I am saying ia, I think
you can understand how these decisions are made.” They somatimesi

SENATOR BYRD: I don't understand -- - ! :
MR. CASEY: -~ don’t have a lot of discussion. '

- SENATOR BYRD: Yo, —I don't understand how this deciaion va )

| made. But let me say finally on that, we can't keep looking

back at Iran and the hostages under the Carter Adminiltrati::in.

I think this Administration has to be accountable for what it

has done. :
MR. CASEY: I am not trying to excuse nnyghing on the bnia.

of the Carter Administration. I am merely trying to remind you'

of how these decisions get vade. They don't always have & lot

of cihcunion.‘ I know I wa-n't in a lot of discussion’on this. '

1 accepted the deciaion and t!;c concludion, and I know there wer:

Imd--.unu Senate and remaing under its cemtrel the
ud“ through ldva|

i Pe graated
! 'M-M«ﬁummmm mattar, subject to these restrictions and contrele. i
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three ways to do i.: and I uas inclined to do this one in the wa

it was done.

SE!?ATOR BYRD: Well, let's leave ch; Ca‘r:er situation for .
the moment and I don't mind discussing that anywhere.

MR. CASEY: 1 do:\'t want to get back into the Carter
situation at ell. I am trying - what I am trying to talk about
how decisions are made in this government under either Adminis-
tration. They are made .very q.\:ickly, people are doing & lot of A
other :hings.‘ and there isn t a lot od discussion some:imel.

THE CHAIR—MAN:‘ Mr. Luder could I interrupt just one aecon:
to cluify. Who has to luve here at 1 307

ER CASEY I have :o be with :he Houu Committee at 1:30. :

THE CHAIRMAN: Oh, you have o meet with the House Comnttree
at 1:30. Okay. w;n we still have Mr. Bndley -- Mr. Bentsen '
has left, Mr. Boren has left -- Mr. Murkowlki. and Mr. Nunn and ;
Mr. Moynihan. 1Is that correct? Have I got that t’ight? ) |

SF.NATOR BYRD: Could I ask one further question. |

‘I'HE CHAIRMAN: That's fine. I just wented to clarify that’
we l'uve got about 20 minutes left. i

. CASEY: I'1l come back here if you want me to.

SENATOR BYRD: Yes, I'll be ghd to come back also.

One final question, then perhaps I can follow this up la:er
Did the Secretary of S:nte and/or the Secretary of Defense in
p-rticuh: or did anyone elu at any of the meetings you attendec -

beginning prior to January 17th, _inclusive “of January 17, or

or otherwise
miuimv{tMCmmmPomanlﬂ.ltdhpmdﬂ:uﬂutxmn!nuhm-ﬂ .
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following that meeting, raise & strong opposition to this idea,
to this kind of operation, tnfficki{xg in a;'ms with a terrorist ,
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