497

There are other areas where I think that support from intelli-
ce is inadequate. I think many of these problems are continuing
genblems. They are problems that have been around for a long
P.roe There is a sense that assessments are often not sharp enough,
that ‘the policymaker has to wade through too much prose to get to
fhe bottom line. A sense that alternative views are not sufficiently
lled out, that there is too much of a presumption of a right
igzwer and a wrong answer, when in fact, the policymaker may be
better informed by simply knowing better how to think about a
problem than an answer in a situation where there may be no
er.
angg there are two areas where I think that improvements can be
obtained and my specific reference this morning was to the one
here I think we need to take a new look at the way we provide
current intelligence support for the policymakers.

Senator NUNN. You also went on in your statement to say, on
the question of human intelligence, “at the same time, we must
consider the implications for our covert action capabilities of a dra-
matic decline in Soviet aggressiveness and disruptive activities in
the Third World.” . Lo , -

You were alluding to the need to improve human intelligence. Is
it fair to draw a conclusion from that that you believe covert action
is now less important as to tool with the decline in the Soviet
threat and the decline in the Soviet aggressiveness around the
globe and that human intelligence on the other hand is more im-
portant. Is that a fair conclusion?

Mr. GatEs. Yes, sir, it is. I think that one of the areas where we
have had a terrible problem over a long period of time in intelli-
gence is in the realm of political intelligence, the question of inten-
tions. There was an allusion made to it earlier with respect to Iraq
and the decision to launch the war or invade Kuwait.

_If you look back at most of the, or many of the significant, intel-
ligence failures, one component of it is shortcomings in our politi-
cal intelligence. I remember that President Carter sent Director
Turner a letter to that effect, after the Iranian revolution in 1979,
that he is not satisfied with the quality of our political intelligence.

It is a very difficult area and it is an area where more often than
not human intelligence, clandestinely acquired human intelligence
offers a unique capability to get at.that kind of information. ,

ere is another area though in that same regard where I think

we have an under-utilized asset, or an under used asset, and one of
the Senators made reference to it in his opening remarks, and I am

raid I can’t remember which one, but somebody this morning
made the comment that the contrast between the insights that
they find when they travel in the field and talk to our field officers
and what they get in the finished intelligence is a vivid contrast
and that they get so much greater—we use the term ground truth,
when they are out in the field talking to people.

One of the things that I tried to do when I was DDCI before was

Institutionalize a way in which our chiefs of station and officers
overseas would routinely send in the kind of information that they
gi?khup on the cocktail circuit, the gossip that they hear, what they
R lgbt hear from people, from agents before they got down to seri-.
US business of the specific tasking requirements.
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-Because it is that flavor of the political climate in g foreigy
itol where our operations officers often have insights and iop, 2
tion that don’t get reported back to headquarters and that wy;
clarify and give a liveliness to our reporting. o

I was not successful in that effort, and it would be Somet};
that I would turn to again if I am confirmed and have the o big
nity to go back out there. But we need more capability i th.
HUMINT area, and I have to say that this Committee hag reane
taken a major leading role in trying to strengthen humap inbelljy
gence collection. :

By the same token, I think that it is clear that the Soviet Unig
or shall we say the former Soviet Union, is not going to play t)
kind of disruptive role in the Third World, at least for the foresee:.
ble future or as far into the future as we can see, that it Playy
until really very recently. ‘

And I think the agreement that was announced yesterday or the
day before on the ending of support for the government of Afghar
stan, Angola, and the negotiated outcome in Nicaragua, al] these
things illustrate that even before thé revolution of the last fey
weeks, the Soviet Union was taking a very different and mo
skeptical view toward these struggles in the Third World.

A lot of our paramilitary, covert activity has been directed at re
sisting these kinds of things over the last number of years. I thin
that is going to change. The amount of money devoted to it I think
is going to plummet, and I think that offers us some opportunitis
in terms, perhaps, of using some of those assets and resources m
human collection. )

Senator NUNN. Let me back up to the past a moment, in ordert
get back to the questions about how you view the future and par
ticularly your future obligations, if confirmed.

During your testimony back in February 1987 when you were
nominated to be the Director of Central Intelligence, at that time!
went through several questions with you and they stretch out over
several pages, and I am just going to try to recall a few of them

It gets to the question of what is an intelligence activity and
what is the obligation of reporting an intelligence activity that may
be or you may think is illegal. I asked you the question back ther
“Senator Nunn: What is an intelligence activity, does that 1,nclude
what Oliver North does in the White House basement?” You
reply, quoting you, “It seems to me that it covers the activities ur
giert;:’aken by CIA or another intelligence agency under the Fint
ing. . ,
I went on to ask, “So you do not consider the National Securi
Council as being under that Directive? If you found out the Natior
al Security Council was conducting a patently illegal activity, y
would feel no compunction under the present law to report that o
the oversight committees? End of question.

Your answer, quoting you: “My first obligation it seems to I*
would be to report it to the Attorney General, because of unc"
tainty about whether the NSC, National Security Council, was &
intelligence entity.” I

I went on to say “Well, that is the biggest loophole in the law.
have seen. No wonder the Executive branch was conducting evel'i
thing in the basement of the White House. You have no compu®
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. report what is, without any doubt an intelligence activit
no?nt: Cogogressional point of view whether it is carried out withilz
the Executive branch, but you dqn’t feel you have any obligation
under the law, then we have a serious problem.”

Then 1 went on to say, “I mean, the obvious thing to do is jus
¢hift everything questionable over to the National Security Council
and let her roll and you were basically supporting the National Se-
aurity Council, your folks were supporting it. I am astounded you
don’t believe the National Security Council, when they are carry-
ing out what is obvgously an intelligence activity, comes under the

arview of the law. ; ) .

You reply, “Senator, it seems to me that the activity that the
were undertaking was primarily a diplomatic initiative for whic
we were providing operational support.”

Now you went on in subsequent questioning to, I think, at least
modify that statement somewhat. But at this point in time how
would you answer that question? v

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I would regard, if it were—if I thought there
were an illegal intelligence activity going on in any agency of the
Government, I would first notify the head of that agency that I had
that belief and that I believed he had an obligation to inform the
Congress. .

Ifgirle did not do so, I would then inform the President and tell
him that I felt the Congress should be informed and if the Presi-
dent did not act, then I would inform the Congress or I would
resign and then report to the Congress.

Senator NUNN. I believe that is abundantly clear, and that would
include the Agriculture Department, if a meat inspection outfit
started running guns somewhere, you would believe that would be
under the purview of your obligation to report?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. .

_ Senator NUNN. Okay. Would your answer be any different if the
improper illegal activity that came to your attention involved a
covert action in which the President’s Finding directed that the
Congress not be notified of the covert action?

_ Mr. Gares. No, sir, I would not. I would tell, first of all, I think it
is worth spelling out my view on non-notification of the Congress
beca;luse I think it is tied directly to the answer and it is that I
don’t want to get into the constitutional argument.

Let me just put it in terms of how I would look at it as a matter
of policy. I think that the cost imposed on the relationship between
the Executive branch and the Congress and particularly between

1A and the Congress by the non-notification in 1986 was so high
thai_; I believe that as a practical matter, I. would recommend
against non-notification of any finding to the Congress.

In ot}}er words, I believe that the Congress should be infox:megi of
every Finding signed by the President. Again, not as a constitution-

matter, but as a practical matter and within 48 hours, which is
the standard practice now. Should the President decide for some
reason, involving life and death, not to notify the Congress, it is my
:1ew that that non-notification should be withheld for no more

an a few days at the most. ) .

b S?loul.d it extend beyond that, I would argue or raise it on a daily
asis with the President and if it reached a point where I felt that



500

the non-notification were no longer warranted or that g relat;
ship of trust and confidence between the ‘Agency and Congregg 108
jeopardized, then I would contemplate resignation. Wey

Now under those circumstances, I think that if I were t, fin
that something illegal were going on in that context, I woulq d
the case to the President: (A) that it make it imperative to inf Q
the Congress; and (B) that I could no longer serve as Directorr?}
that could not be done. :

Senator NuNN. So at that point you would confront the Preg;
dent with it, even if he had said that the Finding was not tob:
made known to the Congress, if you discovered something that you
believed to be illegal, or you had strong suspicions might be illegs]
during that interim period before notification, you would first oy,
front the President and say, Mr. President, I believe that this Tnay
be illegal. We must notify the Congress, dnd then I understanq §
he said no, then you would resign, is that correct? '

Mr. Gates. I would have to see the specific circumstances but
that certainly would be my strong inclination, yes, sir.

Senator NUNN. Now let me go to people outside the Govemment,
let’s say there is another General Secord in the future. Do you he
lieve you would have responsibility to report to the Congress and t
the Congressional Committees, I am speaking of the oversight con.
mittees, improper or illegal intelligence activities of a third par
involved in intelligence activities.

Mr. GATEs. Involved in U.S. intelligence activities?

Senator NUNN. Yes.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. .

Senator NUNN. What about criminal activities the CIA uncovers
in the course of routine gathering of intelligence, something that
you would not call an intelligence activity, let’s take money laun
dering and take the BCCI activity that is now at least alleged t
have occurred. )

If you came across that kind of information in your job-tobe,
what would you feel was your duty with respect to that?

Mr. Gates. I would see no difficulty in having that be a part o
regular intelligence briefings to the Congress. But let’s different:
ate in an area that'is much narrower than that, but one that cor
fronted me directly as DDCI, and I will use the example that
caused me to have our General Counsel’s office look at it.

Often in the course of interviewing applicants for employment b
CIA, either before or during the polygraph examination, we
come across information suggesting that somebody violated the lav
or may intend to violate the law. ’

In normal circumstances, I think we notify the Justice Depar
ment of that. The one particular set of cases that came before m¢
in 1986 where I arranged for some new procedures to be writteh
concerned several instances that came to our attention of peopt
that appeared to the interviewers as potential child abusers. ;

And we worked out arrangements with the Justice Departme?
and the FBI where we could get that information to people and¥
local authorities, either social service or law enforcement autho [
ties, so that they could at least keep an eye on the situation. 0
am trying to differentiate between that sort of thing and the BCd
sort of thing that you are talking about.

—



501

And fI ege:s 1;0 r;:zti:g;lo?trggtiggy the BCCI sort of thing shouldn’t
prie: . :
nator NUNN.. While you were at the agency, did any informa-
tio?le about BCCI t_hat would Alndicate.illegal activity ther}é, come to
your attention? Did you report anything of that nature?

Mr. GatEs. The only report that came to my attention that I
recall was I received a call in—I don’t remember the chronology
precisely, but sometime in 1988, I think—I think the initiative
came from Commissioner von Raab of Customs, asking if we had
any information, or that they had a law enforcement case against
BCCI, and did we have any problem with them going forward with
their cnmma! 1nvest1gat1qn or prog.ecutlon. .

And I received a 10 minute briefing by our clandestine service
officers on the information that they had, a brief review of the in-
formation that they had put together on BCCI, just a couple of ex-
amples of its illicit activity, but also the assurance that there was
no reason why that investigation couldn’t go forward and I commu-
nfjcated t}rltat Zn}flogma;tclgp tg Mr. von Raab and also sent him a copy
of a report we had received. - :

I don’t know specifically whether that information was briefed to
t%e %;ll}ggxﬁess %r not. There is no reason in my mind why it
shou ave been. *

Senator NUNN. In other words, you felt that the allegations that
caﬁe t& your %’ttent.lon on BCCI were turned over to Mr. von Raab?

1. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator NUNN. Were there any other activities of BCCI that
fame tf(_) your ait:;gentlon that were not turned over to somebody in
aw enforcement? .

Mr. Gares. Not to my knowledge, Senator. We had one report
from—we ’had done some earlier work in the mid-1980’s, 1984
and—late '84 and early ’85, at the request of the Treasury Depart-
ment and had reported all of that information to the Treasury De-
ggntifnt a}?iil the Ofﬁ%es%f the Comptroller of the Currency, that

rough January of ’85. . .

We then had another report in September 1986 that was sent to
Treasury and several other agencies, and then I understand there
was another report in May of 1989 that went to a number of agen-
cies. Those are the only ones that I am aware of.

_Oenator NUNN. Mr. Gates, the new Congressional oversight pro-
g}llsxons define the term covert action as “an activity or activities of

iGi_Umted States Government to influence political, economic, or
military conditions abroad, where it is intended that the role of the
pégltgllys”tates Government will not be apparent or acknowledged
. The law then goes on to exempt “traditional military activities”

T routine support for such activities” from the definition of the
vi;'m covert action. The conference report accompanying those pro-

lons makes clear that to be exempt the military activities must
o ge{]formegl by military personnel under the direction and control
it hSl military commander, must precede and relate to hostil-
Wh which are either anticipated to involve U.S. military forces, or

ere such hostilities are ongoing and where the factor of the U.S.

role in th, " .
Publicly. e overall operation is apparent or to be acknow{edg?<?
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Do you have any problem with that definition of mili actiy
ty, because it could be enormously important in the future j, 3
tinguishing intelligence activities from military activitjeg Whi
trigger all the different obligations you would have. th

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir. I am not a lawyer, but I don’t have any
lem with it. * Prob

Chairman BogeN. Let me qualify, Senator Nunn, are you qqqy
from the conference report,; the conference report of the authyy;
tion bill which was the last one that was adopted for 19917 i

Senator NUNN. I believe so. I believe that is the case, right.

When the President signed that Act he stated, quoting hip «
determining whether particular military activities constitute C(;v£
actions, I shall continue to bear in mind the historic missiong d
the Armed Forces to protect the United States and its interest j,
fluence foreign capabilities and intentions, and conduct activi’tiee
preparatory to the execution of operations.”

‘It seems to me, and I am not trying to make a lawyer out of yy
here and you can come back and study that, but it seems to me
President swept in virtually anything in his signing of that, anq
seems to me that there is a real difference, particularly when b,
used the term, “to influence foreign capabilities and intentions”

It seems to me that was a very broad sweeping situation an
what I wonder is, if we have gone through 4, 5, 6 years of defining
intelligence activities, making you keenly aware of it in your re
sponsibilities, as you said, that you will be more keenly aware tha
anybody who has ever been in your position, and frankly, I beliew
you, and then all of a sudden we have this military activity exemp
tion.

And bang, the whole other door opens up-over here. We on the
Armed Services Committee are going to be watching that very
carefully and without posing a question to you, you can comment i
you like, I hope you will get your attorneys to take a look at that|
hope you will consult with White House counsel or perhaps yo
were involved in drafting the President’s statement.

But I see a fundamental difference between what the conference
report and Congress intended and how the President described that
military activity because the way he described military activily
would virtually cover everything the CIA has done that I knov
anything about in covert activity. )

So would you take that under advisement and perhaps Iné
month or two, when things quiet down you could let the Commitiet
know how you view that and what you believe your responsﬂ,nlltles
are, vis-a-vis “military activity” versus “intelligence activity.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. i .
b Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman, I will just ask one other questi®

ere.

‘Mr. Gates, you testified that Director Casey placed you in chargt
in November of ’86 in the preparation of his testimony that %
going to be before these Intelligence oversight committees, CQ""“'

‘Mr. GaTes. He addressed the memorandum to me in which %

laid out a number of things that he wanted put together for him#
use, yes, sir.
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genator NUNN. You also noted that when the CIA General Coun-

| recommended the testimony be delayed, you advised him a
zzlay would not be politically feasible, correct?

Mr. GATES. Yes, Sir. ) .

genator NUNN. You testified there was a great deal of confusion
in the conference.room and that Casey was literally tearing pages
and changing the px:epared text, correct? .
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. . )

genator NUNN. So there is no doubt in your mind that this was,
a0t only @ somewha_lt urgent matter, but a very important matter?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator NUNN. Tell me then, after he made the changes and

r he delivered his statement or even before, when did you. first
read what he finally said as opposed to what you yourself had pre-
ed?

Mr. GaTes. I assume that I was given a copy of his testimony as
it was finally delivered the next day. I don’t know when I focused
on it after that. I was getting ready to go to California, I just don’t
know.

Senator NUNN. You don’t recall focusing on it and saying, gosh
there is a lot left out here, perhaps I had better talk to the Director
again or perhaps I had better let somebody know that there is an
awful lot missing here? . :

Mr. GaTes. Well, sir, some of it, as I indicated earlier, a number
of the details had been left out, but as far as it has been conveyed
to me, most of these issues concerned matters about which there
was disagreement or where people weren’t sure of the facts.

So I wasn’t looking at it from a skeptical standpoint at all, and
in fact assumed that there would be—we had indicated that we
would be back to the committee as soon as we found more informa-
tion, and so it was very much in that vein, that it was simply the
first step in what would inevitably be several attempts to keep the
Committee informed as we found out more.

Senator NUNN. You don’t recall having read it at any point and
saying, golly, there is a lot left out here, we really have made some
serious omissions and we had better correct it. You don’t recall
doing that? . . .

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir, I don’t. . :

Senator NunN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’'m going to turn over
my last few minutes to Senator Warner.

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

airman BoreN. There ‘is as cooperative a relationship in the
Armed Services Committee as here. ;

Senator Warner. .- :

Senator WARNER. First, Mr..Chairman,.I- wish to commend you
and the. staff, indeed all Members of the Committee, for the
Wanner in which this hearing is being conducted. To our nominee,

he has been very responsive throughout this hearing, and 1

k we have had a very good first day. I'hope it sets the tenor for

he balance of this very, important session under our advise and
tonsent procedures. -* - - y

I'd llk?a to turn now to, right after the questions of Senator Nunn
;{n this issue of presidential approval and reporting on covert ac-
10ns, that famous phrase, which is in section 503(cX3): “whenever a
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Finding is not reported pursuant to paragraph (1) of this sectjy,
the President shall fully inform the Intelligence Committees ip ,
timely fashion.”

What is your general understanding and what would you hope t,
pursue, as a policy, as a definition of “timely fashion?”

Mr. GATEs. Senator Warner, the standard practice for CIA js ¢,
notify the two Intelligence Committees within 48 hours of th,
President’s signature of a Finding. I think that that constityte
“timely notice.”

If there were a non-notification, if the President decided not t,
notify the two Committees, then, as I indicated to Senator Nunn, |
would consider timely notice, or that period, to be a few days.

Senator WARNER. A few days.

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator WARNER. So we are not getting into the area of weeks,
or a month, or anything like that, in your judgment?

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir.

Senator WARNER. I think that’s very clear and extremely helpful.

Now, under Section 503, again, those areas in which the Presi-
dent can make the decision to delay notification are defined as ac-
tions which are necessary to support identifiable foreign policy ob-
jectives of the United States and as important to the national secu-
rity of the United States.

Having spent a lifetime in intelligence as a careerist, give us
some examples that you would think would necessitate that type of
extraordinary action by one branch in withholding information
from another branch.

Mr. GATEes. The only thing that I can think of, Senator Warner,
off the top of my head, or actually having thought about it a fair
amount, as a matter of fact, is a situation, for example, of potential
hostage rescue mission or some event that involves genuine life
and death circumstances during a very short period of time.

Senator WARNER. During the course of the military action in the
Gulf and afterwards, the public opinion in this Nation was divided
on the current policy with respect to assassination provided by Ex
ecutive Order. What are the pros and cons of that policy, and do
you anticipate bringing up with the President, if confirmed, any r¢
vision of that policy? , -

Mr. GaTEs. Well, I think the argument in favor of it is that if
this government were able to eliminate a figure, such as Saddan
Hussein, or an earlier historical example usually used was Hitler,
that many, many lives would be saved, much treasure saved, and
the whole world saved a lot of trouble. . .

I think that assassination, that the idea of a gun or a stlleﬁtOu}
the alley is not an appropriate instrument.for the foreign policy OI
the United States of America. I'm against it. When it was le,gaL
don’t think we did it very well. And I think that I would, if the
issue were to be raised in front of the President, I would opposé ¢
change in our current policy. :

Senator WARNER. I concur in the views you’ve expressed. "

Let me turn to page 4 of your statement, an excellent statemel
You said, “Communism everywhere is dead or dying. A number fd
long-standing regional conflicts are coming to an end. The Co

War is over.
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Then, yo;:l vgr%a'{l?}?u% (1;00 (%M dolwn at tl}xle b(i)sttoncli the xggu?uy
. t facts about the 30,000 nuclear warheads and, particular-
urnpghrgw:)roliferation, the distressing proliferation of weapons of
IY;SS destruction, chemical or biological. In my judgment, this is
”ﬁe gingle, most important thing that we've got to direct the re-
! urces of this country to today, to try and stop the proliferation,
sod then develop such defenses as we feel are necessary for our-
anlves our allies and friends against it.
sewhét initiatives would you hope to instill in the system that
would deal specifically with this question? °
Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I think that, as one of his last acts, Dirpctor
Webster established an Inter-Agency Center to work the prolifera-
tion problem. There has been a significant increase in the budget
on issues relating to proliferation, I think something like a 75 per-
cent increats}(: 1tntfl;‘11ndlr'lg fr(in; 1991 tot}119i)2, son}x)etl':lmg hlgz thatf;: h

hink that there is a lot more that can be done. One of the
thgngs that I notice is that a high percentage of the resources ad-
dressed to the proliferation problem are perhaps appropriately ad-
dressed to nuclear proliferation. But I'm concerned that we may
not be devoting adequate sources to both the chemical and the bio-
logical, or, as onebof ghe Senators commented this morning, the
“soor man’s atom bomb.”

p'(l)‘%e ease with which these things can be developed and the ease
with which they potentially can be delivered is very worrisome. We
have seen in the cases of proliferation around the world that at
least you have a long lead-time. At least it costs a lot of money. At
least you need to go get foreign help. . .

So there are a lot of opportunities to try and get at the nuclear
proliferation problem or at least be aware of when you have a
problem. My worry is that in the chemical and biological arenas,
you might not even know you’ve got a problem until too late. So
glle only, the 22:11}’ sug}%estllon, si)é'thof off thel:;lot;:e o{o nlly ileaél, u:{izr

ese circumstances that I would have, wou ook very -
ful}iyb?tl the aiescaurces being devoted, particularly on the chemical
and biological side. -

I think also the proliferation of these ballistic missile technol-
ogies is another area that warrants very close attention. As I say, 1
think the community has already identified proliferation as a very
mﬁinr ggigrit);l Iffthink it’s b: me(lltter of looking at it and seeing
what additional efforts can be made.

nator WARNER. What about during the course of the coup? 1
entioned in my opening statement this morning; my concern for
the fact that the underlying premise of deterrence has always

0, since the aftermath of World War II, that on both sides there
:Vp‘;‘;{?n bet }ll'ationa] fmﬁn thatl; would have tx r(rlla}ll{e the decision tIl'le-
cung the use of the nuclear weapons. And here, we see in the

Viet Union for periods of time, that those who had the codes
were intoxicated. Right at that seat where you are Admiral Akhro-
Meyev sat and addressed the Armed Services Committee just a
atter of months ago, the closest military adviser Gorbachev had.

d he took his life, as did, I think, some others. -
with at steps should our government take, perhaps in conjunction

other governments, to try and insure a greater stability in

Tms of the control of nuclear weapons? . -
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Mr. Gartes. I certainly think that there are grounds fo, ag
logue with the leaders of the new Central Government i, dia.
Soviet Union and with appropriate republic leaders about the
mand and control of nuclear weapons and how this new gmfo I
ment intends to deal with it. e

Senator WARNER. Would you raise that as a priority i, th
Agency and within the intelligence structure? . ¢

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir.

Senator WARNER. On the subject of arms control, if yoy y,
called in today, if the President were to ask you should I or Shouig
I not send up the START Agreement, bearing in mind that g v,
important part of that agreement should be brought up in ﬂ?;
Senate in the foreseeable future, its verification, how coulq W
assure ourselves under a START Agreement, or even during t,
course of the deliberation on the START Agreement, that we woy;
have an accurate knowledge of how that agreement would be vey,
fied, given the fractured state of the Central Government in tp,
Soviet Union today?

What advice would you be prepared to give the President?

Mr. GATES. The primary advice that I would give the President
that we must devote the resources necessary to fulfill our opporty.
nities under the on-site inspection provisions to insure that we hy
the kind of people, the quality of people, who were both linguist
cally and technically qualified, to be able to see to it that the Sov
ets were carrying out the obligations that they had made.

Senator WARNER. Do we have adequate assets in place today
do that, and particularly if we are no longer dealing with the cen
tral government but we have to deal perhaps with some type o
central government as well as individual republics?

Mr. GaTes. Well, Senator, in the vein of full disclosure, I feel o
ligated to remind the Committee that, when I testified as Deputy
Director for Central Intelligence on the INF Treaty, I stated tha
the INF Treaty would put us at the edge of our verification cap
bilities and that I thought START would put us beyond it. )

Now, that said, we have been able to negotiate on-site inspectin
provisions for START that I did not anticipate in 1986, which giv
us a considerable additional insight and capability. i

But, that said, I think we still have a problem in getting
number of inspectors that we’re going to need who can speak R
sian and who have a good, technical background. I had this visit
at one time, when we were talking about on-site inspection, of s
ten-man U.S. team, none of them speaking Russian, and a big s
in gqtssian saying “this way to the violation,” and nobody coul
read it. '

The Community is stretched in terms of the number of peopl
who have both of those capabilities. I think it’s going to have to
a matter of cooperation between both the Executive Branch
the Congress in terms of assuring the resources in the future
able to do those jobs appropriately. : .

Senator WARNER. Let’s go back again to the Soviet Union todsf
Given the state of affairs that exists here at nearly 6 001001.‘32
this Monday evening, are we in a position, as a nation, to contid
beginning new initiatives in arms control, or should we sort of P
this process on hold for a period within which the Soviet Ul
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sorts out and we know exactly with whom we deal, given that in
jour area gf responsibility, i.e., verification, there are some ques-
. ar 4

tloﬁ? GaTtes. Well, Senator, the question about whether to go for-
gard with new arms control initiatives is really at root a policy

tion. o 1 .

ugznator WARNER. But it hinges on the ability to have verifiable,
that is, verification provisions in the treaty, which come within
your area of responsibility.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

I that, frankly, until they get themselves sorted out in the Soviet
Union, or in the former Soviet Union, or whatever they are going
o call it, until things settle down, until we have a better idea of
just what the central military role is going to be, until we get a
sense of who the new team is—they are having a hard time just
finding people in the Foreign Ministry to talk to us about some of
the arms control issues that we have on-going with them right
now—so, until that all settles down and sorts out, I think that,
from the standpoint of intelligence, it would probably be, if I may
use the word “prudent,” to wait until things sort out a little bit.

Senator WARNER. You've given some very dramatic_testimony
today about your former boss, Director Casey. Indeed, I must say I
was struck by the description of the chaotic situation in the office
when a dozen or so people were all trying to talk and papers were
flying. That troubles me. Then you said there’s always a problem of
sorting out who knew what and when.

What type of organizational structure, what type of controls

would you place in the Agency, were you to be confirmed, that
would provide for a better accountability and, hopefully, situations
that would avoid a room full of people in complete dissension who
are really unable to put together a good paper? What is it that
you're going to do to avoid the pitfalls that it appears now that
Casey fell into repeatedly?
_ Mr. Gares. Senator Warner, Mr. Casey had his style. I described
it earlier. He was basically an independent person, a lawyer,
author, and did not come up in a bureaucracy, and I have my style.
For good or ill, 've been in the bureaucracy my entire career, 25
years. I think I testified at one time that it may have taken Iran-
Contra to give bureaucracy a good name because using the system
involves using the built-in safeguards in the system. )

[ think that you can use the system and take advantage of the
safeguards without reducing inteiligence effectiveness and without
necessarily reducing risk-taking or willingness to take risks. -

Now, what happened when I became Acting Director was that I
beg?n the set of institutional changes that Director Webster then
codified in terms of how covert actions are to be originated within
the Agency, the internal approval process in the Agency, ones that
nsure that the General Counsel, and-the Comptroller, and that the
appropriate deputy directors—in other words, all of the people
nside the Agency who have a legitimate role to play—play that
role; and then, very set, established procedures for how covert ac-
0ns are considered within the Executive Branch, including the
Presentation of findings to the NSC in the presence of the Attorney

neral and the President and so on.
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I think that the institutionalization of those procedures._
will claim some of the credit with Director Webster for putt]
those in place in 1987—are one of the reasons why there hasm’g
been a crisis of confidence since Iran-Contra in these relationshint

Now some people say that that defeats risk-taking, it makps'
people too cautious, it makes people afraid to take chances, | g,
think that’s necessarily the case at all, and, quite frankly, | ont
without going into any detail in this open session, that our clapg
tine service has had some remarkable achievements over the 1:;
two or three years and done so within the framework of the rules

Senator WARNER. Well, in summary, would you say that if you
were to assume the responsibility of DCI, that there would be gy
minor modifications to what Director Webster has put in place? d

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator WARNER. This, of course, raises the question. There hy
been a lot of talk, and it seems to me it’s loose talk, about th,
moralé within the Agency now. That’s very important.

Senator Chafee and I once had a very important department oy;.
selves, pretty much the’ size of the CIA in some respects, ang
morale is important. ‘ .

How do you find the morale in the CIA today?

Mr. GaTEs. That’s a difficult question for me to answer, Senator,

Senator WARNER. What would you do then to try and correct it
if, in fact, it has slipped? I look at this not only from the standpoint
of just a Senator, but they are my constituents, many of them, in
the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Mr. GaTtes. I have not been to the Agency but once since I left
there in January or the Spring of 1989, and that was, I think, in
1989. So it’s hard for me to judge a question like that.

I think that, although that question is raised a great deal, i
always seemed to me when I was out there that to generalize about
morale in a place as big as CIA is probably unwarranted. While all
of these crises and other things go on, I remember during the
mining of the harbors—somebody mentioned that this morning, the
mining of the harbors in Nicaragua—part of the Agency was em
broiled in that whole thing. We just kept pumping out analyses
and doing our job and I think morale was pretty good in the DI
doing its part of the work. )

I think that the most important thing for morale in a place like
CIA is a sense of confidence that the work they are doing is valued
as important by the President, the Congress, and the Americat
people. And when they feel that their work is appreciated, and
though maybe not as readily as we should, I think we are read
and mature enough to accept our failures and our shortcoming
and to acknowledge that there have been failures. But the work
that they do and the work that this Committee is familiar with b
speaks a good deal of success in that. And, to the degree that they
feel that success is known about and appreciated, I think that has
more bearing on morale than any other single factor. )

Senator WARNER. And a key to that is the degree to which thf
President has confidence in the Director, not only of Central Inté
ligence, but to the extent that Director also has the responsibili¥
of the DIA and you know the other subdivisions of intelligence.,
I think it is important. I believe that you carry that and can brizé
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them to the round table, as I said, and make them all a full part-
per, so that they have a sense of confidence that their work prod-
uct i going d_1rect1y to the President and to the members of the
Cabinet, and, indeed, to the Congress.

During the course of the budget deliberations, as you know, Sen-
ator Nunn and I have responsibility for the budget in that much of
it is embraced within the Department of Defense budget. There has
peen a lot of hue and cry that we ought to make more and more of
it public; that is, the total amount of public dollars within the DOD
pudget that are used for the purpose of CIA, DIA, and others.

How do you feel about the direction on which I think Director
Webster was quite responsive on that. He tried to reach for more

nness.
on{ow would you examine that question of greater public disclo-
sure with respect to the budget issues?

Mr. GATEs. Senator,” when I talked in my opening statement
about perceptions of CIA and the need for CIA to do more in the
way of openness, the kinds of steps that are required it seems to
me are likely to be painful ones and controversial ones.

Senator WARNER. That’s in the reorganization that must come
about. l

Mr. GaTes. And the question of how much more information do
you make public about what CIA does and the Intelligence Commu-
nity does in order to try and build public confidence.

The question of making public even the top line budget number
of the Intelligence Community is very controversial within CIA,
within the Intelligence Community, and I imagine within the Ad-
ministration itself. The argument is made that it's the slippery
slope, that if you put that number out, then the demand for a more
detailed number, for the breakdown then of each agency within the
Intelligence Community will be- required, and then subcategories
below that, and so on. - .

My own view is that at a certain point, if the Agency is to play
the role that I think it needs to play, we're going to have to take
some chances. And so, from my personal perspective—and it’s not
ultimately my decision, I suppose, but the President’s—I don’t have
any problem with releasing the top line number of the Intelligence
Community budget. I think we have to think about some other
areas as well. But, as I say, it’s controversial.

I must say I think the Committee was briefed—I heard this—by
some of the Founding Fathers of the Agency and the community a
few months ago. And one of them mentioned to the Committee that _
the 1,dea of keeping the intelligence budget secret in fact, in 1947,
didn’t come from the Executive Branch. It came from the Congress
that felt that giving too much information away like that would be
a mistake. :
re{rig‘ﬁt;ii that’s one of those old issues that probably deserves to be

1 .

Senator WARNER. The staff of our Committee has done, I think, a
very good job in putting together a considerable amount of materi-
al for the benefit of Members. One section here is devoted to a sub-
Ject called politicization of intelligence. N

Now you understand that term. I have an understanding. The
Vernacular is “cooking the books,” which means that, as you

53-019 0 - 92 - 17
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gather the intelligence in the field and then come back towarg th
assessment, then, finally, there are one or two individualg o
compact it and synthesize it in such a way that it moves on yp

the final echelon, and from there is distributed to the Presideto
and throughout governments. . ot

As I understand it, there are going to be some witnesses why an
going to come in and point their finger, frankly, at your record an(ei
say you're guilty of politicization of intelligence and cooking th,
books. T

I'd like to have you now lay a foundation for what YOu undey.
stand those terms to be and how you would refute such allegatjong

Mr. GATEs. I look forward to the opportunity to respond to those
allegations, Senator.

This is an area that I have grappled with throughout my caree
When I was a young analyst, I was absolutely convinced that the
refusal to accept my analysis was politically motivated by the
people on the seventh floor at the Agency. .

At the other end of the spectrum, as a policy maker, I have begy
absolutely convinced at times that the CIA and the Intelligence
Community went out of their way to stick their thump in the ey,
of the policy maker and make him look stupid.

The Agency itself has struggled with this issue from the begin-
ning. You'll remember the missile gap in the 1950’s, all of the alle-
gations during the 1960’s, that the Agency cooked the books on the
number of Viet Cong, allegations in the early 1970’s that the
Agency slanted intelligence to support detente and arms control,
allegations in the late 1970’s that we slanted the intelligence on
energy to support the Carter Administration’s energy policies. The
allegations of politicization in the Soviet area have continued well
past my departure from the Agency, and I think probably never in
the anticipation that I would be back again, but just as recently as
this last June, the Deputy Director for Intelligence felt it necessary
to put out a circular to the analysts talking about this issue. )

My perception is that, or my view is that we have a perceptions
problem and we have reality. I think the perception of the question
of cooking the books depends on where you sit.

I think that most policymakers believe that the Agency does—let
me rephrase that. I think some policy makers believe that the
Agency occasionally does have a slant. But it’s the Agency’s own
slant in the view of the policy maker, not an idea of supporting the
policy—quite the contrary—that the Agency is publishing intelli
gence designed to weaken the policy.

I had many discussions about this with Secretary Shultz, and he
was very concerned about our work on the Philippines, on Angola
and the Soviet Union, where he felt that we had our own agenda

If you're a young analyst or a junior analyst and your work
comes back and it’s got criticisms written all over it, or somebody
says this isn’t germane or this doesn’t address the question, it's
lot easier to assume that the people on the seventh floor rejeCﬁ?d it
because it was politically motivated, or their rejection was political
ly motivated, than perhaps that their work didn’t meet the stand:
ard required. . .

The reality is that, year in and year out, the Agency pubhshed
time and time and time again intelligence that challenges the pol
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jcymaker and challenges the policies of any Administration that is

in power at the time. During the Reagan Administration, we pub-

lished papers_saying that Soviet defense spending, the rate of
owth in Soviet defense spending was going down.

If you think it was fun to publi§h that when Cap Weinberger was
sitting over in the Pentagon, I think you’ll appreciate the situation.
Or, just to take one other example involving Secretary Shultz, the
Estimate that we did on Lebanon in 1983, where the first sentence
of the Estimate was: “The prospect for the achievement of Ameri-
can objectives in Lebanon is very bleak.” AN

So, Senator, I think that the reality—let me just make one other
comment—the reality is that I think intelligence does an honest
job of reporting what it truly believes. But the belief that there is a
problem is important enough that it requires constant attention.
That’s why we repeatedly have the Inspector General look at these
problems or these allegations, why we’ve welcomed those occasions
when the Hill has looked into it, and it’s one of the reasons why, as
I indicated in my opening statement, one of the surest protections
for the objectivity of CIA’s work is that virtually all of it comes up
here to the Hill to anywhere from two to eight Committees.

Senator WARNER. That’s a very good answer. You may have to
follow up on that after these witnesses. But I judge you're pre-
pared.

Now to my last question, Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee. You state, “Some of our allies in that long, Cold War,
are now our serious adversaries in the global economic market-
place.” You also state, “If confirmed, I will recommend that the
President launch, with the direct involvement of his most senior
national security advisers, a major effort to determine the intelli-
gence needs of the United States for the next decade or more.”

Now a subject that you and I have worked on and we've dis-
cussed here is economic intelligence. As I, and others have men-
tioned, I think we’ve got to focus more of our assets in the Central
Intelligence Agency as well as other intelligence agencies of the
government and our departments and agencies on trying to give
American industry, American traders a competitive edge. That re-
quires greater surveillance of those efforts which are going on
night and day in our trade secrets, technical information, a whole
host of subjects. I wondered if you'd be willing to consider speaking
W1th.the President and the Cabinet, if confirmed, to give great em-
phasis not only in the CIA and overall intelligence, but in the de-
partments themselves.

For example, there’s a very small intelligence section in the
Energy Department and there’s a substantial one in the Depart-
ment of State, but, again, I think a rather small one in the Depart-
ment of the Treasury. I'd like to see greater emphasis put on build-
ing up those intelligence sections in the principal agencies and de-
Partments of our government dealing with U.S. economic policy.

e need to really get down to business and try to do everything we
can to keep jobs here at home. That will keep jobs here at home,

the more we can keep our secrets here at home. The two go hand
In hand. -
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And you willing to say that that’s one of the initiatives that Yo
referred to on page 9—that is, that you will take up with the Pres?
dent? ‘ )

Mr. GArTes. Yes, sir.

Senator WARNER. Do you think it deserves the merit and atten.
tion that I've suggested?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. I do.

Senator WARNER. I thank you.

I thank the Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Warner.,

I think we’ve had obviously a very full day already. We will
come back at 7:30 and let me assure.the nominee and Senato
Metzenbaum that we will not go to an unreasonable hour. They've
both given me looks that they don’t want me to keep either one of
them here till midnight or so on.

Mr. Gates, I appreciate very much some of the last comments
that you've made in response to questions particularly from Sena.
tor Nunn and Senator Warner. There are many, many dedicated
people who work for the Central Intelligence Agency. One of my
frustrations as Chairman of this Committee as well, I am sure, a5
your frustration as a professional in the field is that we are not
free to talk about the successes. As it has been said, I think in
quoting President Kennedy, it’s the failure that always get the at.
tention in the media. They become known by the very nature of
them. The successes are usually still kept a secret.

And so, it’s often very difficult to find an appropriate way to
thank those people who are providing such able and dedicated serv-
ice.

I appreciate your comments along those lines and about the need
for them to know that their work is appreciated and also that it
has impact on policy and is seriously considered. I also appreciate
your sensitivity to the fact that the oversight process itself, and a
normal administrative process within the Central Intelligence
Agency and the Intelligence Community, is one of the best protec-
tions that those professionals have that they will not be abused in
terms of trying to be pushed to do things that they shouldn’t do,
that they feel are inappropriate, that violate their own ethical and
professional standards, and also in assuring that their work will be
considered in the proper fashion. )

I've often felt that those provisions of oversight which are in
place, for example, are among the best protections that the profes
sionals in the field above. This is because.if you follow the right
process within the Agency, and you have the right reporting rele-
tionship with the Oversight Committees, there is less of a chance
that good professionals are put in situations that make it z;lr{lOSt
impossible for them to do their professional duty and to do it in 2
way which they think is both appropriate and ethical.

I think some of the tragedies that we’ve experienced, in some
cases with people who are basically good people who have been put
in very difficult situations as professionals, are because the chai
of command has been violated, because the oversight process has
been violated, because normal process has not been followed. |

And so 'm very glad to hear you put the emphasis that you'vé
placed on an orderly way of doing business within the Agency an
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a commitment to the oversight process which to my mind you have
certainly demonstrated during your time as Acting Director and
also as Deputy to Judge Webster. We've seen examples of it time
and time again. . , .

'm also pleased, I might say, and I don’t know if you’ve followed
the work of this Committee but when you began to talk about
those inspectors, the verification process and the inability to find
people to speak the Russian lan.g'u.a.ge,. you know this Committee
has undertaken a very strong initiative in the education area.
When we had the historians and those who were there at the birth
of the CIA come in and talk to us. We asked them for their sugges-
tion about what could we most do to improve the quality of intelli-
gence in America. Some of us expected them to talk about reorga-
nizing the Agency or shifting resources here or there. But they said
please, Senators, improve the educational background of the people
who will ultimately go into the making of national security policy
in this country. We don’t have enough young people in this country
given an international perspective. They don’t have experience
studying abroad. Foreign ‘language studies.in this country have
been neglected. Only 8 percent of our college students this year are
taking any foreign language. Seventy-two percent of our universi-
ties don’t even require a foreign language to graduate from college

ay. ,

MZny Members of this Committee have joined together in a Na-
tional Security Education Initiative, as we call it, to beef up efforts
at colleges and universities to teach languages, area studies, inter-
national studies and the rest of it. We have also provided for grad-
uate fellowships in this area particularly related to government
service later. ) '

I hope that that’s something that you will find possible to sup-
port, at least in concept from what you’ve said. I thought the exam-
ple you gave was a very dramatic one of the very kind of problem
at all levels of government, in fact, at all levels of our society, of
having people with the international skills we now need. But it
particularly impacts the national security community, be it the
State Department, the Intelligence Community, the Defense De-
partment and others. . *

I hope that’s something you would examine if you are confirmed,
that is a renewed initiative in the area of education to improve our
functioning all across the board because I think it is part’of our
national security. I wonder if you would agree with me that it is
part of the definition of national security as we are now confront-
ing these changed world situations. .

r. GATES. Yes, sir. In fact, part of my graduate education was
part of a National Defense loan.
hairman BoreN. Part of or a result of the National Defense
ucation Act. - :
e are now in a period of time in which we need to have pro-
grams like that once again very much related to the new demands
hat are being placed upon us. . -
appreciate your patience. You’ve answered, to my observation,
our questions with great sincerity. You’ve made every effort to be
candid and complete in your answers and to be very direct in your
answers. I think we’ve had an excellent opportuntity in this hear-
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ing process today to not only put down ‘a factual record that’s v,
important, but also to discuss broadly some of the more im Ty
philosophical questions that relate to the functioning of the In'rellg
gence Community. I

I appreciate the way in which you've approached our Questiop
and this process today. :

We will stand in recess until approximately 7:30 when we wi|
then begin the questioning with Senator Metzenbaum. Again, T yj
promise you both that we will only go on for a reasonable perioq of
time.

We will stand in recess. . '

[Whereupon, at 6:10 p.m., the Committee recessed, to reconvene
at 7:30 p.m. the same day.]

-

EVENING SESSION

Chairman BoreN. We will come back to ‘order. We resume gyr
questioning this evening of Mr. Robert Gates, the President’s nom;.
nee for the position of Director of Central Intelligence. I woulq
remind our witness and have him ‘confirm to me that he under-
-stands that he is still under oath in terms of answering these ques.
tions.

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir.

Chairman BoreN. I know it has been a long day, both for Mem.
bers of the Committee and also for the nominee. We will not g0 on
past a reasonable hour and if at any point Members of the Commit-
tee or the nominee feel that we have gone on long enough, we will
stop at that point. But I did think it would be helpful if we could
get as much of the questioning out of the way as possible tonight.
Wehwill simply resume in the morning wherever we leave off to-
night.

So at this time, I turn to the Senator from Ohio and under the
previous agreement with Members of the Committee we will not
impose a time limitation because we know the Senator has several
questions he would like to ask. We will just-proceed, Senator Metz-
enbaum, with you and go on for a reasonable period of time this
evening. If you complete, that is finé. If you don’t complete, we will
resume with you in the morning at 9:00, but we. won’t go past a
reasonable hour tonight.

G Senator METzENBAUM. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman, Mr.
ates.

Mr. Gates, as you know, I have been attending two hearings, this
one and the Thomas hearing. In the Thomas hearing, Mr. Thomas
takes the position that what he said in yesteryear is not his view as
of today. In your case, you made three self-critical statements in
your opening remarks regarding Iran-Contra, remarks that pretty
much indicated that if you had it to do over again, it would have
been done differently. Your’s was a different approach than Judge
Thomas’, but in the sense it was, to use a term used by another
Member of the Judiciary Committee, almost a “confirmation con-
version.” You said that you should have taken more seriously, after
October 1st, 1986, the possibility of a diversion and that you should
have done more in response to such concerns; secondly, that you
should have been more skeptical of what you were told, including
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what you were told by CIA Director Bill Casey; the third, that you
should have pressed harder for a notification to Congress.

Now all of us welcome those remarks and.we also understand
how hard it is. for anybody to make them in the glare of public at-
tention. We still have a duty, however, to fully understand your ac-
tivities during that penod.a;nd, in particular, look at what you have
told this and other Committees in the past. For the record may tell
us much about how you will act in the future. At a minimum, that
record must inform our own concerns regarding your nomination,
concerns which you can then address.

So I would like to begin some questions relating not simply to
Iran-Contra, but specifically to some statements that you made
during and after that affair. ~ e

According to the July 20th, 1991, New York Times, the White
House has confirmed: that by early summer of 1986, you were or-
dered by Director Casey to coordinate the CIA’s plans with the
Pentagon and the State Department to resume covert US military
aid to the Nicaraguan Contras. In this capacity, you met several
times between May and September with the Chief of the CIA’s
Central American Task Force, Alan Fiers, with his deputy, or with
his boss. In July 1986, you had at least one discussion with the Na-
tional Security Advisor, John Poindexter, regarding the CIA taking
over assets of the NSC-run secret re-supply mission. '

So throughout much of 1986, you were the CIA point man for the
resumption of covert military aid to the Contras. Yet, in February
1987, you testified under oath to this Committee that you were
hardly involved in Central American matters. At that time, you
stated, “Although the Director and I had no formal division of
labor, in fact there was an informal division of labor. In this infor-
mal division of labor, the Iran project and also our Central Ameri-;
tcg% activities were basically issues which he paid special attention

You implied, Mr. Gates, that you did not pay special attention to
those activities, that you left Central America to Mr. Casey. You
gave this Committee the distinct impression in February 1987, at a
time when the country was reeling over daily revelations about the
Iran-Contra affair, that you were in no way connected to Adminis-
tration efforts to support the Contras. Yet according to the White
House, you were the point man for your Agency in dealing with
the State Department and the Pentagon on plans for a new pro-
gram to help the Nicaraguan Contras. . - g

You met to discuss US aid to the Contras with Fiers, a man who
has since admitted that he knew about the diversion of funds to
the Contras. According to the New York Times story, at one of
phese encounters, Mr. Fiers told. you about an August 1986 meet-
Ing, called by Donald Gregg, the Vice President’s National Security

dvisor, to discuss corruption within the-re-supply network.

When you led the Committee to believe that Casey was involved
with the Central American activities and you weren’t, were you de-
liberately attempting to mislead the Committee about your work in
Support of the Contras?
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. GATES—Resumed

Mr. GATES. Senator Metzenbaum, no I.wasn’t. Let me addr,
several of the points that you have made. . €8

With all the respect that I have for the New York Times, that
account was inaccurate in important respects.I realize that jt Wag
sourced to the White House, and frankly I have no little experiencg
in trying to deal with unnamed sources at the White House ta]j;
to the newspapers on various things, but let me address the 3
points that you made specifically citing the New York Times,

First, that I coordinated an effort in the early spring. That is ng
the case. What happened was that during the routine weekly mee,
ings that Mr. Casey and I had with the Secretary of Defense, th,
Secretary of State or his deputy and the National Security Advisor
from time to time issues relating to Central America and the Cop.
tras would come up. There were a number of questions in terms of
Congressional strategy with respect to the new legislation and hoy
to support that. Once the Houses of Congress had voted for the ney
program there were questions of how to coordinate it because of
the language in the statute that set up a new arrangement that re.
quired the State Department to be in charge of administering the
program, and we were trying to figure out how to do that. And
questions were raised by various senior people in the government
about how we would do it. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had concerns
with the plan for the Contras that there wasn’t enough of a politi-
cal content to it. We had trouble, the Agency was having trouble
getting the Defense Department and different services to provide
training facilities for the future for the Contras. So these were the
kinds of problems that would come up. .

They were—they came up in the context of these routine meet-
ings and are a matter of record in my memos from those meetings.
I did not chair or lead any interagency effort with respect to the
Contras at that time. ' ' )

With respect to meetings with Mr. Fiers and his deputy and his
superior, toward the end of July, that summer, I decided to involve
myself, I indicated earlier in the hearing, that I had not moved
quickly to involve myself in clandestine matters—at the end of
July, toward the end of July, I decided that I should involve myself,
at least become more aware of what was going on in 3 particular
programs that the agency was responsible for administering at the
time. Three covert actions. And at that time I began having weekly
meetings with the people in charge of those 3 programs to get
briefings on how they were going and what kind of interagency
problems they might be having and so on.

I was unable to make that meeting, or Mr. Fiers was unable {0
make the first meeting with me and as a result my first meeting
with Mr. Fiers was not until toward the end of August. And be
tween then and November I think Mr. Fiers and I had only 3 0}‘4
of those regularly scheduled meetings. So I did not have routint
meetings with them and it only began toward the end of the
summer. : .

With respect to the PROF note that Admiral Poindexter sent
that he had talked to me about phasing out the private effort, let
me just make two comments. First of all, if he did make such 8
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mment to me, it would have seemed a relatively natural thing.
By the middle of July, the two Houses of Congress had passed $100
million support program for the Contras and it seemed to me not
an unreasonable thing that he would say that when this new pro-
gram began that in effect thq White House would encourage the

rivate benefactors to stop their own efforts.

Now that said, I will tell you that during the period involved, ap-

arently as I have gone back and reconstructed the record, Admi-
+al Poindexter’s note to Colonel North in—around the 26th of July

as prompted by a PROF note to Admiral Poindexter from Colonel
North the 15th of July raising this issue. Now the first part of that
period I was in the Philippines, so I could not have had a discus-
sion with Admiral Poindexter during the first part of it. And
during the second period, there was no regular meeting between
Admiral Poindexter and Mr. Casey and me, at least involving me.
And in fact there is no record in my documents of my phone logs
or my calendar of any phone calls or meeting with Admiral Poin-
dexter at that time. :

Now, that is not to say that I am 100% confident that he didn’t
make the comment to me that he did. But I would note that in his
deposition from a year later that he was relatively uncertain that
it was me that he talked to—he said he believed it was me that he
had talked about. But the PROF note was very much broader in
terms of just saying that he had mentioned to me about phasing
out the private effort.

But as I say, just to reiterate on that third and last point, I
would not have thought it unusual or suspicious for him to refer to
phasing out the private effort now that the Congress had passed
the official effort. And second, I have no indication of having had a
oon};e‘;'sation or meeting with Admiral Poindexter during that
period. ’

Senator MErzENBAUM. We expect*Allen Fiers to testify on Thurs-
day that in the summer of 1986 you called him, apparently in re-
sponse to a request from North or Poindexter, and asked Fiers why
the CIA shouldn’t agree to buy the private benefactors assets. So
even if you don’t remember knowing about this proposal, one man
says he called you about it and another will say you then called
him. If that is the case, why did you call Alan Fiers rather than
the Attorney General? ’

Mr. GaTes. Well, if that conversation took place, and I don’t have
a recollection that it did, again the idea that the private benefac-
tors at some point in being told that their efforts would no longer

needed, would want somehow to recoup part of their investment,
dpes not surprise me. It does not strike me as particularly suspi-
cious or difficult to understand that they would approach the gov-
ernment and say, as of the 1st of October, how about taking some
of these assets off of our hands. i .
nator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates, you are a seasoned intelligence
officer with decades of experience. It has come out that not only
did your boss, Mr. Casey, know about the secret re-supply efforts
carried out during the two year period when they were restricted,
ut your immedaite subordinate, Clair George, CIA Deputy Direc-
tor for Operations, also allegedly knew; Alan Fiers, Chief of the
CIA’s Latin American Task Force, knew; and Mr. Fiers said he told
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his immediate superior, the second Chief of the CIA’s Latin Amer
can Division, as well. Now that would leave everybody yp .
down the line with anything to do with Central America knqy:

that the Contras were getting U.S. support illegally all along, g

You were restarting a military support operation which su
posedly had been dormant for.two years. Yet a number of Agenp
officials involved in Central American activities knew the Comrcy
had been getting military support from us all along. As a matteri?
fact, a 17-page inventory was prepared by the North group which
spelled out exactly the military equipment, operating locationg and
key personnel of the secret resupply effort. The inventory wag part
of a proposal to sell or lease the operation, which was valued at 3
million, to the CIA, just as you said. Your job was to find out tp,
true condition and needs of the Contras and respond to thog
needs. Admiral Poindexter has testified he discussed with yoy i,
July 1986 the possibility of the CIA taking over this $4 million pe.
work. )

The question really is, how could a man with your experienc
and position not have been aware or knowledgeable of the fact that
the Contras were getting illegal military support from the U.S, e
pecially when Agency officials working for you knew this was going
on, and how could you have helped the Contras if you didn’t take
steps to find out what they had and what they needed?

Mr. Gartes. Senator, when I became Deputy Director of Central
Intelligence in April 1986, we were less than—well, some thirty
days away from Senate approval of the new program for the Con-
tras. The House approved it thirty days after that. So within 60 or
90 days of my becoming Deputy Director of Central Intelligence,
the Congress had approved the new, official program of support for
the Contras. As Deputy Director for Intelligence, I had no direct
knowledge, or need to know, nor did anyone come to me with infor-
mation about the private benefactor effort in support of the Con-
tras. I arrived on the scene contemplating this new legislation and
my attention was focused wholly on the future to the degree thatl
was involved with it at all. And was along the lines that I de-
scribed earlier.

You will find a remarkable consistency in all those memorand
that I did of meetings with Secretary Shultz and Deputy Secretary
Whitehead and Secretary Weinberger and Admiral Poindexter and
so on about the nature of the problems that were discussed. In 0
case did those involve conversations about the private benefactor
effort in any detail or in any way that would be improper or inaf
propriate. And no one came to me with the view that there wa
anything improper or illegal going on or even the suspicion of that
Again, the focus was completely on the future.

Senator METZENBAUM. And was there no reference at all to that
which had been transpiring? :

- Mr. Gartes. No, sir, other than just the mere fact of private bene
{acator——that there was no private benefactor support for the Cor
ras. g

Senator METZENBAUM. You met regularly with Alan Fiers 011069
you became Deputy Director, and especially after August 198t'
Those meetings were held on the same days that Mr. Fiers m¢
with the Restricted Inter-Agency group, or RIG, a top-level body
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Central American policy in which other members included Oliver
North for the NSC, and Elliot Abrams, the Assistant Secretary of
State. Are you now telling us you didn’t discuss issues that the RIG
was handling regarding ongoing efforts to support the Contras?
And was that because Friers lied to you, or did you never bother to
ask what was going on? ) )

Mr. Gartes. I did not inquire of him of the private benefactor
effort, Senator. As far as I was concerned that area was out of
pounds for CIA. I assumed that we had no improper or inappropri-
ate contracts with the private benefactor effort. Again, the focus
was on the future. I don’t have any reason to believe that he
misled—lied to me, and I would acknowledge to you that I did not
press him or ask him about the private benefactor effort.

Senator METZENBAUM. It’s clear now that the CIA did not refrain
from learning about what the Contras were getting. Perhaps you
remained unaware, ignorant of the facts. But given the fact that
officials above and below you knew what was going on, do you still
think it’s fair to say that you and the others at the CIA didn’t have
the faintest idea how much money the Contras were getting?

Mr. Gates. Well, I can’t speak for others, Senator, but I think
that certainly is a fair statement on my part. And I think that
when I was DDI we had some idea of -the supply effort—of the fact
that the Contras were receiving outside support, but I don’t think
we were ever able to quantify it. o

Senator METZENBAUM. You learned on December 5th, 1985, that
there was a secret Presidential Finding that authorized the CIA to
participate in covert activity which violated U.S. policy with re-
spect to paying ransom to terrorists for the return of American
hostages. The Finding retroactively authorized CIA activities that
had already occurred and that, without the Finding, were quite
possibly illegal. In addition, the Finding was never provided to the
Congress, even though the operation breached a long-standing em-
bargo on sending arms to Iran and put our country, which was sup-
posedly neutral, in the position of supporting Iran in their war
with Iraq. A subsequent Finding authorizing even more direct U.S.
involvement in arming Iran, signed January 17, 1986, also con-
tained a restriction with respect to telling Congress the facts. You
were aware of both of these political moves to keep Congress in the
dark. Yet, on April 10, 1986, you testified in this very room to the
following effect: “Every so often the assertion is made that U.S. in-
telhg_ence; and CIA in particular, deeply dislikes oversight—resists
k.ef}Rn_lg the Committees informed—carries out its reporting respon-
sibilities grudgingly and minimally and would like to return to the
so-called good old days before oversight. This public hearing affords
me the opportunity to say that these allegations are wrong. The
concept and principles of Congressional oversight of intelligence
are fully accepted within the American Intelligence ‘Commumty.”

e question I have is, how could you tell- this Committee that you
and the CIA were unequivocally supportive of congress19na1 over-
sight of intelligence activities at the exact moment in time when
you were helping to conceal from Congress an operation which was
Contrary to the stated policies of this country? .

Mr. Gates. Senator, I meant what I said in that testimony, and
all T can tell you is that at that time, I, along with all others in
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CIA, were under a Presidential edict in that Finding not t, brigg
the Congress. ‘ ¢
Senator METZENBAUM. You were under oath at that time just
you are under oath now, so when you gave us that answer, Weise
you violating your oath because you were under'a Presidentiy)

order? Is that what you’re saying?

Mr. GaTtEs. I wasn’t violating my oath, Senator Metzenbaum, in
talking about the importance of the relationship with the °Vel‘Si,ght
committees and the importance that they serve for the Intelligeme
Community, not in the slightest.

Senator METZENBAUM. But you did say the public hearing affordy
me the opportunity to say that these allegations are wrong. So ths
is a specific representation to the Congress that the allegationg
were wrong when, in fact, they were right.

Mr. Gartes. The allegations of what, Senator?

[Pause.] ’

Senator MErzZENBAUM. You had learned that there was a secret
Presidential Intelligence Finding that authorized the CIA to par-
ticipate in covert activity, which violated U.S. policy with respect
to paying ransom to terrorists for the return of American hostages
and that the Finding retroactively authorized CIA activities tha
had already occurred and without the Finding was quite possibly
illegal. In addition, the Finding was never provided to the Con-
gress, even though that operation breached a long standing embar-
go on sending arms to Iran and put our country, which was sup
posedly neutral, in the position of supporting Iran in their war
with Iraq. Given this and some of the further things that I previ-
ously mentioned—I'm just reading these from the questions I just
asked you—when you said that those allegations were wrong
weren’t you misrepresenting the facts to us? :

Mr. Gartes. I don’t think so, Senator.

Senator METzENBAUM. You had testified that the assertion is
made that U.S. intelligence and CIA in particular deeply dislikes
oversight, resists keeping the Committees informed, carries out its
reporting responsibilities grudgingly and minimally, and would like
to return to the good old days before oversight. -

It was those allegations that you were saying were wrong, but
the fact is that at that very time the CIA was doing exactly what
you are saying they didn’t do. - s L )

.Mr. GATEs. Senator, it was my personal opinion that as I gave it
to the Committee at that time, that at least certainly from my per-
spective, that the Intelligence Community did welcome the role of
the Intelligence Committees and those other items that you men-
tioned. And I stand by that today. .

Senator METZENBAUM. But ‘at that very moment, that very point
in time, you were helping to conceal .from Congress an operation
which was contrary, to the stated policies of this country. And you
didn’t say anything about that. - - )

Mr. GatEs. Under the direction of the President, Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. Would you say now that if the President
directed you to misrepresent the facts to the Congress of the
United States, that you would follow his direction? I thought !
heard you,say earlier that under those circumstances you would
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resign. Did I miss something? I listened only partially to the line of
questioning of Senator Sam Nunn.

Mr. GaTEs. I will not misrepresent the facts to the Congress or to
this Committee, Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. But you were—you did so at that time, is
that what you are saying? .

Mr. GaTES. No sir. I do not believe I did. .

Senator METZENBAUM. All right, but you did make that state-
ment. You also stated that, “Congressional Committees and Execu-
tive Oversight organizations such as the Intelligence Oversight
Board and the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
should give Americans confidence that their intelligence service is
accountable, carries out its activities according to law, and that we
are guided by standards and values acceptable to them.”

You made that statement while at the very same time you knew
that the CIA had been going behind Congress’s back, selling arms
to a terrorist country and using the secret trade of weapons as
ransom for kidnapped hostages. Do you still believe the intelligence
service deserved America’s confidence, that it was accountable and
carried out its activities ‘“‘according to law—guided by standards
and values acceptable to them,” in your words?

Mr. GATES. Senator, first of all I think it is important to under-
score that the President’s authority to withhold notice of a Finding
from the Congress is provided for in the law in the statute. And we
were following the President’s direction at that time. And I believe
that those in the Executive branch were comfortable that the with-
holding was legal. I've acknowledged on a number of occasions that
the length of time it was withheld was a serious mistake, that it
ruptured the relationship between the Agency and the Intelligence
Committees. But I think it was a legal action on the part of the
President, although I know that there is a question over the extent
of the time that it was withheld and whether that extent of time
really was within the framework of the drafters of the legislation.

‘But I think it is important to underscore that the legislation-pro-
vided for that withholding from the Congress.
N ?g;lator MEeTZENBAUM. And how long was that information with-
eld? .

Mr. GaTes. It was withheld almost—well, between 10 and 11
months, Senator. . P :

Senator MerzENBaUM. And you never thought at any time
during that period your obligation was to come to the Congress or
g0 to the President or go to your superior and say this isn’t right?

Mr. Gates. Well, I did talk to Mr. Casey on several occasions, as
I referred to in 1987 testimony, to tell him that I felt we were going
to pay a terrible price with the Committees for this. And as I indi-
cated earlier, in September in a meeting I told him that I thought
the, entire Iran affair should be stopped.

I'll be honest with you, Senator, I think part of the problem or
Part of the perception at the time was that if the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense and the then acting Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, Mr. McMahon, could not get the President to
change his mind and see that this was a mistake in policy, that
anyone was unlikely to get him to change his mind.



522

Senator METZENBAUM: In your confirmation hearings a5
Director, in response to a question from Senator Leahy
this Committee your assurance you would correct testj
had been given us on matters that came within our juriSdictio
You pledged you would correct the record, “If you were aware th;l‘
others in the CIA, whether the Director of the CIA or anybody ¢ t
had given us misinformation, either intentionally or negligently»
At the same hearings you gave written testimony stating ¥ou wey
obligated, “To report in a timely fashion to the Intelligence conﬁ
mittee any illegal intelligence activity or significant intelligen%
failure.”

The question is, Mr. Gates, how could you make such assuranceg
and omit any mention that the CIA had engaged in covert action
the previous November without a Presidential Finding? Diq ou
not consider this a matter that came within.our jurisdiction apg
was illegal? ) :

Mr. Gartes. Senator, I felt that the—to the degree I had any
knowledge of the November 1985 flight, it was that—the guidance
that I had was that those at the time had, as I indicated earlier,
when they made the decision and on the basis of the informatiy
that they had had, that that was not an illegal act. It was only in
the view of someone like Mr. McMahon who had much broader
knowledge of what was anticipated that he felt that the Finding
was necessary. But I don’t believe that I misled the Committee in
that respect. 0

Senator METZENBAUM. People who worked with the CIA proprie
tary airline that supported the November 1985 arms shipment said
that this was the only time they were ever directed by the CIA
headquarters to take on a supposedly commercial flight. It was
clearly an unusual event. .

Wasn’t it much more than merely “providing the name of the
airline for this commercial transaction,’ as you phrased it in your
1987 testimony, and, I am not sure, but I think you may have
phrased it in similar words just now.

Mr. Garss. I think, Senator, that’s because my impression had
been up until the passage that you have just read that the name of
the proprietary had simply been given to the people involved. I was
not aware that CIA had actually directed them to undertake the
mission. ¥ ‘ .

Senator METzZENBAUM. You didn’t know that the CIA had been
the directing force? - : - - - .

Mr. GaTEs. No sir, I don’t think so. I knew that we had provided
the name. Again, these events took place when I was Deputy Direc
tor for Intelligence and this was all totally outside of my area of
responsibility. ’ i

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you still think it was legal for the CIA
to direct its operations officers overseas -to ‘use their special con
tacts to secure landing and transit rights for that flight without a
Finding? And what about their using their contacts to get landing
and transit rights for an Israeli flight, as they tried to do before
the CIA proprietary was used? :

Mr. Gares. Well, I am not certain about the propriety of that,
Senator. My view is the same as Mr. McMahon’s now that I have
had a chance to review it all and this has been my view really
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since the 1987 confirmation hearings, and that is that there should
have been a Finding for that activity. And in fact I believe the
record will show that I testified in February that I gave a direction
as Acting Director that the proprietary managers should assume
that any request from the. Agency -or part of the government for
their support ,henceforth should be assumed to require a Finding.
And if it didn’t, then we would approach that later. But the going
in position for the proprietary would be that any request that came
out of the government or the- Agency for support, they should
assume from the beginning would require a Finding. And I saw to
a change in the rules to that effect. *

Senator METZENBAUM. Wasn't it Judge Sporkin, who was the
CIA General Counsel in November 1985, who later testified that he
pelieved that a Presidential Finding was indeed required, but that
the retroactive finding signed in December 1985 made the CIA’s
November 1985 activities legal? Furthermore, the Hughes-Ryan
amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 banned such ac-
tivities without a Finding. As I gathered from your answer, you are
now saying that you do believe that a Finding was required for the
November 1985 CIA involvement. . .-

Mr. GaTes. Well, sir, as I've looked back on it, what I am saying
is that I believe that if one had the knowledge that Mr. McMahon
had about the fact that that flight was part of a larger program,
then I certainly agreed with his judgment at the time that a Find-
ing was required. ' .

Senator METZENBAUM. You were given a written questionnaire in
preparation for today’s confirmation hearings. In one question you
were asked how you might have responded to an inquiry .about
covert action Findings not reported to the Committee. In other
words, you were being asked what would have been your response
if a Member of the panel had known to inquire whether the
Agency had withheld any Findings from the Intelligence Commit-
tee. You wrote in response to the Committee’s written question-
naire, “This question is difficult to answer in the abstract, but I be-
lieve that I would have said that having not been formally in-
formed of clandestine operations as DDIL, I would have to check
with Mr. Casey. I would not have misled the Committee.” '

In other words, you are saying you would have deferred to your
superior. Mr. Casey. But Mr. Gates, you gave this answer on June
28, 1991, just a few months ago, four and a half years after the
Iran-Contra fiasco finally came to life. Your sworn answer was that
you would not have misled the Committee. But as a matter of fact,
you would have been misleading us. You still- would not have told
us that a Finding had been withheld from the Committee, even
though you knew that to be the fact. You are telling us that you
would have checked with Mr. Casey. Even at this late date, you are
saying that you are not obligated to tell this Committee you knew
about the existence of undisclosed covert action Findings, even
when testifying under oath. L.

Do you really believe that playing such a game, 'it might- be
called gamesmanship, or saying you don’t have to tell us, that you
would have checked with Mr. Casey, don’t you think that that
Would be ducking the facts or ducking the need to answer the ques-
tionnaire of this Committee? A ’ ’
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* Mr. GATES. Senator, what I was trying to convey in that angy,
was that if I had been asked that question, I would have said [ &
to check back with Mr. Casey because it would have given me
opportunity to tell Mr. Casey that I could not not tell the Comm?g
tee. I was under a Presidential edict not to inform the Commj

at a time when I was appearing before.the Committee under oath

The way I would have tried to reconcile that dilemmg woulg
have been to go back and say—would in effect have been to g or
an answer until I could go back and tell them that I could not iy
good faith not inform the Committee under those circumstange
And that’s what I've testified to here earlier today, that I woy
not under any circumstances mislead this Committee.

Senator METZENBAUM. You're saying you wouldn’t mislead the
Committee, but you're saying you wouldn’t tell them the facs
You're saying I've got to check with someone else, even though yoy
knew the facts. - '

Senator RupMAN. Excuse me. Would my friend from Ohio just
yield for a comment or a question because I have been following
this closely. I think it is something the Committee should have i
front of it if we're going to continue this line of questioning—with
the Senator’s permission.

Senator METZENBAUM. Sure. .

Senator RupMaN. The law that was applicable at the time which
Mr. Gates has referred to now three times says, under Congression-
al oversight, amongst all of the notifications of which the Senator
is very aware—more aware of than I, having served on this Com-
mittee longer than I have—but it says, “The President shall fully
inform the Intelligence Committees in a timely fashion of intelli
gence operations in foreign countries other than activities solely
for obtaining necessary intelligence’ for which prior notice was not
given under subsection A,” which is what the Senator is talking
about, “and shall provide a statement of the reasons for not giving
prior notice.” ] )

Now that was the operative law at the time. Whether we like it
or not, the President of the United States had the right—I think he
was dead wrong, and I've said so—had the right not to notify Con-
gress. Mr. Gates was an Executive Department employee who had
the absolute obligation to follow the Commander in Chief’s orders.
So I don’t know what we’re quite talking abut here. That’s my -
interruption, I thank the Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. As I understand what my friend from ‘
New Hampshire is saying, it is that the President said that the offi-
cers of the CIA were not to reveal the facts, or not to advise Con-
gress.

Senator Rupman. Of the Finding. ’

Senator METZENBAUM. Yes. But that does not mean, and I wpuld
think you would agree with me, that if a Congressional Committee
is specifically asking a question as we’re doing four and a half
years after the fact, that the CIA Director may refuse to answer
and state the facts. ,

Senator RubMAN. Well, I don’t know that those are the facts of
Mr. Gates’ appearance at that time. I’ve read the same trans.crlpt'
I've a good recollection of that, and I do not think a fair reading of
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that transcript could indicate that this witness misrepresented it in
any Ways shape or manner. He was never asked.

nator METZENBAUM. Do you .understand that I was asking him
gbout his response to the Committee questionnaire? It “is difficult
to answer in the abstract, but I believe I would have said that
having not been fully mformed. of the clandestine operations as
DDIdeI tgguclgm}tl:iﬁe:q’ check with Mr. Casey. I would not have
mis ‘ X

Senator RUDMAN. And I think that followed—I would say to my
friend from Ohio—from the previous line of questioning. I think
Mr. Gates as an Executive Department employee, was fully within
his rights to answer the question that way. I think he has been
forthright with this Committee in his answer to Senator Nunn. I
have requested a transcript of his answer to Senator Nunn. I think
it's extraordinary what this witness has said as to what he is will-
ing to do in order to protect the integrity of the Agency, and he has
said that under oath today. I don’t think it’s in any way inconsist-
eﬁg,s tIio;};?lrg"k my friend from Ohio. I don’t want to interrupt his
q .

I thank you. . -

Senator BOREN. Let me ask one question here. Going back to
what was said to Senator Nunn and this goes to a question not—I
understand the Senator from Ohio is asking about the question in
our interrogatories of what he would have said at the time four or
five years ago if he’d been asked that question.

As I understood your answer, and I want to make sure that I am
clear about that, because it’s a very important matter and it touch-
es on the same subject matter that Senator Metzenbaum was
asking about, as I understood the question of Senator Nunn this
afternoon, let me just ask again how I understood it, that if the
President of the United States—let us suppose you were confirmed
to be Director of Central Intelligence and if the President of the
United States ordered you to withhold notice from the Congression-
al Committees of a finding, and if this withholding went beyond a
reasonable time, as we know the commitment of this President in
writing and in various Executives Orders to this Committee is that
he would notify within a few days, that you would make the case
lC)OI_ltflnuously to the President that the Committees should be
mr_le1 ed and that before you would come before the Committees and
Prlz e}(al\d the Committee about the existence of such a Finding if the
resisgln ent continued to order you to withhold it, that you would

%&that a correct reading of what you said—— .

o }f Gares. That’s correct. . -

W airman BoreN [continuing]. Earlier today?

r. GATEs. Yes sir.
malzliiléman BoREN. And it touches on the very point that you're
thiena}for Metrzensaum. That’s correct. That is a different answer
n the answer that he gave to the. Committee’s questionnaire, as

see 1it. )
mé\d_r. GATES. Senator, I would just say that the question was put to
198611 lfhe context of if I had been asked that question in April of
» how would I have responded? And that is how—I tried to
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answer the question honestly in terms of being confronteq With,
any prior preparation of how I would reconcile a direction from ‘t‘}l:t
President not to notify and a situation where I was under oath, °

What I was trying to say was that in effect I would try to g
an answer until I could go back and say I cannot—I cannot mislee t
this Committee, and therefore I must go back before the Commit u
and say that the President has directed me not to answer the qu
tion or perhaps that I shouldn’t be Deputy Director. &

Senator METZENBAUM. I would say to -my friend from Ne
Hampshire that I believe the answer to Senator Nunn’s ques,tio":l
would have been a more appropriate answer to the Committee’s
questionnaire. -

Senator RupmaN. I think Senator Nunn phrased hig Ques.
tion——

Senator METZENBAUM. Pardon? .

Senator RupmaAN. I think Senator Nunn phrased his question
better than that question in that questionnaire. I think if you
phrased it that way you would have gotten the same answer.

But you know, I've always said, as I'm sure my friend from Ohj,
knows, the best evidence is the clearest evidence. This witness has
told-us under oath what he would do under the circumstances, ang
you know, I accept that. .

Senator CHAFEE. Well, Mr. Chairman if I understand what the
witness has said, see if I'm mistaken, somebody correct me, he said
that in a situation like this he would in effect take a break from
the Committee and say, look, I want to go back and discuss this
with my superior. Which I think is the right thing to do. To tipoff
whoever. his boss is and say look, you come clean on this or I'm
going to,” and then he indicated he’d -go—the -provision was he

would go back to the Committee following that. Is that the way]l
understood it? ‘

Mr. GATEs. Yes sir. ) .

Senator CHAFEE. So I don’t know what the Senator from Ohio—
evggybody always says my friend from Ohio: My friend from Ohi¢
sai

[General Laughter.] :

Senator MeTzENBAUM. That’s a new one. - :

Senator CHAFEE. I don’t know what he’s so excited about. The
witness has made it very clear and I think quite rightly that he
owes it to his boss to go back and tip the boss off on what’s going
on. And if the boss refuses to do something about it that’s his bust
ness. .

Chairman Boren. The Chair is going to rule that this is begi
ning to get into debate, and as friendly as it is, I do want the Senx
tor from Ohio to continue his line of questioning.

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you very much. I thought we wert
going to have a continued dialogue in the Committee. )

Mr. Gates, you supervised the first several drafts of Directtr
Casey’s testimony to the Committee. which he gave November 21%
1986. Casey made no mention of the December 5, 1985, Finding ¢
which Congress still had not been advised. i

You have spoken to this subject previously and I'm’ aware
that, and I listened to that testimony. But in fact, that omission "
to the Finding being secretly destroyed by Admiral Poindexter tha
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same day. Nor did Casey’s testimony include any indication that
the CIA had been informed of suspicions of a diversion for about
five weeks. o

Vou participated in misleading Congress by not insisting that
Casey tell us everything. You failed to prevent further impropriety
which occurred when Poindexter destroyed the first Finding. You
were woefully ignorant, it seems, in not insisting that the NSC
people at testimony preparation meetings state frankly what their
role had been in helping and funding the Contras.

You spoke on this sub;ect earlier today and you indicated that
you didn’t read the testimony aftqrward- and that you left town,
but you were present at the meetings that occurred prior to the
testimony being presented. My question to you is, why didn’t you
insist when the testimony was being prepared that there be full
disclosure and that the facts be stated openly as to what the role o
the NSC had been in helping and funding the Contras? ~

Mr. Gates. First of all Senator, in the Monday meeting with CIA
staff, I think it’s clear in the record that I said that it was terribly
important that the testimony be as full and complete as we could
possibly make it. And I think that the interviews that this Commit-
tee has had with those who participated in the preparation of that
testimoxllcy, attest to the fact that I continued that view throughout
the week. _ .

I would not—I did not and would not have asked the question
about the Contras, Senator because we were confronting a foreign
policy problem that affected only Iran during that period. The reve-
lation of the arms for hostages policy was what was foremost in ev-
eryone’s mind. The whole discussion that week was in terms of
finding out the facts about the sale of weapons to Iran and how
much they had cost and who had known what or when about the
deliveries and so on. .

So the whole focus that week of what we knew and of what we
were trying to find out really had to do with the basic facts of
CIA’s role in the sale of those weapons to Iran. And the issue of the
Contras never arose. And frankly, I've testified today earlier in re-
sponse to questions from the Chairman and before that the specu-
lation that Mr. Allen had brought to me, I had not received new
information or additional information, and frankly it was, and 1
think now in retrospect, mistakenly overshadowed by.the foreign
policy catastrophe that the government was trying to deal with at
that time and that was solely the focus of our attention.

‘Now as to the December Finding, as’I testified earlier in re-
sponse to the Chairman, I had no independent recollection of the
December 5th Finding or the meeting that I had had, that several
of us had had with Mr. McMahon on the 5th of December. There
was a lot of discussion about the December 5 Finding, but there
Was enormous uncertainty about whether the darned thing had
ever been signed or not. And in fact, it turns out that both the In-
spector General report and the Tower Commission, as late as Janu-
ary 1987, weren’t sure whether that Finding had ever been signed.

I think those who had been involved or who had seen it per-

aps thought of it as being part of the process leading to the Janu-
ary 17th Finding. In any event I don’t recall, and I don’t think
anyone that the Committee has interviewed recalls anyone stating
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in my presence that there ought to be—that that ought to bg ..
ten up in the testimony. Now maybe that is the case, but | :1??
recall it. nt

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, as I recollect your earlier testimg,
you "were first given the responsibility to help prepare Mr. Caseny’
testimony. Am I correct in my recollection of that? s

"Mr. Gates. Senator, I think I stated that in February of 1987 1
think that was perhaps overstating it somewhat. Mr. Casey left o
a memorandum that stated that he wanted a number of thine
pulled together for him to review prior to giving his testimonygli
included the transcripts of what some people had said op ihe
Sunday talk shows. It included some reports on terrorism by Iray
and Lebanon and Syria and so on. Some various pieces of inform,,
tion like that. I took the lead in gathering people on Monday to gt
somebody started on getting something drafted for Mr. Casey to get
the information pulled together. And when he returned o
Wednesday, he basically took charge again with others in the
Agency of his own testimony. But others were working by and
lax;ie independently during that time trying to get these facts t,
gether. L

Senator METZENBAUM. Is my recollection wrong? I don’t have
note on it, but my recollection was that at one point in your test
mony at some point you had indicated that Mr. Casey had aske{
you to take charge of getting the testimony ready. Am I incorrect
in that? _

Mr. GATEs. I don’t remember the exact expression that I used,
but I don’t know if that was the case Senator.

_ Senator METZENBAUM. It was something like that, something to
that effect. ’

Mr. Gates. He certainly sent me that memorandum implying
that he wanted me to start assigning responsibilities in getting the
work done, yes sir.

Senator METzZENBAUM. Well, then later on ‘you told the Iran
Contra Committee that at a November 19th meeting at CIA heac)i-
quarters with a number of CIA senior staff to draft the Director’s
testimony, there were holes in the story. You testified to the Iran-
Contra Committee the following:.“The general counsel, Mr. Do
herty, said that it appeared that some of the facts involved were
getting shakier rather than better as we were going-along. He indi
cated that some of the information was getting shaky.” Now in2
biography of Casey written by Joseph Persico, you are quoted a
describing the preparation of Casey’s testimony on November 20th,
the day before he was to appear: quote, “It was a madhouse and
the facts were getting foggier and foggier as more and more qua}}lﬁ-
cations were heaped on to make the damned statement correct.
fact, as we now know, his testimony was not correct. An early draf
included the false statement that no one in the US government
knew what was in the CIA proprietary airline’s cargo from T¢
Aviv to Tehran on November 25th, 1985. : . .

Another draft tried to.float the story that it was believed th¢
shipment was oil drilling equipment, instead of HAWK missilé
from Israel to Iran. ;

Another draft said nobody in the CIA knew what the cargo W&
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Finally, his testimony .deleted any mention of the shipment alto-
gether. This was the shipment that necessitated drafting the De-
cember 5th, 1985 retroactive secret Finding. Of course, disclosure of
fhe existence of the Finding was omitted from the testimony as

L - cas .. . )
we}&{y question is, why didn’t you insist on telling Congress the
whole truth about what were the facts concerning the shipment
and concerning anything else you knew? Now you were in on early
versions I know, and I know you weren’t in on last-minute changes
or changes Mr. Casey made in his car on the way to the hearing or,
I guess, the last draft that Casey got the night before. But didn’t
you feel a sense of responsibility, having been assigned this job to
prepare the testimony, either to see to the last-minute changes, or
after the fact, at the very minimum, to go back and read them and
see if there were any misstatements made or omissions?

Mr. GaTES. Senator, again as I testified earlier today, the contro-
versy—most of the controversy about the testimony concerned
events about which I had little or no direct knowledge and in many
cases, even indirect knowledge. When Mr. Casey returned, I essen-
tially let go responsibility for the testimony, although I did accom-
pany him the next day, because of the dispute over one factual
item, to the meeting with Admiral Poindexter. But, the problem
that Mr. Doherty brought to me was in fact that we weren’t sure
what the facts were and we were having a tough time getting what
the facts were." And it was in response to that that I insisted that
the expression be included in the testimony that we were still
doing research and that we would be back to the Committee with
more information when we found it.

I think that certainly the impression that I had at the time was
that the sentence about who knew what about the November ship-
ment was taken out simply because they could never reach agree-
ment on what the facts were in the very brief period of time that
was available to us. You had some people saying that, well, they
told us all along it was oil field drilling equipment. You had other
people saying well certainly the captain—the pilot of the airplane
knew what was on it. You had a chief of station who may have
known what was on it. So the impression that I have and I think
the impression that others who have been interviewed by the Com-
mittee had, was one of considerable confusion about what the facts
really were. And I think that there was a concern to avoid misstat-
ing those facts. I think that is why Judge Sofaer got into the act,
and Assistant Attorney General Cooper, and Mr. Doherty and
others, and I think that it was out of frustration with trying to
figure out what that was that late on that Thursday night Mr.
Casey struck the sentence altogether. , ~

Now, that’s what I have been able to put together based on the
accounts of others. L .ok .

Senfltor MEetrzenBaum. Have you never gone back and read: Mr.
Casey’s statement?

r. GaTEs. I am sorry, Senator?

nator MeTzENBauM. Have you never gone back and read Mr.
asey’s statement, even today? ‘ ’ - 3o

r. GATEs. Oh, yes sir, I have. .
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Senator METZENBAUM. You have. And now you know that
lied under questioning about the shipment. Even though ([p ey
lyst Charlie Allen had seen evidence the plane carried armg Mz
the December 5th retroactive finding drafted by CIA Genera] éoand
sel Sporkin spoke of the sale of munitions, when Senator Leah.
asked Director Casey if the CIA knew what was on the aircrafy
the time it was flown, Casey answered Senator Leahy that the CﬁstA
did not know until the Iranians told them sometime in Jany,

Now, when you were asked about inaccuracies that later camerty(;
light regarding Casey’s November 21st, 1986 testimony, yoy tegti
fied that you never read the transcript of his statement. Now coulq
you tell me: when did you read it?

Mr. Gartes. I have only read the portions of the transcript of the
question and answer session, Senator, that were excerpted for the
interrogatories in preparation for this hearing.

Senator METZENBAUM. I thought you just answered a minute agy,
“Oh, yes, I have read it.” :

Mr. Gartes. No, sir, you asked me if I had read Mr. Casey’s state.
_ment——

Senator METZENBAUM. Yes.

Mr. GATES [continuing]. And I said yes. What I have not read wg
the exchange between Mr. Casey and the Senators.

Chairman BoRreN. Let me ask one follow-up question on that,
You have read Mr. Casey’s statement. And I believe in question
ing—in answer to questions that I asked you and that Senator
Nunn asked you this afternoon, you said that there were differ-
ences between that statement and the draft that you had lag
worked on. You then went home that evening, and Mr. Casey made
some additional revisions and came back and delivered the testimo
ny the next day.

Mr. GaTes. Yes sir.

Chairman BoreN. You said when you looked at the testimony ac
tually given by Mr. Casey the next day, or as you have since re
viewed it, compared to the last draft which you saw before you
went home that evening, there were some things added &and some
things taken out. Is that correct?

Mr. GATEs. Yes sir.

Chairman BoReN. And the question that I am not sure that!l
heard the answer to this afternoon, and I think Senator Metr
enbaum is asking again, was when did you next read the actual
statement that Mr. Casey gave? In other words, obviously at some
point in time you have read that statement, you have compared it
to the last draft as you remembered it in that meeting before you
went home that night. When did you finally—was it the next day,
was it the next week, was it some months later when you actually
read Mr. Casey’s actual testimony to the Congress?

Mr. GaTss. I don’t remember precisely, Senator. It could hav
been that Friday afternoon. It could have been several days later

Chairman BoreN. I guess the question I come back to is the qu#¥
tion that Senator Metzenbaum has asked you in a different way &
since you had been in these meetings and since you had had dlSC“-‘é
sions, why you didn’t feel an instant curiosity to go back and ﬁI{t
out what Mr. Casey had actually said? You had wanted to make b
as accurate as possible, and obviously there were a lot of inaccur®
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cies in the way he gave it. Why wouldn’t you have wanted to go
pack, look at it as quickly as possible and see if there were things
that needed to be corrected in it as given to the Committees?

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I assumed that the testimony that he was
about to give was just the first step in an interative process, that
there would be repeated testimonies and repeated opportunities to
add the facts as we learned them. I don’t remember actually
making a textual analysis of the last version that I saw and the
version that he actually delivered, in all honesty, until preparing
for this hearing. )

And the fact of the matter is that by the time that I returned
from California, Attorney General Meese had made his announce-
ment and it was a whole new ballgame in terms of the additional
investigative work that needed to be done by the Agency and addi-
tional information that needed to be made public.

Senator RupMAN. Mr. Chairman, if I could have 30 seconds?

Chairman BoreN. You will be on Senator Metzenbaum’s time. Is
that agreeable to Senator Metzenbaum?

Senator RupMAN. I just think in fairness to Mr. Casey and his
family—Mr. Casey is not here to defend himself—I think that the
record should show that this witness has no idea now as to what
Mr. Casey knew or didn’t know. So to ask this witness about what
Mr. Casey knew about the accuracy of that statement I just don’t
think is a help. And number two, I would point out to my friend
from Ohio that it may have been a slip of the tongue, but we
cannot say here today.that Mr. Casey lied to the Committee. All we
can say is that subsequent facts indicate that the testimony that he
presented was grossly inaccurate. But we do not know that when
he presented it, he knew it was inaccurate. And the Iran-Contra
Committee could not settle that. So in fairness to Mr. Casey, to
accuse him of a lie, based on the fact that the information was in-
corfrqct, I think—my friend from Ohio would agree is probably
unfair. o

Senator MErzenBauM. I would accept that clarification, but
having said that, wouldn’t my friend from New Hampshire say
that if it’s gross misrepresentation of facts, it doesn’t have to be de-
liberate in order to be a lie? You don’t have to intend to lie in
order to lie. If he grossly misrepresented the facts, by definition I
would think that that’s a lie, but maybe I didn’t check the diction-
ary.

Senator Rupman. Well, I would say to the Chairman and to the
Senato_r from Ohio that under a normal perjury count—which is a
legal lie—if you present a fact that you believe to be true and have
evidence that it is true, but it is found to be untrue, you are not
guilty of perjury. And I just don’t think we should sit here and
accuse Bill Casey of lying because we don’t know. .

And by the way, I was not a friend of Mr. Casey’s. I met him
twice in ‘my life, but I think since he’s gone, and he has a family
eft, we ought not to berate him based on facts that the Iran-Contra

ommittee—with all of its staff, with all of its millions of dollars,
with all of its high priced counsel—to this day could not prove
what he knew and what he didn’t know.

And I dare say, Senator Metzenbaum, we are not going to find
out tonight. .



532

Senator METZENBAUM. It’s pretty difficult to find out When g
-buried and gone. So I guess we can’t find that out very we]},

Chairman Boren. Let me ask, Senator Metzenbaum, if you'd |
me rephrase the question. I wan’t implying as to whether or not 5
was wrong—perhaps it was stated whether or not he kney I
Casey had lied or whatever—I'm talking about the accuracy of t
testimony. the

My question is this; since you had been involved in at least brieg
ing Mr. Casey on part of the preparation of this testimony an(i
been in on meetings for the preparation of the testimony, why g
you feel an obligation to go back and check the testimony afte, it
was actually given to the Congress to determine the accuracy of i
Let’s set aside the whole question of whether Mr. Casey kney e
was giving inaccurate testimony or not.

It is obviously clear that there were some things actually said i
the testimony to Congress that were not accurate and that hag
been the subject of some conversation during these meetings sy
as the question of the knowledge of what was on the Decembe
flight that I suppose was vague in his actual statement but it s
not left vague in the answer to Senator Leahy’s question.

What you're saying is you did not read the interchange with Se.
ator Leahy until much later. -

Mr. GaTes. That's correct, Senator.

‘Chairman BoreN. My question is why didn’t you feel at the time
an obligation since you had been, in essence, briefing or prepariy
Mr. Casey for his testimony that day to go back and check it after
it was actually delivered, including the question and answer ses
sion to see if Mr. Casey had indeed accurately informed the Com-
mittees? . . T

Mr. GaTes. Mr. Chairman, again, these events, the parts of the
testimony that had been difficult and controversial, concernel
events about which I had no direct knowledge and at the time had
been Deputy Director for Intelligence, and I felt that I didn’t havw
anything particular to add. I was not aware of any inaccuracies &
that time, in his testimony.

4 gerhaps it was negligent of me not to go back and follow up butl

id not.

Chairman BoreN. I'm sorry, Senator Metzenbaum, I didn’t mean
to-impose on you.

Senator MerzENBAUM. I wonder if, Senator Metzenbaum, I could
just have a moment to point out that I think we’re placing ik
burden on Mr. Gates when obviously it was Casey who testifiel
And Casey is obviously not here to enlighten us. As a consequent
I think the real questions about the circumstances are very, very
%ifficx}lt to ascertain in view of the fact that the testimony &

asey’s. :

Chairman BoreN. Let us return to Senator Metzenbaum. W
won’t count this against your time. "
Senator METZENBAUM. I'm very pleased that we’ve been able
engage each of the Members in the discussion. Senator Cransto
you've been remiss in not——

- [General Laughter.]

hSenator METZENBAUM. One or two others—I didn’t see John 0%
there.
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ﬁi,%gates, in February 1987, Senator.Specter asked you why you
had omitted from Director Casey’s testimony the fact that the CIA
pad engaged in covert action support during November 1985 with-
out @ Presidential Finding. You__responded as follows: “Well sir, not
having been aware of the details surrounding that flight and the
preparation_ of the Fl'n'dmg subsequent to it for‘ prospective activi-
ties, ] was in no position to know that something significant was
peing left out of the testimony and that’s all I can tell you.”

The fact is, you were at a meeting on December 5, 1985, where
the fact of the CIA support for the flight was noted. At that meet-
ing you heard somebody tell then-Deputy Director McMahon that a
Presidential Finding had finally been signed. While you were su-
pervising the preparation of Director Casey’s testimony the follow-
ing November, the CIA officers who worked on that initial Finding
printed out a text of the original CIA draft and gave it-to Mr. Do-
herty, the CIA General Counsel, who then informed you of it.

Qo wasn’t it misleading for you to testify to Senator Specter’s
question that you were in no position to know that something sig-
nificant was being left out of the testimony?

Mr. GATES. Senator, as I indicated earlier, I think most people in
CIA did not know that that Finding had ever been signed until Ad-
miral Poindexter described it in his testimony that summer, in
July of 1987. : . . .

To the best of my knowledge, at the time when I was being pre-
pared for my February confirmation hearings, we were still in a
situation where the Inspector General and others could not con-
clude that that Finding had ever been signed. In fact, the general
view in the Agency was that it had not been signed.

The other thing that I testified to at that time was the fact—and
perhaps they had taken too narrow a view of it; perhaps—but I had
been advised at that time by the General Counsel, by the General
Counsel’s office at the Agency that the Finding—that a Finding
had not been needed for that November activity. And I stuck to
that position during those confirmation hearings based on the
advice that I was getting from the General Counsel’s office.

So between their telling me that no Finding had been needed in
the first place, the general view in the Agency that no Finding had
in fact ever been signed before January 1986 at the time of Febru-
ary 1987 hearings, I think that the statement that I made was not
at that time misleading. '

_Senator MerzensauM. Even if it hadn’t been signed, wasn’t' it
significant? A

Mr. GaTes. Well sir, I think that—I guess that’s a judgment
matter and the general view, as I recall at that time was that it
Mmusg have just been part of a process that led to the January 1986
Finding. And the general view was that it was not.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates, did you sit in on a meeting sev-
eral days before Mr. Casey’s testimony while the Director, Casgy,
tame under pressure from Poindexter urging him to lie as Poin-
dexter was planning to do? :

Mr. GatEs. No sir.
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Senator METZENBAUM. Do you have any recollection of he:
present at a meeting where any discussion at all of the testimg
that Poindexter was going to give to the Committee was digey, “%

Mr. Gates. That Poindexter was going to give? Certainly s;ed
that indicated that misleading information would be given. g

Senator METZENBAUM. You don’t have any recollectior of that
all? o

*Mr. Gares. No sir. None of any discussion of giving misleags,
information. : g

Senator METZENBAUM. After Attorney General Meese dig
publicly that proceeds from arms transactions had been depositeq
in bank accounts under control of the Contras, Allen Fiers testified
on November 25, 1986, that Meese’s statement was the first knoy,
edge that Mr. Fiers had of the diversion. We recently learned thy
Mr. Fiers lied about the time and place he learned of the diversig,
But Mr. Fiers’ statement on behalf of the Agency was also inac,
rate. Mr. Fiers also said speaking for the CIA, “The Agency wasj
the same boat and the first I heard of it was on CNN today. Ay
that is the first that I know that the Agency knew of it.”

He also said, “Everybody I talked to in the Agency, and that goe
over time, I'm fairly confident didn’t.know what was going on.|
certainly know that the people below me and immediately above
me didn’t.”” Now the Agency at that point knew much more tha
Fiers claimed it did. Indeed, Charlie Allen had written you a memo
and talked to you and the Director about a possible diversion over
a month earlier. :

- Why did you not correct the record to the Intelligence Commit
tees, as you had promised Senator Leahy you would, after you had
heard of Mr. Fiers’ testimony? -

Mr. GaTgs. I don’t think I was aware of Mr. Fiers’ testimony to

that effect and we were in the process of a—as I indicated, once the
Attorney General made his announcement on the 25th of Novem-
ber, clearly we had to go back to the drawing board and that there
would be additional testimony in which the record would be
cleared. And I believe that in subsequent testimonies the record be
corrected or at least added to. And I believe the record shows that
that in fact happened. . . *
. Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Fiers gave this false testimony on the
very day this disastrous intelligence fiasco was disclosed to the
people of this country by the Attorney General. Fiers told this
Committee that until November 25, 1985, the CIA knew no more
about diversion of profits from Iran to the Contras than the fellow
who delivers my mail. Either you failed to make an effort ©
inform yourself as to what your own people were telling Congress,
or—what else? What are the facts? )

Mr. GaTes. Senator, unless someone brings to my attention the
fact that someone several layers down in the Agency has testlfl
as to certain facts, it would not come to my attention. CIA gIv&
something over 1,000 briefings and testimonies every year to thg
Congress. And unless somebody came to me and said somebody b2
given misleading testimony, I would not be aware of it.

Senator METZENBAUM. You did not know of Mr. Fiers testimoty
to that effect? ’ '

Mr. GaTes. No sir, I don’t believe so.

o |
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genator METZENBAUM. Never heard of it?

Mr. GaTes. I don’t believe so.. No sir.

Genator METZENBAUM. In April 1987 you testified that after Bud
McFarlane returned from Tehran at the end of May 1986, “The
project from our standpomt at least entered a fairly quiescent stage
and there really wasn't much more going on until Mr. Allen came
to me on the first of October.”

During this period, Ollie North tried to get the CIA to concoct a
take price list for the HAWK missile parts. During this period, the
CIA was involved in more arms shipments, another hostage was Te-
Jeased and still more American hostages were taken in Lebanon.
You say that this was a fairly quiescent stage. My question is, how
much more would you have needed to make it an active stage?’

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, what I think that I had in mind is that from
the time of Mr. McFarlane’s mission until the 1st of October, I
think that Mr. Allen came to see me only once and I think that
was on the 3rd of July to update me and tell me about the efforts
underway to secure the release, I think, of Father Jenco. -

I guess that my reference was in the context of McFarlane’s trip
and so on. I think in retrospect it was at least understatement.

Senator METZENBAUM. On September 8, 1986, Ollie North wrote
a memo to Admiral Poindexter stating that the CIA supported a
Ghorbanifar proposal for sequential arms deliveries and hostage re-
leases. On the same day, a North notebook entry for 8 September
1986 reflects a call at 1500 from “Charlie,” apparently Charlie
Allen, with the reference “Casey to call JWP,” I guess that’s Poin-
dexter. Then there is another, “Gates supportive.” “K,” I guess
that's Ghorbanifar’s contract in Iran, “K calls to Geo,” I think
that's George Cave, the retired CIA officer attached to the Iran
talks, “four times Saturday,- two times today.” You were asked
aNb(:)r‘g ’:hls t:gd lﬁ:p%edé i‘Idhavi Il:;)lt re:lilewed Lieuterflarlllt Colonel

notebooks. An 0 no ow the meaning of the entry.”
But it looks like Charlie Allen telling North that gu too sﬁ 1;1;)y1~t-
ed using Ghorbanifar. A g - o > SUPP

And Charlie Allen had met with you on August 28th and Sep-
'zﬁlirslber 5th, so the two of you had ample opportunity to discuss

And my question to you is, regarding this reference in North’s
23::1}-)2%1{(‘ tﬁ; ty?vhlch he talks about- “Gates supportive,” were you

Mr. Gares. I am aware of it, Senator, yes sir.
of%egﬁg; SI‘\;IETZENBAUM. Were you aware of it prior to this series
asshgcr:ia(ggi“v:vsi'tllq IInay -}(!}%vi bee{{l in the context of all the revelations

ran-Contra. Yes sir. . .
thSenator MeTtzenBAUM. And do you agree that he says in this that
he CIA supported a Ghorbanifar proposal for sequential arms de-
liveries and hostage releases? N

{\ithat what he is saying that you were supportive of? Coe

Ser' Gates. I have no idea what he is referring to, Senator. -

M?Q&'ngE'f\%ENpAtImg:dDi’ctl you ever try to find out?

- . No sir, I didn’t. . .
Nosscftllator MEeTzENBAUM. Well, you:know that it follows -an-.Ollie
memo to Admiral Poindexter stating that the CIA supported
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a Ghorbanifar proposal for sequential arms deliveries ang hog

releases. And the same day, the North notebook entry fo, 3tasge“
tember reflected a call at 1500 from Charlie with the refere,?
“Casey to call Poindexter, Gates supportive.” And Ghorbanifce*
calls to George “four times Saturday, two times today.” s

You don’t think that that indicates that he is saying that you
supportive of the sequential arms deliveries and hostage l'eleas:g

Mr. Gares. Again, Senator, I just don’t have any idea what hig
entries mean.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. When you were first nominated to b .
rector in 1987, this Committee sent you some questions to answer
Your reply to a question on your qualifications for office strikeg e
as having been rather disingenuous. Let me quote from that reply
“During my tenure as Deputy Director for Intelligence, I encoy,
aged the establishment of a new covert action review systey
within the CIA under which covert action proposals are reviewe]
by the Deputy Director for Intelligence and by appropriate experts
in the Intelligence Directorate to validate premises underlying the
proposal, assess the risk involved, and suggest ways to make pr,
posed activities more effective. During this same period, I sat as
member of the three person CIA panel, that is, the Executive D
rector, the Inspector General, and the Deputy Director for Intell;.
gence, which semiannually reviews all CIA covert action proposals
for compliance with the rulés and laws, quality of management ang
makes judgments about the efficacy of each operation.”

You went on to say, “From March 1981, I have served as a close
advisor to the Director of Central Intelligence, not only in analysis
and estimates, but in every aspect of intelligence policy including
covert action.” -

Frankly, wasn’t it misleading for you to praise your establish
ment of a new system for reviewing covert action proposals when
that system was actually completely ignored in the preparation of
Findings in the Iran arms sales? And wasn’t it even more mislead:
ing in light of the fact that you never even protested about the cir-
cumvention of that very system that you had put in place?

Mr. GATEs. Senator, I've testified on several occasions that the
circumvention of that system was one of the major mistakes that
CIA made during Iran-Contra. )

It is clear that had the system—well, CIA made a number of mis
takes during that time. We played by ground rules that somebody
else made. We allowed somebody else to impose a compartments
tion on us that was not even of our own making. We carried out
covert actions or participation in a covert action without ever
having a copy of the Finding. So there were a number of mistakes
made in connection with Iran-Contra. And the only thing that!
can say to you, Senator, is that this whole affair was up and rur
ning and well underway for a number of months before I became
Deputy Director.

I think that the mistakes that were made in Iran-Contra under
score the importance of the involvement of the DI and the Dire¢
torate of Intelligence and other elements of the Agency—not mast
a mockery of it. . )

Senator MeTzENBAUM. I .think the Chair wants to close dow
shortly. So here is mylast question. -
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Wasn’t it also misleading for you to cite your membership in a
three-person covert action review committee that, in fact, never re-
viewed the quality, efficacy or legality of the Iran arms sales pro-

, again, without your ever protesting about this?
ngr. GATES. Sgnafcor, 1 probal?ly should ha‘ve.said more about the
fact that this Finding and our involvement in it from January 1986
pypassed all of the safeguards and all of the systems that we had
in place in CIA at that time to process covert actions. The fact that
the Directorate of Intelligence was not involved in reviewing it and

on.

SoThat said, I would only say that I think it is a reflection of the
mistakes that were made and-underscores the importance of stick-
ing to the rules and to the system that we have created. But again
1 would just reiterate for you and for the record that the decision
to go along with that kind of approach was made by the Director
Jong before I became Deputy Director.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I will be prepared to go
forward whatever time you want in the morning.

Chairman BoreN. All right. Would it be all right with you if we
started at 9:00 o’clock in the morning. ' ‘

Senator RupMAN. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman BorgN. Senator Rudman.

Senator RupmaN. I'd like thirty seconds, just to keep the record
complete. A careful analysis of the Iran-Contra hearing transcripts
will indicate that there were a number of PROF notes which under
examination Colonel North admitted were not accurate.

Chairman BoreN. There were a number of PROF notes that
Colonel North admitted were inaccurate.

Senator METZENBAUM. What kind of notes?

Senator RupmaN. His diary and PROF notes and so forth that
were not accurate. And I would be happy to refer the Senator to
the page and chapter of those instances.

Senator METZENBAUM. Would you agree probably that normally
a person puts into his notebook accurate notes?

Senator RupManN. No absolutely not, Senator Metzenbaum.
That’s the world you and I live in. But that’s not the world that
some of those folks lived in. I learned that.

Senator METZENBAUM. I want Senator Rudman as the next wit-
ness. I have some questions for him. [General Laughter.]

Senqtor RupmMan. I would be delighted, Senator Metzenbaum.

Chairman Boren. I think some of the liveliest cross examination
we ve had has been between the two of you thus far.

Senator Murkowski. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you would
excuse me tomorrow for about twenty minutes. I have to open an
Alaskan exhibit in the Rotunda at 9:00 o’clock and I will be here
about 9:20.

Chairman Boren. Well, should we take this under advisement?

nator Murkowskl. You might want to look in your notes to
see—

Chairman Boren. There are those that are claiming that when I
say 9:00 o’clock Oklahoma time, that might mean a little after 9:00
0clock anyway. But that is a vicious rumor. We will start on time
%t 9:00 o’clock with Senator Metzenbaum to continue with his ques-
loning and complete his questioning whenever he reaches that
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point. And then after Senator Metzenbaum completes, we do
to send notice to Senator D’Amato because he will then be nex?
lowed by Senator Bradley. fol

I appreciate the cooperation of all Members of the Commjt
and the staff and also certainly appreciate the cooperatiop oflt
nominee. I know it has been a long day and we appreciate your
tience in remaining with us for the night session. R

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I think you ought t,
the witness whether or not that is convenient for him. It's beeaSk
long day for him. If he needs a little more than—— ne

Chairman BoreN. I thank this display of mercy from Senaty
Metzenbaum, let me direct that question to the nominee. '

Is 9:00 o’clock too early for you to begin or would you like to be
in a little later than that?

Mr. Gatgs. I am at the disposal of the Committee.

Chairman Boren. Is that all right with you to start at gy
o’clock. ’

Mr. GATES. Yes sir.

Chairman BorenN. We will stand at recess until 9:00 o’clock iy
the morning.

[Thereupon, at 9:03 o’clock p.m., the Committee stood in recess|




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

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1991

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

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:16 o’clock
am., 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,
Metzenbaum, Murkowski, Warner, Danforth, Rudman, Gorton,
Chafee and Cohen. .

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

Chairman BoreN. If we could clear the well, please, we will
begin.

We resume again this morning the confirmation hearings on the
nomination of Mr. Robert Gates by the President to be the Director
of Central Intelligence.

Last evening we recessed while Senator Metzenbaum, the Sena-
tor from Ohio, was questioning the ‘witness. We will continue with
that questioning again this morning. :

I will again for the record ask the nominee if he understands
that he remains under oath. -

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

Chairman BoreN. We will continue with those questions this
morning for approximately an hour and a half.

Other Members of the panel have indicated to me that they also
have some scheduling problems. So Senator Metzenbaum will go on
for ai_aout an hour and a half at which time, if he has additional
questions to ask, he will hold them until his normal rotation. Then
Senator D’ Amato will be the next questioner.

Staff members, please notify Senator D’Amato that he will follow
Senator Metzenbaum at the end of that period.

We will simply see how far we can get with the testimony and
the questioning of the nominee today. .

I have indicated we will not be in session past 5:00 this after-
noon or tomorrow because of the observance of Yom Kippur. We
will resume on Thursday morning at 9:30 with outside witnesses.

It will be necessary for us to proceed with these outside witnesses
on Thursday because of their schedules. We will then re-evaluate
where we are with the hearing schedule.

(539)
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I will turn at this time to the Senator from Ohio to conty,
with his questioning. g

Senator Metzenbaum.

Senator METzZENBAUM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairmap

Mr. Chairman, I want to welcome you, Mr. Gates, and weli:om
back my colleagues who attended last night’s session. ¢

I think last night’s session sort of indicated to me that a Numbe
of, I guess the entire bank on the other side of the table had prettr
much concluded this was, that the President wanted this aPPOinteZ
confirmed, that very strong substantive questions were not to
asked from that side of the aisle and that it was in the nature of,
political confirmation.

It is a little bit disappointing because I do not believe that ,
hearing of this kind, a matter of this importance, should have a o
litical overtone.

But for those who were not here last night and to set the stag,
for today’s continuation of my questions——

Senator RupMAN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make a point (f
personal privilege here. I object to that statement from my go
friend from Ohio.

I found the Senator from Ohio was factually incorrect on 3
number of presentations last evening, not only of the facts, but o
the law. And when I find that, I am going to state that.

And I resent being told that I am sitting here as a political paw
of anybody because I am not, nor are my colleagues. I would not
accuse the Senator from Ohio of that. And I would appreciate it if
he would not do that to me.

Senator METzENBAUM. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that Senator
Rudman is really one of the finest Members we have in the United
States Senate and he is a very good friend of mine. But I would
appreciate if I might be permitted- today to continue forth without
being interrupted. .

If he takes issue with what I say, certainly, at an appropriate
time, I think that is fine.

Chairman BoreN. I know there are a lot of strong feelings about
the issues before us, but I think there is also a lot of mutual re
spect among the Members. This is not a period of time for debate,
let me say, on either side of the issue. It is a time for questioning

I have said in the very beginning of this inquiry that we hav
not divided along party lines on any matter in this Committe
since I have been Chairman. I do not expect that to happen now.|
expect us to be, in our questions, to do our job thoroughly and
fairly. That is exactly what we want to do. .

I would suggest that we use this period as a question time. We
will have plenty of time for debate as we go along.

We have been more or less allowing a question that someot
wants to interject or a follow-on question, but I will try to keeP“Sf
from getting into debate. I will ask the cooperation of Members °f
both sides not to enter into debate. I do believe that Members ¢
this Committee all take their responsibilities seriously indlv151uau¥'

So let me ask the Senator from Ohio just to proceed with
questioning at this time. :

Senator METZENBAUM. All right. I would like to summar®
where I think we stand so far.
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Mr. Gates, my questions last night were probing inconsistencies

tween what you said to Congressional Committees at various
times regarding Iran-Contra and what was actually happening in
your shop.

Those guestions were necessary, I felt, because of your apparent
inability to recall much at all about that time period. I was hoping
fo get some answers to the more than 70 important Iran-Contra
questions posed to you by this Committee, for which you stated you
could not remember what you did, or that you never knew what
others around you were doing, or that you never sought to know
what was happening all around you.

Frankly, Mr. Gates, one of the most difficult challenges that I
am finding in connection v_\nth your confirmation relates to the fact
that so much was happening at the CIA and around the CIA that

ou have pretty much indicated you did not know. You actually in-
dicated that you did not want to know.

I was particularly interested how in many of those cases there
was, in my view, something that was just hard to comprehend in
the way you had used broad, general statements to obscure what I
consider to be inconvenient realities. )

One very difficult area that, as you know, we discussed last
night, is what you did or should do when ordered by the President
not to disclose a covert action program to Congress. I am dismayed
by the fact that in 1986 you could assure us of the CIA’s commit-
ment to Congressional oversight while still not telling us of a major
covert action program.

If you felt you could not tell us the full truth because the Presi-
dent demanded your silence, then you should not have left us with
the distinct impression that the CIA fully accepted the need to be
candid and forthcoming with Congress.

I was also concerned by your answers as to how you would have
handled a direct question in 1986 regarding .whether there were
undisclosed covert action Findings. You said that in such a situa-
tion you would have given a slightly deceptive answer, namely that
you lacked all the facts, in order to get time to warn Casey that
you were on the spot.

Politically, I can understand why you would want to do that. But
you also said that you would not view this answer as misleading,
which I found hard to accept. To slightly deceive Congress is to
mislead Congress. .

You went on to say that you would have gotten back to us quick-
ly with the full truth or you would resign. And that unquestionably
was a good answer. )

But this seems to miss the point. If you are hiding things from
us, even for a short time, then how can we ever trust you truthful-
ly to answer a question when it is posed? :

Last night I put forth my view that when this Committee asks a
CIA official to testify on a matter, it does not and cannot suffice for
that official to give incomplete answers. For instance, we now know
that in the case of your preparation of Iran-Contra testimony for
Director Casey, you ignored and omitted information that turned
out to be unbelievably important.

.Given that there were serious concerns about the Agency’s ac-
tivities, ranging from the November 1985 incident to the use of a
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man like Ghorbanifar in the operation, those concerns shoylg h
been shared with us as well. You have to level with us, not j?;e
give us the CIA line. ) t

It is abundantly clear that Bill Casey failed to level with g H
evaded saying that Albert Hakim was used as the interprotey
some meetings with the Iranians. He avoided any mention of ()lfii
North by saying that he could not be sure who at the White Hoye.
had worked on the January 1986 finding. He left out the role of
Mr. Ghorbanifar, even though he had personally warned the Presi.
dent about that person.

According to your testimony last night, you not only failed t, in
clude a full description of the problems in this operation in Mr
Casey’s testimony, you also failed to read the transcript of the
hearing.

Mr. Gates, this was not just a routine intelligence hearing. It wsg
not like, as I think you said, one of the thousand appearances, o
something of that kind, of CIA people before Congressional hear-
ings. This was the CIA’s first effort to tell Congress about the big-
gest intelligence blunder in years.

Moreover, you had previously promised this Committee that you
would correct the record if mistakes were made in CIA testimony,
And yet, no such correction was offered.

We were, in fact, misled.

And a few scant days later, when this case broke wide open,
every Member of this Committee knew they had been misled. My
point here is that you entered into an obligation that you did not
fulfill. Your answers last night affirm that fact.

Maybe the problem was in giving such blithe assurances to Con-
gress in the first place, but I do not think so. I think the problem
was that once having given this assurance, you failed to set up a
system that would enable you to keep your promise. And that leads
me to the basic theme that today’s questions will develop.

Let us'set aside the question that your actions in Iran-Contra
were at odds with what you were saying to us. The fact is that this
whole episode was not one in which your performance was especial-
ly admirable.

Let us go back to the first time that you say you heard about the
Iran.arms sale. On December 5, 1985, you attended a meeting at
the CIA where you learned that the Agency had been involved the
previous month in supporting an Israeli transfer of U.S. arms to
Iran without a Presidential Finding. A Finding had then been
drafted to include retroactive language and a Congressional non-
disclosure clause. )

Such a transfer violated stated arms embargoes on Iran and
Agency rules on getting high-level approval for operational support
to the White House. It violated an Executive Order provision on
the CIA’s role in covert actions. And it violated U.S. laws on the
need for Presidential Findings and on the need to report to Con-
gress.

The record suggests that in 1985 and 1986, when the U.S. began
to ship arms to Iran, you did nothing to protect blatant violation of
U.S. policy and circumvention of your own authority. .

The question is, why did you not immediately voice your obje¢
tions to your superiors? Why did you not immediately insist on

Ouse
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proper reporting procedure with respect to any future covert activi-
ty?
TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. GATES—Resumed

Mr. GATES. Senator Metzenbaum, the period during which these
events took place I was Deputy Director for Intelligence. The meet-
ing that Mr. McMahon held was one in which I was asked, along
with another colleague from the analytical directorate, several fac-
tual questions about what had happened, what was-happening in
Ira‘;,le were asked about the number of operational tanks and about
a biography of one of the military leaders and several other ques-
tions. Mr. McMahon, according to the reconstruction of the notes of
his assistant, then turned to people from the Directorate of Oper-
ations and was told that a flight had gone, that several other
flights were expected. It was not certain whether HAWKS were on
the plane. And I think, in response to a question from him, that
the Finding had been signed.

These were all matters completely outside my area of responsibil-
ity, Senator. I make no bones about the fact that I was not knowl-
edgeable about the specifics of the law with respect to the Arms
Export Control Act and so on.

But, again, these matters were outside of my area. And I would
say to you that when it became my responsibility, as I indicated
last night, I promulgated new rules as Acting Director forbidding a
proprietary to undertake any action on behalf of the Government
without presumption that a Finding would be required.

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you have any doubt in your mind that
what was being talked about at that meeting was illegal, was im-
proper, and that it should not have taken place? Did you not have
any feeling about that at all?

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir.

And I may say that the Deputy Director at the time, Mr. McMa-
hon, was a man of enormous probity and I was completely comfort-
able with the circumstances that were going on at that time.

Senator MErzENBAUM. You did not think that you ought to let
your own group review the draft Finding?

Did it not appear on its face to you that there was something
wrong taking place?

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir, it did not.

Senator METZENBAUM. 1 think that is one of the things of con-
cern, Mr. Gates. And that is that when you knew, when you
learned things—and you are not a novice in this business, you were
a pretty high ranking official at all points in the last several years,
certainly during this period—you were not at least sensitive to
what was transpiring and did not feel a responsibility either to call
a halt or to raise a question with those in higher authority.

Six weeks later a subsequent Finding was signed, which escalat-
ed US. involvement in this mission. You have testified that you
d}d not learn of the second Finding until a week after it was
signed. It authorized direct U.S. shipment of arms to Iran, a con-
tinuation of the policy of non-disclosure to Congress, and a require-
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ment that you provide U.S. intelligence to Iran pertaining t, both
Iraqi order of battle and the Soviet threat to Iran’s borders,

As far as I can tell, your only objection to this initiative
meek protest that you did not agree with the plan for intelligen@
analysis coming out of your Directorate. But then you went aheag
and provided the intelligence.

The Finding authorized using Mr. Ghorbanifar as a middle map
in this operation, even though he had failed CIA lie detector tests
and other intelligence agencies had been warned by the CIA to stay
away from him. It also authorized keeping Congress out of the loop
I suppose because we were allegedly unreliable and would not kee;;
it secret.

In this instance we find that the Executive branch trusted ,
shady character like Ghorbanifar to be a key player on behalf of
the Government, but considered Congress so unreliable that it kept
us in the dark.

When all of this came to your attention, did it occur to you that
the White House and the National Security Council were keeping
Congress in the dark not for security reasons, but because they
knew what they were doing was not sustainable as a credible policy
with the American people?

Mr. GaTtes. Senator, the Agency in the person of Mr. McMahon
in early December protested this entire policy in a meeting with
the President. At the same time, I was told later, the Secretary of
State and Secretary of Defense registered their objections with the
policy. And those objections had been overruled by the President.

At the end of January when I was briefed on the Finding, I do
not think that my protest was a meek one. Mr. McMahon subse-
quently sent a cable to Director Casey saying that everyone in the
Agency who was involved in this thought it was a bad idea and
that we should not proceed. But he had been told to proceed by Ad-
miral Poindexter; and unless Mr. Casey interceded, we would pro-
ceed to provide the intelligence.

So with respect to Ghorbanifar, I was later told that the Agency
had in fact been very direct with the NSC in telling them that
Ghorbanifar was an unreliable character. As I indicated yesterday,
however, the testimony, the earlier drafts of the testimony that I
saw that Mr. Casey would have given indicated that Israel had, in
fact, vouched for the reliability of Mr. Ghorbanifar and I think
that that overruled——

Senator MerzeNBauM. When did you see this?

Mr. GaTEs. I was told about—I'm sorry, the comment about Mr.
Casey’s statement? .

Senator MerzENBAUM. That Israel vouched for Mr. Ghorbanifar?

Mr. GaTEs. There was a statement in the 12:00 noon draft of the
20 November 1986 testimony that indicated that the Israelis had
vouched for the Iranian intermediary who was Ghorbanifar. .

Senator MerzENBAUM. Did your own informants at the CIA, did
they tell you that Ghorbanifar was reliable? ,

Mr. GATEs. No, sir. I recall hearing around that time—I can’t b
precise about the timing—that he had, in fact, failed the polygraph

test and he was considered unreliable, and that we had so inform
the NSC.
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Senator METZENBAUM. Did you not have a right to review the
draft Findings? )

Mr. GaTEs. In the normal course of events, yes, sir.

genator METZENBAUM. In fact, you actually cited your general
role in reviewing draft Findings as a qualification for you to be
confirmed for higher office. ) ]

Why did you not stick up for your right to review these Findings

that point?
atMr- GILOTES. This was clearly a special arrangement that had been
made and was being carried out under the auspices of the White
House, the President. The President had been directly involved.
Mr. Casey and Mr. McMahon had been directly involved. -

I probably should have protested. Yes, sir. But I did not under
those circumstances. ’

Senator METZENBAUM. You gave written testimony to this Com-
mittee that you saw a scenario paper for the National Security
Council in February 1986 which laid out a schedule for the ex-
change of arms for hostages.

You have described the scenario, which predicted the Ayatollah
Khomeini would be dead by May of that year, as laughable. That
was the quality of the intelligence operation that had been taken
out of your agency’s control. Yet, you allowed it to go forward.

At the same time, you, in your words, quote, “lost touch with the
project” as you became involved with the confirmation process to
become Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. Now, the foreign
policy implications of an arms for hostages swap with Iran were
staggering. The plan being implemented was doomed to be a fiasco.

The question is, how could you put your personal agenda over
your obvious obligations as a professional to put a halt to this vio-
lation of U.S. policy? And let me point out that I am not making
an accusation that you put your personal agenda over your obliga-
tions; rather, I am referring to previous testimony, previous state-
ments of yours, either in your questionnaire or at some other point,
that that was the reason that you did not give more attention to
the subject.

_Mr. GaTEs. Sir, the President of the United States made the deci-
sion to sell arms for hostages. He may or may not have made that
decision in the context of larger objectives or an opening to Iran
and so forth. But that was his decision. ' .

It was a policy decision. It was a policy decision that was protest-
ed by the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense and the
Acting Director of Central Intelligence.

Again, it was a policy decision. The President decided to go for-
ward. It seems to me that it is not the role of CIA to question the
policy decision. We should have questioned how our part of that op-
eration was carried out and the fact that it was in violation of all
of the procedures and approaches that we normally would take in
one of these covert actions. .

In that area I think we were negligent as an agency. But I would
say that as a policy matter it was not up to me, or in fact to Mr.
I;’llzll‘;'lahon, to question the policy decision that the President had

e.
YSenator MerzENBAUM. In May 1986, you were Deputy Director.
ou or Mr. Casey received a memo from Charlie Allen regarding
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Ghorbanifar and release of the hostages. Mr. Allen warneq
the NSC initiative to secure release of the hostages was “deaq .
the water.” : ' ln

Not only was the mission at variance with our stated fore;
policy, but it was operationally a failure. There was no longer ain
excuse that the security of the mission required it to be kept Secre{
from Congress and the people of this country. In fact, there was ng
other point to keeping it secret except to avoid the embarrassment
the disclosure would cause the CIA and the Administration,

Why did you not then insist the White House disclose the 5
month and 6-month old secret Findings to Congress in order to pre.
serve the integrity of the Agency? -

Mr. Gates. Well, sir, I've indicated that I told Director Casey g
various times during that period that we would pay a terrible Price
with the Intelligence Committees when this came out.

The other side of it, though, is that while those in the Agency
who were involved in this thing thought that the operation was
dead in the water, those downtown at the NSC and the White
House still believed there was the opportunity to get additional
hostages out. In fact, they continued to believe that well into No
vember. And so that was their justification for continuing to keep
it secret.

Senator METZENBAUM. But you were not concerned at all as to
the integrity of the Agency, knowing the impropriety of this act,
knowing it violated American laws? -

Mr. GATEs. Well, sir, I didn’t have any indication that the action
was a violation of the law. :

We had a legitimate Finding signed by the President. I had no
indication that there was any violation of U.S. law. I thought it
was a mistake. I thought it was a foreign policy mistake. But as I
indicated in my opening statement yesterday, I think one of the
things that I should have done was to have protested harder, more
vigorously that the non-notification provision be lifted.

Senator METZENBAUM. As you mention again your statement yes-
terday, I do have to reflect upon the fact that nothing is more
useful in many instances than to say, I was wrong, mea culpa, my
fault, I am sorry, I should not have, I would do it differently.

But we are sitting here in judgment of you as to whether you
have the integrity, the intellectual capacity, the responsibility to
head one of our nation’s most important, if not the most important
agency. Certainly there is nothing comparable to it. )

And the question that we have to decide in our mind is if he did
not see the wrong in yesteryear, if he did not protest when he was
in a position to protest, if he did not raise issues when he could
have raised issues, if he did not report to the Congress when he
should have reported to the Congress, what is the magical transfor
mation that has taken place in Robert Gates when he comes before
us today, yesterday, and the next several days for confirmation
that makes that Robert Gates a different person from the one who
did not meet those same responsibilities in yesteryear?

Mr. GarTEs. Senator, I would say to you that, as I indicated yes
terday, when I arrived as Deputy Director I had no direct expert:
ence in supervising clandestine activities. The role and nature of
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;etaries and so on, as an example, were not something that I
propr e g
had dealt with in the past. . L o

These operations that you are describing, the Iran initiative, had
peen ONgoing for a number of months when I arrived on the scene.
I had complete confidence in Mr. McMahon who had served as the
Deputy Director for Operations for 4 years, whom I knew to be a
man who was a stickler for the rules, proper procedure and the
law, and whom 1 respectgd a great dgeal. 1 had no reason to believe
that there was anything improper going on.

I moved slowly in involving myself in the clandestine affairs of
the Agency, probably too slowly. And as I indicated yesterday, 1
think that beginning the very day that I became Acting Director—
not today, not yesterday, not when I was nominated for this posi-
tion now, not even when I was nominated in February 1987, did I
suddenly come to these things or learn these lessons.

But the record is clear that I learned them immediately. Begin-
ning when I became acting Director in the middle of December
1986, I began to put into place the kind of procedures that would
ensure that this kind of thing wouldn’t happen again. And I took
actions on receiving information.

The illustration that I used yesterday, to insure that the Con-
gress was fully informed when we received information that even
suggested the possibility of an impropriety. And that happened,
Senator, within a matter of days after I became Acting Director,
not in connection with any nomination procedure. :

Senator METZENBAUM: I think that is one of the toughest ques-
tions for us sitting on this Committee, and that is, is the Robert
Gates who failed to meet his responsibilities in yesteryear a differ-
85\ ?Robert Gates from the one who aspires to be Director of the

It is a difficult question for us to decide.

1 will go on with my questioning.

Cl}cairman BOREN. Senator Metzenbaum, let me interject one
point. -

Mr. McMahon’s name has come up a number of times.

Senator METZENBAUM. Pardon?

Chairman BoreN. Mr. McMahon, the name of Mr. McMahon, has
come up a number of times today in the oral questioning and in
the nominee’s answers. .

I will point out, I want to point out to the Members of the Com-
mittee that we do have Mr. McMahon scheduled to be a witness
before us on Thursday. So we will also have an opportunity to ques-
tion Mr. McMahon. .

Senator METZENBAUM. I thank the Chairman. I thank you. Later
that same month, Mr. Gates, you were briefed by Admiral Poin-
dexter on the status of a mission to Iran undertaken by former Na-
tional Security Advisory Bud McFarlane. McFarlane had learned
the hostages would not be released, despite an arms delivery in
Febrgary and another on McFarlane’s plane.

oindexter’s briefing was an opportunity to point out that the
secret scheme was failing. We were sending arms and we were not
getting hostages. It was a chance to speak up and make the case

tri:ngCOngress ought to be brought in, that Congress ought to be ad-
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Why did you not speak up at that point?

Mr. GartEs. Senator, I should have spoken up. I indicateq ¢
yesterday. I was the deputy to Mr. Casey. Mr. Casey was Present o
that. And I frankly deferred to him in this matter. As I indicateq
yesterday I probably should have spoken up more.

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, you knew you could not speak y to
Casey. You said you became uneasy about the prolonged delay iy
the timely notification of Congress. I think I remember you gq ing
yesterday it was 11 months after that Congress was notified of th;
Am I correct in my recollection? . :

Mr. GarTEs. I think about 10 months, 10 months or so.

Senator METZENBAUM. You also said you spoke to Casey, encoyy.
aging him to advise this Committee, but he overruled you.

You were faced with the choice of continuing a successful, profes.
sional life where you were in line to be Director of Central Intel};.
gence or you could have protested to the President or you coulg
have resigned. .

The President and Casey both favored the policy, so you went
along.

Mr. Gates, this disastrous policy was barreling down a track
headed for a cliff. Did you not think you had to do more than yoy
did? Or are you now saying, “Yes, in retrospect I should have done
more, but I did not”? '

Mr. GATES. Senator, again, the decision to undertake these deal-
ings with Iran was a policy decision.

It was a decision that more senior policy people in the Govern-
ment did not feel warranted their resignation.

I would say that, frankly, in my 25 years of experience in Gov-
ernment there has been more than one Presidential policy that [
thought was flawed, that I thought held negative consequences po-
tentially for this country. And I decided to stay on the job. It is not
because I thought I was going to be Director of Central Intelli-
%grslge. I certainly had no anticipation of that during the spring of

I had just become Deputy. That was a new assignment for me, so
I had no idea that that would happen. In fact, the odds were
against it. I assumed that there probably wouldn’t be another
career professional to ever become Director of Central Intelligence,
given the history of the preceding 15 years or so.

I take your point in terms of the fact that I should have protest-
ed non-notification of the Congress. I acknowledged that yesterday.
But in terms of the policy, it was a policy decision by the President.
It wasn’t the first wrong policy decision by a President. That did
not warrant my resignation in my view.- .

Senator METZENBAUM. Admiral Poindexter has twice testified
that he approached you in July 1986 with a proposal that the CIA
purchase a supply network that had been set up for the Contras
and consisted of airplanes, boats, warehouses, and weapons.

In his deposition, he said your response was, ‘“Let me check into
it,” or something like that.

The network was worth over $4 million. An exchange of commu
nications through the White House computer between North and
Poindexter appears to verify Poindexter’s testimony that he had at
least one conservation with you about the possibility of the CIA
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ing over the resupply network when legal restrictions were
Jifted by Congress. A private network set up. and. run by officials of
the US. Government was, of course, in violation of the Boland
Amendments. ) )

You told us last night that although you did not remember Poin-
dexter’s call or your subsequent _call out to Alan Fiers, it would not
have seemed unusual for the private benefactors to want to recoup
their investment by selling off their assets. I think you put it,
“Well, it did not seem 1llog1c_a1 these people were doing this, asking
the CIA to come in and buy it.”

But should it not have bothered you that the National Security
Adviser to the President was acting as their broker? Why did you
not immediately notify the Attorney General, or why did you not
go and report to your Director that NSC officials were brokering
for the private benefactors? Or why did you not come to Congress?

How can we be certain that when you again learn of some viola-
tion of law, as this was, that you will not again stay silent about
any future illegalities by Government officials?

Even yesterday you made it appear that it really was not that
terrible a thing for CIA to be involved in talking about, or buying,
paying this private group the $4 million. But they were a private
group, as we now know.

Mr. GATES. Senator, at that time I had no idea that they were
anything more than a private group of people who had gotten to-
gether to support the Contras. .

I had no indication that there was a violation of law. And it did
not seem to me that, again, I have no direct recollection of this con-
versation. In fact, as I indicated last night there is no record in
either my meeting logs or my telephone logs of having this conver-
sation with Admiral Poindexter.

But accepting the premise that we did have the conversation, it
would not have seemed to me that he was brokering for the private
benefactors as much as saying these people had made a contribu-
tion and at the encouragement of their Government, their money
and so on, and that they were interested when a legal program
came into effect, a congressionally approved program, in recouping.
Now, I'm reading all of that into it. None of that was discussed at
the time. But that’s why I didn’t see anything untoward in what he
said to me.

Senator MerzEnBaUM. Even as you sit here, you do not seem to
recognize the responsibility to have said to Poindexter, “Hey, wait
a minute. What do you as a Government official, top ranking Gov-
ernment official, what do you have to do in connection with this?

ere are we involved? How is our Government involved? How did
you get involved? What is going on here?”

ven as you sit here, you do not see any problem about that. You
say, “I do not see anything wrong. We just thought a private group
was doing this.”

But you do not see any responsibility. You have an inquiring
mind, ostensibly, to be in the position that you are presently in and
the one that you aspire to be in. .

HO‘{V can you sit here and not say to us that you should have said
to Poindexter, “What in the devil are you doing in this situation?
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What is this all about? Is our Government involved?” Yoy do
seem to find that to be a problem at all. Tot
Mr. GATEs. I'm trying to put myself back into that Period, §g,,
tor, in terms of my knowledge—— a:

Senator METZENBAUM. That is what I am asking you to do,

Mr. GATES [continuing]. At that time. And all I'm telling yoy ;
that I had no idea that there was anything improper or inappropr]f
ate going on. I had a view of Admiral Poindexter that he was 5
completely straight arrow and a completely straight shooter I
wasn’t suspicious that he was involved in criminal activity o
wrongdoing of any kind.

As I indicated earlier yesterday, maybe I should have been more
skeptical at that time. But it seemed to me a not inappropriat,
thing for him to say. Or at least, it didn’t set off any alarm be
for me that something inappropriate or illegal was going on.

Obviously, if I had known more about what the NSC role was I
would have pressed the issue much harder, not just with the Direc.
tor, but perhaps elsewhere. But based on the information that |
had at the time, I didn’t see anything, it didn’t set off any alarm
bells for me.

Senator METzENBAUM. I am afraid, Mr. Gates, that the fact that
we sit here looking at you as the should-have-been, would-have.
been, could-have-been, rather than the man who is, concerns me,

You testified before this Committee on December 4, 1986, regard-
ing Charlie Allen’s October 1, 1986, approach to you about his con-
cerns regarding possible diversion of monies to the Contras. You
told us, “consistent with the way we had responded to such stories
in the past, my first reaction was to tell Mr. Allen I didn’t want to
hear any more about it, that I didn’t want to know anything about
funding for the Contras.” Those are your words, not mine.

Continuing your comment, “We actively discouraged people from
telling us things. We did not pursue lines of questioning.”

Mr. Gates, that blows my mind, for a man in your position not to
want, deliberately not to want to know. “I didn’t want to know
anything about funding for the Contras. I didn’t want to hear any-
more about it.” .

The motto inscribed on the entrance of CIA headquarters is
Know the Truth. The Agency is mandated to learn what is going
on in the world and report its knowledge to the proper public offi
cials, including Congress, a Congress which was on record as being
very concerned about our Government’s funding of the Contras.

How do you reconcile your determination not to learn the facts
about funding for the Contras with your duties to follow the CIA
motto, to ensure that the CIA obeyed the law, to do the job that
you were ostensibly doing? How can you justify a determination
not to know?

Mr. Gates. Two points, Senator.

First of all, it was Agency policy to keep as great a distance a5
possible between ourselves and the private benefactors. There were
clear prohibitions in the Boland Amendment in terms of our rela-
tionship with the private benefactors. And my initial reaction 0
that policy was that we weren’t supposed to know, we weren’t su>
posed to have any contacts; it was basically none of our business
who was giving money to the Contras or how much it was.
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Now the second point is that although that was my immediate
reaction to Mr. Allen, one of the surprise, perhaps, to what he said,
the fact is that the actions I took are quite different.

I told him to see the Director as soon as possible. When he saw
the Director we had him put down in writing what his views were.
 called in the General Counsel. I took his recommendations. And
we took all of this down to the National Security Advisor. So that
while my initial reaction of surprise or dismay to what he was
about to tell me or what he wanted to tell me was as you have de-
seribed it, my actions bespeak a very different approach and a very
different attitude. )

Let me make one final point on this question, Senator Metz-
enbaum. As I've thought about my 1987 confirmation hearing, one
of the few things that I said in that hearing that I regretted was
the statement that we didn’t want to know and we shunned infor-
mation.

Unfortunately, I chose in those hearings to speak from an insti-
tutional standpoint. I choose to repeat what I had been told by
others in the Agency had been their approach when people had
come to them or when they thought they might have the opportu-
nity to learn more—they had shunned the information. They had
turned it away. They didn’t want to know.

But I don’t think there’s any example in the record and of all the
interviews that this committee has done of somebody coming to me
from the Agency and reporting wrongdoing or an impropriety
during that period. And the first time I have any recollection of
that happening on October 1, 1986, I took an action. And I think
that is more important.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates, you do not seem to understand
that is it not enough to just wait for somebody to come and report
an impropriety. You are an intelligence officer. You are skilled in
this business.

You get dribbles. You get something from Charlie Allen, or you
get some comment from Poindexter, or you pick up some informa-
tion from others, I think Kerr, all of them touch upon the subject.
There are others, and I cannot remember all of them at this
moment. What bothers me is that this very intelligent man, this
high-ranking official in the CIA and formerly the NSC, does not
say, “Wait a minute, tell me some more. What did you say? What
did you say about a Swiss bank account? What did you say about
this or that?” But instead you say, “We did not want to know. I
was not interested in information.” And frankly, I think that is
fu{ldamental to the whole question of this confirmation. Why does
this man, who is so strongly supported by the President, and by my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle, and I respect them what-
ever tbeir judgment may be, why should this man be confirmed,
who did not want to know and, when he was given dribbles of in-
formation, was not willing to press forward and say, “Wait a
minute, what is going on? I want to know more. There is a possible
violation of the Boland Amendment here. I believe we have a re-
sponsibility.”

It was as if he had said, “I am fading into the shadows.” I do not
want to hear another word about it.” See no evil, hear no evil,
speak no evil. And so, Robert Gates, who was on the upswing at
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the Agency, knows that things are happening, gets enough—,

maybe complete evidence, not enough to convict, not enoughgg
take to a jury, but enough that a well-trained intelligence office
should have been alerted, alarmed, concerned in each instance Ir
each instance—this is the disturbing part—it was not just once E
was time and again. In each instance, Robert Gates says, “ ¢, x,lot
want to know any more.” That is what bothers me.

You know that oversight and reporting of runaway operationg i
a key duty of every CIA official, from case officer, or intelligenc,
officer, to Deputy Director, right up the line. The question is—]
guess I have already stated it—why should we believe that yoy will
diligently pursue such duties as Director, regardless of the politicy]
consequences, when your first reaction to concerns over possible ji.
legal activity was a desire to remain ignorant of the facts? I gueg
you have answered that to the best of your ability. If you want t,
add anything more you are welcome to do so, and then I will go on.

Mr. Gares. Well again, Senator, I would just observe that whep
the information was brought to me, although, as I acknowledgeq
yesterday, in retrospect I did not do enough, the fact is that I diq
act. I ensured that it was taken to Mr. Casey. I got his permission
to brief the General Counsel, and asked the General Counsel to
look into it. I followed the General Counsel’s advice. We took the
information to the National Security Advisor, whom I believed to
be an upright, straight-arrow person, and encouraged him to have
the White House counsel review it. We urged that it be made
gublic. We urged both of those things again on the 6th of Novem-

er.

This was a policy in which the President was directly and per-
sonally involved. They still believed that they could get some hos-
tages out, but those actions were taken, Senator. And I think that
beyond that, the record that I established as Acting Director, begin-
ning on the 15th of December, illustrates that I recognized that I
should have been more aggressive, particularly in those first 2
weeks in October, and that I took steps that that kind of thing
would not happen, and, furthermore, to begin building the kind of
institutional safeguards that would ensure that we would not end
up in an operation of that kind again.

Senator METZENBAUM. You testified on several occasions that
Charlie Allen came to you on October 1st, 1986, and said that he
believed profits of the Iran arms sales might be going to arm the
Contras in Nicaragua. You viewed that as mere ‘“‘speculation,” that
is your word. .

In your February 1987 testimony, you described Mr. Allen’s in-
formation as worrisome, but extraordinarily flimsy. However, Mr.
Allen has sworn in depositions to this Committee that he told you
two critical facts. First, the government of Iran was being over-
charged for HAWK missile parts, and second, that Mr. Ghorbanifar
was charged $15 million for those parts, even though they were
worth no more than $5 million to $7 million. He also swears t.hat
he told you he had this information not only from Mr. Ghorbanifar
himself, but also from the Israeli contact, Amiram Nir. The §mph'
cations of that fact were that somebody closer than Ghorbanifar—
either Secord or Hakim, or North—was making huge profits from
the sale of weapons they had purchased through your agency. Di
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that not warrant greater action? Was that not a matter of major
ern’ .

coil:stead, what you did was you waited a week to see Casey, you

waited another week to get a memo from Charlie Allen, and then

simply told Poindexter that he had a problem. Was not greater,

more expeditious action warranted than that? - )

Mr. GATes. Mr. Allen has told me that when he met with me, I
told him in that meeting that he should see the Director as quickly
as possible. He told me that the fact that he did not get in to see
the Director until the 7th was due to his own scheduling, or that
that was his problem, that I had told him to see him as quickly as

ible. i
pOSV\Sre told him to write up his findings. It took him a week to do
that. It was a long memorandum, 7 or 8 pages, single-spaced, so the
timing, Senator, was more a function of Mr. Allen’s than of mine.

Senator METZENBAUM. You say the timing was more Mr. Allen’s
than yours?

Mr. GaTEs. In terms of the delays that you were speaking of.

Senator METZENBAUM. Were you superior to Mr. Allen at that

int?
poMr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator METZENBAUM. So that once you knew the information,
and you knew of the improprieties, to say that you put it off on a
subordinate, is that an adequate answer, that because Mr. Allen
did not get around to it, therefore nothing took place?

Mr. GATES. Senator, again, as I indicated yesterday, Mr. Allen’s
primary concern was over the operational security of this entire
initiative with Iran. That meant the danger of disclosure of this
major controversial foreign policy initiative. In his 7-plus page,
single-spaced memorandum, there was but one sentence that made
reference to the possibility of a diversion; and even there, he
couched it in terms that if Mr. Ghorbanifar’s financial needs are
not met, he might make the following allegations, and one of those
allegations was that some of the money had been diverted from the
arms sales to joint projects of the United States and Israel. That
was a much vaguer formulation than he had come to me with.

Senator MerzENBAUM. Did you think you ought to go back to
him and say, “Why did you not put in your memo the things you
told me?” . .

Mr. Gates. I assumed that as he had sat down to put it on paper,
his own uncertainties had grown; and again, the focus was primari-
ly on the operational security of this matter, not the diversion. We
probably lost sight of the main problem there, but the focus was
clearly on the danger of disclosure of the entire initiative.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. He also pointed out, in that memo, that
Ghorbanifar had been charged $15 million instead of the $5 million
to $7 million cost, did he not? A .

Mr. Gares. He mentioned that there had been some back and
forth, and charges of overcharging, but I do not recall the specifics,
that he had mentioned the specifics. Frankly, Senator, these ap-
Peared to me to be a couple of Iranian arms dealers dealing with
one another, and the idea that somebody was getting cheated did
not strike me as particularly surprising.
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Senator METZENBAUM. Wait a minute. Was not Secord or Hy;
or North in the loop? When you say it was just some foreign armg
dealers, Secord and North were not foreign arms dealers, wey,
they?

ﬁr. GATES. The only recollection that I had of Mr. Secord’s p
being mentioned was the broad view, the broad statement by My
Allen that one of the things that roused his concern was the fact
that Mr. Secord was involved in the private benefactor effort, and
also was involved in the Iranian effort. I did not recall any specif,
discussion of the specific roles that either Secord or Hakim wep,
playing in the initiative.

Senator METZENBAUM. On December 4, 1986, you agreed witp
Senator Cohen’s characterization of your views as follows: ‘I,
other words, if the money was skimmed off by Khashoggi, Ghor.
banifar, or Secord, or anybody else, or North himself, and given t,
the Contras, then as far as you were concerned that does not in.
volve the CIA in any fashion.” And according to my notes, yoy
agreed with Senator Cohen’s description to that effect. Do you still
agree?

Mr. GarTes. No, sir. - :

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, how do you disagree now, or are you
questioning the quote that I gave you?

Mr. GaTEes. No, sir. I had less than 24 hours’ notice that I was to
appear before that hearing, Senator. I had virtually no time to pre-
pare. 1 had little knowledge of the specific arrangements that had
been involved in some of these financial transactions, with respect
to the arms transfers. I think that—I do not know the law specifi-
cally, I am not a lawyer—but I would say now that if that informa-
i;ion came to my attention, I would regard that as a serious prob
em.

Senator METZENBAUM. What would you do about it now?

Mr. Gates. Well, if something like that came to my attention
now, Senator, I would first see the National Security Advisor and
tell him there was a problem. If he did not immediately follow up
either with the White House counsel or the Attorney General, |
would—and if he did not or did not want me to do that, I would go
to the President.

Senator METZENBAUM. In those same hearings in December 1986,
you testified, “We did not want to ask him factual questions about
what he was doing with the funds. I assumed that he was involved
in efforts to get money for the Contras, and this was one of those
areas where we did not pursue obvious lines of questioning because
fv_ve ((li'id not want to get involved in knowing about the sources of
unding.

Mr. Gates, that is incredible. That is almost unbelievable that
you, the Deputy Director. of the CIA, did not want to launch an -
vestigation because you did not want to get involved in knowing
about the source of funding. Were you afraid you would find out
something illegal was going on? Why did you not want to get 1
volved? Why did you not want to know the facts? . )

Mr. GaTEs. Again, because of my concern that we keep our dis
tance from the private benefactors, Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. So you had a willful intent not to know
the facts. )
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Mr. GaTes. About the private benefactor effort. Yes, sir.

Senator METZENBAUM. Chaylie Allen also swears that he told you
during your October '1 ‘meeting that when he discussed Mr. Ghor-
panifar’s problems with Ollie North,' North said he might have to
use “the reserve to pay off Ghorbanifar and keep him quiet.” Did
that not suggest that North was getting extra money from some-
where? Again, did you not want to know where the private money
was coming from. : .

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir. I do not remember Mr. Allen saying that; but
assuming he did say it, mention of the word reserve would have
suggested to me that Nprth was somehow suggesting that the CIA
reserve be used, and I just considered that sort of outlandish talk
and dismissed it—would have dismissed it. The idea that there was
some other kind of account would not have occurred to me at all.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates, Mr. Allen told you that there
had been overcharges to the middlemen who were supposedly help-
ing us get hostages out of the Middle East. In other words, someone
was cheating the people we were relying on to rescue American
lives. Did you not think it important that you get to the bottom of
that?

Mr. GATES. Senator, as I indicated earlier, I thought that most of
the people we were working with were highly unreliable.

Senator METZENBAUM. You did not care if they were being cheat-
ed? Let us assume they were highly unreliable. Let us also assume
that they were helping to rescue lives, contrary to actual fact, but
let us make those assumptions. If somebody was an unreliable
person, but that person was trying to rescue American lives, would
it not bother you at all if our Government or its representatives
were somehow involved in cheating them? -

Mr. GaTes. My understanding, Senator, at that time was that the
two aspects of this operation were basically unrelated. On the one
hand, you had the arms sales to Iran; but it was the Iranian Gov-
ernment that, in fact, was involved in the hostage releases, not
those who were engaged in the arms transfers.

Se}nator MEeTZENBAUM. You also learned from Allen, a respected
National Intelligence Officer, that he believed there was a diver-
sion of profits from the Iranian project to the Contras, but you did
nothing at all, waiting a week even to bring the news to your supe-
rior. Frankly, why should we confirm a person who in the past has
been so indifferent, so lax about his responsibilities within his own
agency, or to the President, and to the people of this country? The
fact that you failed to move, the fact that you sat back, the fact
that you listened to information, learned information and it did not
trigger any response on your part, causes concern as to what you
would do if you were head of the CIA.

Mr. GaTes. Well, Senator, with all due respect, I think I did take
an action. As I indicated, I told Mr. Allen to see the Director as
soon as possible. He saw him on the Tth, and we directed him to do

Paper at that time.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, the day after Mr. Allen voiced his
concerns to you about possible diversion of profits from the Iran
mission to the Contras, you attended a regularly scheduled weekly
meeting with Admiral Poindexter, whose NSC staff was running

e Iran mission. Why did you not ask him directly, “Was there a
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diversion of funds? What did the NSC know about the overcharg
to the Iranian' middlemen?” Why did not you just put the qllesti:fl
to him? ’ -

Mr. Gates. Well, Senator, I think that that falls into the Categy.
ry that I described yesterday of areas where I should have py,
both Mr. Casey, and in that particular case Admiral Poindexte,
more vigorously. I believe my thinking at the time was tg Wait
until Mr. Allen had put down his thoughts on paper, and see whyy
it looked like. .

Senator METZENBAUM. On October 7th, you attended a Meeting
with Mr. Casey where Mr. Allen told him his concerns regarding
the overcharges to the Iranian middlemen. Mr. Casey had his owy
revelation. A Businessman Casey had represented in his days as 5
private attorney, Mr. Roy Furmark, had visited Mr. Casey that
same day. Mr. Furmark had told Casey about two Canadian inves.
tors who had invested capital in the purchase of the arms from the
Iran sales. According to Furmark, they were now threatening to
sue their partner, Mr. Adnan Khashoggi, for nonpayment.

Mr. Khashoggi himself had not been paid by Ghorbanifar and
would in turn certainly sue Ghorbanifar and name the United
States in order to collect. Mr. Furmark was similarly warning Mr.
Casey that the security of the mission was in danger. This story by
itself would have been enough for most people to immediately call
for a full investigation. Coupled with Mr. Allen’s concerns regard-
ing overcharges, it would seem to me it should have been a red flag
complete with bells and whistles. This was a problem. This was
something of concern. This could be disastrous. Yet you did noth-
ing. You were content to tell-Mr. Allen to prepare a memo. It
seems, Mr. Gates, that you are very good in this question of prepar-
ir}nlg 1memos because that essentially bucks the responsibility down
the line.

Why did you not underline the gravity of the situation for Casey?
Why did you not initiate your own personal investigation instead of
saying give me a memo? You knew that the previous memo took 2
week to prepare. Why did you not just say, “Let us go to work on
this, let us see what is happening.” Why did you not pick up the
phone, or go see somebody, raise some questions about it?

Mr. GaTes. Well, there was just the one memo, Senator, and part
of this had to do with my view of Mr. Allen. I have known Mr.
Allen for probably 20 years. He is a good analyst. I think most
people would agree that his greatest strength is in what I would
call worst-case analysis, and I have seen him hit some home runs,
but I have frankly also seen him strike out. And my usual practice,
when I would get a memorandum from Mr. Allen on an interna
tional event or something, would be to ship it around to people,
have people give their different views, and bounce it back and forth
}a‘viglhwhat Mr. Allen had said to see if we could pursue the issue
urther.

Bearing in mind this general approach of Mr. Allen’s toward
worst-case analysis, it seemed to me that having him put these
thoughts down on paper so we could look at what he had, and what
he believed in some detail, was the right way to go. And when I got
that memorandum is when I asked Mr. Casey for permission 0
inform the General Counsel of what had been in Mr. Allen’s mem¢®
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dum. So if you ask if I had }errtaken an independent investi-
raltlion, I would say that yes, I did, in the sense of asking the Gener-
if bounsel to look into it. But again, Senator, let ‘me refer back

wg;ator MerzenBauM. Do you feel that asking a lawyer to look
into it i conducting an independent investigation? Is that your def-
inition of an independent investigation?

Mr. GATES. Well sir, I believe that asking,the General Coun-

S’elsena’cor METZENBAUM. Most of us go to lawyers for protection
when we are 1n trouble. K

Mr. GaTes. Well, that is not my view of how the General Counsel
operates at the Agency, Senator Metzenbaum, in terms of looking
to them only when you are in trouble. I look to them for guidance
in terms of proper courses of action, whether there has been an il-
legal activity, whether there is a problem or an impropriety. I see
their role as much broader than that. But I would like to make the
point again, Senator, that I made yesterday, and that is that all
these alarms and bells and whistles seem so apparent now, 5 years
away from those events. _

I have acknowledged that I should have been more vigilant, but
at the same time, I think it is important to realize how much else
was going on. This was certainly not the sole focus of my efforts, or
my activities, or my concerns at that time. Frankly, I was much
more deeply engaged, in some respects, in trying to deal with some
of the ramifications of the Daniloff affair in Moscow, and trying to
get chronologies relating to that, and so on, than I was with this
matter.

There were a variety of other things going on at the same time,
that I mentioned yesterday—the Philippine coup attempt, the Rey-
kjavik summit, all of which I was deeply engaged in. So it seemed
to me, again acknowledging that I should have been more vigilant
and should have pressed harder, that the actions that I took were
still well intentioned in terms of trying to ensure that there was no
impropriety or illegality going on.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. When you saw the 7-page memo that
Charlie Allen gave you, did that not also set off some bells, because
Charlie Allen’s memo did not go as far as-his oral conversation
with you? He told this Committee in deposition that “I concur that
the memorandum that I prepared on 14 October, 1986 was oblique
in referring to possible illegalities involving U.S. parties involved
in the Iranian initiative. I did this deliberately. I was hesitant to
allege in writing that White House officials directing the project,
including the National Security Adviser, were engaged in highly
questionable, if not illegal, activities. To put this in writing at this
juncture did not seem prudent. I was particularly concerned with
zvehat Mr. Casey might do with this memorandum once-it was writ-

n. Mr. Casey, in fact, did what I thought he might do. He, along
:’flth Mr. Gates, took the memorandum to Vice Admiral Poin-

Txter, went over it with him in detail, and left it with him. He
also told Admiral Poindexter that Charlie Allen had prepared it.

oW, you saw the memo. You had to know, at that point when
You read it, that it was not as complete as what he had indicated to
you orally. Did you have occasion to call Charlie Allen and say,



568

“Where is the rest of this material?” You just mentioneq tp,
when you read it, there was only one line in the whole 7. age
report that referred to this. Did you not have a responsibility,
that point, to say, “Charlie, what the devil happened to the rest o
stuff you told me? How come it is not in the memo?”

Mr. GaTes. It simply seemed to me, Senator, that Mr. Allen p,
become even more uncertain about the speculation that he had hyg
about a possible diversion. His concerns, on the other hand, aboy
an operational—about the operational security had intensified b
tween the time that-he briefed me and the time that he wrote thy
memorandum. Again, that then became the focus of our concerng

Senator METZENBAUM. You said that you turned it over to the
CIA lawyer. The question is how the CIA lawyer operated at thj
time. He did no investigation. You never asked him whether he
had. You never told your counsel to read Allen’s memo, and it wag
not read, nor did they interview Allen. Did that not bother you, the
fact that your counsel did not follow up? What is of concern to me
is, this whole matter did not seem to bother you. It just did not faze
you. You said you had this problem over in the Soviet Union, and
had some other problem here, but this problem had to do with the
violation of American law, had to do with the credibility of the
United States Government,'and that did not seem to concern you
nearly as much as certain other matters taking place throughout
the world.

Mr. Gates. Well, certainly I had no indication of a violation of
law; but I had asked the General Counsel to look into the matter
and ensure that there were no improprieties, and that CIA’s in-
volvement, that there were no problems with it. I did not tell him
specifically how to conduct his investigation. I did not give him
more specific ‘direction than that, and he came back to me later
and said that he did not see any particular problems.

Senator METZENBAUM. I will pass on to another subject. On Octo-
ber 8, 1986, you briefed this Committee on Eugene Hasenfus, the
re-supply crew member who had recently been captured by the
Nicaraguan Government when his plane was shot down. You re
ported past CIA associations of Hasenfus and the other crew menr
bers and told us the CIA had no current link to the charter comps
ny, Southern Air Transport.

According to CIA General Counsel Doherty, you told him that
Southern Air was involved. A later examination of Southern Air
Transport records showed that the charter company was being paid
out of the same accounts for both Contra re-supply missions an
Iran arms transports. You know that the former CIA proprietary
airline was playing a substantial role in the weapons transport of
erations to both Iran and Central America. )

You responded to a question from Senator Cohen, asking if the
plane was owned by a private proprietary company of the Agency
Your answer: “Of CIA, no, sir. We did not have anything to do wit
that. And while we know what was going on with the Contras by
virtue of what may come up here in brief, I will tell you that a
know, from personal experience, that we have, I think, conscie?
tiously tried to avoid knowing what is going on in terms of any 2
this private funding, and tried to stay away from it. Somebody
say something about Singlaub, or something like that. We will s3V
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1do notl;) W&tnt to hear anything about it. I do not want to hear any-

: out it. -

W%en you told this Committee that Southern Air Transport was

ot involved wit‘h the CIA, it seems from Mr. Doherty’s testimony
?hat you knew it was. Now there are two concerns here. One is,

ou are indicating that you did not want to know anything about
{t and the second is, were you intentionally misleading this Com-
m’ittee Whglaln ﬁouC?Zi‘(?i that the proprietary was not in any way con-

d with the ?
nelc\:lt:. Gates. I am confident I was not misleading the Committee,
Genator. 1 believe I had beep. told, at the time, that although South-
ern Air Transport at one time had been a proprietary of CIA’s, it
n0 longer was, and had not been for some time. So I am not famil-
iar with the details that you have just read, but I am confident
that I certainly was not misleading the Committee, or at least
knowingly doing so. I must have been reflecting the fact that I had
peen told that it was not any longer a proprietary of CIA’s

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates, what runs through this entire
hearing, and your answers to the Committee’s questionnaire, is one
clear picture of Robert Gates: Robert Gates, the CIA official who
did not want to know. Your phrase was, in answer to Senator
Cohen’s guestion, “We will say, I do not want to hear anything
about it.” Now, that is not said once by you, it is said time and
time again. “We do not want to know about it. We do not want to
hear about it.”” And I have to say to you that it is extremely trou-
bling to this Senator that a man who aspires to be the top man in
the CIA would be prepared to say, and has on many occasions said,
“Block me out of that information. I do not want to hear it. I am
the total see no evil, hear no evil person. I want to hear nothing. I
want to see nothing that is wrong.” And I question how can such
an individual, even though you made the statement yesterday that
you would have done things differently, how do I, or how any other
Members of this Committee know, when we are sitting here, that
Robert Gates, CIA Director, will be any different than Robert
Gates coming up the ladder, who did not want to know, time and
time again, when our Government’s laws were being violated?

Mr. Gf\TES. Senator, I think it is important to recall that during
that period, from 1982 to 1986, the Congress had passed four differ-
ent laws restricting CIA’s relationships with the Contras. The Con-
gress was very intent that CIA not be involved in the paramilitary
support of the Contras. Each of those pieces of legislation, collec-
t“’el}_' known as the Boland Amendments, was successively more
restrictive about CIA’s involvement. It was CIA policy, formulated
and sent to the field in cables, about keeping distance from private

nefactors. That is what I have in mind.

e fact is that we were extremely sensitive to the fact of the
number of crises that had taken place in the relationship between
tIA and the Oversight Committees of the Hill, because of the Con-
ras and the Nicaraguan program. By the middle of 1986, CIA was
%0 gun-shy about its relationship with the Contras, and about keep-
Ing its distance from the private benefactors, that it gives rise—
gave rise to the kind of concern that you are talking about.

t was a concern that we not get cross-threaded with the Con-
gress again, that we not know too much, that we not know about
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what we were not supposed to know about according to the dicty

of the Congress and Agency policy. So that is the context i, Wln't%
this takes place, Senator. It is in the context of 4 years of ¢y th
crises over the Contras, and CIA’s relationship to them, and {

certain knowledge that the Congress did not want CIA to hay, by
thing to do, not only with the Contras, but with the private h"
factors either. e

Senator METZENBAUM. Are you telling us that you thought it Was
violation of the Boland Amendment for you to even inquire—t evey
inquire whether the Boland Amendment was being violated? Hoy
could you think that it was against the law to inquire whether tj,
law was being broken? '

Mr. Gates. I had no indication that the law was being brokey
Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. But you could inquire to find out whethe
the law was being broken. “Are we doing something imprope
What are the facts in connection with this matter?” '

Mr. Gartes. That is exactly what I asked the Deputy Director
Operations on October 9th, Senator. That is exactly what I askej
the General Counsel to look into when I talked to him on the 15t
of October.

Senator METZENBAUM. But the fact is, you knew, when you aske
the General Counsel, that the memo that Mr. Allen had prepare]
was not a complete memo. It did not include everything he had
told you. You knew there was more to it. You knew there was only
one line in the 7-page memo. If you had called Allen and askel
him, he would have told you, “I held back, I was a little concernel
about going too far,” just as he told us on deposition. You did no
care. You deliberately did not care, did not want to know, closd
your ears, closed your eyes.

The next day you had a luncheon meeting with Lieutenant Col
nel North and Director Casey. You later testified to this Committe
that you asked Lieutenant Colonel North at this lunch if the CiA
was involved in the Hasenfus shoot-down. He told you the CIA was
i:}ean of any involvement, an assurance that we now know to bes
ie.

As long as you were asking North about those activities, why d
you not ask him about Charlie. Allen’s concerns regarding over
charges to the Iranian middleman, and illegal diversion of profis
to the Contras? Did you not want to find out if Allen’s concers
were valid?

Mr. Gates. My whole concern that day, Senator Metzenbau
was over the fact that there had been this huge uproar in the pres
that morning because Mr. Hasenfus had said that he thought k¢
had been working for some CIA people. My whole concern was fr
cused on the fact that Mr. Casey and I were going to come up here
to the Hill and talk to the leadership of the two Intelligence Cor
mittees," and it was totally in the context of the Hasenfus Plal?s
being shot down that I asked the question at all. And frankly, 1d
not make the connection, or did not pursue that line of questio
because it did not occur to me. |

What was foremost on my mind was to insure that CIA had 10
in fact, had any connection with the Hasenfus matter.
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ator METZENBAUM. You testified that North made a crypti
ge;k about a Swiss bank account at that lunch. I think your'}i’gdlic-
cated yesterday you should have asked more.

We all know that Swiss. ban}gs are used, almost by definition, by
Americans to shield depositors’ identity and the size of the account.

The question is, why did his remarks about the Swiss bank ac-
count and_the Contras not alert you? This is your training. It
might not have alerted me or somebody else. But this is your train-
ing. It hat%{ to mgna;;l that he was involved in hiding money by using
Swiss bank accounts.

Now, first of all, did you not wonder how a Marine lieutenant
colonel would have access to such accounts? Or were you still ac-
tively avoiding knowing the facts?

Mr. GaTes. No, sir—again, it seemed to me that, to the degree
that I was able to make any sense out of what he said at all, it
e e b tion. That s why T went back in and aeed Mr
cate . y I went back in and aske .
Casey the question that I did. i

se?)amr METZENBAUM. And then you just dropped it at that
point?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator METZENBAUM. In December 1986, you testified that you
had assurances from our people that they had kept their distance
from the private benefactors. In July 1987, in your deposition to
the Iran-Contra Committee, you testified, “I already had talked to
the people in our Directorate of Operations, and had received their
?ﬁlgg;avrvxge: '.chatlnodo,t,le from CIA, no assets or proprietaries or any-

re involved. ’

I wonder what you were told by your people that set your mind
at rest? I would like you to tell us exactly what you asked, and
from whom in the CIA you sought assurances. From what we now
given Yo those- assusmnces. The. second chiet of the Latin Amer
can Division is also allegeél toehﬁaeggnkngw}g a(l)boutet;hfa1 ldliversiilg-
Alan Fiers, without being asked, had informed at least two other
:ﬁgfr;%rsogg tf}_;g Igng,lrzlox;:o ixit iT u‘xilliljely 1}11e fg‘ave y(()lu ass1;;‘ances
Cl_ltiﬁf of Station in Costa Rica‘,,ov::s '1at?eieIi)ndicggaf%recz:bov;el?agx?;
V‘t:nceghe private benefactors. Did he tell you he had kept his dis-
aslI;I%W could any of the people a prudent superior would have

?) ggxlize;o g(;\lj.lc?ls:g;&r}acgz tglat your Agency was not involved?

es?

Co r. GATES. On October the 9th, Senator, I believe I asked Mr.

orge whether CIA had had any connection with the Hasenfus
atter at all, and received assurances that we had not.

alrman BoreN. Let me just interject for just a moment

- 1nenator Metzenbaum, I would suggest we might go on with one

intelelt(il(l)llfsgoxgaind %nsvtver g_t this point. And then it would be my

with Senator M:tzin%‘:iurarll all'::lln(:glee: el{:/lzsriibir}sla:f? tﬁidcglri%lisgg:

roug:lceo fothers have not yet had a chance to have their openiné

will beg; questions, we will then come back and the questioning

gin with Senator Danforth. Is that agreeable to you, Senator
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Danforth? Then we will proceed to Senator Bradley, who has

notified that he will follow Senator Danforth. Then we will ey
Senator Rudman and that should take us about to the S8
during the lunch hour. ECoy

We will come back at 1:30. By my estimation, we haye Se
Members of the Committee that have 30-minute rounds each whvien
would take us to approximately 5:00, if all the time were th
That would enable all the Members of the Committee befor,
complete business today at 5:00 to at least have their first rOUndwf
questions of the nominee. 0

If there is time remaining, and Senator Metzenbaum or o,
have additional questions, we will return to that. As I have indicargs.
ed previously, we will judge at that point whether we need to have
the nominee come back, whether later ‘this week or next wesk
since we will go to the outside witnesses on Thursday.

But this would at least allow all Members to have a ch
have at least their opening round of questions with the
before——

Senator METZENBAUM. I think the Chairman has been very fa
and I certainly appreciate the courtesy extended to me this mon,
ing.
I will ask one more question.

Chairman BoreN. Fine. We will have one more question. The
we will have a short recess.

+Senator METZENBAUM. On October 16, Charlie Allen met with
Mr. Casey again. And Casey instructed Mr. Allen to meet with
businessman Roy Furmark and find out what Furmark knew. H
had several meetings with Roy Furmark, where he learned mor
details about the Khashoggi role with Ghorbanifar. George Caw
also went to one of those meetings.

Allen wrote memos to you, Casey, and Near East Division Chief
Tom Twetten regarding his conversations with Mr. Furmark
Those memos gave further support to Mr. Allen’s concerns that
that Iranian operation’s security was in jeopardy because it ws
overcharging. You have testified you never read those memos.

Do you mean to say that before November 25, you never both
ered to ask Mr. Allen or Mr. Cave what they had learned? And!
will just follow that with a note that I think that has been you
indication in the past. And I guess I have difficulty—well, respond
And then I will just finish my question. .

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I left Washington for a trip to the Midde
East on the 17th of October, and did not return until the 30t
Both of Mr. Allen’s meetings with Mr. Furmark occurred durin
that period.

Within 3 or 4 days after I returned, the Iran initiative had be2
leaked to a Beirut newspaper, and the total focus at that W‘t‘;
become the foreign policy consequences of this leak. And the to
focus, as I recall during that time, was on both the domestic &
the foreign policy consequences of this revelation. .

Senator MErzENBAUM. Well, on that trip you went with M’r
Twetten, who had also been given a copy of Mr. Allen’s Octol
14th memo to you and Casey about Ghorbanifar’s threats to expﬁrse
U.S. and Israeli overcharges to the Iranians. You were with ¥/
_ Twetten, I think 12 or 18 days, from the 17th to October 30th.

ance )
Noming
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You said in later tesj:imony to.this Committee you went on that
trip seeking a safety clime, meaning a sort of a refuge, to get away.

Does that mean that the number two man at the CIA wanted to
o away from the flak and not face the music? And furthermore,
since you went with Mr. Twetten, during those 13 days why did
ou not ask him, talk to him about the memo? And how could you
avoid discussing it? )

But tell me about the safety clime first.

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I think in my confirmation hearing in Feb-
ruary 1987 I made the comment that I sought a safer clime. I think
that the expression taught me the consequences of trying a little
light humor in a confirmation. I was simply being flip, Senator,
during the hearing, making the comment about having left the
country. There was nothing more to it than that. .

Mr. Twetten—in response to the second part of your question—I
did not, and do not have recollection of discussing Mr. Allen’s
memorandum with Mr. Twetten. I believe Mr. Twetten recalls dif-
ferently, that we did talk about it on the trip.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to await——

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Metzenbaum.
Do you still have some more questions you would like to ask later
on?

Senator METZENBAUM. Yes, sir.

Chairman BorgN. Very well, we will, after the very short recess,
return to the order with the other Members of the Committee in
30-minute rounds. We will take about a 5-minute recess.

[A brief recess was taken.] -

Chairman BoreN. We will resume at this point.

Is the microphone on? Here we go. We will resume. I think that
we should be able to finish the 80-minute rounds of questions from
the next three questioners in time for us to break for lunch at ap-
proximately 12:30. It would be my plan to resume at 1:30, because
that would give the potential to complete by 5:00 the seven others
who have not yet had their first 30-minutes rounds.

It is my hope that we can complete at about 5:00 in order to
allow those who need some time to travel to services to be there. So
we will have a rather short lunch break. This will help impose dis-
glipime on the Chair who is now beginning his 117th attempt to

et.

We will now turn to the Senator from Missouri, Senator Dan-
forth, who is recognized for his round of questions.

Senator Danforth.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gates, I listened very carefully to Senator Metzenbaum’s
statement that, in his view, your position at the CIA was like the
t ree monkeys: hear no evil, see no evil, speak to evil. )

$ is a fair statement that where there is any question about im-
Propriety or illegal activity within the Agency your view is that
you do not want to know what is going on? Was that a fair state-
ment of your position?

Mr. Gates. Absolutely not, Senator Danforth. )
Aot I indicated yesterday, within a day or two after becoming

cting Director, information came to me suggesting the possibility
at some U.S. Government officials, and perhaps some CIA offi-
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cers, had been engaged in arms sales to the Contras. That info

tion was characterized to me by people as hearsay, perhapg dlt’rsna
formation, and so on. It was my judgment that it warranteq gr -
er attention than that. And I directed the individual, the heagat’
the other intelligence Agency, not only to brief the Attorney Ge°f
eral, but the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, the act] -
National Security Advisor, and the Chairmen of the two Intelﬁig
gence Oversight Committees. I believe that is characteristic of ,
very aggressive approach toward looking into wrongdoing t h
characterizes my performance—certainly as Acting Director and
also as Deputy Director under Director Webster. ’

During the time I was Acting Director, I commissioned threg dit
ferent Inspector General investigations associated with Tran.
Contra. I cooperated fully with all of the different investigatiy,
bodies that were looking into Iran-Contra, essentially opening u
the Agency’s files for them to get into.

When information first came to me that one of our officers hgg
not—had violated Agency policy in terms of the private benefs.
tors, I notified the Chairman of this Committee in January of 1987,
And when it came to my attention a couple of weeks later thy
that officer may not have told the truth, I was on the phone t;
Chairman Boren and to the Chairman of the House Intelligence
Comrilfittee within 1 hour of having learned that information
myself. .

So I think there is a very strong record of acting aggressively in
terms of wrong-doing during that period. And frankly, I think my
whole career speaks to a willingness to speak my mind and say
what I think.

When I was a relatively new analyst in 1973, I wrote an article
for Studies in Intelligence that basically said the entire way we
went about doing Soviet analysis had deep flaws, and that we were
not doing it very well. For those who characterize me as a deeply
driven and ambitious person, I would say that doing that as a G§-
12 is not career-enhancing. And for a while it was not.

Senator DANFORTH. In that case, you were how old?

Mr. Garss. 30. ' )

Senator DANFORTH. 30-years old, and you were a junior person in
the Agency and you thought that the whole method of doing analy-
sis was incorrect? .

Mr. GaTes. I thought that there were serious shortcomings in the
way we went about it, yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. That was not the only time when you wert
critical of existing ways of doing things, was it.

Mr. Gates. No, sir, in fact when I became Deputy Director for
Intelligence I made some fairly radical changes in the way that ¥
went about doing the business of intelligence. A number of thos
measures were very unpopular.

Senator DANFORTH. And in matters of policy, it has been my ob
servation that you have not exactly been a shrinking violet as 1&
as stating your own views are concerned. I mean some peop
might criticize what your views have been.

It is very interesting to me that some people attack you becals
they say that your views might have been too strongly stated, P&
ticularly with respect to the U.S.S.R. And other people say, oh, ¥

I
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pave politicized your views. I do not think you can have it both

Wayﬁil have been, have you not, at odds with various people in vari-
s Administrations with respect to how your analysis squares
with their policy? . .

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir, that began when I was working with Dr.
Brzezinski on the NSC staff in the Carter Administration. It con-

tinued in the Reagan Administration, and even to an extent in this

ongénator DaNFORTH. And you had a disagreement, did you not,

with Secretary Baker with respect to a speech on the future of Gor-
hev? E

baﬁ,{r, GaTtes. I did have a speech prepared that I was told not to

ive, yes, Sir. '

g“é%n);tor DanrForTH. Was that the subject of some disagreement?

Did you press forward and state your views with respect to Gorba-

chev and his situation?

Mr. GaTEs. I certainly did so within the Administration, yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. You also wrote articles about it, did you not?

Mr. Gates. I did before that occasion. I gave a couple of speeches
in—or several speeches in 1986 and 1987 and 1988 stating my view
of the Soviets that were not particularly well received.

Senator DANFORTH. And you also said in 1988, May of 1988 to the
Austin Foreign Affairs Council that Gorbachev is setting loose
forces that neither he nor the party will be able to control. And
that contrary to their intentions and expectations, ultimately may
bring a fundamental and welcomed transformation of the Soviet
Union at home and abroad.

That turned out to be right, did it not?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, I think so.

Senator DaNFORTH. You said yesterday in your opening state-
ment that it is a humbling experience for an ‘intelligence analyst,
yourself, to be wrong on the Soviet Union. But I think you said
some things that were right, before they happened.

In 1989, April 1989, you wrote “What Gorbachev has set in
motion represents a political earthquake. He is a figure of enor-
mous historical importance. The forces he has unleashed are pow-
erful, but so are the people and institutions he has antagonized,
thus setting in motion a tremendous power struggle.” That was 2
years before the event.

You were cross-wise, were you not, with Secretary Weinberger
with respect to your analysis of Soviet military spending. Would
you tell us about that? '

Mr. Gartes. The Agency’s analysts in, I think 1983, came to the
conclusion that the rate of growth of Soviet military spending had

gun to decline, and perhaps in areas like procurement had flat-
?e?ed altogether. This was at a time when we were engaged in a
alrly major military build-up.

I pressed the analysts very hard on this, partly because I was
airly skeptical of some of our work on Soviet military spending to
gin with. But they persuaded me that they had a strong case,

and we published it. And it created something of a stir, certainly
€re on the Hill.
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There were a couple of occasions the Agency publisheq
ment of Soviet chemical weapons capabilities, chemica]
pabilities and plans that was published at a time when
gon was seeking approval of binary chemical muni
that also was regarded as—shall we say—an unfrien
Department of Defense.

enator DANFORTH. Did they express that to you?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, they did.

Senator DANFORTH. Very forcefully?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. Secretary Weinberger, himself?

Mr. GATEes. I don’t know that he personally addressed it, but]H
know that our analytical managers heard plenty about it.

Senator DANFORTH. And were you willing to hang in there with
the analysis? .

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, we published it and stood by it.

Senator DanrorTH. Did you not also have a disagreement With
Secretary Shultz with respect to Lebanon?

Mr. GaTes. We felt—I have always felt that the Agency and
Intelligence Community’s record back in 1982 and 1983 on Lebang
was a very good record, and frankly something of a courageous
record. Because we were very pessimistic about the prospects fir
the achievement of U.S. objectives. In fact, as I indicated yesterday,
one of our estimates started out by saying that the prospects fi
the achievement of U.S. objectives in Lebanon are bleak.

I remember at the National Foreign Intelligence Board meetin
where that was considered, one of the military intelligence repre
sentatives spoke up and said he wanted to take a footnote. Andl
think Director Casey asked him why. And he said, well, I think the
first sentence ought to read the prospect for the achievement o
U.S. objectives in Lebanon is non-existent. And we finally agreed
that bleak was a better way to put it.

But there were a number of occasions like this where the analy
sis challenged existing Administration policy. '

Senator DaNFORTH. How about with respect to the Philippine
and the reforms of President Aquino? Is that another instance?

Mr. Gartgs. This is an area where I think that I probably proved
once and for all that if I have any skill, it’s as an intelligence offt
cer, and not as a diplomat.

I believed that however well-intentioned, and however fine ¢
person Mrs. Aquino was, that she was not making the fund.amenta!
reforms and changes in the Philippines to both significantly
strengthen democracy, but more importantly address the economi
and social problems of the country. And that it was going to enger
der further coup attempts, and future instability in the country.

The Department of State, and Secretary Shultz in particular, ha
different view of that. .

Senator DaNForTH. Did they express that to you, their disagre
ment with you? '

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, quite directly.

Senator DANForTH. How did that happen? "

Mr. GATEs. Secretary Shultz personally told me that he thouf '
we were too pessimistic about the Philippines, and that the pré
pects there were much brighter.

an
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Senafm; DanrForTH. What was your—what office did you hold at
t time? .

ilr. Gares. I was Deputy Director for Intelligence. And then also
ghile I was Deputy Director of Central Intelligence.

Genator DANFORTH. How about with respect to verification of

ms agreqments. Have you sometimes been at odds with the pol-
jcymakers 10 that regard?

Mr. GATES. Yes, there have been a number of occasions over the

cars where we, in intelligence, have had a more skeptical view
foth of compliance, but also of prospective verification capabilities
in terms of agreements under negotiation that we have, I think,
priefed candidly not only to the policymakers, but here on the hill.

In fact, I believe Senator Nunn has made reference to that in
one of his appearances on television over the weekend.

Senator DANFORTH. I think, M;‘. Gates, from your record it is
clear that you are a person who is independent and that you call
them as you see them. And if the Secretary of State or the Secre-
tary of Defense have strong disagreements with you, that does not
slow you down at all. The idea that you are a person who just sort
9ftléeeps tay{)glrl ggacil (()lovglrll, for vtgha}tlevgrbr%asgél, is a totally wrong
interpretati who you are, of who Bob Gates is.

Let me ask you a quqstipn abgut how intelligence analysis fits in
with g):éc%'ilrx:glélélag. 1 1wﬂl just give you one example that, to me, is
an interes mple. .

Last winter, we were facing a vote in the Senate on ‘the question
of whether to authorize the use of force against Irag—a very good
debate, very hotly contested on both sides, good people expressing
their points of view. And the key question that everybody was talk-
ing about was whether sanctions would work. Those who did not
want to use force argued that sanctions would work. And other
gg)r;l)(le said no, that there was no way.that sanctions were going to
AnAand we received briefings at that time from Agency personnel.
; the question was put to them about sanctions, and how sanc-
1lons would work. And I must say that for quite a period of time, at
bze‘list in my opinion, the briefings were of such a nature that any-

dy could read anything into the briefings. I mean you could hear
wouldtwo people could hear the same briefing, and one person
2oin tsay well, the view of these experts is that sanctions are
going to work. And somebody else would say well, sanctions are not

gd 0 work. I mean that is how I heard the briefing. ,
hedg dlt was almost, in my opinion, as though the bets were being
ferede ’ }?r the analysis was be{ng fuzzed up, or facts were being of-
sanctiw ich were not necessarily relevant to determining whether
groungnts would work. I mean we were really interested in whether
i plag r‘%)ps were going to leavg Kuwait because sanctions were
bou geBt ixf tvlvlgre t‘;mt 1r;‘t§resﬁe:1d (;n whether fortune cookies could
stores of Baghdad. . .
murkt t was one problem that I saw at that time, a kind of
enya%élealysm where anybody could say anything as a result of it.
¥ the o r a lot of pressure that was_du'ected at the Agency, final-
out of KeW was expressed, well sanctions are not likely to get Iraq
ivilten uwait. I mean maybe they will hurt the economy, hurt the
population, hurt the air force; but they were not likely to
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extract these embedded ground troops out of Iraq. That wag ak
of bottom line, getting all the murkiness out of the analygi king
giving us the bottom line. » ang

As soon as that bottom line was expressed, immediately th
joinder of those who had, in my opinion, made up their mindset o
they were against the use of force, their immediate rejoinde, ta
well, the CIA has become politicized. The CIA, the Director, 5,
to cotton up to the President. They really want to say what 3, anfy
istrai:ion1 policy is, and justify it. And therefore, this has ng credih
ity at all. e )

ySo, what I am asking you is, how can you, as Director, give
information which is clear and useful as the basis of decisionma‘f
ing, and at the same time, which is not going to be immediatg)
discounted as being simply a statement of Administration p01icy%

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I think that the provision of briefings g
documents, intelligence assessments to the Congress on a contiy,
ing basis so that the people in the Oversight Committees, and ,
the other Committees that receive this material, have acces to
that on a continuing basis, as I have indicated previously, is o
sure way of providing a safeguard on the integrity and objectiviy
of analysis.

I personally think that the analysts and managers at CIA wh
produce this intelligence do their level-best job to say exactly why
they think. Sometimes that is too obscure. Sometimes it is ngt
clear. Sometimes there isn’t a best judgment. Sometimes thog
things aren’t possible in certain—in situations of great uncertainty

But I think that there should be no question about their bas;
integrity. But I think that provision of this material to the Co
gress is one safeguard.

I think the other safeguard, frankly, is certainly referring to the
President who has nominated me, President Bush, is that thi
President wants the material with the bark off. He wants to knov
clearly the situation he is getting himself into. And I have new
heard him complain if the intelligence is in a different directin
than the policy is headed. He insists on having it that way. He o
casionally will get briefings by people who have a different point d
view.

So I think that the very nature of this President is a further &
surance on that score. ,

And finally, I would say I think my own record as DDI, as Char
man of the National Intelligence Council, and as DDCI, in overse
ing the publication of intelligence that is challenging to Admin®
tration policies, and my record of doing that—even before I becart
DDI—and a willingness to speak my mind, should provide some &
surance that I am willing to stand up and be counted, and stand ¥
and be heard.

And, you know, there are two aspects to this: one is the area ﬂtlﬁl
you are talking about in terms of the substantive work of ’e
Agency. And I think that the record is clear.of the Agency prod®
ing that kind of intelligence. e

Now sometimes it has been wrong. And I think we should ¥
willing to admit that sometimes it has been wrong. But it 'A’;
honest. I remember one particular case, on Angola. One of 'fhe
putes that I had with Secretary Shultz was over the Agencys
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s of AngIa, andtrpyt:)ehef that dos Santos, given the pressures
around him, was no interested in a negotiating process.

I think I was right in 1983, and 1984, and 1985. The fact that Mr.
dos St%riltos lcsh airl;g\‘);/'as}nngton today, seeing the President, suggests

n .
th%the ot}%Zr side of it is the side that Senator Metzenbaum raised.
And that is the question of wrongdoing. I've acknowledged that as
the new DDCI and having not served in the Clandestine Service,
that moved slowly on matters, those first few months I was DDCI.
And that I did not press hard enough. -

But I think that the record is clear, that as Acting Director, as
peputy under Director Webster, that 1 acted vigorously to deal
with questions of wrongdoing, and I would only refer the Commit-
tee to its Chairman and its forrper che-Chairman in terms of the
role that I played, and the relationship that we had, and their per-
ceptions of how aggressiye and vigorous I was in pursuing ques-
tions i)ft;ﬁgs?:blfg wrlglngdt(l)lmtg é)}ll‘ impro;()iriety.

So nk, frankly, that the record is clear on both
although I acknowledge that during those few montlts t(})fathlosv?';s-
Mr. Casey’s Deputy, I moved too slowly in involving myself on clan-
destine matters. But I think in both of these areas, and your line of
quéeztio?ingnhas brough;/[ out éﬁe intelligence side. .

nator DANFORTH. Mr. airman, I do not k .
have been going on. now how long I

Chairman BoreN. You have about 6 more minutes.

Senator DANFORTH. Okay.

You are very close to President Bush. You have worked in the
White House now for some time. He is a person who has served in
the job for which you have been nominated. He is a person who is
velr& lf(_nozv%ﬁdgﬁalgil;e aboll(lit foreign aff}'?irs.

At first blush, it would appear to be a great advantage to have a
Director of Central Intelligence who has t;.glrclose, work?ﬁg familiari-
tth1th the President of the United States. I suppose that those
gl lotﬁ;: fg:;ggngg{ngaglculaﬁ'ly gému(ti polgié:izatli)or;, .ct::ou%d bﬁ fear-

; ose has its advantages, but it also has its
disadvantages. ’

You have said that in your working with the President he wants
?ﬁlalySIS with the bark off. He wants objectivity. Do you believe
: ogt tifi Director of Central Intelligence you would be in any way

NII)r Gby virtue of your p:’ist l;elatmpship with the President?
micrc;co SAn’l;Es. No,b?r, I don’t. I've written—in some ways, this is in
And s isat }I:;gb em thatt s blrloader for intelligence and policy.
its fOllndiné o hasm qlues 1é)n that has been with the Agency from
policymakes ow close does the intelligence agency get to the
a gigfagggti Oi l1:hau: view is that you remain at a distance, and that

and you rSi te best place in which you can protect your objectivi-
those zng t;hencgagmty, tand so forth. Speaking a little perjoratively,
intelligenco 1 trcums ances under which you basically throw the

Sonce 1:a_ you think you ought to be doing over the transom,
SOInebog; inathlt bﬁars some faint resemblance to something that

But the Tii 1t‘ehpo icy community may be interested in. .

at is of elihood of being able to actually _provide intelligence

of value in the day-to-day decisionmaking is remote, if the
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Intelligence Community is, itself, remote from the policy commyy

yI have the other view. My view has been all along, from th,

beginning of my career—and perhaps it is due to the fact t}:l oy
have served on the NSC—that the Intelligence Community haztl
be right next to the policymaker, that he has to be at his elbow
That he has to understand what is on his mind. He has t, undw'
stand what his future concerns are. He has to understand What}e,;
agenda is. He has to understand some of the initiatives tha
thinking about taking. He has to be willing to ask the policyma},
what he’s working on, or what came out of his last convemaﬁoi
with a world leader so that the intelligence can be made relevayt
so that the director, or the office’ director, or whatever level wity,
corresponding policy officer can go back and give guidance t, the
analysts. These are the questions that they are asking. This is wpy
is of interest to them. This is when the briefing book closes. Ty,
President is going to take this trip. These are the kinds of issyy
that are going to be addressed.

I think that having a Director who has a close, personal relatio,
ship with the President offers a unique opportunity for the Intel;
gence Community to provide relevant intelligence and sharper in
telligence to the policy process—and frankly, also, to the Congres

Senator DANFORTH. Let me just ask one more question. Now Mr
Gates, it is the reverse of the prior one, not so much how you deil
vﬁt}} people up the chain, but how you deal with people down the
chain.

In one of the newspaper articles—I think it was a New York
Times article this past week—some unknown person said that you
were capable of intimidation. In receiving your own information,
how do you deal with people who are down the line from you?k
the CIA going to be—under your directorship—is it simply going t
be a rationalization for Bob Gates’ basic view of the world? How d
you guard yourself against maybe not being open to what the
thoughts, and what the advice and the analyses are of people wh
are working in the Agency?

Mr. Gares. Well, Senator, I would concede that I am probably
not the easiest person in the world to work for. I am fairly deman¢
ing. And I am probably, at times, more direct than I might bei
terms of people’s egos. L.

But fundamental to my approach to analysis, and it begins with
the article that I wrote in 1973, is my belief that the policymake
must be exposed to alternative points of view; that all points d
view have to be heard, and they have to be presented.

And I—on this—T'll give you one example that happened, that !
was reminded of just the other day by the former Director of Sovd
Analysis. It concerned the question of the possibility of unilater
Soviet cuts. This was 2 or 3 years ago—maybe 3 years ago—an t
was testifying before this Committee, and expressing my view thal
I didn’t think it would happen. And then Mr. MacEachin came”ﬁ
was late to the hearing, and I invited him to come to the table &
express his view, and the Office of Soviet Analysis view, which Y;la('i
precisely the opposite, that they thought that the Soviets W0
offer some unilateral cuts. They were right, and I was wrong.
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on the part of those Directors, and the need to pay speci
tion to the Clandestine Service. Pecial atte,

Senator BrADLEY. But looking at yourself, really, and ey,
little introspective, what do you think it was a failure of? ga

Mr. Gares. Well, Senator, I can describe a lack of aggressivey,
with respect to the Clandestine Service at that time. I don’t geq
as a reflection of some sort of deeper, personal problem, or jsgye lltf
you will. I don’t think that the characterizations that I was g
cerned for my career are accurate, for example. As far as | w;
concerned, I had reached the high point of my career. I had neyy
expectfgd to get that high in the Agency. So I don’t think tha

art of it.
P Senator BrabpLEY. Well, the reason I ask is to see how you've g
flected on it, and what conclusions you've learned and what yy
have drawn for yourself from the experience.

Mr. Gates. Well, P've indicated yesterday, and I think today, cer.
tainly the specific lessons in terms of Iran-Contra, and I think aly,
indicated that I began to apply those lessons very quickly after the
Iran-Contra matter happened. It also, I think, was reflected in the
fast that I, as Acting Director, engaged myself much more in the
Clandestine Service at that time.

Senator BRaDLEY. Okay.

When George Shultz appeared before Iran-Contra, the Commit
tee, he said that he had grave doubts about intelligence coming
from the CIA, long before the arms sales and diversion. Now, what
do you think he was referring to?

Mr. Gates. 1 think he was referring to the Philippines, t
Angola, to a degree to the Soviet Union—some of the issues that
Senator Danforth raised.

Senator BRADLEY. If we could, I would like to go back to what
was basically the strategic rationale for the Iran-Contra operation,
SNIE 3484, which——

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY [continuing]. Which, as you know, we have
talked about this on previous occasions.

This was really initiated by the National Intelligence Officer for
the Near East and Southeast Asia. But you were the manager o
the memorandum. And this was a memorandum that basicaly
stated that Soviet inroads were being made in Iran. And excluded
from the final memorandum was both the Soviet section of th
CIA, and the Iranian section of the State Department.

So a memorandum was produced that excluded certain key co*
tributors to the process. About 1 month later, in June of 1985, the
Soviets removed the remaining 1,000 technicians; they ceased
deliveries, and they reaffirmed their insistence on Iranian negoti
tions with Iraq, as the way for improved relations. ;

Yet, this estimate really was not changed until February 198
How do you explain that? And in the interim, of course, ra
Contra was born.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. o

Senator, the estimate that was produced at the end of May 1
was one of a series on conditions in Iran, and Iraman fore f
_policy. An earlier one had been done in October 1984, and as ¥’
have suggested, there was another in February 1986.
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This estimate had two fundamental points: one was that the in-
ternal situation In Iran was worse than people had anticipated, and
raised the possibility of significant tumult before Ayatollah Kho-
meini died; the other was that these conditions created the circum-
stances in which the Soviets might make significant in-roads at the
expense of the West and the United States, in particular.

The first of those points was a direct outgrowth of an estimate,
or of an assessment _done by a Dlrectogate of Intelligence analyst in
]ate March of 1985, in terms of —and, in fact, the person who wrote
the March DI assessment 1s the same one who was the drafter of

SNIE.

th'(i‘he second point really was an outgrowth of several events that
had been reported in mid-May in the National Intelligence Daily,
and they included—that included the fact that Khomeini had sent
an emissary to, or sent a message to the Soviet leadership, to Gor-
bachev, urging an_improvement in relations. The Iranians had
gone through the Syrians to the Soviets to try and get weapons.
And they had also gone through the Syrians to try to get access to
the KGB to find out the reaction to the original Khomeini message
to Gorbachev.

So there were several things happening that gave the NIO and
others some sense that the Soviets were going to press ahead.

When the estimate was brought to the National Foreign Intelli-
gence Board, there was only one issue at the Board, according to
the records of the meeting. And that was the representative of the
Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the State Department felt
that the estimate over-stated the seriousness of the internal situa-
tion in Iran. The issue at the NFIB meeting was not the Soviet sit-
uation, but the internal situation in Iran. And there was a lot of
going back and forth on that particular issue.

There was a disagreement, I later learned, in CIA with the esti-
mate’s views on the Soviet—the potential for Soviet achievement.
But the analysts weren’t excluded from involvement in the esti-
mate. They simply did not have their views accepted. And for rea-
sons that are not clear to me, those analysts not only did not come
to me, they did not go to their immediate supervisor, the Director
of Soviet Analysis, to protest that their views were not being taken
fully into account by the National Intelligence Officer. So I was un-
aware of this dispute, and the fact that the CIA Soviet Analysts
felt their views hadn’t been fully taken into account.

Senator BRADLEY. And that’s why there was no alternative view
presented?

Mr. GaTEs. On the Soviet issues, yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. And why on the Iranian issue was there no al-
ternative view?

Mr. GaTes. There was a long discussion at the Board meeting
about that; some changes were proposed in the language to try and
satisfy the INR representative. I spoke about it. Mr. McMahon
spoke. General Odom of NSA spoke. I think the Director spoke—all
trying to say don’t the changes that we’ve made accommodate the
view that you all have?

The INR representative said no. And Mr. Casey said fine, take
your footnote. I think at some point, after that, 'm—my own
memory is vague on it—but I apparently called Ambassador

53-019 0 - 92 - 19
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Abramowitz and talked him out of the footnote. My view wag th
the footnote that—the change that had been made in the estim .
was sufficient that the footnote was kind of pointless. ate

Senator BraDLEY. But you did call and urge him not to put
footnote in? ¢

Mr. GATES. Apparently so, and I was successful in Persuadiy,
him that it was not—did not add to the policymakers’ knowledgi
on this matter.

Senator BRADLEY. So that there was no alternative view Present.
ed.

Mr. GaTes. That is correct. Because I felt that the view that they
had, as they had written their footnote, really didn’t represent an
alternative view.

Senator BRADLEY. Do you think that in retrospect you were right
or wrong to do that? .

Mr. Gates. Well, normally, my practice was to encourage foo,
notes, although I did, on occasion, call people to try and discourage
footnotes that I thought were frivolous, or did not help the policy.
makers’ understanding of the problem.

Frankly, it was a matter that was of not very much importance
to me from a substantive standpoint. And I believe that there cer-
tainly wouldn’t have been any harm in having the footnote. But
don’t think, based on my recollection, that it would have advanced
the cause very much. )

Senator BraDLEY. Okay——

Mr. GATEs. Senator, if I might just add, because these estimates
have been a source of some controversy, there is one basic point
that was present in all three of those estimates: October 1984, May
1985, and February 1986. The one point that did not change in the
context of Iran-Contra was that all three of those estimates consist-
ently said that there was no element in Iran interested in doing
business with the United States.

Senator BRADLEY. Okay, I would like to move, if I could, to the
role of the DCI.

Do you agree that the DCI and CIA should not publicize one
sided views of strategic issues?

Mr. GATes. Yes, sir.

- Senator BRADLEY. Do you agree that the DCI and CIA should not
publicize, or should not participate as advocates in policy debates’
Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. )

Senator BRADLEY. So you agree with President Bush who is a
former DCI in enjoining the DCI and the CIA from even appearing
to take sides in policy debates?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. .

Senator BRADLEY. If that is all true, what I would like you to do
is to explain the speech you made to the World Affairs Council in
Northern California on November 25, 1986, which was a real piece
of advocacy for SDI. And I would like to focus, in particular on the
basis for some of the things that you said in that speech.

In the speech, it is true, is it not, that you publicly predicted :”hat
a Soviet ground-based laser device would be tested in the 1980’s at

high energy levels that would show the feasibility of ballistic mis-
sile defenses?
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Mr. Gates. I assume you have the text in front of you, so I'll

agre Ok

Senator BRADLEY. Okay. )

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Chairman, could he be given the text so
that he does not have to agree with something he has no idea

ut?
abgenator BrapLEY. Well, let me repeat the sentence.

Chairman BOREN. Perhaps the Senator could read it.

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if he could be given
the entire text so he could see it?

Chairman BoreN. Is the Senator willing to have him have that?

Senator BRADLEY. What is the time, Mr. Chairman? I have a
whole series, and I would be willing to give him the text of the
speech and come back to this subject in the next round.

Chairman BoreN. You about 20 more minutes.

Senator BRADLEY. I would be pleased to give it to him. He can
have it. I am sure he has it in his file. This is something we have
talked about before. And he can look at it in full, and I will come
pack to this subject in the next round. :

Chairman BoOREN. Does the nominee feel he is familiar enough
with the speech if Senator Bradley would quote from it, or read
parts of it?

Mr. GaTEs. I appreciate what Senator Danforth said. But I think
we can go ahead.

Chairman Boren. He thinks he can go ahead. Why do you not
read from it, and then if there is a point that he needs to see, we
can hand it back and forth, anyway.

Senator BRADLEY. Okay.

You say we expect the Soviets to text the feasibility of ground-
based lasers for defense against ballistic missiles by the late 1980’s,
and could begin testing components for a large-scale deployment
system in the 1990’s.

So the question is, were you wrong? Did any such test take place
in the 1980’s?

Mr. Gatss. I don’t know the answer to that, Senator. I'd have to
check. I gather from the nature of your question that it probably
didn’t. But I'd have to check to make sure.

Senator BrapLEY. Okay, well take my word. [General laughter.]

Was your unqualified prediction here based upon a full reading
of all of the intelligence information available to you? Were there
any uncertainties that you glossed over?

Mr. Gates. Senator, it is worth taking, I think just a moment, to
descrll_)e how I developed the speeches. Because I assume that you
are going to have some other questions about them. ]

Iy speeches would begin by gathering information from the in-
telligence product. I would gather intelligence assessments, current
intelligence, and so on. And then from that, develop a speech
which 1 would then share—I would share the draft with various an-
alysts and managers in the Agency to get their views, and see
whether I was in the ballpark. . .

The particular speech that you're talking about on the Soviet
d I program, Soviet Air Defense and Strategic Defense program, 1

rew from a DIA white paper, an unclassified DIA paper on Soviet
and strategic defense from the current issue of Soviet Military
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Power, and from a White Paper prepared by a CIA analyst i, th
Office of Scientific and Weapons Research. I didn’t make tha g :
up. I guarantee you, I wouldn’t know a ground-based laser from
shoeshine box. But—so that material was drawn, presumgy)’
from one of those papers. ¥,

Senator BraDLEY. But it was a very strong case of advocac
billion, billion, billions of dollars of defense expenditures.

Mr. Gates. What I was trying to do in that speech, Sen
outline what I believed to be the comprehensive nature of the
Soviet Strategic Defense Program, the degree to which they hag
spent, themselves, many tens of billions of dollars on strategic de.
fense, in a situation that left them potentially with a strategic a4
vantage over the United States, because they had a strategic ge.
fense, however flawed, and we had none.

Senator BRADLEY. My point is really not to debate SDI but to agy
you why you choose to emphasize the more alarming aspects of the
intelligence information, as opposed to the more reassuring aspects
of the intelligence information. There were embodied in the intell.
gence information a lot of reassuring aspects that would not lead
one to the conclusion that you drew and that you spoke publicly
about the need to build the SDI in the United States or about
Soviet development.

So my question to you is why did you choose to strike the more
alarming pose, as opposed to the more reassuring pose. Was it that
you just felt very strongly about this, or was it that you were, es-
sentially, trying to support an Administration’s policy view?

Mr. Gates. I was not intentionally trying to support the Admin-
istration’s specific policy. The SDI program idea was more than 3
years old by that time.

What I was trying to do was highlight an area of Soviet advan-
tage that I thought had not received sufficient attention prior to
that time. I may have erred on the side of focusing on the concerns.
But it was a speech that, as I say, was shared with a number of
analysts within the Agency before I gave it.

Senator BrabLEY. So, would you today say that you think that
was a mistake to have done? .

Mr. GATES. Senator, one area where I have changed my views
since we last had a dialogue on this subject in February, 1987, has
to do with speeches by the DCI, substantive speeches. )

I believe that occasionally those speeches have value. I think
that the speech that either Admiral Inman or John McMahon gave
in the early 1980’s about technology transfer was an important
contribution. I think that the speech that Judge Webster gave
about proliferation was important. But, by and large, I think that
the DCI should avoid giving substantive speeches, particularly
those where there is a risk of the speech being misinterpreted as
advocacy of a policy.

I think that the DCI should speak publicly. But I think he sh9u1d
speak about intelligence issues and try and inform the Americal
people. This is an area where I, frankly, have changed my view an
!)elileve that such, that substantive speeches should be given spar
ingly.

Senator BRADLEY. So you wouldn’t do that again?

Mr. GaTes. No, sir. I don’t think I would.
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Senator BRADLEY. I'd like to turn to Irag, if I could.

Could you give me the intelligence basis for the Administration’s
response t0 the gassing of the Kurds? Do you recall, August, 1988?

Mr. GATES. My recollection, Senato::, was that the intelligence
was pretty. good that the Iragis had, in fact, gassed a number of
Kurdish villages. I think there was some controversy over the
nature of the gas and how lethal it was and so on. I'm trying—it’s
a little vague. ) .

Senator BRADLEY. What was the basis for the kind of lukewarm
response, I mean, you know, opposing it but, at the same time, not
opposing it strongly? o ) )

Was there a basis in intelligence for that? Was there something
about Iraq?

Mr. GaTes. Not that I'm aware of, Senator.

Senator BRADLEY. So there was no intelligence basis for the posi-
ion?

' Mr. Gates. I think that the intelligence was fairly clear that
there had been a gassing.

Senator BRADLEY. But in terms of the policy response here?

Mr. GaTEs. Well, 'm not quite sure what you're asking me.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, let’s go down. Let’s do another one and
you'll get the drift.

We passed an amendment here in the Congress in, I think, 1988,
that applied unilateral sanctions to Iraq. This was, I think, after
the gassing. The Administration fought to delete those unilateral
sanctions in the conference, and succeeded in doing so.

Was there an intelligence basis for the effort to delete unilateral
sanctions against Saddam Hussein?

Mr. GATEs. No, sir. I don’t think so. .

Senator BRADLEY. So the effort to delete them was not based
upon any information about his intentions? .

Mr. GaTEs. I think it was based on policy considerations.

Senator BRaDLEY. Now, could you tell me, in 1988, Iraq routed
Iran, if you recall, and you were the Deputy DCI at that time. Is
that not correct?

Mr. GaTtes. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. Isn’t it true that you refocused collection and
analytical resources away from Iraq toward other issues and areas
of concern after that routing? ‘

Mr. GaTes. Once that war was over, we probably did do some
reallocation of resources. Yes, sir. .

Senator BRADLEY. So you moved them away from watching Iraq
and the Persian Gulf to other areas.

Mr. GATEs. Our concentration on the Iran-Irag War had imposed
some limitations on our satellite capabilities in terms of some long-
standing problems in the Soviet Union and elsewhere. And so, the
ﬁ;ar was over, we tried to address some of those issues and prob-

ms.

Senator BrapLEY. And as the Chairman of the NSC'’s Deputies
Committee, you were responsible for policy guidance and tasking of
the Intelligence Community. Is that not correct?

Mr. Gates. Not in that kind of direct chain of command way.
Certamly, the Deputies Committee, Mr. Kerr, the Deputy Director
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of Central Intelligence, sits as a member of that grou
pates in its deliberations. ) .

Senator BRADLEY. What I'm getting at is here was the enq of th,
war, Iraq was still a problem, at this point admittedly the mos%
powerful country in the region, and we moved our intelligence ,,
sources elsewhere; that Iraq had not demobilized, to the conty 9
increased it aggressive attempts to get strategic materials, andag’
tually began to revive ties with terrorists. "

Now, my question to you is was that a wise thing to hav

Mr. Gartes. I believe the intelligence assessment that was done in
1989, Senator Bradley, stated the view that Saddam Hussein and
Iraq would be spending the next several years more likely than po
engaged in rebuilding. Iraq had taken a fairly heavy pounding in
the war, even though they won it and had the kind of capabilitje
that you're describing. But there was an intelligence assessment
that suggested that they would be focused on rebuilding for th,
next 3 to 5 years and not turning toward external aggression,

Senator BRADLEY. And that it was likely that they would not use
military force?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator BRapLEY. Were you responsible for directing this?

Mr. GaTEes. That assessment?

Senator BrapLEy. Uh-huh.

Mr. GaTes. No, sir. I don’t think so.

Senator BrapLEY. In terms of coordinating it at the NSC?

Nsl%r. GATEs. No, sir. Those assessments are not coordinated at

Senator BrRADLEY. Let me ask you, aside from the CIA’s unau
thorized role in the shipping of U.S. made/Israeli owned arms to
Iran in 1985, have you been aware of any other covert activities by
the CIA that were not authorized by a Presidential Finding?

Mr. GaTEes. No, sir. I don’t believe so.

Senator BRapLEY. When you were the Deputy DCI, were you re
sponsible for the activities by the CIA to implement the Adminis
tration’s policy of strengthening Iraqi military capabilities against
Iran in the spring of 1986? , .

Mr. GaTes. I certainly was aware of the passage or sharing of in-
telligence with Iraq. Yes, sir. .

Senator BRADLEY. And you were responsible for the CIA pqrtlon?
- Mr. GaTes. It was undertaken by the Directorate of Intelligence.

es, sir. .

Senator BranLEY. Were these activities confined to intelligence
sharing intended solely for obtaining necessary intelligence under
the terms of the law?

Mr. Gates. I think that in the context of the broader liaison rele-
tionship that, as that has traditionally been interpreted, thf.lt.the
materials that were provided fell within the context of that liaison
relationship. - .

Senator BrapLey. Would you describe to me your understanding
of the law at that time, the so-called Hughes-Ryan Amendment.

Mr. Gates. My understanding, Senator, is that the law is fairly
vagge on, as it pertains to liaison relationships.

n

ator BRADLEY. So what is your understanding of the law as 0
what was allowed?

P and partjy;
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Mr. GATES. My understanding is certainly the view in the
Agency at the time was that the material that was provided to Iraq
was allowed within the context of the law and—

airman BOREN. Let me caution both the witness and the ques-
{ioner that we are verging on classified information in terms of
that which we.canno.t discuss in open session. I think we all realize
that we will discuss in closed session any matter of sharing of any
intelligence. Getting down to the §pe01ﬁc substance of what intelli-
gence Was shared or not §hareq with any other country, we have to
be very cautious about discussing that in open session. So I would
ask both of you, if you could, to keep your comments in the ab-
stract and not related to particular matters of what might or might
not have been shared with any particular country. If we could,
keep it to the abstract question and the question of law.

Pardon the interruption. I may have broken the chain of
thought. ,

Sl;rglator Bradley, do you want to restate your question? I think
I've broken the chain of thought here.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I recognize that much of this
will be discussed next week in the closed session. But I was just
trying to get Mr. Gates’ view of what the law meant, since he was
the operational person, the Deputy Director at the time.

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. .

My understanding was that the material that was being provided
was allowed under the law. )

Senator BRADLEY. Can you, in your own mind, be absolutely clear
that there was no covert action?

Mr. GaTes. I believe that there was not under the interpretation
of that law.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, we can’t go any further here.

My half hour is up, Mr. Chairman, though I do have a couple of
other areas.

Chairman Boren. Why don’t you go on for another 5 minutes.
It's understandable that we may have to come back to several Sen-
ators for more questions.

Senator BRADLEY. Okay.

Another area of real importance in the world, of course, in the
new world, is China. I recall an exchange we had back in 1986, in
the Committee, when I think Defense Secretary Weinberger and I
think Roz Ridgeway and General Perroots and a number of other
people were testifying and you were testifying. We were talking
about the Soviet Union, and I basically asked you well, you know,
let’s throw conventional wisdom aside. Can you imagine any kind
of significant change in the Soviet Union? What kind of intelli-
gence data, what kind of work should the Intelligence Community
be doing to equip policy makers with the information that they
might need if that event took place? i .

In 1986, you responded, “Quite frankly, I am without any hint
that such fundamental change is going on. My resources do not
permit me the luxury of sort of just idly speculating on what a dif-
ferent kind of Soviet Union might look like.”

Now, a lot of water is under the bridge. Things have happened.

ere is another Communist nation, China. Will you be idly spec-
ulating with China? Will you be trying to think through what hap-
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pens there? What have you learned from your kind of reticence
entertain the unthinking at a time when conventional wisdop, %
it was unthinkable and then finding that it became reality? sad

Mr. GATES. Senator, I think it did not take until 1991 to pick
on your suggestion, and I think we did go out subsequently !
haps not immediately, and began talking about different ku;dge ;f
futures for the Soviet Union. I think that a couple of papers e,
in fact, commissioned along those lines. &

Clearly, I think that we’ve all learned some important lessong
from the events of the last 3 or 4 years in terms of thinkin, e
unthinkable. And, clearly, we need to be thinking about alternatiy,
futures for China as well. I think that that work should be under
way if it is not already under way.

Senator BRADLEY. But my question to you is what would youy ¢,
differently now to catch that kind of change in China that you dig
not catch in the Soviet Union?

Mr. GATEs. Part of the problem is being able to measure broa
popular sentiment and overall conditions in a country that is fup.
damentally a difficult place in which to travel or to gather infor.
mation or to talk to people.

Now I know lots of travelers go to China. Lots of travelers went
to the Soviet Union. But it certainly is an environment in which
people are afraid to talk and often afraid to be candid.

I think more can be done through expanded human intelligence
collection. I think part of what can be done is simply to insure that
people are thinking about these problems, that they are sitting
down and trying to identify here are what the different alternative
paths may be historically for this country and here are the indica-
tions of what we might see if the country were moving in one or
another of those paths. Those indications would then perhaps pro-
vide a guide for collection.

I think we did some of that on the Soviet Union, almost certainly
not enough.

Senator BRADLEY. So more broad path analysis?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, and I think also more human intelligence
collection. .

Senator BrapLEY. If I could, on the issue of economic intelli
gence, do you think that we should do more economic intelligence’

Mr. Gartes. I think that economic intelligence, Senator, is some
thing where we need to proceed with some care. I know that
there’s a lot of concern about doing industrial espionage, if you
will, and I, frankly, don’t think that U.S. intelligence should be en-
gaged in that. R

I think there are two areas where we should do economic intelli
gence. One is in gathering and reporting information where other
countries are not playing by the international rules, where they
are colluding with their industry in ways that disadvantage Us.
industry unfairly—in other words, collecting and reporting infor
mation that will help our policy makers level the playing field in 2
policy sense. ]

The second area where I think we ought to be aggressive am}
even more aggressive than we are is in responding to the actions ©
foreign intelligence services directed against U.S. companies an
U.S. technology. We know that foreign intelligence services plant
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moles in our high tech companies. We know that they rifle brief-

o5 of our businessmen who travel in their countries. We know
that they collect information on what we’re doing, and I think that
CIA and the FBI, working together, should have a very aggressive
program against it. )

So those are the two areas where I think we need to be more ag-

essive in economic intelligence.

Senator BRADLEY. If I could, other than former Communist coun-
tries, for how many countries do you have evidence of such espio-
nage against U.S. businessmen?

Mr. Gates. Well, I will check, but I can think of two off the top

my head.

Ofseiator BrapLEY. Okay. I think that’s right.

Now, let me ask you, when you talk about economic espionage,
you are not talking about the service being used to ferret out com-
mercial secrets for the benefit of American companies?

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir. I don’t think that’s an appropriate role.

In fact, a case officer once told me, he said, “I’'m not afraid to
risk my life for the United States, but I won’t do it for” and he
mentioned a U.S. company.

Senator BRADLEY. That makes two of us, Mr. Gates.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Bradley.

There is one question I would like to interject really for the point
of information. One of the purposes of this hearing, or I might say
one of the opportunities, not a purpose, of this hearing is not only
to examine the qualifications of this nominee and to look ahead in
terms of the future of U.S. intelligence, but it provides an opportu-
nity I think all of us welcome, both on the Oversight Committee
and in the Intelligence Community, to try to educate the American
public about the nature of intelligence.

'm sure that those who have watched these proceedings over the
last several hours have gained some new insight into the intelli-
gence process. This is very healthy. This is, as the nominee has
iéilllfl, a process for which the American taxpayers are footing the

Therefore, it is very appropriate that they should learn as much
about this process as we can possibly make available to them.

In the course of your testimony—Senator Nunn and I were dis-
cussing this—very often you've talked about the clandestine serv-
ice, the Directorate of Operations and you've talked about the ana-
lytical side, the Directorate of Intelligence.

One of the things that I certainly was not fully aware of when 1
came on this Committee was the distinct difference of the two. I
thought of the CIA as being the CIA, a more or less monolithic in-
telligence community. .

I wonder if you might describe the roles and functions very bylef-
ly of the two. You referred to the two cultures at one point in time.

Mr. GaTes. Yes.

Chairman Boren. But I'm not sure that those who have been ob-
serving us outside the community really understand what we're
talking about. I think it would be helpful just to put that into the
record so that people can have an understanding of that as we pro-
ceed. What are the differences between the two sides of the



582

Agency? In essence, what are their different roles? Therefore wha
are the kinds of abilities and capabilities that people teng to h t
on the two sides of the service? ave

Mr. Gates. I might just start, Mr. Chairman, by saying there
four Directorates in CIA: one for administration, one for Scieir ¢
and Technology, one for Operations and one for Intelligence, *

The Operations Directorate is charged, primarily, with the clan,
destine collection of human intelligence. This is the Directorat,
that sends case officers overseas and is really the home of why
most people generally think of when they think, frankly, of ClA '
and intelligence in general. That’s the spy business: recruitin
agents, getting information on other countries’ military programsg
and basically bringing that information back to Washington, That
directorate is also responsible for implementing covert action and
for carrying out covert actions. That can be as simple as politicy]
action, to help a country where one of our adversaries is funding 5
ruling party and we’re trying to get elections started and trying to
help a democratic force. It can be actions relating to terrorism anq
so on—but, in any event, the implementation of covert action.

The Directorate of Intelligence is responsible for gathering intel-
ligence information from a variety of different sources. Human in.
telligence is one, but also diplomatic reporting, information from
technical sources, photographic satellites and others, overt informa.
tion from foreign broadcasts and journalists, journalism, newspa-
pers and so on—integrating all of that information and reporting
its finding to the policy community and to the Congress.

So its basic role is an analytical one. ’

Most of the people—until recently, until fairly recently, there
has been very little contact or very little exchange between the two
Directorates. They really are two separate cultures. And, frankly,
for a long time, there was a lot of suspicion between the two of
them. And, certainly, each held at arms length and occasionally
even not the highest regard for each other.

But I think that has begun changing over the last several years.
As I indicated, one of the things that I did as DDI that I was proud-
est of was recruiting Bob Ames to be head, from the clandestine
service, to head the Near East office on the analytical side.

One of the greatest strengths that the clandestine service officers
bring to their jobs that the analysts don’t have is what I referred to
yesterday as “ground truth.” They’ve lived in these countries. They
know the players. They know the culture. They’ve had experience
there, and they have a sense of the local politics and the local envt
ronment in a way that analysts, even those who travel routinely to
the area, can’t have.

By the same token, the analysts often-have a much broader back-
ground in the history of that country or of the region. So each
brings very different strengths to the intelligence process.

The effort to get them to cooperate more closely has been ong®
ing for a number of years, but I would say has really made head
way perhaps just in the last 3 years or so. .

Chairman Boren. I think that’s useful to know. You’re dealing
obviously with very different types of personalities. The training o
the analytic side is primarily what we view as more academically
oriented training, more or less like an academic discipline, I woul
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gather. Some of us have had the opportunity to see some of our
junior new operations officers and recruits being trained on every-
thing to how you communicate surreptitiously and other things.

So am I right to say that usually you find very different kinds of
personalities. in .the two fields as well, people with very different
kinds of inclinations about what they like to do?

Mr. GaTes. That is often the case. Yes, sir.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much.

[ want to turn now to close out our morning session to Senator

dman.

Rli,et me just say, as a matter of schedule, when we come back this
afternoon at approximately 1:30, we’ll begin with Senator Cran-
ston, and this will be the order: Senator Cranston, Senator Gorton,
Senator DeConcini, Senator D’Amato, Senator Glenn, Senator
Chafee, and then Senator Hollings will complete our afternoon ses-
sion. Then, if there are any problems or if any of those wish to
make changes in times or exchange with another Senator, please
let me know.

Senator Rudman.

Senator WARNER. Senator Rudman, would you yield to me for
one minute?

Senator RupMAN. I'd be pleased to yield to the Senator from Vir-
ginia for a minute.

Senator WARNER. Thank you very much.

Senator Bradley led off his line of questioning asking you about
the misjudgments that you have freely disclosed to the Committee
and what it was in the composite of your personality at that time
that led you to make the misjudgments. And you answered.

But it seems to me there’s an important follow-on question.
People who aspire to lead constantly learn by their experience.

Give us your thoughts of how you have advanced in your learn-
ing process since 1987, when you were last before us.

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I think that working with Director Webster
fo}' 2 years, almost 2 years, was a very beneficial experience for us.
His expertise, both as Director of the FBI and as a judge before
that, brought experiences to me that I hadn’t had.

One of the things that I always admired Director Webster for
was a management technique that I have tried to learn from him,
and that is that when you want to make a change in an institution
that you want to be lasting, you bring in the people, the careerists,
you tell them what your objective is, and then ask them to come
back to you with proposed solutions on how to get to where you
want to go; so that the bureaucracy feels like the change is a prod-
uct, of its own work, not something imposed from above. )

ve seen too many senior people come into government, impose
change, and watch it all disappear the minute they walk out the
door. T think it’s a technique that Director Webster has that has
the potential for truly making lasting change in a bureaucracy.
hat is a very important management lesson that I learned
f¥0m hl‘m. And, frankly, looking at the list of initiatives that I men-
tioned in my opening statement yesterday, when the time comes, if
we go forward with that, if I'm confirmed and a number of those

:illsfeferent projects get under way, that’s a technique that I intend to
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I clearly have learned a lot working for the President apg .
General Scowcroft and Secretary Cheney and Secretary Baker ?th
the last 2% years, almost 3 years, both in terms of their nee, ds \;er
intelligence, how they use intelligence, how they view intelligen r
and how it could be made more useful to them. - ce,

So that experience, as well as really occupying a policy posit;
at a level that I had not occupied before, I think, has given I?Jn
even better insight into how intelligence can be improved ang hm:
it can be used better by the policy community.

Senator WARNER. I thank the witness and I thank m
yielding.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman BorgN. Senator Metzenbaum?

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say to my
colleague and friend, Senator Rudman, who I know is about t,
commence his questioning, that he has been very patient and has
been present while I went through a line of inquiry.

There is an amendment on the floor that I am handling and |
am leaving. But it not out of disrespect. I will follow the record and
I apologize for not being present, because I think there will be
some gems of wisdom that I will be interested in hearing.

Senator RupMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. [General
laughter.]

Chairman BoOReN. The Senator from New Hampshire, are you
ready to proceed?

Senator RupMaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I was reminded by my friend from Maine, Sena-
tor Cohen, of a restatement of an oft-stated principle recently by
the President of Harvard University, who said that it was an im-
perfit:ict world and there were many imperfect people within that
world.

Chairman BoreN. The presidents of Harvard should be fully in-
formed about that, I would think. [General laughter.]

Senator RUDMAN. Most Yale graduates do feel that way. [General
laughter.]

I was struck by the fact, sitting here yesterday, last evening, and
again this morning, that this has certainly been true on both sides
of the table that the nominee sits at this morning. .

By his own statement, there have been imperfections in his judg-
ment. By the same token, I would say that there are a number of
Senators, possibly all, who have failed to recognize the need to take
action at difficult times and who, in retrospect, would have ac
differently with the benefit of hindsight. And yet, we sit here,
under our system, in judgment of this man, trying to set a stand-
ard of competence and integrity that we’re willing to accept.

I think it’s important for us to recognize that in making that
judgment, we ought to temper it with some understanding of t,he
situation Mr. Gates found himself in during the time periods we're
talking about. I think to some extent the one thing that was not It
Mr. Gates’ answer to Senator Warner, but I think we would all rec
ognize, is that he is now chronologically 4 years older, emotionally
maybe 30 years older, since that time in 1986 when this first broke.

I just wanted to start off with those comments.

y friend fo
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I also want to thank Senator Cohen for his presence and for his

peing one of the most incredible staffers I've ever had. [General
hter.

laléinato}' CoHeN. I thought you were in need of that assistance,

Senator Rudman. [General laughter.]

Senator RUDMAN. Senator Cohen has a whole new vocation if he
chooses not to run over and over again. He would be hired by any
Member of this Committee on either side.

He gave me some wonderfql quotations to use. He was referring
to Homer in particular. I said to him, “Bill, if you quote Homer,
people expect it. If I quote him, they’ll laugh.” So I won’t quote
Homer. [General laughter.]

Mr. Gates, I want to just take you over, unfortunately, some of
the ground that’s already been covered. I had hoped during this
first round to talk more along the lines that Senator Bradley has
spoken in terms of the whole thrust of what the Agency does and
where you want to take it. But I feel it is important—because of
the lack of institutional memory on what happened in 1986-1987—
at least to go over some of the ground that my friend from Ohio,
Senator Metzenbaum, covered earlier. So I'm going to do that and
ask for some of your comments on it. There are a few areas that I
think need some emphasis here to keep this record straight.

Senator Metzenbaum referred during a long series of questions
both last evening and this morning to a November-December—I
don’t know the exact date—appearance of yours before the Senate
Intelligence Committee in which you made known your strong feel-
ings about notification. Then, in the questions following that narra-
tive, there was the suggestion that somehow you were disingenuous
to the Committee, that you, in fact, misrepresented to the Congress
your point of view because, at the time that you were doing that,
you were aware of an unreported Finding. )

You’re familiar with that line of questioning?

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMAN. I want, for the record, to refer to Iran-Contra
Exhibit JMP-28, which is on the White House stationery and dated
January 17, 1986. I might say, parenthetically, I hope that some
day I will never have to talk about this subject again. But I guess it
just keeps coming up. It’s almost like a typhus epidemic in that
anybody within 5 miles of the germ either died, is infected, or is
barely able to survive. So I guess we’re back in that mode again.

The January 17 White House exhibit I have in front of me was a
memorandum_ for the President of the United States, Ronald
Reagan, from his National Security Adviser, John Poindexter. It's
very instructive to read the last paragraph. The rest of it is in the
record, but that paragraph is instructive as to the discussion you
had with the Senator from Ohio.

It said the following. I would point out that at this time you were
the Deputy Director for Intelligence. .

I correct?

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir. )

Senator Rupman. That is a very esteemed position, but it is
hardly the final policy leadership of the CIA. Is that correct?

r. GATES. Yes, sir.
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Senator RupMAN. Here was Admiral Poindexter’s memorang
to the President which the President initialed: “You have digey,
the general outlines of the Israeli plan with Secretaries Shy]t, d
Weinberger, Attorney General Meese, and Director Casey. The
retaries do not recommend you proceed with this plan. Attopy,,
General Meese and Director Casey believe the short-term ang 10,1e y
term objectives of the plan warrant the policy risks involveq ang
recommend you approve the attached Finding. Because of the ox.
treme sensitivity of this project, it is recommended that you exe.
cise your statutory prerogatives’—which you referred to in your
answer to the Senator from Ohio—"that you exercise your statyt,
ry prerogatives to withhold notification of the Finding to the Cop.
gressional Oversight Committees until such time that you,” th,
President, ‘‘deem it to be appropriate.”

Do you recall that?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator RUpDMAN. In the Finding itself, in the operative clause, it
says the following: “I hereby find”—this is the President of the
United States speaking—“I hereby find that the following oper.
ation in a foreign country, including all support necessary to such
operation, is important to the national security of the Uniteq
States and, due to its extreme sensitivity and security risks, I de-
termine it is essential to limit prior notice and direct the Director
of Central Intelligence to refrain from reporting this Finding to the
Congress, as provided in section 501 of the National Security Act of
1947, as amended, until I otherwise direct.”

Do you recall that?

Mr. GaTEes. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMAN. And you were familiar with that at the time of
the appearance discussed in your prior testimony?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMaN. Do you feel that as the Deputy Director of In-
telligence you, at that point, were free to violate that restriction
laid on the Agency by the President of the United States?

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir.

Senator RuomaN. Now, to carry it a step further, what you have
said to us in testimony is that, “were you to find yourself in that
position, you would . . .”—and I'd like you to finish the sentence.

Mr. Gares. I characterized that if I had found myself asked the
specific question in April, 1986, confronted with the directive from
the President, I would, in effect, seek time to go back and say that
I had been confronted with this situation, that I had to respond to
the Committee, and that the only possibilities were either to tel
them about the Finding or to go back and tell them that I had been
directed by the President not to answer the question. But I would
have sought guidance in that way and I would have come back to
the Committee immediately. I’m assuming it would have been the
very next day.

Senator RupMaN. I think that it is stretching reality to accuse
you of misrepresentation of your views about notification when, 1t
f}'ﬁct, )igu were operating under that directive from the President

mself.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Gates—and you correct me if I'm
wrong—but there is still a dispute between this Committee and
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this President, who was not involved in that Finding, as to the con-
stitutional question of notification and the 48 hour-rule. Am I cor-

rect? .

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. L

Senator RUDMAN. And that it is still unresolved?

Mr. GaTgs. Yes, sir.

Senator RUDMAN. Bup it is your position and you are giving us

our pledge as the nominee that if, in fact, you are confirmed, you
will follow the procedure you have outlined in answers to Senator
Boren, Senator Metzenbaum, and to me just now?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMAN. All right. Thank you.

Let me move to another point.

There was some innuendo that because Colonel North had made
certain references to you in his diary, I believe, that somehow that
charged you with some knowledge or responsibility for what was
written there. Your answer to the Senator from Ohio in response
to that question was that you had no idea what that reference was.

Am I correct?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMAN. For the record, Mr. Chairman, I want to refer
to page 76 of the final report of the Congressional Committees on
Iran-Contra. I want to read an excerpt of that report which is in-
structive as to why I think that your answer is an accurate answer,
and any inference that somehow,.because you are in that diary, it
casts aspersions on your integrity is incorrect. Let me read it.

“In his report to Poindexter, North exaggerated his own role in
the crisis. In a PROF note, North told Poindexter he had personal-
ly forestalled a crisis by calling the President of Costa Rica and
threatening to cut off aid. North conceded to Poindexter that he
may have overstepped the bounds of his authority:: ‘I recognize that
I was well beyond my charter in dealing with a head of state this
way and in making threats, offers that may be impossible to deliv-
er

Poindexter responded, ‘Thanks, Ollie. You did the right thing.

But let’s try to keep it quiet.” ” ' i
So the PROF note was that Colonel North had a rather direct
discussion with President Arias of Costa Rica.

“North admitted in his testimony that he had not called Presi-
dent Arias. He claimed instead that the PROF message was specifi-
cally cast the way it was to protect the other two parties engaged.”

So I repeat what I said yesterday, that any reliance by anyone on
PROF notes without some sort of corroboration is unfair to the wit-
ness and, frankly, unfair to the Committee.

I want to talk about the famous Allen meeting of October 1,
1986, and the memo that was executed pursuant to that.

I'm not very anxious to air soiled laundry of the CIA at this
hearing, but there is something that really ought to be said here. I
am aware of it, I have been made aware of it, and I want to discuss
it with you in as diplomatic terms as I can.

cgou’ lthr. Gates, are a product of the Intelligence Directorate. Am

rrect?

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir.
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Senator RUDMAN. At the time, Clair George was the Director
Operations. Am I correct? of

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMAN. Am I correct that there was, you've charact,
ized it as “mistrust,” but would I be accurate in saying tha t}f-
relationship between you and Mr. George was somewhat straineg
at times?

Mr. GaTes. We cooperated in some areas and we had some strq,
disagreements in others. Yes, sir. g

Senator RupMaN. Would it also be fair to say that, although pg;
ther of you knew what the outcome would be, that you were boty,
looked at as people who were upward bound in the Agency ang
there might have been some thought on someone’s part that yo,
were competitors for advancement within the Agency. Is that a fajy
statement?

Mr. Gates. I suppose some may have thought that. Yes.

Senator RupmMaN. Well, many people thought that, Mr. Gates,

Now, when Mr. Allen came to you with this complaint, he wag
essentially, talking about something that was within the reaim of
the Operations Directorate. Am I correct?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMAN. And you were in the Intelligence Directorate.

Mr. GATEs. By that time, sir, I was the Deputy Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence.

Senator RubpMAN. But your background, I should have said, was
in the Intelligence Directorate.

Mr. GaTtes. Yes, sir.

Senator RUDMAN. Let me ask you this flat-out question, Mr.
Gates. I've never asked it of you in our private meetings. I saved it
for today.

During that time when you were dealing with Mr. Casey, who
you knew had a rather direct pipeline down to the DO and, in fact,
would even bypass the DO and go to some of his subordinates—Mr.
George’s subordinates, such as Mr. Fiers—was it not a fact that one
of the reasons you proceeded with extreme caution was that you
did not want to get yourself into a situation of antagonizing the
Operations Directorate without adequate and substantial cause to
go forward?

Mr. GaTes. I certainly was concerned that they not view me as
having some sort of inherent suspicion of them or mistrust of them
in terms of their activities and their integrity. I did worry about
that. Yes. .

Senator Rupman. In fact, that was a very sensitive thing be-
cause, essentially, you were a relatively new Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence. You had been on a level, the same level, W}th
the DO, Mr. George, and you were about to move into an area with
the Director and with the General Counsel that very well could
give them a lot of grief.

Am I correct?

Mr. Gares. I didn’t know, but I clearly had a concern that they
not look upon me as some sort of, as a person who just basically
mistrusted them.

Senator RUDMAN. Because, of course, you were coming from the
Directorate of Intelligence and now you had oversight over both,
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and you wanted to be sure that you weren’t perceived as someone
who still had a bias toward your former directorate. Is that accu-
C’

ratﬁ-L Gares. Yes, sir, and I think also it was part of the reason
why 1 moved slowly in involving myself in the activities of the
clandestine service, as 1 indicated yesterday, only moving to get
these briefings on a couple of these operations at the end of July,
several months after I became Deputy.

Senator RUDMAN. 1 thank you for that answer. It confirms what
[ have been told by others and what I have thought.

One of the problems of these hearings it that they take place in a
rather sterile atmosphere. To try to get the real-life feelings of
people who are on-line, facing the crisis, is a very difficult thing to
convey at a hearing like this. But I think my own judgment, look-
ing at that whole record, is that one of the major reasons you pro-
ceeded cautiously is that you wanted to make sure that you had
good evidence. You had some question about Mr. Allen’s judgment
on some of these issues, as you've testified—although he had pro-
duced some good work—and you wanted to be sure that you’d got it
right before you went forward.

Is that a good characterization?

Mr. Gartes. That’s fair.

Senator RupmaN. All right.

Now, I do want to turn to the other item that was the subject of
a long series of questions, and that was on the Hasenfus shoot-
down and what you said and when you said it. It’s kind of interest-
ing because we now have some very current evidence to look at
and that is the unfortunate—and I say that sincerely—indictment
of Mr. Fiers, who I got to know very well over the years and had
enormous respect for. I think he found himself in a terrible posi-
tion. But he has been indicted and he will be dealt with by the jus-
tice system, fairly I'm sure. .

I want to read to you from that indictment.

“On or about October 9, 1986, the defendant, Alan Fiers, met
with the CIA Deputy Director for Operations, Clair George, to dis-
cuss what information would be provided to Congressional Commit-
tees investigating the circumstances surrounding the downed air-
craft and the resupply operation of which it was a part. During the
course of the meeting, Mr. George informed the defendant, Alan D.
Fiers, Jr., that certain facts would not be conveyed to the Congres-
sional Committees because they would lead to further Congression-
al inquiry that would ‘turn tli'e spotlight’ on the Administration
and thus reveal the role of Lieutenant Colonel North in the resup-
ply effort,”

It is obvious that it was not revealed to the Congress.

as it revealed to you?

Mr. Gates. No, sir..

Senator RubMaN. In fact, Mr. Gates, as sad as it is to state here
this morning, you were lied to—if the possession of those facts is
gzglll)ll'aie. I will give you that caveat. You were lied to by your own.

e.
Mr. Gats. If that statement is correct, that is true.
nator Runman. I think that is a very important point to make
at this hearing: that to charge this witness with knowledge when
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he was lied to—and, in my opinion, he was lied to—is the height
unfairness. _ of

Finally, Mr. Gates, again we're talking about this period of
almost in a sterile way, as if that’s all everybody was doing. I Wanet
to read to you—and ask you to comment on it—some of your tegy;
mony before this Committee on the 17th and 18th of Febryapy
1987, during your previous hearing. , Ty,

You said, “Second, while I certainly do not wish to triviy);
these activities, it is important, I think, to place them in Perspec.
tive. Lest it appear that the Iranian affair was the preoccupy
issue on our minds during this period, let me point out that duri
the first two weeks in October, both we and you were preoccupieq
with the downing of the private benefactor airplane in Nicaragyy
and the capture of Eugene Hasenfus. The Daniloff affair and asgy
ciated expulsions culminated during this period. We were deeply
engaged in preparations for the President’s meeting in Reykjavik
Nearly simultaneously, we had a political crisis in the Philippines
a phony Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, a major commitment
of time and energy related to the British expulsion of the Syrian
Ambassador, and Syria’s involvement in terrorism, a flap over false
reports of Korea’s Kim Il-Sung’s death, and a major preoccupation
with the renewal of authorized support for the Contra program on
October 1, and the associated conflict along the Nicaraguan-Hondu-
ran border.” :

Ygu were involved in all of those things at that time. Am I cor.
rect? '

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir '

Senator RupMAN. And you were groping, as best you could, to
find out information about what was going on and in some cases
you were not leveled with by your own people. Am I correct?

Mr. Gartes. I think that is correct, sir.

Senator RupMAN. Mr. Gates, I think you’ve been forthcoming
and forthright. As anyone who followed Iran-Contra would know, |
was never an apologist for the Administration or its participants. I
think many things were done wrong and I will think to my dying
day that it was a serious breach of our Constitution. But I do not
think that you ought to be held accountable for anything in that,
except an occasional judgment which I think could have been
better. But I don’t think we can judge you on that. I think we have
to judge you on your entire record, on your competency, on your
integrity, on your qualifications, and I hope that’s the way each
Member of this Committee and, indeed, the Senate will vote when
this Committee reports out your nomination.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Borgn. Thank you very much, Senator Rudman.

As I've indicated, we will take a recess until 1:40, since we have
run over a little bit, when we will begin the round of questions t
afternoon. This will enable every Member of the Committee to &
least have had an initial round of questions with the nominee.
I've indicated previously, we will not cut off the questioning of the
nominee even though we will go to other witnesses on Thursday-

We are going to be very thorough in this process. I know the
nominee understands our responsibilities. And as long as there aré
any Members of the Committee that have questions that they
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ik really seriously need to be addressed, those Members will
ve an opportunity to ask those questions and the nominee will
" ¢ an opportunity to respond. .
ha\%re will stand in recess until 1:40 this afternoon.
ereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the Committee recessed, to reconvene

of 1:40 the same day.]
AFTERNOON SESSION

Chairman BOREN. I might just indicate again for t’he purpose of
«cheduling, we will attempt to complete about 5:00 o’clock or little
after 5:00 o’clock today. We will follow the order that I outlined
earlier in rounlcils no.ti',; t%Oexc-eed t(:;hu'ty minutes. Perhaps all Sena-

will not take quite 30 minutes.

W%e will not, of course, be in session on Wednesday. On Thursday
morning at 7:00 o’clock, as was our practice this time, we will be
releasing additional documents relating to the testimony of those
that will be testifying on Thursday beginning at 9:30. The hearings
will begin at 9:30. Additional packets of documents that have been
through the declassification process will be released at that time.
That would include the Kerr deposition and sworn statements of
Mr. Allen and Mr. Doherty and Mr. Makowka, and the deposition
of Mr. Kerr, those are among the documents that will be released
on Thursday morning.

Thursday, we will have a whole series of open witnesses that
have been prevl‘ioudsly announced to you. Some of them could even
spill over onto Friday.

Friday, we will have a closed session on least part of the day on
the intelligence estimates that remain classified. And then on the
following Tuesday we will resume, probably for a brief period in
closed session, to talk about the question of intelligence sharing,
which arose partly today. Our discussion of that has to be of neces-
sity:ed again because of the classified information, conducted in
closed session.

After that time it would be our intention then to complete the
questioning of the nominee. Members have indicated they do have
some additional questions they would like to ask. So Mr. Gates
would be prepared to come back, I might say to the nominee, po-
tentlally as early as Tuesday afternoon, it might be Wednesday, we
have to just wait and see how this works out.

I would anticipate that most of that final questioning would be in
open session. There might be a few matters that we would require
the nominee to testify to in closed session if they related to ques-
tions raised ‘during our classified sessions. So that roughly is going
to be the schedule that we will be following, again subject to ad-
Justment. Because, as I've indicated, we have a very strong respon-
sibility to be thorough in this process and we are going to give
shzﬁlll()ie;sskan opportunity to ask any questions that they feel they
thI thlIlk_Members have been operating in good faith in terms of
€ questions they have been asking. They felt a responsibility to
?se those questions. We’ll seek any documents that they might feel

pletsgghould have a chance to review before the hearings are com-



592

So again in keeping with those two words that I sajg Ih
would describe our hearings throughout, fair and thorough thigpe
the process we intend to follow. ’ 5

Our next round of questions will come from my colleagye i
the state of California, Senator Cranston. Senator Cranston? o

Senator RupMAN. Senator Cranston would you yield to me f,
thirty seconds? or

Senator CransToN. Of course.

Senator RupMaN. I just want to make sure, Mr. Chairmap that
the written record is correct. At the close of this morning | reaq
some documents relating to Mr. Fiers. Of course those were from
his plea bargain. He pleaded guilty to two misdemeanors. Ther, is
a separate indictment with similar language involving Mr, George
I did not read that but there is great similarity and I want to make
sure that people knew what I was reading from and it was Clearly
identified.

Chairman BoreN. The document—just to be clear—the document
from which you were reading was the document relating to the
Fiers plea bargain.

Senator RupMmAN. That is correct. And I thank my friend from
California.

Chairman BorgN. The Senator from California is recognized.

Senator CRANsTON. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to
finally have my turn.

I welcomed one remark in your opening statement where you
said one of your objectives as DCI would be to reduce the amount
of secrecy within and around the CIA.

As we all know there are many, many papers that get stamped
secret that shouldn’t be. Don’t you really think we should reduce
the amount of secrecy government wide and review the whole clas
sification system?

. Mr. GaTtes. I agree with that, Senator Cranston, and I think
there has been considerable progress in this arena in the last sever-
al years. I recall reading the—I realize it’s not on everybody’s read-
ing list—but I did read the annual report of the Information Secu-
rity Oversight Office. And they noted that the number of original—
of people with original classification authority—has dropped from
something like 60,000 people in 1971 to about 6,500 people in 1990.

Similarly, the number of original classifications has dropped by
about eighty percent over the last several years. Where the prob-
lem is, is in the review of documents for declassification that are
sitting in the government warehouses and safes. There are, you
know, untold number of pages of these.

Part of the problem is one of resources in the review of these
documents. One of the areas that I've thought about in terms of
greater Agency openness, where a DCI might be able to do_ some-
thing, would be perhaps in somewhat greater openness with re
spect to historians. And being able to give greater access, partict:
larly to older documents in the Agency files. This is one areathat!
think warrants looking into. ‘ .

But overall, I think we have made some progress, I hope, sin¢

those days when people would put together a compilation of clip
pings and then stamp it secret.
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nator CRANSTON. Without .going into the warehouses and the

o5 and files and so forth, might it be worth your initiating dis-
ussions with the Secretaries of Defense and State and perhaps
Sustice and other appropriate places to review what might be done
with ongoing ({;Jeraplons to reduce the secrecy factor?

ATES. Yes sir.

ggigor CransToN. The Intelligence Community presumably
gsets shrinking budgets while at the same time it faces new de-
mands in areas like arms control verification, counternarcotics, ter-
rorism and SO forth. In regard to economic intelligence that you
discussed with Senator Bradley this morning, you mentioned that
two countries seem to be engaging in_economic espionage of one
sort or another. Without asking you what countries, 1 did want to
ask, is that done by the governments or is it a private operation or

at? ’

W};\/Ir. Gates. I'm confident in one case it’s the government, Sena-
tor. I think it’s the government in the second but I'd have to check.

Senator CRANSTON. Do you know how they go about sharing that
with business concerns to avoid the concern that Senator Metz-
enbaum has OI{I favori%iflm to one business or another?

Mr. GaTes. No sir, I don't.

Senator CRANSTON. Some people suggested that intelligence al-
ready collected from national systems could be of tremendous use
to environmental scientists in dealing with the environment gener-
ally. Do you see any role for the Intelligence Community and the
CIA specifically in acquiring information that can be helpful in
d?alx}fin‘)g with environmental threats to our security and our quality
of life?

Mr. GaTES. We certainly have assets that can be brought to bear
against this problem. One area, for example, not in an environmen-
tal area, but an area outside of normal or what one would think
would be usual intelligence interests, are the statistics that the
Agency has pulled together on the number of AIDS cases world-
wide, for example, because of a skepticism that the figures provid-
(fadby lt_l;psel countries to the World Health Organization, they shade
or political reasons.

It may be that the data gathering capabilities of the Intelligence
Commu;nty and perhaps some of its space assets might be used in
connection with environmental issues. The only concern that I
havg in that regard is as the resources available to the community
decline and there are a shrinking number of people to do a larger
number of tasks, I think we need to look carefully at those things
:Vo};lceh ?lt‘i in the trai\ldiltiional I}l)agional security arena as we look at

of these new challenges before us.
new area, for example, in the last ten to fifteen years is the
whole realm of narcotics, where the Intelligence Community has
gotten fairly involved and now spends a fair amount of money.
at was an area that was not a traditional intelligence concern.
wIltl may be that the environment will fall into that category as
inie l,lbut I think that that’s one of those areas in this broad look at
i 1gence missions and priorities that I think we ought to ad-
inetss and it ought to be a matter of agreement among the people
he Executive branch and also in the Congress if they deem that



594

sufficiently important to begin using some intelligence resour,
for that purpose. . Ces

Senator CRANSTON. It seems to me that if you could it woy)q he
very constructive. You could help on the AIDS front. That woulq
certainly be a real contribution.

Are there any other non-traditional areas where you think CIA
might be constructively helpful?

Mr. Gares. Well, two_areas where the Agency has done gop
work in the past that I thought was of particular interest include(ie
first of all, some work on climate change which was done a numky,
of years ago. I guess that involved environmental matters. Anothe

is on international resources, particularly water resources. Ty,
Agency did a paper a number of years ago indentifying varigy
places around the world where it could forecast that within the
next ten or twenty years there was a real likelihood of war becayg,
of conflict over available water resources. I think there are sop,
areas such as that where intelligence can make a unique contriby.
tion.

I think that there are a number of different areas that are of in.
terest to people in the Executive branch and also in the Congres,
Your comment about environmental studies is one thing. The
Agency has done some work on civil technology development over.
seas in terms of being able to identify leading areas where other
countries are leading us in technological development and why.
Sometimes it’s a technology transfer problem and so on. The basic
work done on that has been important to the broader work we've
done on technology transfer. So this question of foreign technology
development is another area where I think there is some opportu-
nity. So there are a variety of these areas that are non-traditional
in the national security arena where we've done some interesting
work. Again, I come back to my only concern being that at some
gﬁint(:i we have to draw the line in terms of how much we can actu-

y do. A

Senator CrRaNsTON. Putting on your hat as a Soviet expert, do
you believe what has happened in the Soviet Union is irreversible!
Or do you think it’s possible that a new Stalin or Brezhnev-type
dictatorship could be re-imposed on the people there? )

Mr. Gartes. I think communism, Marxism, Leninism is dead in
the Soviet Union. There may be some practitioners of it who
haven’t twisted their heads yet to find out—— .

Senator CRANSTON. What about some other form of dictatorship!

Mr. Gates. But I do think there is a potential concern about 2
return to authoritarianism in some parts of the former Soviet
Union. I think that the revolution that has taken place in the
wake of the coup now opens the prospect for a genuine democrat®
zation of the republics of the former Soviet Union. And also for
economic transformation. But that’s in the long term. .

I think that the near term is going to be extremely difficult It
the republics and in the:former Soviet Union. The old system has
been destroyed. A new system has not yet been created to take its
place. And as a result I think it's going to be a very difficul
winter. I think that we have to look at the republics. Some of the
republics are further along in the process of democratization than

- others. Some are still fairly authoritarian. And I think if events,
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ireumstances worsen over the winter, there will be a temptation
& turn to the command type economy, and command type politi-
cal authority that we saw under communism.

go I think it’s something that is a possibility given the very seri-

roblems that all of those republics are going to face in the
oext two or three years. And I think that one of the things—now
o atting on my current hat—one of the things that we need to do is
do everything we can to strengthen the democratization process
and t0 provide short term help m.the way of food, medicines and so
on, S0 ther% won’t be filjxe tem;l))tali_;lon 'ctcl)1 return to ailttlﬁoritari?nis(in.
&onator CRANSTON. Do you believe there is a real threat of wide;
sp§::d starvation this year? This winter?

Mr. Gates. I think that in some areas of some republics there
could be some severe shortages of food. Part of the problem is that
there are suppliest .o{'lfocl))d 1121 thg Sowerhll{l nion bu}?l the distribution

m has essentially broken down. now the transportation
:ystemf itﬁelf is tn;l deep difﬁculty because of the essential disappear-
ce of the central government.
anHowever flawed the system was before the coup, it’s become
worse NOW. Sob{ think that in some specific parts of the country, it
could be a problem, yes. .

Senator CRANSTON. How well equipped is the CIA to follow
events in the new emerging republics there and the many semi-au-
tonomous re%ublics within the republics and in all the various
ethnic groups?

Mr. GATEs. Senator, I'm not totally familiar with the current sit-
uation for the Agency, but I would say speaking for the govern-
ment as a whole, that our capabilities are very limited. )

Right now we have a consulate in Kiev and one in Leningrad,
and other than that we are dependent on travelers and what we
hear out of the Soviet Union and so on. I would hope that we could
move at some point fairly quickly to establish consulates in each of
f}xe Eggubhc. cgpitalf,i that would become embassies if those repub-
ics became independent.

But I think we need to establish an official presence throughout
these republics just as quickly as we can, not only so we can know
better what is going on, but so that people can give local advice to
lﬁulsmessmen and others wanting to invest and people wanting to

elp.

Senator CRANsTON. How confident are you that we know what’s
t‘r?l)pefnmglover there 11; regard to the command, custody and con-

of nuclear weapons?

Mr. GaTes. I am more confident certainly now than I was during
the period of the coup itself. We have, I think, satisfactory assur-
ances in terms of the command and control system now, and they
clearly are considering ways of involving some of the republic
Presidents and others in their command and control system in a
gag’hzhfattwould make the use of those weapons even more difficult

uture.
nator CRANSTON. President Bush said yesterday that we would
more likely to favor economic aid to the people over there if the

Viet Union stopped aiming its 80,000 nuclear missiles at us. A
W days before that he said, quote, “I hope we’ll see some recogni-
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tion that we’re not their enemy and they’ll stop aiming Missileg
the United States of America,” unquote. at

Some questions about that. First, could we verify that they p,
stopped aiming at us if indeed they did stop? - a

Mr. GaTEs. I think we have some independent intelligence me
of being able to give us some indication of that. I would not Preteng
that it would be complete information. i

Senator CRANSTON. It seems to me they might well suggest g
ciprocal move on our part—that we stop aiming our thOUSands
tens of thousands of deadly missiles at them. Would they be able ¢,
verify our compliance?

Mr. GATES. I guess I would have to reply I hope not. I don’t know
the answer to that. There presumably could be some king of
mutual verification means, but it’s hard for me, off the top of my
head, to figure out what they would be.

Senator CransTON. Do you think it’s conceivable that we coyjg
work out such a mutual agreement with them? And would it be a4.
visable to undertake to do so?

Mr. GaTes. I think that the most reliable first step would be t,
proceed with the implementation of the START agreement and the
dismantling of a lot of these systems. As long as they sit in the
silos or on those road-mobile launchers and so on, nobody can know
from one day to the next, reliably, where they are aimed.

I think that significant reductions in the numbers of those weap.
onﬁ is probably the greatest assurance that we stop aiming at each
other.

Senator CRANSTON. If they are responsive to President Bush’s re-
quest, is there any real need, given the new circumstances, for us
to have as many as we now aim at them?

Mr. GaTes. I would think that if there are significant reductions
on the Soviet side, Senator, it would be my opinion that there could
be significant reductions on our side as well.

Senator CransTON. What have you learned about our capacity
and the world’s capacity to monitor nuclear proliferation in the
light of what we have learned in Iraq?

Mr. GATEs. Before we had the war with Iraq and the subsequent
inspection regime that has given us the insight we have had, |
would have been more confident in telling you that we had a
pretty good handle on proliferation efforts around the world. We
know the companies that are engaged in this activity and have in
the past. We know the governments that are trying to develop 2
nuclear capability. We have a pretty good sense of the k1pds of
technologies and the kinds of things people are looking for in this
connection.

I think that one of the things that happened to us with respect
Iraq was what I would call a certain technological arrogance. I
think people did not anticipate that the Iraqi’s would reach so far
back for what I understand to be a very outdated and old technolo
gy for assembling—for a nuclear weapons program.

And so I think that—one of the things that I've discovered about
analysts, not being a technical expert myself, is that there is, P2
ticularly in this country, a certain technical arrogance and i
people—if they don’t have evidence that people are doing a partic®
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Jar kind of przgga_m t'};e way we did it, then there is a tendency to
’re not doing 1t. -

Aﬁ%egve’ve seen too many examples in the Soviet. arena where in
fact they took a different path that seemed—that it was either re-
la¢d by our military or by someone else and made it work. So I
Jehcink the greatest lesson that we've learned out of the Iraqi experi-
che is perhaps a little greater humility and a greater willingness
to look at @ wider array of possibilities in some of these countries.

We knew that the Iragis were trying to build a weapon; what we
underestimated was just how far they had gone.

Senator CRANSTON. .You _spoke yqsterday of the difficulty of moni-
toring chemical and biological proliferation. What do we need to do
there to beef up our capacity? )

Mr. Gates. I think that one of the things that—there are cer-
{ain—again, this is an area where I'm certainly no expert, but I
think in the chemical arena there are certainly some kinds of pre-
cursors that can be monitored. Part of the new proliferation pro-
gram that the President put forth last November is limitations on
some fifty precursor chemicals that would be associated with chem-
jcal weapons and we're getting a number of other countries to
work with us in monitoring the supply and sale of those weapons.

I think the biological problem is the most difficult of all. I can’t
help but believe that there are some technological answers in
terms of being able to detect certain kinds of chemicals that are
the most common in chemical weapons that would help in monitor-
ing such things in various countries. We've had pretty good luck in
places like Rabta in Libya and elsewhere in identifying where
chemical weapons are being produced.

So I guess that what I would see as the strategy for dealing with
it would be a combination of policy measures, perhaps some invest-
ment in technological research for monitoring devices, and I think
it also gets back to the enhanced human intelligence collection,
which is usually how we first get some indication that these pro-
grams are underway. .

_Senator CrRANsTON. We've heard a lot about compartmentaliza-
tion within the CIA, limited loops, people excluded from informa-
tion within the Agency. Some of the people in the CIA are obvious-
ly trained in secrecy and deception and in dissembling. Senator
Rudman established this morning that you may well have been
lied to by one of your subordinates. How would you as CIA Director
guard against not being informed of actions undertaken by CIA
fm%loyees that might be improper and might be in violation of the
aw?

Mr. Gates. I think there are two ways to deal with that, Senator
Cranston. One is I think that the procedures that Director Webster

put in place that ensure the review of covert actions and that
people who, throughout the Agency from the analytical directorate,
the General Counsel’s office, the Comptroller, a variety of people
are looking at these programs, is an important way to assure com-
Pliance. I think that the statutory Inspector General offers an
?dded‘safeguard in terms of being able to investigate rumors and
Investigate information that might indicate there is some difficulty,
or some non-compliance. That is one of the reasons why I suppose
1 is a little violation of privilege, but I was a strong supporter in
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the Executive branch of signing the authorization bill with ¢,
statutory Inspector General in it. ) e

And frankly, I think that a third safeguard is the opportup;
come up here and brief the Congress on these covert actiong
have the opportunity for the kind of by-play and intensive u
tioning that goes on. And I think that all of those things acﬁngi
gether, as well as a clear understanding on the part of those Wwh
work in CIA that there is no tolerance for non-compliance with, tho
law at the top, is an important element of making sure that peOplg
follow the rules. )

I think that—I hesitate to read into people’s motives, but y
sense is that those who have acknowledged wrongdoing in th,
Agency in connection with Iran-Contra believed that they wey
doing the right thing. That they believed that this was either e
couraged, or tolerated, at the top or that in some broader s
that it was the right thing to do. And I think that the kind
standard that Director Webster set, and I will say the kind of direc.
tions that I gave as Acting Director, are an important element iy
people understanding that that kind of thing will not be tolerateq
in the Agency. :

Senator CrRaNsTON. How confident would you be as Director tha
you knew all you wanted to know and needed to know about what
people working under you were doing?

Mr. GaTEs. Again, I think you have to depend on the reliability
of the people that are selected to senior positions working for you,
There are internal safeguards and means for investigating and
looking into problems. You know, no organization can ever be
1009% confident that all the people working for it are going to obey
all the rules all the time. And it seems to me that you do every-
thing you can to ensure compliance with the rules, but you also try
to build a system whereby if there is one individual who goes
astray, you can identify it and deal with it very quickly, very early
on before it becomes a serious problem. I think that this is charac
teristic of virtually any big institution.

Senator CRANSTON. You spoke yesterday, perhaps a little plain-
tively, of how people sometimes look askance at you or other
people who work for the CIA, despite the belief of you and others
there that you are doing patriotic work. What are your feelings
about the role of CIA with its secrecy, its clandestine and covert
actions and so forth, in a democracy? Have we taken all of the pre
cautions that we need to take to protect our democracy against any
adverse consequences of the actions of this agency? Have we taken
all the precautions we should take overseas to keep our clandestint
and covert actions and so forth from tarnishing our image abroad,
and making sure that they will not set back our desires to promoté
democracy and freedom overseas? .

Mr. GATES. Senator, one of the interesting aspects of the dialogué
that CIA has with—and officers of the CIA have with—other intet
ligence services is in describing how our oversight process works,
and how we see it working to our advantage. Why it is importad
in a democracy to have an oversight process. .

With some of our colleagues from democratic countries, they

wince at the notion, but acknowledge that it is probably comib
their way.
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think one of the most interesting conversations that I had
these lines was in a series of three private meetings with
alor:iginﬁr Kyruchkov, who became the director or the Chairman of
via KGB. First meeting was here in Washington in December of
th87 and then there were two meetings in Moscow. And part of
discussion in each of those meetings was about the importance

f legislative oversight. . .

In the first meeting or two, I thought that he evinced some inter-
est in how you make an intelligence service more accepted and
more respected in its homeland. By thq time of the third meeting it
was clear that he 'had reversed course in terms of his support for—
it was clear to me that he had reversed course in terms of his sup-

1t for the reform process and was clearly headed in a different
girection. And that was the last meeting we ever had.

But in all of these dialogues, it is, I would say, just as American
democracy is held up as a model for other countries, despite its im-
perfections. I think that tbe oversight process and the role of CIA
in American democracy with the unprecedented amount of—or the
unequaled amount of—publicity about its activities is a model for
the rest of the world, again, however imperfect the process may be.
I think that the last 15 years have been a long Pilgrims Progress in
this evolution of oversight and a sense that CIA is both accountable
and adheres to the law. We probably still have further progress to

make.

But I think that in the eyes of many foreign governments, the
view is that the way that CIA relates to the Congress and relates to
the American people is something to be admired if not emulated.

Senator CRANSTON. What was your position in the CIA in Sep-
tember and October of 19807

Mr. GaTEs. I was—through the early part of October 1980, I was
Executive Assistant to Admiral Stansfield Turner, the Director.
{&]nd then I became the National Intelligence Officer for the Soviet

nion.

Senator CRANSTON. As you, know there have been allegations
that a secret meeting with Iranians to discuss hostages, when they
should be released or not be released, occurred shortly before the
1980 Presidential election. These allegations charged that George
Bush, Casey, and Donald Gregg, then a CIA employee, attended
thatt;xxegting. Would you have known if Gregg attended any such
meeting?

Mr. GatEs No, sir. ’

Senator CRANSTON. So you have no knowledge about that?

Mr. GaTes. No sir. .

Senator CransToN. Did you have any contact directly or indirect-
ly with anyone connected in any fashion with the Reagan or Bush
tampaigns in 1979 and 1980?

r. GATES. Not before the election, no sir.

Senator CRANSTON. Did they make any efforts to get in touch
with you?

Mr. GaTes. No, sir.

nator CRANSTON. I would like to ask sort of a broad general
uestion. What have you learned from this experience, the confir-
lation hearing, and the questions that come up about the Agency
ad your actions in the Agency in the past, and questions like
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those asked by Senator Metzenbaum, and Senator Bradley, iy
ticular, the exhaustive scrutiny of your past actions tha Pa.
strengthen you as Director if confirmed? will

Mr. GaTES. Senator, I believe that it has certainly brought ho
to me the importance of the lessons that I described that | }fn ¢
learned. And also the fragility of this yelationship of trust ang c:d
fidence that I talked about in my opening statement. -

1 believe—there was a considerable—I must say, I have receiveq
very differing points of view among people in the Executive branch
that I consulted on my pledge at the end of my formal statement to
resign if I felt that a relationship of trust and confidence were je,
ardized. And I decided to go ahead with it because I am Convinceg
and I think this hearing has reaffirmed to me, that there can be
differences in policy and differences in approach between the Exe,.
utive branch and the Congress, and between CIA and the Oversight
Committees, but that those differences can be accommodateq
within a relationship of trust and confidence. And I believe that
the kind of questioning that Senator Metzenbaum, Senator Bradley
and really all of the Members of the Committee up to now have
addressed to me emphasize that point to me all the more.

Senator CraNsTON. You have made plain that you believe in
giving candid and truthful answers to Congressional questioners at
hearings. Does that include, when it is obvious that the Members
or a Member is seeking certain information, if they don’t ask the
right question, do you remain silent appropriately, or do you volun-
teer information that meets the legitimate obvious needs of the
questioners?

Mr. Gates. No sir, I think that as I indicated in my opening
statement, I think it is important for the intelligence representa
tives to be forthcoming as well as truthful.

In some respects, sometimes I have shared the experience of
these Committees in feeling like I had to ask the right questions
when I was at the Agency or I wouldn’t get the right answer. Sol
have a certain amount of sympathy with that.

But I think that it’s clear that people have to be completely
forthcoming with the Committees because if you are not willing to
go beyond just the question that is asked, then you are going to get
the kind of crises that took place I think back in the first half of
the 1980’s where tremendous misunderstandings occur and there
really is no confidence.

Senator CRANSTON. If you were sitting up here and not down
there, are there any questions that you would ask that we have not
asked? [General laughter.]

Mr. GaTes. I would have to give that a fair amount of thought
I’ve been asked a lot.

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I still have some more questions but I know my
time is up.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Cranston. |

We will begin a series of three votes on the Floor at approxt
mately 2:35, unfortunately. The Chair is going to try to pres
ahead. It may be that we will have to go as late as a little past
5:00. I certainly want to make it possible for people who n
leave to do so. We certainly won’t go past 5:30, in any event.
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Senator Gorton, would it be i
r e possible fi
e Gomton. 1 will certanly g e et 8 Tt
goas far as L cant ainly go along with that. I'll start and
Chairman BOREN. ’ . an
4ill have to have :bovl‘:thz tdon t we and then we will
the Floor tﬁ’[ vote on these tﬁsgg‘;):éﬁ“t‘t%recess while ?ﬁngflfg‘:k v:e
Senator MURKOWSKI Mr. Chai o back votes go to
* that Exhibit JMP-28' airman, I would ask unani
gat hat Bxhiit JME 38 be placed the record which 1 om0t
the subject of a question— e memorandum covering tchat (Ilt? not
. éﬁe o . Yes, and I believe it is his intention to h
airman BOREN. Wi . 0 have
N. Without objection it will be placed i
ed in the

record.
[The document referred to follows:]
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THEC WHITE MOUSC

WASHINGTON

i i i January 17, 1986

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTERW

SUBJECT: Covert Action Pinding Regarding lran

Prime Minister Peres of Israel secretly dispatched his speci,]
advisor on terrorism with instructions to propose & plan by whicy
Israel, with limited assistance from the U.S., can create
conditions to help bring about a more moderate government in
Iran. The lsraslis are very concerned that Iran's dctc:toutan
position in the war with Iraq, the potential for further
radicalization in Iran, and the possibility of enhanced Soviet
influence in the Gulf all pose significant threats to the
zecurity of Israel. They believe it is essential that they act
to at least preserve a balance of power in the region.

The Israeli plan is premised on the assumption that moderate
elements in Iran can come to power if theses factions demonstrate
their credibility in defending Iran against Iraq and in deterring
Soviet intervention. To achieve the strategic goal of a more
moderate Iranian government, the Israelis are prepared to
unilaterally commence selling military materiel to
wWestern-oriented lranian factions. It is their belief that by 10
doing they can achieve a heretofore unobtainable penetration of
the Iranian governing hierarchy. The Israelis are convinced that
the Iranians are so desperate for military materiel, expertise
and intelligence that the provision of these resources will
result in favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes
within the Iranian government. Further, once the exchange
relationship has commenced, a dependency would be established on
those who are providing the requisite resources, thus alloving
the providezr(s) to coercively influence near-term events. Such
an outcome is consistent with our policy objectives and would
present significant advantages for U.S. national interests. As
described by the Prime Minister's emissary, the only requirement
the Israelis have is an assurance that they will be alloved to
purchase U.S. replenishments for the stocks that they sell to
Iran. We have researched the legal problems of Israsl's selling
U.S. manufactured arms to Iran. Jecause of the requirement in
U.S. law for recipients of U.S. arms to notify the U.S.
government of transfers to third countries, 1 do not recommend
that you agrse with the specific details of the Iscraeli plan.
However, there is another possibility. Some time ago Attorney }i

b serne RECFVED —\
Declassify ons W}?' . \
. o l(l? NOV 29 1338
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| ¥illiam French Smith determined that under an appropria
::i:q you could authorize the CIA to sell arms to' couggtis:““
findide of the provisions of the lavs and reporting requirements
o toreign military sales. The objectives of the Israeli plan
could be met if the CIA, using an authorized agent as necessary,
archased arms from the Department of Defense under the Economy
[ii‘and then transferred them to Iran directly after receiving
‘”,apgigu payment from Iran.

the Covert Action Finding attached at Tab A provides the latitude
for the transactions indicated above to proceed. The Iranians
nve indicated an immediate requirement for 4,000 basic TOW
.veapons for use in the launchers they already hold.

me Israeli's are also sensitive to a strong U.S. desire to free
our Beirut hostages and have insisted that the Iranians

denonstrate both influence and good intent by an early release of
the five Americans. Both sides have agreed that the hoatages

vill be immediately released upon commencement of this action.
prize Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note that they -
vell understand our position on not making concessions to
werzorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist groups,
zovements, and organizations are significantly easier to

influence through governments than they are by direct approach.
In that we have been unable to exercise any suasion over

fizballah during the course of nearly two years of kidnappings,
this approach through the government of Iran may well be our only
wiy to achieve the release of the Americans held in Beirut. It
sust again be noted that since this dialoque with the Iraniana
began in September, Reverend Weir has been released and there

have been no Shia terrorist attacks against American or Israeli
persons, property, or interests.

Therefore it is proposed that Israel make the necessary
irrangements for tha sale of 4000 TOW weapons to Iran.

Sufficient funds to cover the sale would be transferred to an
15ent of the CIA. The CIA would then purchase the weapons from
the Department of Defense and deliver the weapons to Iran through
the agent. If all of the hostages are not released after the
tirst shipment of 1000 weapons, further transfers would cease.

0n the other hand, since hostage release is in some respects a
byproduct of & larger effort to develop ties to poteatially

®derate forces in Iran, you may vwish to redirect such transfers
t0 other groups within the government &t a later time.

Bt "

TOP SECRET
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The .Israelis have asked for our urgent response to thig pro
so that they can plan accordingly. They note that condiuoﬁom
inside both Iran and Lebancn are highly volatile. The XltlQ:‘
are cognizant that this entire’operation will be terminated ~;'
the Iranians abandon their goal of moderating their qovc:m;g
allow further acts of terrorism. You have discussed the gene ?'
cutlines of the Israeli plan with Secretaries Shultz and .
Neinberger, Attorney General Meese and Directer Casey. The
Secretaries do not recommend you proceed with this plan.
Attorney General Meese and Director Casey believe the short-¢y
and long-term cbjectives of the plan warrant the policy risks -
involved and recommend you approve the attached Finding. Becays
of the extreme sensitivity of this project, it is recommended y
that you sxercise your statutory prerogative to withhold
notification of ths Finding to the Congressional oversight
committees until such time that you deem it to be appropriate.

Recosmendation
Ok MO
ZK’~ __ That you sign the attached unainq.
Prepared by:
Oliver L. North

-

Attachment .
Tab A - Covert Action Finding J400 /7}4
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PR .4 rinding Pursuant to Section ¢61 ¢ 7 e
g . - The Foreign Asslstance Ace of 136 -

‘(* 1y ake s AsAsended Concerning rationg
i‘ \PIVA ndertaken t entral Intelliqence

r Yore vries, Othe a

atended §oie or the rpose

ef Int nce Gollection

1 nonb{und thet the following operatics in & foreiqn
countsy (40 uding a1l suppozt noeuu&co such operation) ig -
portant to the naticnal security of the United States, and due
o its extrese seasitivity and security risks, I deteraine it 19
egsential to 1imit prior notice. and .direct the Dirzector of
central Inselligence to refrain from reporting this Pinding to
the Congrees as provided in-Section 301 of the Mational Sacurity
Act of 1947, as amended, until I otherwvise direct.

scon DESCRIPTION :
-8 Assist selected friendly foreign lislson services,

cehird countries and third parties which have
established relationships with tranian elements,
groups, and individuals sympathetic to U.8. Governaent
incerests and which do not conduct OF euppArt rerrqgise
actions directed against U.S. persons, propesty or
interests, for the purpase ofs (1) estadlishing a more
moderate government in Ican, (2) obtaining from thea
significant intelligence not otherwise obtainadle, to
determine the current Ilranian Governaent's intentions
with respect to its neighbors and vith respect to
terrorist acts, and (J) fucthering the release of the
American hostages held ia Beirut and preveating
additional terrorist acts by these groups. Provide
funds, iatelligence, counter-intelligence, training,
quidence and communications and other necessary
agsistance to these elemsnts, Groups, individuals,
1iaisos services and third countgies in support of
cheae activities. . .

The USG will act te facilitate efforts by thizd parcties
and third countries to establish contact with soderate
elements vithin and cutside the Government of lran by
providiag these elemants with srms, equipment and
related materiel in order to enhance the credibility of
chase elements ia their effort to achieve & more
pre=0.$. governaent ia Iran by demonstrating thelir
ability to obtain requisita resources to defend their
country egaiast lraq and incterventicn by the soviet
Unioa. This support will be discontinued if the 0.8,
Government learns that these clements have abandoned
their qoals of -odoueul their government and
appropriated the sateriel tor purposes other than that
provided by 3hls Pinding.

OGCR T8 0801-96

The White Nouse 7 ‘
Mashington, D.C. M > \""K‘ Copy 1

53-019 0 - 92 - 20
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Chairman BorgN. Senator Gorton?

Senator GorroN. Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons that [ ,
happy to start now is that I want to say that in this relatiye]
lengthy hearing so far, I've been most fascinated and most enlight.
ened by the really fine questions which Senator Cranston hag Just
asked. It seems to me that so many of them have gone to lessong__
have gone to where we stand now in this country with the CIA
to the future, that I can do no better than express the frustration
that I've wanted to ask many of those questions myself and wyj)
follow up on some of them. But I think the Senator from Californj,
has really helped enlighten those of us who were here to hear them
on some of the views and the ways in which he has arrived at thog,
views of Mr. Gates. .

Senator CrRanstoN. Thank you, Senator, very much.

Senator GorToN. And I do intend to follow up on some of thoge
questions. I guess the only other premise from which I would like
to start, Mr. Gates, is that unlike some of the earlier questioners i
this round, I believe that I have occasionally made the mistake
myself and come up with wrong answers or answers which proveq
to be wrong in the light of history. And I may, even on occasion,
have ducked fully an unpleasant task.

You have admitted to having that kind of experience in your life
on a couple of occasions, and 1 think that that puts you into that
huge mass of humanity most of whom hope that they have learned
from their experiences. From what I have heard so far in the last
two days, it seems to me that you have. And since I intend to vote
for your confirmation, and since I believe that you will be con-
firmed, I think that the direction that Senator Cranston went is
where I'd like to. I'd like to try to learn more about what you will
be like in the office of Director of Central Intelligence.

I have one specific follow-up with respect to a series of Senator
Cranston’s questions. He asked-you about how you would try to
assure that you were not misled by some of your subordinates in
some future crisis. And I wonder whether or not there isn’t a fairly
significant addition to both his question and to your answer to it.

It is not the case that our examination of this whole Iran-Contra
affair, was it not unique, at least not the common course of action,
did you not have there a situation which you fervently hoped will
never occur on your watch as Director in which it was clear that
the position and the policies adopted by Congress were felt by the
Administration, right up to and including the President, to be pro-
foundly wrong and profoundly not in the interests of the United
States. So that you had many men and women, I suppose, in the
Administration and elsewhere who felt pulled in two different di-
rections, and were faced with very agonizing choices as to where
loyalties lay.

Is that not a situation which is relatively rare and is that not a
situation which would have to cause anyone who was DCI to be es-
pecially and particularly careful about whether or not he or she 18
hearing everything? I take it you wouldn’t expect in the normal
course of events, when the country was fairly united on a policy
and a direction to have people customarily lying to you in your
shop. Aren’t there some signals with respect to particular policies
which would lead to great caution?
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Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir, Senator Gorton, I think that is absolutely
tr‘feéhink that this is the only instance in my government career

hen I felt that people perhaps hadn’t played straight with me. I
;Jlean everybody 1n government is accustomed to shadings and poli-
tics and pureaucratic gamesmanship and that sort of thing.

But what appeared to be dishonesty was something that I had
not encountered. I think it really did owe a lot to the deep divisions
in the government and in the country over Central America, and a
feeling on the part of some officers as I indicated earlier that they
were sort of reipondling to a higher calling, if you will, when they

:1 not follow the rules.

dx(% have—if VX} llllad not haddabsigniﬁcantt) success in getting Soviet

oops out of Afghanistan and ringing about a negotiated solution,
grr axt)sleast a hoped for negotiated solution in Angola, I would be
profoundly skeptical about the value of covert paramilitary action.

[ am not aware of a single one since the founding of CIA that ever
remained a secret. And they have repeatedly embroiled the Agency
and the government in controversy and difficulty.

Now ther((ai n’ll?}? be exc;pgions,h am'ir 1'Il’ve just l;:it;ed a ﬁouple, where
they worked. They worked right. ey worked without anybody
beir):g concerned about—not concerned, but where there was no in-
dicatiogd of arclly wrong doing on anybody’s part. The program is well
managed, and so on. X

But I think that when you get into a situation like you had in
Central America, where the government, and particularly the Ex-
ecutive and the Congress and the Congress itself, is deeply divided,
first of all, it nearly guarantees that there will be leaks. And
second, it places 1}:1he Agencyl énba terriblﬁ position. And as Direct;)r,
it seems to me that it would be incumbent upon me to argue for
the benefit of the government as a whole that unless there were
fairly broad support for one of these programs, that it would be
unlwgnse to use that kind of—that instrument of American foreign
policy.

Senator GorToN. You may have answered this question already,
glé:eas }{:Su tlﬁok bgck at the e?ﬁire .twet:;g:;ly-ﬁ\;e years (i:fn youlr garegr

e, ere been any other instance to your knowledge 1n
which that kind of deep division has taken place and in which that
kind of temptation to go beyond the law has existed to any degree
or go the same degree that it did in connection with Central Amer-
ica?

Mr. Gates. The only one that I can think of, Senator, was at the
very beginning of my career, and that was Vietnam. I don’t know
gllat alil.ylz{;dyfgent (li)eyond the law then, but there certainly were

ose kinds of deep divisions.

_Se_nator GorTon. Now I'd like to go back to another line of ques-
tioning in which Senator Cranston engaged that looks toward the
future and how you will deal substantively with future challenges.

And to the extent that you can answer this question without
dealing with anything other than general opinion or anything
which is classified, would you describe the difference, and whether
‘s);rgoit‘aggsu t}ﬁ}n}i: it will bﬁtnéorihor .legs:ll(_lifﬁcult, to get the (Iilecez;

. which are sought by the intelligence agency in order
provide a factual background for the policymakers in the Soviet
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Union, in the immediate future, the next three or four yeayg :
comparison with, say, the time since Gorbachev became Presid’en:
or First Secretary and even the time before that. Is the fact thgt
there is more openness and for that matter, a much weaker centry]
government, does that give you such a broader opportunity to find
out not only the mood of the people but the actual economic cir-
cumstances, the defense circumstances in what remains of the
Soviet Union? Or is that so over-matched by the chaos and the lack
of leadership, that you are even less certain when you make analy.
ses of potential future changes in that country?

Mr. Gares. I think the right answer, Senator, is that it reglly
works both ways. In some areas, because of the change in the
nature of the government, I think that the people will be mqre
straightforward in dealing with the United States government, |
think there is a different attitude toward this government on the
part of the democratic leaders who have assumed positions of re.
sponsibility in the republics.

I also think the greater openness will provide us some of the op-
portunities that the Soviets have had in this society for so long.

At the same time, as you suggest, the fact that we now have to
think about fifteen capitals rather than one in the former Soviet
Union clearly is a complicating factor.

I think that the biggest complication though is the following. |
have a good friend who describes the information that policymak-
ers want to know as falling into two categories. Secrets and myster-
ies.

Secrets are things that are ultimately knowable, stealable. You
can find them out. They exist. You can target them. You can go
after them.

Mysteries are those things where nobody knows what the answer
is. And frankly, I think over the last number of weeks and in some
respects the last couple of years, the number of mysteries that we
are trying to cope with and trying to understand in the world is
increasing geometrically.

Senator GorToN. Fewer secrets and more mysteries?

Mr. Gartes. Exactly.

Senator GorroN. In that connection, and you did at least in part
answer this question to Senator Cranston, do you believe that the
dangers of some kind of nuclear accident, given the huge number
of warheads in what remains of the Soviet Union or what was the
Soviet Union, has increased in any measure comparable to the ob-
vious decrease or almost total loss of a thorough, thought out
Soviet government policy decision to use nuclear weapons? )

In other words, is the possibility of some kind of nuclear acck-
dent—secrets have gone down and mysteries have gone up. What
about the balance there? Through all the years of the Cold War,
our concern was that someone might rationally take the decision In
the Soviet Union to begin a nuclear exchange. Now that’s almost
disappeared. But how much has the chance of an accident 1
creased?

Mr. Gares. I think that, without being an expert on it by any
means, my judgment, Senator, would be that the chances of an ac
cident or the theft of a weapon actually has decreased. Because
over the past couple of years, the Soviets have taken—the Soviet
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military have taken—some important steps to consolidate the stor-
of their nuclear weapons, to take them out of areas that are—
where there is a lot of conflict, where there is a particular danger
f some particular group or another trying to steal one of the weap-
ons They have enhanced the security forces around most of their
(f)ac{lities as far as we can tell.
So I would make the overall judgment—I may be wrong, but it is
. .dement—that if anything the weapons are probably some-
what more secure today than they were perhaps two or three years
2g0, just because of a }}elghbengd sensitivity to their vulnerability.
genator GORTON. This morning, there was at least an implied
criticism for a shift in priorities on the part of the CIA in late 1988.
You now must be in the process of going through a determination
as to how to shift that prionty.

Could you outline for me whether or not you think the need for
intelligence, both as to intentions of present governments and the
stability of those present governments has increased or decreased
in other important parts of the world. I guess I sort of ask you to
start with the People’s Republic of China and perhaps some of the
other East Asia nations which have not shared in the reforming
tervor of the Soviet Union. And then maybe speak to the same sub-
ject with respect to the Middle East, to Iraq particularly, but to
any other government there to which you think the question might
apply.

pII\)/Ir. GaTes. I certainly would agree with the premise of the ques-
tion in terms of the importance of additional information and anal-
ysis on the remaining closed societies in the world. The number is
dwégdling. And I think that they probably feel increasingly threat-
ened.

And the question is whether they will respond to this heightened
sense of vulnerability by change and reform or by resistance and
taking actions that are contrary to our interests and our perception
of their interests.

In those conditions, clearly understanding better of what’s going
on inside China and particularly in the leadership, in Vietnam, in
North Korea—North Korea is a particularly troublesome example
where you have a totally closed society, one that has some disturb-
ing developments in its own nuclear program. So that I think these
are all areas that we have to pay a lot of attention to.

Clearly, Iraq is—continues to be a very serious problem. There is
no—we find ourselves—or 1 find myself looking on amazed that
Saddam Hussein does not seem to have learned anything as a
result of the war. And he continues to cheat, he continues to try to
obstruct the U.N. Inspectors. When his hand is called, he concedes
just enough to get himself out of a corner and then turns right
around and cheats again. His actions toward his own people
haven’t changed.

So as long as he is there, that is clearly going to be an important
target for American intelligence in terms of trying to find out what
Is going on. . . .

Chairman BogeN. I think we are going to have to stand in recess
for about fifteen minutes or a little longer. Now, Senator Gorton,
do you have additional questions?

Senator Gorron. I think I may.
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Chairman BoreN. We will return after these three votes ¢ a
proximately 3:00 o’clock. We will continue with Senator Gom)p
and then Senator DeConcini will be the next questioner. n

[A recess was taken from 2:45 o’clock p.m. until 3:26 o’clock p.m)

Chairman BorenN. We will come back to order. I remind the
nominee he remains under oath.

Does the nominee recall that?

Mr. GaATEs. Yes sir.

Chairman BoreN. While I am waiting for my colleagues ¢,
arrive, there are 2 or 3 questions for the record that I would like t,
address to you that relate to the Iran-Contra matter from the pojnt
of view of my responsibilities institutionally to the Committee, |
was not able to complete in my opening round so let me, as we are
waiting for other Members to appear, ask those questions.

The statement of the government in the Fiers plea bargaip
agreement states, in essence, that on October 9th, 1986, Claj
‘George ordered Alan Fiers to limit his testimony to the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee in order to, quote, “Not turn the spot.
light on activities of the NSC Staff.” At 6:30 p.m. on that afternoon
of October 9th, the day before the testimony is to be given, Director
Casey’s schedule shows that he met with you, Clair George, Alan
Fiers, and your Congressional Affairs Officer, David Gries, to dis-
cuss the testimony the following day. Do you recall that meeting?

Mr. GartEs. No sir, I do not.

Chairman BoreN. Do you recall whether there was any direction
at all, either at that meeting or at any other time, by Mr. Casey or
any suggestion by Clair George that the testimony should be limit
ed in order to not turn the spotlight on the ' Administration?

Mr. Gartes. I have no recollection of any such thing, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman BoreN. As far as you can remember that phrase was
not used in your presence in regard to the Fiers testimony?

Mr. GaTtses. No sir, and 1 believe that if it had been, I would re-
member.

Chairman BoreN. Fiers’ plea bargain agreement also says that
before this meeting, he’d called Colonel North and asked him if the
Hasenfus plane was one of his. North confirmed that it was. And
at this meeting on October 9th, with George, Fiers or at any other

time, did Mr. Fiers or Mr. George tell you that the Hasenfus plane
was one of Ollie’s?

Mr. GaTss. No sir.

Chairman BoreN. Did you discuss this at this meeting or any
other meeting that you can recall with Mr. Fiers, what he thought
North had been doing? .

Mr. Gartes. No sir, I don’t have any such recollection.

Chairman BoreN. Why wouldn’t you have discussed with Mr.
Fiers whether or not he had any suspicions about what Colonel
North was doing? .

Mr. GATEs. Again, Mr. Chairman, my.attention was focused to
the degree that I'd had contacts with Mr. Fiers on the future pro-
gram, and I was simply focused again, the questions had been
raised in the press and by the Congress on the 9th had to do with
Hasenfus’ claim that he had thought he had been working for someé
CIA people. And so my focus was wholly on ensuring that CIA had
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¢ been involved in any way with that operation. As I was really
?:C more on the question that was being posed at that point by
the press gnclllthedCongress in response to specifically what Mr. Ha-

had alleged.
ser(l;%l:irman BoreN. Let me agk you again. Do you remember Mr.
Fiers or Mr. George ever coming to you and telling you that they
suspected that this plane was one of Ollie North’s planes?

Mr. GATES. I have no such recollection, Mr. Chairman.

airman BOREN. The other question is this. The Committee in-
terrogatofies asked about a memorandum for the record relating to
a meeting with Admlral Pgmdexter that you wrote on July 11,
1986. The memo said you raised the subéect of a CIA officer named
Vince Cannistraro remaining at the NSC staff as Poindexter had
requested. )

Mr. GaTES. Yes sir.

Chairman BoreN. Now your memo stated, and let me quote from
it, “1 also repeated our concern that should 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.”

Do you remember that?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir.

Chairman BoreN. The Committee asked you what you under-
stood North’s role to be vis-a-vis the private benefactors and your
response states on page 34, and I quote your response, “My under-
standing was that Lieutenant Colonel North spent some of his time
and effort encouraging private citizens to donate money to the Con-
tras, and I assumed that he had a role in putting those two groups
together with one another.”

Was that the extent of your understanding of North’s relation-
ship with the private Contra resupply operation?

Mr. Gates. Yes sir.

Chairman BogrgN. In your deposition for the Iran-Contra Com-
mittees you replied to a similar question. You testified as follows
regarding Colonel North, and I quote your testimony, “Most of
what I knew, I knew from allegations in the newspapers. My un-
derstanding of what he was doing at the time was that he was basi-
cally holding the hand of resistance leaders, offering them political
advice, and staying in touch with them. That he was encouraging,
with presumably others in the White House, encouraging private
Americans to donate money to the Contras. And I presume that he
had a role in putting these two groups in touch with one another.”

You were asked specifically about your knowledge as of the time
gf the October 1986 hearings of the Hasenfus flight. Question:
Were you aware of any connection between North and the private
benefactors as of October 1986, other than North’s general involve-
ment with fund raising?”’ I quote your answer, “Mr. Gates: ‘In an
advisory capacity no, certainly not in an operational sense.’ ”

You have also testified in your answers to us, perhaps it was in
your written interrogatories, that you asked Colonel North at one
point at the lunch in the Director’s office on October 9th, whether
or not there was any CIA involvement in the private resupply oper-
ation. Do you remember my asking you that question?

Mr. GaTes. Yes sir.
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Chairman Boren. Well my question to you is this. If, as yoy ha
indicated to us, you had no belief that Colonel North was actiy, b
an operational capacity, or operationally directing the operatiolxil
but rather merely in an advisory, fund raising, hand-holding put,
ting-people-together capacity, would then you have asked Célonel
North whether there was any CIA involvement in an operation?

Mr. GaTes. I had already asked our operations officers, I think
Mr. George, whether CIA had had any connection and I haq
ceived a negative answer.

I was trying to cross every ‘t’ and dot every ‘i’ and I knew thyt
Mr.—Colonel North was in touch with the private benefactors and
I was just pursuing a long shot that perhaps one of these people
had said something about a proprietary or something like that that
might give some indication or that he might have heard aboyt
There was nothing more to it than that. ‘

Chairman BorgN. It did not reflect a suspicion on your part that
he was more deeply involved in operations and, therefore, he coulq
give you an educated answer to your question?

Mr. GaTes. No sir. Mr. Chairman, in some respects my views of
that were shaped by having served on the National Security Coun-
cil myself under three different Presidents by that time. I worked
on the NSC under who I would regard as the three most powerfuy]
National Security Advisors in post-war history—Kissinger, Brze-
zinski, and Scowcroft—the idea that a junior NSC staffer would be
involved in the kind of thing that later was revealed, frankly,
was—totally amazed me.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much.

I see Senator Gorton has returned. In your absence I had two or
three more questions for the record to close out the items I had
raised in my preliminary questions on behalf of the Committee.

Let us return now, Senator Gorton, to the completion of your
questioning.

Senator GorToN. Unfortunately, my last question was a rather
long and involved one and as I remember, Mr. Gates got through
his assessment, brief assessment, of China, North Korea and the
like, and he may have said something about Iraq as well.

Did you finish and say everything that you wanted to in response
to my question about what you thought the dynamics in both the
East Asia and Southeast Asia were?

Mr. Gartss. Yes sir, 1 think so.

Senator GorToN. Okay. My next question then would relate to
your present assessment of the danger of terrorism.

Obviously, while Americans and others were deeply concerned
about wide-spread terrorism during the war with Iraq, it did not
take place. It seems to have lessened throughout the world fairly
steadily during the course of the last decade. .

With these profound and tremendous changes of the world, will
you find it necessary to keep an equal attention paid to potential
terrorism or do you think that something profoundly has changed
which undercuts the base for that kind of activity?

Mr. GaTes. Two points in response, Senator. First, I think that
the relative absence of terrorism in the period before, during and
after the war with Iraq is one of the great success stories of CIA.
The agency had a remarkable amount of information on people
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#ho they thought—Iraqgis abroad that they thought had terrorist

nnections or that might be involved in helping facilitate terrorist
¢ rations. This information served as the basis for a number of
gggrtures to foreign governments. Many people were expelled from
the countries 1n which thqy were resxdept at the time due to the
information that CIA provided. And I think that this is a real suc-
cess for them in terms of the war.

So I think that the objective information was that actually there
was a fair amount of terrorist activity during that time and the
Agency was unusually effective in being able to thwart it or pre-

t it.
ve%he second consideration is that I think we came to a greater ap-
preciation of the degree to which these terrorist organizations are
subject at least to the influence of some of the governments in the
Middle East. And the fact that those governments were sympathet-
ic to our objectives in the war, 1 think led to them taking a role in
helping to inhibit some of those terrorist activities.

So I think we have to face reality in terms of the poternitial influ-
ence of some of those governments in terms of our policy as well.

Senator GORTON. And one other question, as part of the world
with which both our government and many Americans have con-
cern, Southeast Europe, the Balkans. Are you relatively satisfied
with the degree of our ability to obtain intelligence, specifically in
Yugoslavia. Were you able to foresee in any respect the terrible
events which are going on there now? And are you relatively con-
tent with the amount of attention we pay to others of those newly
liberated from communism nations? And are you concerned about
any of them turning into a Yugoslavia?

Mr. GATES. Senator, I think Yugoslavia is another success story
for the Intelligence Community. They published an estimate two or
three years ago forecasting precisely the kind of developments in
Yugosiavia that have in fact taken place. It was an estimate that I
think was, at least in general terms, absolutely on the mark.

When it comes to Yugoslavia and that area, I must say that I am
almost more tempted to turn to my history books than to my brief-
ing books, because the events and the fragmentation and the ethnic
conflicts—what we are seeing in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia
and some of these other places is in effect a resumption of history.
A history that was interrupted in 1914 and then by the revolution
in Russia in 1917 and frozen in place by Communism in the post-
war period. And so all of these old antagonisms are coming to the
fore again.

I don’t think anybody can be optimistic about the future for
Yugoslavia right now. And there clearly are separatist feelings in a
lot of different countries. The Macedonians just had a referendum,
I think a week ago, saying that they wanted to be independent.
Well, that affects Greece, Bulgaria, and all these old conflicts
coming back to the present.

I think the Community has done a pretty good job of focusing on
those conflicts and in terms of being prepared to deal with the ten-
sions and the stresses that are coming about. I wish that our policy
options in terms of how to try and help cope with these problems

were as good and as valid as the intelligence we have been getting
on them.
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They are very tough situations. )

Senator GorTON. Mr. Gates, and Mr. Chairman, I think mayhe |
will stop while I am ahead and while at least with me yoy are
ahead, Mr. Gates. In all of my talks during the course of the last 9
or 3 weeks I have been calling communism collectiYe cryogenics._
you come out of it in exactly the form you went in, and we gy,
seeing history repeated.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Gorton. We
will turn now to Senator DeConcini for his rounds of questiong,

Senator DECoNcINI. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Gates thank you for yoy,
time and thoughtfulness. I have been listening to some of the qQues-
tioning here that you have given to Committee Members. Indeed it
is helpful to have you expound on your reasoning even if we
happen to disagree with it. It helps me to understand how some f
these things occurred. One of the things that occurred and one of
the things that I am very concerned about and maybe you can sheg
some light on it, and maybe it is a practical .part of being a Deputy
Director or the head of intelligence; the issue that is constantly
being raised is the politicizing, or as has been said so many times,
cooking the intelligence or massaging it to come out in the manner
that somebody else wants—usually a superior or somebody at the
White House. As I said in my opening statement, this country has
spent hundreds of billions of dollars to develop what I believe is the
most sophisticated intelligence gathering operation in the world
and yet there seems to be this politicization problem, maybe you
can shed some light on it. ’

President Bush wrote in his autobiography, and I quote from my
opening statement, “The CIA director should go out of his way to
avoid even the appearance of getting involved in any policy
making. The Agency’s sole duty outlined its 1947 chapter 1s to fur-
nish intelligence data to the President and other policymakers."
You have written on this issue yourself in a Foreign Affairs mags-
zine called The CIA and American Foreign Policy, 1987-88. You
wrote, and I quote, “There is no charge to which those in the CIA
are more sensitive than that of cooking intelligence or slanting its
reports to support policy. Therefore it is important to understand
the distinctions between personal and institutional views. National
Intelligence Estimates are reviewed and coordinated by a dozen
agencies. CIA assessments are widely reviewed inside the agencies
but almost never, ever seen by the Director before being published
and circulated.”

My first question deals with a 1984 incident where a National In-
telligence Estimate on Mexico was put together for the Agency by
John Horton. He has been contacted by our staff. Mr. Horton pays
you high compliments, I might say, in your total observance of the
position. Mr. Horton was in charge of drafting an intelligence eval-
uation among the United States Intelligence Community on
Mexico. At the time of this incident, you were serving at the
Agency as the Deputy Director of Intelligence and the Chairman of
the National Intelligence Council. Is that correct?

Mr. Gartegs. Yes, sir.

Senator DECoNcINI. I just want to be sure that I am talking to
the right person here.
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Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

genator DECONCINI. At then Director Casey’s request, Horton as-
signed an analyst to prepare that NIE‘on Mexico. The draft on
Mexico included the statement, quote, ‘One in five chance that
during the next few years internal and external pressures would

cult in a political destabilization of Mexico”. Horton disagreed
ith the estimate because it could not be substantiated by intelli-
gence, SO he tells us, while Director Casey was supportive and he
pushed for these findings in the final draft. It has been conveyed to
us that Horton took his complaints to you on 2 different occasions
in regard to the draft estimate, but to no avail. The NIE on Mexico
was printed and included the 1-in-5 predictions which Horton dis-

ed with, alfl di(%_I tl;;: State IDepzz.lrtment, DIA, Army, Air Force,

d Marines. Mr. Horton, as I said, expressed a lot of respect for
;ﬁu, and wasn’t necessarily fingering you out. He related topus how
this rep011‘1t <l:ame Iout alig }llo]:v his i(ﬁlcerns were bignored.

Nevertheless, I would like to know more a out your personal
opinion and your personal involvement with this activity. If I can
rofer to the draft Mexico Intelligence Estimate and what steps that
you took regarding @his, and did John I_-Iorton come to you and dis-
cuss his co;lﬁsrns with the draft Intelligence Estimate on Mexico?
Do you recall:

Mr. GatEs. Yes sir. The origin of that estimate was the travel of
a lgng—time CIA analyst and specialist on Latin America to Mexico.
’11_‘h]s analyst had worked for the Agency for some 20 years'I be-
ieve.

He visited places in Mexico where our embassy usually didn’t cir-
ciﬂat% very. oftalll. He gott to %e subélr}lis of Mexg:o 1(zlty, §1e trat\éeled
elsewhere in the country-side, and he came back and wrote an
essay that was as you suggest, very pessimistic about the prospects
for Mexico. He was very pessimistic about whether the PRI, the
hMezlxlcarcl1 Revolutionary Party, had the old strengths that it had

ad, and so on.

He and the NIO disagreed on the seriousness of the problem.
Again this is a very senior analyst that we are talking about. He
was, | think at that time, perhaps even chairman of the analytic
lg.roup, tge smgilll group of analysts that work for the National Intel-
igence Council.

My understanding, or my recollection of it is that that estimate
ggnt @Illrgug(;x 4hdraf§s befcl)lred iltVI eveCr left ti\l'ie IEI:ational Intelligence

uncil. And when it reached Mr. Casey, Mr. Casey’s primary con-
flill;l—lilet kl}ew the talf}alyﬁt from %or}xlle work he haéi (}?ne on Castr(zi

ad a lot of respect for him—and he was worried that a new an
disturbing analysis was being ground down into oatmeal by a con-
ventional wisdom. And that the challenge to the conventional
g?it}llon(li wfz}ts slowly being erased in the process of the coordination
e draft.

In the event that draft ultimately went through, or that piece of
Paper, went through 9 different drafts. A new key judgments was
drafted at one point. The analyst and the NIO, there was a great
gtiaal of antagonism there. I think it is fair to say that Mr. Casey
td not treat the NIO with kid gloves. It was a fairly rough and
umble process. But the ultimate product was an estimate where
although the agencies that you have mentioned took a footnote dis-
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agreeing with the primary conclusion, I think that there were fiv
or six agencies that concurred in the estimate. €

Senator DeConcint. Could be.

Mr. Gates. And because of the stories in the newspapers ahgy;
this, the House Intelligence Committee examined this issue in late
1984 or early 1985. And they issued a report in which in essence
they concluded that there had been no slanting of intelligence apg
in fact applauded the fact that on the first page of the estimats
the disagreement within the Community and presentation of alte,.
native views had taken place.

Senator DeConcini. Well did Horton bring to you his concerns 5
couple of times or more?

Mr. GATEs. I am sure that he probably did.

Senator DEConciINI. And did you give them your professiong]
consideration or did you pretty much dismiss them?

Mr. GaTes. I think that there is one account that—in an inter.
view that he made, or that—in something I've read, where I really
don’t remember, but there is one account that says that I offered 3
compromise to him, that I tried to broker a compromise between
him and the analyst and others involved in the process and that
didn’t work either and we ended up with the product that we had,

Senator DeECoNcINL. Is that correct? That you did try to get a
compromise?

Mr. GaTes. My recollection is that there is something like that,
yes sir.

Senator DEConciNI. Well, as Deputy Director, were you the pri-
mary person responsible for ensuring that the intelligence esti-
mates were what they finally came out at?

Mr. Gartes. It was my responsibility, yes sir, to ensure that the
alternative views were taken into account.

Senator DeConciNI. Did you raise the concerns of Horton’s and
others with Casey when you delivered this to him?

Mr. GaTEs. Oh, yes sir. It was a major battle in the Agency.

Senator DECoNcCINI. And what was Mr. Casey’s position, just out
of curiosity? Was he bent on one direction or another?

Mr. Gates. He had been reading in the open literature some
books or something about Mexico and he too had become very pes-
simistic about the prospects. And I think it was in that vein that
when he received the analyst’s essay that he was struck by it and
sympathetic to it.

But my primary recollection is that his concern was that the con-
ventional wisdom that everything was going to be all right, every-
body relax, not be washed out of the estimate. That was the pri-
mary concern that I recall him having.

Senator DECoONCINI. Are you satisfied you did everything, Mr.
Gates, to be sure that this final draft and estimate was not slan
in a way that Mr. Casey or somebody else wanted it? )

Mr. Gates. I am comfortable that the draft—that the estimate
that was published—represented fairly the views of those involv
in the process. I probably could have done more to make the pro¢
ess a little smoother and a little less abrasive. .

Senator DECoNINI. I looked at one of these reports in_the last
couple of days and it deals with another area I want to talk about,
in the area of Mexico, and that’s the increased participation of the
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uS. Intelligence Community in the war on drugs. You mentioned
that in your opening statement to some extent.

There are a number of law enforcement people that raise the

uestion about the CIA’s mission here, whether or not they can
(rleally be constructive or not. I have a problem with it, and maybe
ou can help me. The reason for law enforcement’s lack of confi-
dence is mainly CIA’s work in Mexico, and its failure in this 1984
report to delve into the corruption and the drug dealing within the
special police, DFS. And of course its dealing with Manuel Noriega.
We will get to that later—maybe in the closed session.

In your opening statement, you single out the international drug
cartels. I was pleased to hear that because I think it’s important
{hat it really be on the mind of the CIA Director. However, during
the exact time when the Mexican drug cartels were gaining power
and influence, the CIA in my observations, and I realize hindsight
is wonderful, really was doing very little in the drug area.

The 84 estimate on Mexico which of course was drafted and dis-
seminated when you were the Deputy Director, totally ignored the
growing power and influence of drug trafficking organizations, and
the massive corruption within that society and within that govern-
ment.

For years here, Senator D’Amato, Senator Helms, now Governor
Wilson and myself were fighting the certification of Mexico that
the Reagan Administration kept sending up.

These concerns were ignored and maybe they were ignored be-
cause the CIA was not giving the Administration any information.
At least in their 84 estimate they didn’t give any information about
it that I can find.

It was very clear then and now that the Colombia drug cartels
were deeply involved in Mexico. I believe things could be different
today in our efforts to fight the war on drugs if the CIA had em-
phasized what some of us thought was very clear.

As the Deputy Director in 84, why did the 84 Mexico Intelligence
Estimate not mention, not even mention narcotics and the growing
influence of drug trafficking organizations in the Mexican govern-
ment? Do you know?

Mr. GatEs. No sir, I don’t The only thing that I can say to you I
think is that I think CIA did come late to the narcotics problem. I
think that, beginning in the mid 80’s, we began devoting the kind
of resources to it that the problem required and the creation of the
Counternarcotics Center two or three years ago, I think three years
ago, to bring a focus to the problem. But I would acknowledge that
we came late to the problem.

I also know that there has been friction over time between CIA
and law enforcement agencies in terms of the intelligence that CIA
collected, because the law enforcement agencies want to use that
information in court. They want to use it to prosecute people. And
there is a concern in CIA, naturally, for the protection of sources
and ‘methods. And to be able to prosecute that would require re-
vealing the sources and methods. And there has been a tugging on
that and I think that they have made some headway in working
out ways to deal with that problem.

Senator DECoNcini. Let’s talk about that problem for a moment.
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You know as the CIA Director or the Deputy Director, if indeeq
your mission is to gather intelligence information on drug cartelg
and if you give it to the DEA and they want to go after somehgg,
and use it, you are in the position of saying, wait a minute, We’vz
got to protect the source here. Isn’t it really up to the Justice Dy
partment to decide whether you can burn this source? Don’t ou
have an obligation, if this is your mission, to convey that inform,.
tion to law enforcement and then let the dJustice Department
decide whether or not they are going to use any of that inform,.
tion in the prosecution?

It really troubles me that you are in contradiction with exactly
what your mission is. Because when you have a good source, yoy
don’t want to tell DEA about it or another law enforcement
agency, such as Customs, because you are afraid that it might he
exposed. It seems to me to be a contradiction that has to be re.
solved by the Attorney General, who is the person who decides why
to prosecute and what information to use. He is surely going to
listen to the head of the CIA. )

How do you feel that should play out?

Mr. Gates. Well, I certainly feel that all of the information
should be shared with the law enforcement authorities. I think
that the question of what happens to a source is something where
the DCI would have special concerns. These people are recruited,
engage in a relationship, provide information, and for the United
States unilaterally to put their lives in jeopardy when they have
provided this information, I think is a serious matter. And that’s
the issue that comes up when questions of going to prosecution
occur.

And that becomes inherently difficult. It’s a process that I cer-
tainly wouldn’t have any problem working at through a dialogue
with the Attorney General. But I think one does have to be awfully
careful about a unilateral decision to expose a source that——

Senator DECoNcINI. I can appreciate that, but do you think that
the reason that this drug information was left out back in the 84
Estimate was the fact either, one, that the Agency wasn’t up to par
and up to speed on it, or two, that in fact, the Agency was deeply
involved with the DFS organization in Mexico and didn’t want to
disclose what was really going on?

Mr. Gates. I think that it—from my standpoint as Chairman of
the National Intelligence Council and Deputy Director for Intelli
gence, I would say it was the first reason.

Now it may be that the second reason had to do with why the
analysts didn’t have more information about it that would then
lead them to take the problem more seriously. But I think that the
gnéilysts were not trying to protect anybody or cover up for any-

ody.

Senator DECoNcINI. Well, let me ask you then, Mr. Gates. If you
are confirmed here as the Director, how much priority are you
going to place on narcotics information gathering—say on Meguco?
In the next report that has your name on it, that you disseminate
here, is it really going to tell everything the Agency knows about
the narcotics problems, even if it involves some sources and meth-
ods that you will have to deal with if anybody wants to use for
prosecution purposes? That's what I am interested in.
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r. GaTEs. First, Senator, I would—I think that narcotics has to
one of the Agency’s top priorities.

Second, I think that any analysis that—or assessments that deal

ith Mexico or other countries are going to have to deal very

aphically and in detail with the role of narcotics traffickers and
the political system. And I think that the Agency has done a pretty
good job of that in countries like Colombia and Peru and else-
o here. We need to make it—

Senator DEConcINI. Well, quite frankly if you read the reports
on Colombia and Peru, and I have, it really gets into it. If you read
the report on Mexico, and I am no analyst, but I know enough
about Mexico and I know enough about law enforcement intelli-
gence priefings that at least in the 84 report, it didn’t put it in.

I am not saying that you are to fault because what has happened
has happened. You admitted you made mistakes and I admire any-
pody that can do that. I certainly have made my share. What trou-
bles me is what are we going to do in the future. How are you
going to be able to convince at least this Senator—maybe no one
clse cares—that by God, even if it’s a problem with the internation-
al community to tell the whole truth about the narcotics problem
with a good friend like Mexico, we are going to do it because those
who have the right to know, and the need to know, have got to
have that information. They didn’t get it from the CIA in the 84
report.

I1:/10r. Gartes. Again, Senator, I believe that the reason was that we
simply didn’t take the problem seriously enough at that time. I can
assure you that any assessments of that kind I think in recent
times and in the future would be just as candid as the facts re-
quire. .

Senator DECoNciNt. Well, do you have any realignment or ideas
of what you are going to do in the CIA if and when you are con-
firmed as to how you are going to change this so that it doesn’t
happen again? Is there some Problem that you know that could be
addressed so that this wouldn’t happen again?

Mr. GaTes. I think that with the creation of the Counternarcotics
Center and the broader availability of the information, that it will
come to the attention of the analysts and can be incorporated in
these estimates. And I believe that the work that has been done on
some of the other Latin American countries would bear that out.
And I certainly would pay special attention to it.

Senator DECoNcINL. Let me just point to another area and I don’t
know for a fact, but there are some reports that Syria has been in-
volved in narcotics trafficking through Lebanon. I wonder, in your
capacity at the White House recently, did you have access to intel-
ligence information regarding that? And if that’s classified infor-
mation, I can understand that and you can discuss it later.

My point is, when you were outside the Agency did you feel that
you had the full picture of what the CIA had or should have had
on Syria’s dealing in narcotics? -

Mr. GaTgs. I have had the feeling that what was available to the

gency was available to us. Of course, it is a classic question, you
don’t know what you don’t know.

But there has been enough very specific information that has
come to us on a variety of countries around the world and involve-
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ment of their government that I would have no reason to doubt
that they would provide it on a government like Syria.

Senator DECoNcINI. If you didn’t have all the information, woyyg
it be fair to say that you would be pretty upset about it in the pog;.
tion of Assistant National Security Advisor?

Mr. Gares. I think that if the intelligence agencies were holdip,
back relevant information from us, that would be a problem, yes
sir.

Senator DEConcini. What if the intelligence agency, when yq,
say holding back, was just not putting it into the draft that yq,
were going to get? That would be pretty serious, wouldn’t you say?

Mr. Gates. I would say that we ought to be pressing from the
policy community to find out what was going on in those countries,

Senator DECoNcINI. My point comes down to the fact that whep
and if you are the Director, it’s going to rest with you. You are the
one who is going to have to say, look, we’ve got to put in this stuff
that might not exactly be what we want. Or what somebody else
upstairs wants.

I'm getting to the point, Mr. Gates, that my concern is are you
prepared to put everything into a report that’s going to go to the
National Security Advisory or to the President of the United States
even when you know that there is a policy decision from the White
House to treat this country tenderly because of other concerns?
Are you prepared to tell the whole story, so all of it is there, re-
gardless of any policy decisions?

That’s really my question. I am sorry I have taken so long to get
to it.

Mr. Gartes. I am, absolutely, Senator. And I believe that the
record that Senator Danforth referred to earlier of being willing to
present disagreeable estimates to the Administration in the White
House at the time would bear out that I am prepared to do that.

Senator DECoNcINI. Because to me that is the bottom line here.

Mr. Gartes. That’s what it is all about, Senator.

Senator DEConcini. What it’s about with you? You are a very re-
spected analyst that has been around and knows a lot and has done
a lot. The question is, and all I can take is your word, that someone
in the White House isn’t going to be able to convince you, don’t put
it in. You don’t have to lie about it, just leave some stuff out that is
going to be awkward. I think that’s the worst thing the CIA Direc-
tor can do.

Mr. GaTss. I agree with you, sir.

Senator DECONCINI. It’s bad enough when they don’t tell the
Congressional Committees; I understand that a lot more than Ido
when they don’t put it in a report that’s going to be disseminated
to the President.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know how much time I have left to—

CHAIRMAN BOREN. About ten more minutes if you wish.

Senator DECoNcINL. Okay, thank you. I do, Mr. Chairman. I am
sorry for those who have to wait here, but I do.

Mr. Gates, in January, 1990, I signed onto a letter—this goes 0
the BCCI issue so you can put that cap on—with Senator Metz
enbaum to Attorney General Thornburgh which expressed our dis-
appointment with a plea agreement the government reached in its
money laundering case against BCCI in Tampa, Florida.
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A couple of -weeks after that letter was sent i

ith two officials from Justice Department, %ﬁ;rﬁgtsgl }rlny (ﬁ‘fice
of the inberna_tlonal criminal division, and Thomas ReinIl)l or% cad
of the legislative affairs, to discuss my concerns. Durin 31 ivees
ing in Y office, Saphos detailed for me why the plea g detﬁneet-
teen million dollar fine against BCCI was a good deal Thnt el
of the individuals involved in the case were providin;g va?ﬁ:l?l::egal
f‘?ﬁmﬁg‘iﬁ ta}rlléi tf:glt z;, gafgg:‘t l11nves‘tigation against a number of indti:
vidu : coming.

Not once during our lengthy meeting did either of t i
any type of intelligence information or any otherrk(i)ndh(?fn;srsli:?: nce
mgmdﬁn% BCC%_ be1nsg provided to J_ustice by the CIA. nee
fm},}c hte ?Iu srzxiﬁg _Blegl,) ar?III)l}:l)'lst zv:és using a strong argument with me
. ce ! : e against BCCI. Certainly this was a
time to use information available, however, he did not i
the CIA because they hadn’t provided the i o enton
the CL0 Mo P ed any of the information that

And two months ago, the BCCI scandal broke in [

3 . ’ . t i
had my staff invite the Justice Department to corlrrlleob;}cll?: gﬁflvs' :
plain what was going on—which they did. Assi on

e e ey did. Assistant Attorney Gen-
erd To xt }l:erter, who now has authority over the BCCI case
ant' nontlhe inehart came in and updated me and frankly the expla:
T e I Tgorsund. things. thangs and you. domt

a b
always have the case that you tﬁink yt)rlxlgiaglé.ange : and you don’t
wiIt?vlsll;t.hl%.l[is:ﬂ:?e vglsmtghzh%{ trﬁu})lelg me most about the meeting
about what the CIA was doirzlié1 wiglg B?.‘,I(IZII}.I115\;/1xt:a(is/h;z'e}lll?;l3 ;ntdalll:’?d
gégﬁxsatr% Clérllew absolutely nothing about your Agency’s worll.;
N a’goRriléﬁlgfanx{a:::r:f :ﬁg‘s& I{Hel{}eadlines in the Post the next day
that the CIA had distributed i?lté?ﬁgzgg ?ﬁfgfrgﬁ?o;c};goii%ggims
Iyl:zlarrlsb.eli gfn aﬁgzlmes arﬁd that they have been doing it for maon;
Thors doart got itsg;; ctley zzz tquoted right. Often that paper and

H K . . .

o Wy Vor, BT Dot colet s Fine and he coneidors him-
f . ed to him and he considers him-

N:vsél;f}?glr(;ter (')f yﬁurs: He has been misquoted, he says.

e e e 3 ‘Rasb about the bank

) e to Mr. Von Raa about the bank

.mi: }ll):r;l; of crook§ and crupln’als, and you sent a report ove?nto
o the Atiey ys y&u did, y)vhy didn’t you make any of this available

M (}M‘Esnes):e naigﬁr?}a.t Or to tS(lmi‘?lod{g%n Justice? Or did you?
with Ma Vo or, let me get to the 8 exchange that I had
LA begac;xnc%ﬁzgt;gggitf:rggi?:r? 1 BOCI in late fall of 1984 at

e re ¥ 2
askeq (?;:ssv gg thet l’freasury Department. The information that they
in January o gl% A ered and the Treasury Department was briefed
- derstam}l' o 5. bSomeone in the Secretary’s office and also, I
Coznp trollar o th:rguigetnvzg man in the Comptroller—Office of the

t CIA—and there is app: |
continy: I e is apparently a clear record of CIA havin
ing dialogue with Treasury with requirements and requigréal
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ments satisfied and information provided and so forth during t},
period. ’ at
There was a collection of this information put together i,
report prepared by the Directorate of Operations in September (?f
1986. When Mr. Von Raab—I can’t recall exactly the scenario, hy
Mr. Von Raab, I think, made contact with me at some point y,
1988 to say that there was a—they had a prosecution going op i,
Florida and was there any problem in pursuing that prosecution in

terms of CIA operations.

I called in a couple of operations officers and by their recolle.
tion, in about a ten minute briefing, they gave me a couple of gy.
amples of the kind of illicit activity that BCCI had been involyeq
in. I then—and assured me that there was nothing that would b
affected on the part of CIA by them going forward—by Customs
going forward with their prosecution.

I called Mr. Von Raab and told him that there was no reaso
why he shouldn’t go forward with his prosecution and offered t,
send him this September 1986 report. And I did that.

My understanding is there was another major report, a compila-
tion of this information put together in May of 1989.

These reports were sent to a number of agencies. In both cases,
they were sent to the Department of the Treasury. I think one of
the two were sent to the FBI. Others were sent to the State Depart.
ment and other agencies of the government.

I think that the Agency—in trying to piece this together, I think
that the Agency frankly has had a little difficulty in figuring out
exactly to whom they should send this kind of information. And
they have relied on Treasury to inform the appropriate enforce-
ment officials. And I think that was not an unreasonable assump-
tion.

The question has been asked about why the Agency didn’t pro-
vide the information to the Federal Reserve. CIA has had a very
awkward relationship over the years with the Federal Reserve.

Senator DECONCINI. I am not interested in that. Why not to the
Justice Department?

Mr. Gares. I think that the people in the Operations Directorate
who disseminated these reports—first of all, the source was a new
source and they weren’t quite sure how to handle it because it was
particularly sensitive. They were clearly not experts on banking
regulations or the law enforcement aspects of this. And 1 think
they just made the assumption that the Treasury Department
would take whatever action was necessary, especially given the
degree of dialogue that there had been back and forth with Treas

ury.

genator DeConcint. But you were there. Did you know about it!
Didn’t it occur to you that if you were referring to this bank to the
Customs Commissioner as the bank of crooks and criminals, I
must be some heavy duty stuff that Justice should have? Did that
not occur to you? : .

Mr. Gates, I do not recall being told that there was anythiné
that would be appropriate to send to Justice. I have to admit that
this issue I think came new to me when I got this position in 1985

Senator DeCoNciNI. Do you recall referring to the BCCI as
bank of crooks and criminals?
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M. GATEs..Well, as I've put it back together, I would like to take
it for being that clever, but actually it was one of our oper-
cations officers who said that that was the term that it was known
in Europe.
v, mna’cor DECoNCINL 1 guess there’s no beating a dead horse in
the fact thatt you dlldn t thnﬁc 11;1;Iwas rtlefcessary to l\flur%} it over. That
the * zing to me. I guess what I want from you, Mr. Gates, is what
wo?lrﬁl you do now if you had this information? Do you think the
CIA owes it to the chief prosecutor, the chief law enforcement
agency—'n"t Treasury, not tthe };‘ledera{mReserve, not Customs—
they have an organization that is known as a bank of crooks
:glglériminals, that Justice should have been informed?

Mr. GaTes. Well, Senator, it’s easy to concede the point and I
will, liﬁt tI t%o tllsler;k rttha(: 1: v;"afha f’i?;r assumpt(lioréhto (r)nf?ke a}:,_ Ege
fime that the artment of the Treasury an e Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency would assume responsibility for the
Jaw enforcement aspects of the information that had been provided
to them.

Senator DECONCINL. Excuse me, Mr. Gates, but you're aware that
the Departtr;leTlg of Tre.asur%'. dotesn t have prosecutorial authority,
are you not? They can investigate.

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir. :

Senator DECONCINI. If they decide that a law is broken, what do
they do? Like any other agency, they go to the Department of Jus-
tice. What are you going to do in the future, Mr. Gates, if you come
across such organizations as the bank of crooks and criminals, and
{out;hmé{t tilzleatDtherft are ans E}xl'okgg and you’]\)re only been asked
y the Sta epartment or the Commerce Department or the
’getssury 8epartrlnetnil:, d(;; you feel }i;hgt it’sJyour q?uty to talk to the

rney General at least, or somebody in Justice? -

Mr. GaTes. I will see to it that Justice is informed, Senator.

Senatfgr DﬁCngCIN}. Thatf_will dtz?e a policy in the CIA when you
are confirmed, if you're confirmed?

Mr. GATEs. Yes sir. :

Senator DEConcINL. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. Chairman just a point of inquiry, Mr. Chairman. I have
;lxllorg qulest‘l)ons and I know my half hour is up. What is the Chair-

an’s plan?

Chairman BOREN. Senator DeConcini, our hope is that, we still
have Senator Hollings and Senator Chafee, Senator D’Amato and
Senator Glenn have not completed their opening rounds. There are
t:toe ((1)1;0 threet hSinta}t;orsil:t least, including yourself, that have indi-

me that they have more questions.

My thought is that since we are going to have these other wit-
nesses on Thursday, outside witnesses when we come back, that it
would’ probably be more appropriate, is to come back and if anyone
gfsn t have a change their first questions, which I hope we will be
able to complete this afternoon, and certainly those that want to
ﬁome back for additional questions, we might come back after we
itzve had our two closed sessions. That way, if there are any other
al ms that have come up during that period that would be addition-

questions for Mr. Gates, we would have had all—everything
all(g,e us at that time, with him as our concluding witness so that

ese additional questions could be asked.
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Senator DECoNcINL. Mr. Chairman, I find that very satisfact,
because some of the questions I have I believe do touch in
of confidentiality he can answer in the closed session.

You're planning a closed session with the nominee?

Chairman BoreN. I would think that we are likely to have hoty,
closed and an open session with the nominee to conclude. a

Senator DEConcint. I thank you.

May I have just a point of personal privilege for just 15 secongg

Chairman BoreN. Certainly. :

Senator DECoNCINI. Mr. Gates, I have been listening to many
your answers, particularly on the Iran-Contra scandal so to s
and I'm impressed with your candor, I want you to know that, o,
withstanding my concerns that I've expressed this afternoon in p,
line of questioning. I can’t say I can understand how you didnyt
know all of those things, but I appreciate your candor with thj
Committee. It would be a lot easier, and quite frankly I thought
you were just going to say I don’t remember, I don’t remember
that’s an easy way out, but you've gone beyond that and I want
you to know this Senator appreciates that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator DeConcini.

Senator Hollings is here so we’ll proceed with his questioning,
Let me say to my colleagues again, I want Senators to take as long
as they need and we’ll come back to more questions. I have sent for
Senator Chafee and Senator D’Amato and I hope they’re on the
way. So we're going to be very sensitive to this and it may be that
we will have to come back even for some opening rounds when we
have the witness back. But Senator Hollings, I appreciate your
yielding to Senator Metzenbaum. He asked that I express his ap
preciation to you as you begin your questioning and we’ll turn to
you now for any questions you might have.

Senator Horrings. Well, I thank you very much Mr. Chairman.

And Mr. Gates, I reiterate what Senator DeConcini has said

We've been watching. While I yielded I didn’t yield attention. On
the contrary, all of us, many here for example that are not seated
at the table at the very moment have been following this back in
our offices, trying to keep up with this and also keep up with the
vote on the Floor and a couple of other things of that kind. Much
more conveniently done than sitting under these klieg lights.
- You remember my misgiving at the opening that here in April of
1986 you were confirmed as Deputy Director of Central Intelligence
and pledged that you were going to be involved in all aspects of the
intelligence game? Covert or otherwise? Because there was somé
misgiving that the Deputy Director was not totally involved, that
Mr. Casey couldn’t know everything, but that you were gomng to
“integrate our offices so that I would be involved in all areas of de-
cisionmaking.” And between April and October you seemed %
know not of Iran-Contra. Yet you were one of the three addressee
of all of that information coming out of Iran about Ghorbanifar
and thlef overcharging. I think it was Casey and Charlie Allen and
yourself.

I take it from listening to the answers you have given to other
Senators that you had no idea of the tremendous load, and you put
your attention first to reorganization and getting the bureaucracy

the arey




625

ot of straightened out, for several months as you came on board.

gut otherwise I take it you let Charlie Allen read those messages
ing out of there. They're only two or three pages. They came

c‘l’1 ¢ literally in the dozens from Iran, during that entire period.
%hey didn’t come to your attention even though addressed to you?
Mr. GATES. Yes sir, they did come to me. And as I indicated in
written interrogatories I read some of them, I scanned some of
them, 1 ignored a number of them. I didn’t read many of them. As

“Allen has testified, if you couldn’t understand that they were
in effect coded, they spoke in codes and if you didn’t understand
the codes you couldn’t understand what was going on and to the
limited extent I looked at them at all, it just looked to me like——

Senator HoLLINGS. You didn’t understand the code?

Mr. GaTes. They were talking to each other in—using false
names and various other things, and unless you followed it full
time it was very hard to keep track of what was going on.

genator HoLLINGS. Let me go to another subject, because I'll be
very brief. Most of the items of particular interest have been cov-
ered. With respect to this difference in cultures, Senator Rudman

ints out a veritable cancer when he notes not only the jealousy,
not only the competition, the differences you might have between
the operational and the analyst, but even he used the expression
“ie” and those kind of things. I've discerned this conflict over
many, many years. How are you going to deal with it, coming on as
an analyst, clear this up, to gain the confidence and loyalty and
the responsiveness of everybody working together down there? You
have got a real job to do with that kind of divergence.

I go out in the field and the field operative is fully aware. He
does know the local history, incidentally. You made the comment
maybe he didn’t, as the analyst does, know the history and the
background. Those field operatives in those particular countries
ltiglow all the history and all the background. He puts in cold facts

you.

And it’s just like an analyst dealing with a utting the si
FRI:]SH FISH FOR SALE, );md the gnalyst sg;lg, I\);vell gg;)od goghr:
you're not going to sell stale fish, so he just put FISH FOR SALE.
And analyzing it further he says, well you're not going to give it
away, everybody knows it’s for sale, so you can knock that off of it.
And you can smell it three blocks down the street, you don’t need a
sign saying FISH. And you end up with no sign and no intelligence.
And the fellow in the field says, ye gads, no use to do all of this
work on the one hand, and the analyst is going to analyze me out
of a job and it is not going to mean anything.

And the customer, for example the policymaker on Iraq, they
constantly say don’t give us any analysis, just give us the facts. The
g_u?tomers. are not using it. You've got a total breakdown from the
tle d coming in, and from the policymaker and its use. And in be-
Wween you're top heavy with 800 of those people paid at $100,000 a
{ear. uper grade. You've got eight hundred Senators on your
aInds. Don’t you think you ought to get rid of about 700 of them?
i mean literally, I would hope that we could finally get these par-

es together just by cutting down the size and effecting a good
udget cut and effecting some discipline and perhaps I'll let you
answer. But if I had the same job, I'd get in a plane and fly around
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to these small places and make sure I knew those officers ang y,
knew me and the value of their hard work. Just start rebyjj oy
systematically over the first six months to a year with the
ational end. Because that’s a real tough situation. As hard asp:;-.
work it's not really producing. You can comment any way yoﬁ
wish.

Mr. Gates. I would just say, Senator Hollings, that I agree with
you that working at this problem between the DO, the Directoryy,
of Operations, and the Directorate of Intelligence is terribly impor.
tant. It was an effort that I tried to work at as Deputy Director f,
Intelligence and Deputy DCI in terms of more interchange betweg,
the Directorates. Getting more senior officials from the intelligeng,
side to work on operations and vice versa.

I think that Director Webster has worked at that problem byt |
think your advice about getting out to the field and getting i
touch with these people is important. One of the things I intendt,
do is something I referred to yesterday and that is somehow figur
out a way for these case officers to get information back to Head.
quarters on what they pick up just by being in the capital an
learning the politics and what’s going on in the country, and fing
ing a way to get that unvarnished information in front of policy.
makers.

One of the things that I did when I was Deputy was occasionally
run assessments by Chiefs of Stations in the Presidents Daily Brief
‘Because it had a liveliness to it and, you know, the guy’s right
there on the scene, and I thought it was a nice touch in an analyti
cal product to say here’s the views of our Chief of Station in X Cap
ital and I would hope to do more of that kind of thing.

Senator HoLLiNGs. We're really lacking in morale and we've got
to rebuild it. We're really going to have to rebuild. Now quickly,
because Senator Chafee is here, and I can withhold several other
questions until the further session.

With respect to economic intelligence, I note that your two an-
swers given, we ought to look at the intelligence relative to govern-
ment supported industries and to level up the playing field where
they are engaged in espionage or place a mole in certain industries,
a sort of counterespionage against them, would be the two ir
stances.

There is an even more important instance that I wish to emphe
size with this opportunity with you. And that is that we havw
moved from the Cold War to the Economic War. The Wall has
fallen, communism has fall :n and now we’re really in a struggle
for economic survival and supremacy.

And it’s hard to get through Haynes Johnson’s book Sleegwalk'
ing Through History. We're sleepwalking through this particular
economic war. We're talking about special relationships an
bowing and scraping, how market forces operate, and we ne
look at national estimates on basic industries and on critical indu
tries. Now, I know one you wouldn’t need I guess, over 60% of the
clothing industry is imported and over 84% of the shoes on i
floor are imported. They may not be significant to the skill job
market in a sense, but they are basic industries. We can’t send our
troops to war in a Japanese uniform and Gucci shoes.
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Otherwise, when you Ealk about Japan and its contribution to
ne Gulf War, they said, “Oh, we put in all the memory chips. You
t uldn’t have fired that TOMAHAWK without our memory chips.”
cTohere ought to be categorical national estimates of critical materi-

of industrial trends, and everything else. You've got a frontline
dut’y now in intelligence w_ork because this economic war is for
market share, it’s for trade, it’s for manufacturing, it’s for standard
of living: Atlzlghlt’s hard to wake up this town as to really what's

‘ng on Ou ere. :
gomgd it comes right up against the political cry of an American
plan for the Philippine and for China and for Russia and for Israel
and Egypt. And we've got the Corps of Engineers rebuilding
Kuwait. And we've got the Americans trying to take care of the
Kurds. The American plan for Iraq and every other place but
America. And that’s being felt very clearly and we're not being
equipped with the intelligence. We wait and finally on semiconduc-
tors, Senator Danforth picks it up and we finally get a little thing
done on semiconductors. We finally get another little critical part
and we try to pass ad hoc legislation on it.

What about National Intelligence Estimates on basic industries
and critical materials from time to time, so without the espionage
part, without the government-involved industry like aircraft, just
generally speaking, the economy itself, basic industries and critical
materials in order to sustain and continue economically in this
country?

Mr. GaTes. I think that that is something that we can do. Have
done. When I was Deputy Director for Intelligence we did fairly
major papers on the aircraft industry, on semiconductors, on the
automotive industry. Looking worldwide at the trends that we saw
and what the implications were for U.S. trade. I think we can con-
tinue to do that kind of effort.

Senator HoLLinGs. Very good. If you include that one we can use
that every day up here.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I'll yield.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Hollings.

I certainly agree with what you just said and what the nominee
just said. I think it’s critically important. We’re into economic com-
petition as much or more even than military competition as we get
into the next century. We've even had situations that we’ve studied
where there are industries or corporations or businesses in this
country with vital technology to the national security, even a very
direct relationship to the national security, where we have the fear
that they’re being taken over by foreign nationals, and that very
sensitive technology will be lost therefore. You don’t need to have
an Intelligence Committee steal it when somebody can just go buy
it on the open market by acquiring an American company that
may be the only one in the world with a certain kind of technology.

It seems to me we need to utilize our Intelligence Community to
alert us to and warn us of those areas that really are critical so

at we can, as policymakers, develop some strategy for protecting
our interests in this regard. I'm glad to hear your answer. I don’t
want to take away time from Senator Chafee, but when someone
Mentions this kind of issue, it’s something that has been of such
concern to me, and as Senator Hollings said, this war is going to be
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over and we're going to have lost it before we even realize v
started if we don’t wake up and quit being asleep at the switc}, ity
Senator Chafee, I'll now turn to you for your round of quest’io

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. s,

Mr. Gates, I'd like to pursue this line of questioning becausgl
find it somewhat troublesome and I'm just not sure what yoy
saying here. Is the CIA the agency of the government that Shouie)
be making an analysis of the aircraft industry to determine },
we can become more competitive or whether we're losing oyt v
that what that agency’s for? Am I mixed up? I thought that wsy N
Commerce Department activity?

I'm very sympathetic to your nomination. But I must say that
this thrust of the U.S. intelligence agencies becoming sort of e,
nomic spies concerns me. I'd like a little amplification.

Mr. GATEs. Senator, I think that one of the great advantages that
CIA and the Intelligence Community brings to some of these prop,
lems is simply its ability to gather and integrate a great deal (f
data from all over the world. C

One of the assets that we have is that U.S. businessmen apq
others are willing to talk to us and talk to us fairly candidly ahoyt
what they see. We pick up some kinds of information. And what
these assessments were about that I referred to, were really aboyt
the practices of foreign governments in trying to encourage thes [
industries, and the collaboration between government and industry |
in ways that disadvantage the United States.

For example, in the case of the paper that we did on the aircraft
industry, part of it was about how certain foreign governments
that are selling aircraft will make foreign policy concessions to gov-
ernments whose national airlines buy that particular kind of air-
craft. That kind of information, it seems to me, is legitimate for the
policymaker to know and a legitimate subject for intelligence.

It falls into that first category that I described earlier in re
sponse to a question of information that gets at how do you level 2
playing field from a policy standpoint? This is not an area wherel
think CIA can become a substitute certainly for the Commerce or
anyone else, for that matter.

One of the problems that we’ve wrestled with for at least a dozen
years is how to take some of this information that we gather, that
in essence practically falls into our hands, and make it useful t
people. And the honest answer to you, sir, is that we can’t finda
way. We've tried for ten years or more to find a way to get it into
the hands of U.S. business and we can’t find a way that does not
somehow get all tangled up in the law, in advantaging one comp&
ny over another, and that’s why I've concluded that we ought to
content ourselves with supporting the government and trying t
inform government policy about the practices of foreign goverr
ments rather than trying to get into economic espionage or indus
trial espionage and that sort of thing.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, what bothers me is that all too often |
find in governmental agencies that when their normal task ¥
pires, then they scurry around seeking a new justification for ther
continued existence. And I look on the intelligence agencies as P
marily involved with the defense of the United States, the military
defense of the United States. Now, I know that plenty of Senator
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2 say that ecor’lomic power is just as important as military
wo er. And yes that’s true. I don’t argue with that one bit. But the
P"‘Zsﬁon is what kind of agencies within our governmental struc-
wre should these duties devolve upon? And I have some concern
that the CIA should set as one of its goals determining how the
%Jni States is doing in the textile industry, or whatever it might
bei think that’s a subject obviously that will be evolving over the
ears il the future, And I, for one, will be following it closely and I
ZJ ted to mention these concerns that I have.

Mr. GATES. I might just mention, Senator Chafee, that I wouldn’t
want 0 pretend that this effort is any larger than it is. The exam-
ples that I was citing were papers that were done back in 1983,
1984, 1985, in essence while the Cold War was still going strong
and they tended to be an outgrowth of the work we were doing on
technology transfe}'. _

So it’s not a major area of focus but they were papers that were
done and that had—that were well received by the policy communi-

tySena'cor CHAFEE. Well, I think it’s perfectly proper if in the
course of events it should be ascertained that country A is em-
parked on a national scheme to dump some kind of a product on
the US. in order to wreck our markets, I can see that. But just
where you end, and the Commerce Department starts in this area,
or the USTR, or whoever it might be, is a matter for some concern.

Mr. Gates I just appeared on a taped television show with a
Member of this Committee who stated that you withdrew your
nomination in 1987 because of tough questions that were presented
to you at that time. That isn’t the way I remember your withdraw-
al at all, but perhaps it would be helpful just for the record because
I for one am supportive, as I say of your nomination and should
this charge be raised on the Floor, I'd like to have a good answer to
it. So could you delve in a few minutes into the withdrawal of your
nomination of 19877

Mr. Gates. There have been several stories written about that,
?erézsitor Chafee, and I would be pleased to let you know what the
acts are.

_After my hearings in February of 1987, several Senators on both
sides of the aisle from this Committee talked to me and said that
there was considerable sympathy for me in the Committee. But at
that point there were just too many uncertainties about what had
happened in Iran-Contra and what my own role had been, and that
the Committee Members just weren’t prepared to go forward given
that amount of uncertainty. If I were willing to wait until October,
until the Iran-Contra Committee report was completed, that there
would likely could well be a positive outcome.

I reflected on that. I will say that I received no pressure from
anyone to withdraw, from the White House or from the political
community. Nobody called me, the last word that I had at the end
of February was that President Reagan was still very supportive.
; Nevertheless, it seemed to me that the idea of an Acting Director
or CII_\ for a period of 10 months or so was not good for the Presi-
ent, it was not good for the country, certainly wouldn’t be any
§ood for the Agency and certainly wouldn’t be any good for me.
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And so on the last day of February, I think a Saturday, I cq)
Howard Baker in Tennessee—he was to take over as chief of st:gf
the following Monday—and I told him that I ought to be his f;
appointment. And we met on Monday morning and I told hiy ﬁ;st
I analyzed the situation and that 1 thought that it was best for t}Z
President and in terms of getting a fresh start, getting a Dire,
on board quickly, if I were to withdraw and I was prepareq r
remain as Deputy if they wanted me to. Mr. Baker was courteq,
enough not to show his evident relief under the circumstance
but—and I am not sure but what I beat the system by only a g,
or two, but by the time I withdrew it was wholly my own decisiop

Senator CHAFEE. I think it is wonderful for you that the cir
has closed, or the ring has come around once again and that yy,
have this opportunity and I am confident you are going to be cop.
firmed. But I suspect when you made that withdrawal you neve,
thought you would have this opportunity again. And I am ve
pleased that the President chose to nominate you and that yg
chose to go forward this time.

Chairman BoreN. Senator Chafee, if 1 might interject, I would
say that at that time I was chairing those hearings and Mr. Gates
came to me as the Chairman of the Committee and cited the exact
same reasons to me at that time. It was his concern about the
Agency being with an Acting Director for that period of time he
didn’t think that was good for the country. And that that is the
reason that he had made this request.

So I would simply state for the record that I was in receipt of his
communication and those just stated in the record were exactly the
same reasons that he stated to me at the time.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Gates, you have stated that as far as going
public with the overall budget figure for intelligence activities, that
you are somewhat ambivalent—correct me if I am quoting you
wrong, if I am not giving a correct report on how you testified—but
as I recall, you were not very enthusiastic about it, but nonethe
less, you were prepared to take that risk. I have no problem with
taking risks as long as there’s a commensurate benefit on the other
side. And I must say I fail to see what are the benefits for the
American people through the disclosure of the overall intelligence
activity budget figure.

The logical follow-up, it seems to me, if the figure is disclosed—X
dollars, is to ask “What are we getting for our money?” And then,
;How, <,10es it compare with last year and what are the break:

owns?”’

What is the upside to all of this, because I clearly see downsides!
I was not supportive of that move in the Committee and I V{Ould
hope it would be reversed on the Floor of the Senate. The discle
sure of the intelligence—I say budget, but I mean overall figure

Mr. Gates. Senate Chafee, as I indicated in my opening remarks
one of the things that has troubled me is the willingness apparent
ly of people to believe so many of these stories that come out apot
CIA. The one that sticks in my mind and in my craw is the noti?
for example that CIA basically caused the S&L crisis or was 2 pr*
cipal player in it and so on. And that the Agency is responsible for
all manner of terrible things that have happened.
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d what I have been trying to think about is what symbolic
that the agency could take and that the DCI and the Presi-
§ t could take that would suggest that the mentality of the cold
d?} has changed at the Agency. That there is an appreciation that
Hlere s a new day. And that in steps that would suggest to the
erican people that there is a greater sense of openness and a
cater sense for the people to have trust that the Agency is play-
grg by the rules, playing straight and so on.
mNow the first and foremost area is clearly to have a relationship
of trust and confidence with the Congress. I think that is the most
important thing. But a couple of ideas that occurred to me—one
as this idea of declassifying the top line number. There are all
kinds of leaks and stories out there and some of them are high and
qome of them are low and some of them are pretty close to the
mark. Running the risk that you will be able to stand firm on that
number and not give a lot of other information.

Another idea that I had was in response to a question from Sena-
tor Cranston about the possibility of figuring out a way to give his-
torians a little greater access. But looking for ways to convey a
sense of change. Now it is essentially a political call in terms of
what kinds of steps that are manageable and that protect sources
and methods and the intelligence that we need, that can be taken
that convey the signal to the American people. And I will be
honest with you, I think that the Congress and the President have
a lot better idea of what will convey that message to the American
people, perhaps than those of use in the intelligence business. I in-
dicated when I responded to the question yesterday that obviously
the decision whether or not to do that would be the President’s, but
in terms of my recommendation to him, it would be premised on
my belief that it would send a good signal to the American people
of change.

Now if that’s a wrong assumption on my part, as one of what 1
would hope would be several steps, then perhaps it deserves to be
revisited. But it is essentially a political call and as I indicated yes-
terday and as you just read, it is one where I would be prepared to
sake tll)lgéc risk, assuming that it would have the beneficial effect I

escribed.

Senator CHAFEE. Obviously when this is debated everyone on this
Committee will remember exactly what you have said and will
quote you to the effect that you are supportive. Being on the other
side, I don’t find that very helpful. [General laughter.]

But I am still going to vote for you.

Because I hope you will give this some further thought. Because
for a risk you expect a benefit. There is no benefit from this. Every
single Member of Congress—535—can ascertain that figure if they
take the trouble to do so. It goes before six Committees, that
budget. This Committee, it’s counterpart, Appropriations and its
tounterpart, and Armed Services. And I'll guarantee you that once
we start down that path, the next question will be—how is it being
spent? Are those people all driving Cadillacs over there at Langley?

how many people have they got and what are they being paid
id what are their duties? And that inevitably will follow. And for

What benefit? I have difficulty following your views on that par-
ticular matter.
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Mr. Gates. I might just say, Senator Chafee, that I think 5 c
tral consideration would be the confidence that the Membemen'
Congress have who support the notion that they would be ablegg
draw the line at that top line number in terms of public disclog,
And that we wouldn’t in fact start down that slippery slope, Te.

Senator CHAFEE. You have more confidence in Congress thyt |
have on that particular matter.

There has been a suggestion in this Committee that the Deput,
Directors and General Counsel of the CIA be Presidential appointy
ees. And 1 see problems with that. Have you given that gy,
thought? any

Mr. Gates. I have and I discussed it with Senator Glenn whep |
called on him earlier, and what I told him at the time was that
and we will probably have a further discussion of it—was that it i
hard for me in principle to quarrel with the idea of senior officig);
of a government agency not being subject to the confirmation proc.
ess. ] must say that there is a certain quality of, if I have to g
through it, so can you. But I also expressed to Senator Glenn that]
had some reservations and my worry that the confirmation proces
itself would be politicizing. The question of whether professional
CIA officers who are confirmed to be Deputy Directors, for exam
ple, would resign at the end of a Presidential Administration as
they do in all other agencies. Whether the confirmation process
itself would be politicizing in the sense of having to go through the
clearance process at the White House and then the. political process
up here. So we debated that back and forth and I told Senator
Glenn that I would try and work with him and see if we could
overcome these reservations. But that is what I told him.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, I think if one of the purposes of our ana
lytical efforts is to make sure that objectivity isn’t comprised in
any way, I think if you are going to have people in the lower eche
lons coming up through, conscious that they are going to end up
being political appointees to get jobs, that there is a real danger
that they are going to try to trim their sails to the views of those
that they’ll report to in the White House. )

So I have trouble appreciating what the benefits are under this,
2113(()13again I see a lot of downsides under this particular measure, 5.

Yesterday Senator Warner touched on morale at the CIA and |
think you gave a very, very good answer in which you said it is—
first you indicated that you hadn’t been there physically except
once in the past couple of years, and that was a couple of years
ago; and, secondly you indicated that one has difficulty as_certaln-
ing what morale is. But what your answer was, and I felt it was 8
very good one, is that it is extremely important that employees of
the Intelligence Community—and after all your duties are goins to
encompass more that just the CIA—it is important that members
of the Intelligence Community feel valued in their work, by the Ad:
ministration, by the President, by Members of Congress, and thus
the public. And I believe heartily in what you said. I also belie®
that there is a relationship that you pointed out of trust and—y®
used two words, what were they?

Mr. Gates. Trust and confidence.
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nator CHAFEE. Trust and confidence that goes between the

ittee. And I think that goes two ways. I think you have a
1t to come to this Committee and ask for things to help you ac-
ngmplish your job. I don’t believe this Committee should just solely
o0 a watchdog that is sitting around making sure that you don’t

o off base somewhere. o
gNoW this is—I have given this little ‘lecture to other members
«ho have come before us'for confirmation as head of the CIA, of
the Intelligence Community, and I recall one particular instance
where 1 got & response to my question, “What do you want? What
can we do to help you?”’ The then-head of the Agency was Admiral
Turner, and he pointed out that our station chief, who was Dick
Welch, was killgd in Athens in about 1978, at the same time there
was a publication by a man named Philip Agee of a magazine
called Covert Action Bulletin—perhaps you recall that?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. Agee would very skillfully go through publica-
tions—unclassified publications—and come out and identify who
were the CIA agent station chiefs in all the different capitals of the
world. And that was very, very unfortunate and may have led to
the death of Dick Welch. We are not sure, but perhaps. His name
was published in that Covert Action Bulletin.

So as a result of that, Admiral Turner asked if we couldn’t do
something, and as a result we came up and perhaps you remember,
we came up with the Agent Identities Protection legislation, which
I was very pleased to be active in getting passed.

And it 'was a struggle, but we got it passed and that put an end
to the Covert Action Bulletin and Philip Agee. I don’t believe any-
ilém% similar to that is around now, is it? To the best of my knowl-

g6

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. But the point I am making is that I think you
should come to us and ask for help. And certainly as one Member,
and I can’t speak for the Chairman or the others, but I suspect
they feel the same, we want to do what we can to help you do your
job and do it better.

And remember another thing that the truth and—in those days
you could ask for information requiring an enormous search
through the documents.

Chairman BoreN. Freedom of Information Act.

Senator CHAFEE. Freedom of Information Act. I think you had
something like ten people over there delving through material, fol-
lowing it up, and then having to cross out classified lines and as a
result legislation was passed—I had nothing to do with this, these
were others were active in that area—and it was considerably help-
ful to your agency.

So I hope you will remember that and bear those suggestions in
mind in the future.

Mr. GaTes. Thank you Senator. -

Senator Cuaree. I don’t know how much time I have got Mr.

alrman.

Chairman Boren. Seven minutes.

nator CHAFEE. Seven minutes? If you could hold one minute.
(Pause.]
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Senator CHAFEE. Again going to the future, which I think is
most important part of these hearings if I may say so, Mr, Gat;
what do we do about General Schwarzkopf’s comments, “There i
serious need to develop a standardized methodology within the a
telligence Community for making estimates and predictive gy,
sis. I think it is fair to say that although the intelligence factg vi"
had were helpful, that the analysis we received was unhe]p,
Analysis was caveated, disagreed with, footnoted and Watere]
down.” He specified, quote, “We didn’t have problems with th
facts sensors produced, but the way the information was later e
dled.” What can be done to sharpen analysis—and this overly I
recognize with some questions you have answered before, but not,
ing was more important during that particular era, those partig,.
lar months, than getting our senior military commanders inform,.
tion they really could use. Do you have any suggestions on how
might be more helpful?

Mr. GATEes. I think there are some very important lessons thy
came out of the Gulf War. And one of them really was the war wy;
a historical first in the respect that CIA has basically been consig.
ered a fundamentally peacetime organization. And there was ,
clear separation between the roles that CIA and some other aspects
of the—elements of the Intelligence Community would play iy
peacetime, as opposed to war. But war, throughout most of that
period, was defined as something like global thermonuclear war. §
there were all kinds of agreements and treaties drawn up between
the Defense Department and the Director of Central Intelligence in
terms of at what point control of the reconnaissance vehicles would
pass from the DCI to the Secretary of Defense and so on. And]
think what the Gulf War showed, unlike Vietnam, which was a
much more gradual process and just different, was that in this in-
tense, very large conventional war, we had something in between
in terms of the global environment. In between peace time and full
scale war.

So we really didn’t have, I think, very good procedures for par-
ticularly CIA support for military operations of that scale. I think
that is one of the areas that we need to look at. I know this lies
behind my reference in my opening statement yesterday that we
need to take a closer look at the relationship between the national
and tactical systems, reconnaissance systems. We discovered some
real problems there during the course of the war. We discoverel
some problems in terms of the transmission of our information t
local commanders, to the commanders on the ground.

In terms of wanting our facts, I know that General Schwarzkoif
has in mind much clearer and pointed assessments of the inte>
tions of his enemy. But I always get a little concerned when I hear
that because I've heard it so often in my career from policyrr{akefs'
Don’t give us your analysis, just give us your facts. And that is uS%
ally because they don’t want to hear what the analysis is—and
realize that isn’t the case here with General Schwarzkopf. But on¢
of the things, that if we are to encourage analysts to look at alter
native points of view, if we are to encourage them to consider e
unorthodox or the unconventional, we have to have a way of edv
cating policymakers about how to use intelligence as well as intellk
gence analysts, how to write it better.
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And one of the things we have to educate policymakers to is the
Jlue to them.of a piece of paper that helps them think through
:he problem without telling them what the answer is when nobody

ows what the answer is. And too often policymakers will pass
that off as just sort of academic head scratching and musings of a
punch of philosoghers out at Langley or something like that. I be-
Jieve that the policymaker is always owed the best estimate. What-
ever the number of options or whatever the possibilities, the policy-
naker deserves to be told this is my best guess as to what is going

n.

wéﬁ) Iiethink he also needs to know what the other possibilities
ure, and he needs to be told what the level of confidence is in that
judgment. Sometimes your best estimate you're 90% sure, and
sometimes you're 33% sure when you have got four possibilities.
And I think there needs to be a greater forthrightness with the pol-
icymaker in terms of the level of confidence in these judgments.

It gets to what General Schwarzkopf is talking about. And that is
pow do you convey a judgment to the policymaker that he can un-
derstand as an array of possibilities and a best estimate without
nim thinking that it looks like mush. And that is something that
the analysts have to work on. I think that the policymaker also
needs to have a better understanding that sometimes there isn’t an
answer to his question. And that we are dealing with what I re-
ferred to earlier as mysteries rather than secrets.

Senator CHAFEE. Now my final question is as follows, Mr. Gates.
In an interview you once described Bill Casey, if accurately quoted,
as the last of the “Great Buccaneers.” And in your testimony
hefore us you've indicated that you’re going to work closely with
Congress and we're not going to have these events that have alleg-
edly transpired in which the CIA has been involved.

But do you think any of us should have cause for concern that
you're going to be so cautious and so busy with the paper trail indi-
cating what you did at such and such a time, because you've been
burnt by Congress more than once, you've been through these
hearings, you've seen what the Iran-Contra investigation was
where they interviewed five hundred witnesses and went through
three hundred thousand documents, you've been examined by the
Specjal Prosecutor. You know that he’s investigating although he
specifically said that you're not a target. There was the Tower
Commission. This Committee spent three months, the staff, looking
at everything you’ve done. I don’t think there’s anybody up for con-
f}rmatmn for any position that’s been through a more careful scru-
tiny than you have. And inevitably, you can only come out of all of
this with a feeling that in the future, I'm just going to make sure I
docu’ment everything so that they know I'm doing things right.
Z;"t‘;dre going to be busy reporting to this Committee as you've indi-

NO\;V that’s all splendid, but is there any fear that as a result,
there’s just going to be such a deluge of paper over in your office,
80 much cross-checking that nothing gets done. Admiral Rickover
used to say there are more checkers than there are doers around

place. And how do you answer somebody who might raise that
concern?
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Mr. GaTtes. I was amused to read, or have somebody cal] ¢,
attention, a newspaper column the other day in which the aut}lln y
of the piece referred to me as a swashbuckler. Frankly, ¢ o
that’s not a term that comes immediately to mind to most Peo
who know me. [General laughter.] - Dle

Senator CHAFEE. I wasn’t suggesting you were a swashbuck)
As a matter of fact I was indicating concern that you might ng ﬁz

Mr. GaTes. Precisely, Senator Chafee. And at the same tip,
there are concerns that I would be too cautious. ¢

I think that the United States Central Intelligence Agency ¢,
undertake risky operations, and should undertake risky "ope,
ations—you can’t operate an intelligence service in a risk-free envi:
ronment—but I think you can operate an intelligence service in g
environment in which the rules are clear, the guidelines are cleg,
the reporting requirements are clear, and people can act with con.
fidence and take those risks. And frankly, I think that again it ge
to the question of triumphs that remain secret.

I think that some of the things that CIA and the clandestine
service have done over the last two or three years have been ahs,
lutely extraordinary. And some of them have involved extraorg;
nary personal risk for the people involved. Some risk for the
Agency. But they were clearly within the rules, clearly the product
of a thought-through process where everybody knew what the risks
were, were able to assess what those risks were, and then decided
to go forward.

I guess what I'm trying to say is that in contrast to some thing
that have been written over the last half dozen years by a variety
of people, I do not see the oversight process, a process of reporting
to the President’s Intelligence Oversight Board, or the other mech-
anisms of accountability, as somehow limiting the effectiveness or
capability of U.S. intelligence. I don’t thing that there is anything
that we should be doing that we can’t do under those terms.

Now I don’t think that one needs to be paralyzed in terms of al
the investigations and things that have gone on before and just get
completely wrapped around the axle, so fearful of taking any step
for fear of being criticized. I think as long as we're playing by the
rules we don’t need to worry about being criticized. We may well
be criticized. We will be criticized. But I think we can stand that &
l(})lng as we're playing by the rules and I don’t see any contradiction
there.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, in conclusion let me just say this. T just
hope that you will come up with some bold ideas and some bold
ventures. The easiest thing in the world, and the safest thing for
everybody involved in the government, as you well know, is to 52
no. Don’t stick your neck out, lie low and you're certainly not gom
to get into any trouble. And that applies to this Committee. Covert
actions come before the Committee, the easiest thing is to say 10
and then you're safe. So I hope you will, despite this searing expe
rience that you’ve been through, I hope you will be a bold Director
of the Agency and the Intelligence Community. And I'm confident
that you will be.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Chafee.
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we'll now_go to Se,nator D’Amato for any questions that he

ight have: Senator D’Amato.
mISenatOF D’AmaTo. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

¢, Gates, I'm wondering if we couldn’t do this in two parts.
Maybe review a part of the past and then take a look at the future.
And parltggi that past involves the attempted Papal assassination

k in .
ba%here have been some who have said that you biased intelligence

ncerning the 1981 assassination of Pope John Paul II. While the
qubstance of this issue 1s classified and we’ll deal with it in closed
session on Frldag, I want to ask you whether, in your opinion, the
1A and the U.S. intelligence as a whole, did all that it could to
find out what was behind the attempt on Pope John Paul II's life.

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I think that as you suggest we can go into
some of the details in closed session, but I think that a review of all
the analysis that had been done on the attempted assassination of
the Pope that I directed in May of 1985 illustrated that particular-
ly in the first several years after the attempted assassination, CIA
moved very awkwardly and slowly in trying to deal with the prob-
lem.

There were some mitigating circumstances. I think there was
WOITY gbopt getting cross threaded with an ally that was involved
in a crqnmal prosecution. There was concern about spoiling the
prosecution case itself. But 1 think in general that the Agency
moved with extreme caution in trying to deal with the problem.

And frankly, from the analytical side, I think it is fair to say
that at least at the outset, that it was due to a mindset that accept-
ed the idea t,hat a lone gunman was responsible.

Senator D’AMATO. We}l, as you know in 1983 1 visited Italy and I
met with a number of intelligence people in military intelligence,
and I met with Ilario Martella, the investigating magistrate. He
was quite concerned. He had the impression that there were those
in the intelligence community who were trying to discredit and un-
dermine the investigation. In fact there were people assigned to the
US. embassy in Rome who were telling people in the media that
the CIA didn’t think that the Soviets and the Bulgarians were in-
volved and that really this was a lone, crazy gunman, Agca. Simi-
lar allegations were being published with a Washington dateline.
It's refreshing to hear you answer my question as you did because
it was a very frustrating time, I think, for many of us, when there
was this at least awkward treatment of the situation.

Let me ask you, would you be willing to offer—do you believe the
KGB was involved in that attempted assassination?
tulrvt[aff aGATES. Sergﬁtor, six weeks ago I probably would have ven-

guess on that.

Senator D’AmaTo. OK.
thMr-.GATES. Since for the first time in my professional career

ere is some chance we may actually have access to the KGB files,
Ithink I'll hold my fire.

. Senator D’AmaTo. Fine. I appreciate the candor of your initial
esponse to my question, I want you to know that. Let me ask you,
zg\;lhave been credited with being one of the most successful Soviet
Intely°Sts at the CIA. Why do you think that the CIA and the US.

ligence Community as a whole never gave policymakers a
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clear cut warning of the collapse of the Soviet system? Or compy
nism as such? U

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I think that we’ll probably get into 4 ¢,
amount of detail on this later. I think that there are clearly soalr
shortcomings in the work that the Agency did. But I alsg t}ﬁlx?i
that the Agency has a very creditable record of documenting fy,
the early 1970’s and even before, the steady decline of the Soviz
economy. They did a tremendous amount of work on various g,
tors of the economy and how poorly they were doing and so on,

I think what they did not predict was that a reformer would
come into power that would pursue a set of reforms that were 80
flawed that it would take a severely declining economy and throy
it into catastrophic freefall.

And that is pretty much what happened in the Soviet Union i,
1987 and 1988, as the old system was progressively dismantled with
nothing new being put in its place. And furthermore a straddling
in terms of which kinds of economic system to move to. So yoy
ended up with the worst of both worlds. A policy that seemed t,
look toward a market economy and actions and an administratiye
framework that was in fact still pursuing a command economy.
I think that there was a general appreciation documented in the
Joint Economic Committee repeatedly over the years, of a declining
economy, but ] think that the failure to predict the rapid collapse
of the system over the last two or three years is because I think
people did not anticipate that the reforms would proceed in the
way that they had.

Senator D’AmaTo. I said I would touch on something in the
future. We haven’t yet. But let me ask you to project in the future
given what we do know and the.information we do have as it re-
lates to Cuba. Will Castro go peacefully or do you foresee a Ruma-
nian resolution to the Cuban situation? What do you see in that
crystal ball?

Mr. Gates. I think that one of the major considerations right
now is the cutting off of Soviet subsidies to Cuba. We calculated, I
think, in 1989 or 1988 that the Soviet Union either directly or
through indirect subsidies was giving something on the order of $5
billion a year in military and economic assistance to Cuba. The So
viets have made clear that that is going to stop. The Cuban econo-
my is already on the ropes, and I think it is hard to predict the
impact. But this guy is the—is one of the last remaining Commu-
nists. The whole place is—the whole system down there is kind of 2
museum piece, it’s such an anachronism. It seems to me that hl,S
days are numbered. Whether it’s, you know, this year of next, its
clear that the system down there can’t survive indefinitely.

Senator D’AmaTo. What do you project as it relates to our rel
tionships in dealing with some of the countries in Central, South
America, that are heavily dependent upon drugs or where the drug
traffickers have played a key role as it relates to policy or lack 0;
policy? What do you foresee there and how do we deal with that!

Mr. Gartes. I think the biggest problem——

Senator D’Amaro. I specifically have avoided naming any on¢
country.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.




639

The dilemma that we face is that there are governments in some
of those countries who are acting to try and deal with the problem,
who are trying to eradicate crops or take steps to reduce the

ount of narcotics flowing through that country or being pro-
duced in those countries, and ’they are taking steps that frankly, a
ear or two ago, we wouldn’t have anticipated. That they have
yone further than we expected. And yet at the same time, the in-
formation suggests the problem has gotten worse in some of those
countries. And so the question is, how do you encourage the gov-
ernments to do more and do so in a way that allowed them politi-
cally to be able to survive. And it is a tough policy call in terms of
whether to provide some of these guys some economic assistance
pecause they have done what we asked them to do, even if the
problem has gotten worse and the degree to which they have the
ability or the freedom to be able to act.

I think—and I am really speaking from my current position
right now—what we have tried to do is encourage these people to
move more aggressively. I think that when the time comes that we
conclude that the governments are corrupt, that they are not being
honest with themselves, that that’s the time when we have to say
we just can’t help you any longer. But that’s a tough call, and it
has some downside implications as well for the.narcotics control
problem, because then in essence you remove any incentive for
them to take courageous steps. )

Senator D’AmaTo. Last follow-up to that. Do you believe we have
adeguately funded our counternarcotics foreign intelligence activi-
ties? -

Mr. GatEs. Well, as I suggest in my answer to Senator DeCon-
¢ini, I think we were not as quick in coming to deal effectively with
the intelligence aspects of the narcotics problem as we should have
been. There have been significant increases in funding in the last
several years and I think there’s a substantial increase between
1991 and 1992. It is something and I would take a look at when I
got out there. But my impression is that there have been substan-
tial increases in resources fairly steadily.over the last few years.

Senator D’AMATO. Mr. Gates, let me simply say that I am very
pleased by the responses I have heard you give to my colleagues. I
certainly want to commend you for what I think your position has
been in making the analysis as it relates to the Papal assassina-
tion. T look forward to meeting with you Friday in closed session.
And I look forward to working with you in the coming years on the
issues of mutual concern.

Mr. Gares. Thank you, sir. .

Chairman BogrgN. Thank you, Senator D’Amato.

Senator Glenn is not able to be with us this afternoon because of
a conﬂict in schedules. So we have completed now the opening
questions of Members of the Committee with the exception of Sena-
tor Glenn who will question the nominee on the nominee’s final
return before the Committee.

t me just outline briefly how I expect us to proceed now. On
Thursday we will begin our session at 9:30, and I want Members to
note that as a change of time. We will begin a little earlier at 9:30.
We have six or seven outside witnesses that say, a very, very full
day. Some extremely important witnesses are to come before the
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Committee. We will begin that morning with the testimony of
Fiers. It is likely that the Senate may well be in session late o
Thursday evening anyway so it would be my intention to w°0n
throughout the day and into the evening hours on Thursday, r
would like for Members to please note that on their schedules ¢
it is likely for us to work in the evening hours on Thursday s, that
we can complete the outside public witnesses. If we have not cop,
pleted them, we will continue with them on Friday morning,

Otherwise, on Friday, we will have a closed session of the Cop.
mittee to take up classified information and particularly to hes,
testimony from witnesses on the question of the objectivity of inte).
ligence estimates. Some subjects we have touched on here in th,
public session but obviously we have not been able to pursue them
as thoroughly as we would like because they do involve classifieq
information.

We will resume then on Tuesday, at which time we will have ap.
other session on again the classified subject of intelligence sharing,
I am not sure exactly how long, but it would not likely last as long
as an entire day.

When we have completed all of that testimony and heard all of
that evidence and considered all of the information given to us, it
would then be my thought that we would ask the nominee to
appear again. That could be as early as Tuesday afternoon. If we
want to question the nominee specifically about a classified matter,
that obviously would have to be in closed session.

It would then be my intention to come back into open session
either on Tuesday afternoon or Wednesday morning, which I un-
derstand is the birthday of the nominee, is that correct?

Mr. GATES. Yes.

Chairman BoreN. Well, we know that you would be very disap-
pointed if you didn’t get to spend at least part of your birthday
with some Members of this Committee. And we would certainly
want to be able to send you our best wishes on that occasion.

There have been some other Members of the Committee that
have indicated to me they have additional questions. And especial-
ly some of the Members of Committee have not yet had a chance to
ask their questions related to the future of intelligence. Because of
necessity we have had to go back over the past record quite a lot in
the course of this two days of proceedings. .

At that time we would then have the nominee as the concluding
witness of the confirmation process. The Committee would begin its
deliberations in an expeditious fashion on the nomination within a
day or so of the completion of our hearings. And of course, the vote
of this Committee will be held in public session and Members will
have a chance to make statements in regard to their final decisions
about this nomination. - )

This is the process that I would hope we would go through. I
want to thank the nominee and the Members of the Committee
and the staff of the Committee.

Senator WARNER. You've done very well.

Chairman Boren. Well, thank you very much, Senator Warner.
As I said, we’ve been thorough. T appreciate the help of all the
Members, especially the Vice Chairman. I hope that the American
people have felt that this was a very useful process. It is unique 1
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he world, as t}}e nominee has said, to have this kind of process in
the 0pen- To display .for the world the workings of the oversight

and how this is a government where very sensitive policy is
?nade still within the bounds of the democratic process and with
full oversight. It has been very interesting to hear the comments of
the nominee about his discussions with Mr. Kyruchkov of the KGB.
 had similar conversations with him and also with members of the
Supreme Soviet who were struggling to set up their own oversight
P , as well as those in Eastern Europe and elsewhere. Many
are looking at our process and coming here to study it.

So I hope the American people have had, from this process, a
petter insight into how the oversight process works, and also some
insight to the contnb.utlon the men and women who work in our
Intelligence Community are making to the national security effort
of this country. While of necessity we probed some things that hap-
pened that shouldn’t have happened. I think the American people
from watching these proceedings will also have a better under-
standing of the real contribution, often at the risk of their lives,
that people are making in the Intelligence Community to the good
of this country.

So I hope, Mr. Gates, that, while you have been on the receiving
end of this, that you will feel that this process has also been benefi-
cial to the American people as well. So we appreciate your coopera-
tion and the cooperation of all Members.

We will stand in recess until 9:30 in the morning on Thursday.

[Thereupon, at 5:26 o’clock p.m., the Committee stood in recess.]



-




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

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1991

U.S. SENATE,
SeLEcT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,
) Washington; DC.

e Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:37 a.m.,:in
room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. David L. Boren,
Chairman of the Committee, presiding. -

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston,
DeConcini, Metzenbaum, Murkowski, Warner, Danforth, Rudman,
Gorton, Chafee, and Cohen. - .

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

Chairman BoreN. The Committee will come to order.

This morning let me say for the benefit of Members, that we will
do our questioning under the rule of attendance so that those who
are present now as the hearing begins will ask their questions first
in rotation. We will have approximately ten minute rounds for the
witness when he completes his statement and for the other wit-
nesses today followed by additional rounds as long as.there are
members that have questions that they would like to ask.

I might also say that we have a number of witnesses today. We
have tried to arrange the order of testimony of our witnesses
mainly to accommodate the travel schedule of several who have to
leave during the day or at least by the end of the day. :

It is my hope that we can complete the witnesses scheduled for
tot_iay. We have six very important witnesses and this means that I
think it is very likely ‘that we will go into the evening hour in
terms of taking testimony today. :

This morning as we resume our hearings on the nomination of
Robert M. Gates to be Director of Central Intelligence, we will re-
ceive testimony from six witnesses who have served as senior offi-
cials in the CIA, -including the current Acting Director, Mr. Rich-
ard Kerr. We will begin with Mr. Alan Fiers, the former Chief of
the CIA’s Central American Task Force. The next witness will be
Mr. John McMahon, who preceded Mr. Gates as Deputy DCI from
1982 until early 1986. He will be followed by a retired CIA senior
operations officer, Mr. Tom Polgar, who was on the staff of the

nate Iran-Contra Committee. We will also hear from Admiral
Bobby Inman, who was Deputy DCI from 1981 to 1982 and is cur-
rently Chairman of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory
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Board. The next witness will be Mr. Charles Allen, a senigr ClA
analyst who was National Intelligence Officer for Counterterrqyig
during the Iran-Contra period. And the final witness will be Actin,
Director Richard Kerr. 8

I want to emphasize to Members that our inquiries today hay,
single purpose, and that is to_assess the fitness of the nomj, 2
whose nomination is before us. If we were to get into questiong con.
cerning the roles of our witnesses themselves in the Iran-Contl.a
affair, or to ask them to speculate about the future of U.S. inte)y;.
gence, I would have to say to our colleagues that we would neye,
have any hope of making it through our schedule, not only today
but probably for several weeks. I point out, for example, that the
Iran-Contra Committee’s deposition of -just one of our witneggse
today, Mr. Charles Allen, went on for more than one thousang
pages. So we simply cannot devote the kind of time to this testimy.
ny to go over the entire Iran-Contra affair. What we want to leary
today is what our witnesses have to say. about Mr. Gates’ involve.
ment in that affair and any knowledge that they might have which
would relate to this nominee. -

I hope Members will limit their inquiries and focus their inquir.
ies accordingly. .

Our first witness is Mr. Alan D. Fiers who, as I mentioned,
served as Chief of the CIA’s Central American Task Force from Qc-
tober 1984 until March of 1988. Mr. Fiers entered a plea of guilty
on July 9, 1991, to two misdemeanor charges of withholding infor-
mation from Congress about the diversion of Iranian arms sales
proceeds to the Nicaraguan Contras and about other U.S. efforts to
assist the Contras during a ban on such aid.

The first charge dealt with his testimony about the diversion at a
hearing before this Committee on November 25, 1986, the same day
that Attorney General Meese announced the discovery of evidence
of the diversion in the National Security Council files. The second
charge involved the testimony about the role of Oliver North, Felix
Rodriguez, and others in providing military assistance to the Con-
tras at a hearing before the House Intelligence Committee on Octo-
ber 14, 1986. This took place shortly after the downing of the Ha-
senfus flight.

The admissions by Mr. Fiers were shocking and tragic. He was
an outstanding professional intelligence officer who had an excel-
lent relationship with this Committee. I think I can safely say on
behalf of most of the members of this Committee, especially those
on the Committee at the time that Mr. Fiers was at the Agency
that we had great professional regard for him, and in spite of very
serious lapses that occurred, I know that Mr. Fiers knows that his
many efforts on behalf of our country and his outstanding perform-
ance in other areas are understood and appreciated by the Mem-
bers of this Committee.

While the task force he headed clearly was very sensitive from a
political standpoint, I do not think that any of us realized at the
time the extraordinary political pressures that were brought %
bear on him as Chief of the Central American Task Force. His tes:
timony to the Iran-Contra Committees, which many of us will r¢-
member, regarding the situation in which he found himself stands
out in my mind as reflecting his great personal anguish. It was ob-
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sious to all of. us as we heard that testimony that this was a situa-
tion about which he was reflecting very deeply.

r. Fiers conceded that his testimony at the Hasenfus hearings
in October 1986 had been, and I quote, “evasive.” And he attrib-

that evasion to what he called his, quote, ‘“‘untenable position
gs 3 member of the Administration team.” Mr. Fiers went so far as
1o say the Administration was, and I again quote, “hanging us
aut’s unquote. He was very emotional when he told the Iran-
Contra Committee, and I quote again, “I found myself in one hell
of a position indeed. And really it continued almost until today,”
he said. That was In August 1987 when Mr. Fiers testified near the
end of the Tran-Contra hearings.

It was very sad for us to learn this past July that Mr. Fiers had
continued to withhold information throughout those hearings.

The issue for us today, however, is not what Mr. Fiers knew or
what Mr. Fiers did, but whether he can shed any light on when
Robert Gates may have learned of the diversion and what Mr.
Gates knew about the roles of Oliver North and others in the pri-
vate Contra resupply operation. CIA records indicate that after Mr.
Gates became Deputy DCI in April 1986, he met with Mr. Fiers on
at least nine occasions before November 25, 1986, when the diver-
sion was disclosed publicly. Those records indicate that three of
these meetings were one-on-one, and they took place on August 19,
1986, September 29, 1986, and November 4, 1986. At least two and
possibly all three of those one-on-one meetings occurred after the
point when, according to the government’s statement, Mr. Fiers
had learned of the diversion. In addition, Mr. Gates met with Mr.
Fiers, Clair George, Director Casey, and a CIA Congressional Af-
fairs Officer the evening before Mr. Fiers and Mr. George first tes-
tified about the Hasenfus flight on October 10, 1986, and allegedly
withheld information in order to protect the White House.

The record of these meetings between Mr. Gates and Mr. Fiers
makes it important that the Committee obtain the testimony of
Mr. Fiers. The Independent Counsel has been consulted about this
matter and the Independent Counsel has not objected to the grant-
ing of immunity to Mr. Fiers for the purpose of these hearings. Mr.
Fiers is accompanied by Counsel, and I would like to ask Counsel
to introduce himself. _

Mr. ARKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am Stanly Arkin of Chadbourne and
Parke and we represent Mr. Fiers.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much. :

We welcome all of you to the Committee. And Mr. Fiers if you
ire ready, I would ask that you please stand in be sworn as a wit-
ess,

Do you, Alan D. Fiers, Jr., solemnly swear that the testimony
you are about to give is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth, so help you God? :

Mr. Fiees. I do.

Chairman BoreN. You may be seated.

I will ask now that our photographers might clear the well.

Mr. Fiers, it is the intent of the Committee to pursue with you,
as I have indicated, questions concerning the role and involvement
of Mr. Robert M. Gates in the so-called Iran-Contra affair.
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Mr. ArkiN. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect, I have aqy;
Mr. Fiers to decline to testify without an appropriate grant of in
munity. ]

Cha?rman BoreN. Mr. Arkin, in light of your statement, |
hereby communicating to you and to your client an order isgy,
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on August 2, 199; b
the United States District Court for the District of Columbis /
order provides, in substance, that your client, Mr. Fiers, may py
refuse to provide evidence on the basis of his privilege under the
Fifth Amendment. It further provides that evidence obtained from
your client under the order may not be used against him in any
criminal proceedings.

A copy of the immunity order has been placed at the witng
table. Can counsel confirm that he has a copy of that order?

Mr. ARkIN. Senator, I have a copy.

Chairman BogreN. Pursuant to that order then, I direct yoy
client to answer the questions of the Committee.

Mr. Fiers, I understand that you have some opening comment

that you would like to make and you may proceed with those g
this time.

- The

TESTIMONY OF ALAN D. FIERS, JR., FORMER CHIEF, CENTRAL
AMERICA TASK FORCE, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Mr. Fiers. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Members f
the Committee.

I'd first like to tell you how much I appreciate the kind words
that you said about me. They mean a great deal to me.

For five years I have waited for this opportunity to speak public
ly and unencumbered about Iran-Contra. And I have rehearsed this
statement a thousand times in my mind in a thousand different
places. Each times it has a different tone.

Sometimes accusative, apologetic, aggressive and dispassionate.

Senator METZENBAUM. Can you bring the mike a little closer,
please? Thank you sir.

Mr. Fiers. Today, I will make a maximum effort to be dispassion
ate and sometimes that is difficult for me to do as I think some of
you know.

But always the theme is the same. The decision points and judg
ment factors that seem so clear cut today appeared far different
during the height of the storm that, Mr. Chairman, that you made
reference to.

To reiterate what has been noted several times in these hearing;,
for forty-three years, from 1947 to the fall of the Berlin Wall in
1990, seven Administrations pursued a foreign policy, the goal of
which was to protect and preserve our democracy against Commu-
nist expansionism.

This policy, born in an atmosphere of bipartisan consensus, ha
‘geen dramatically successful, far beyond what any of us dared t

ream.

Today, in 1991, it is easy to forget the political landscape of 2
decade ago. In the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, we were reelind
from a series of defeats, failures, setbacks. The Bay of Pigs, Vier
nam, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, events in Iran, the &
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ndancy of Soviet-Cuban backed Communist governments in Ethi-
ceia Angola, Nicaragua, the near collapse in El Salvador. In the
?gce’of these setbacks, by the late 1970’s, the consensus upon which
our post war foreign policy had been based had severely eroded. Po-
:ation had set In.

There were those who were ready to accept the concept of moral
equivalency- The concept which held that the moralities of Soviet

mmunism and our democracy are essentially the same.

Others were ready to acquiesce to or accept the Brezhnev Doc-
trine which held that the takeover of a country by Communism is
irreversible, forever. ) ) ) )

The events that we will be discussing today took place in this at-
mosphere of polarization, distrust and self-doubt. Our ability and
our will to maintain the course plotted by those great leaders of
the late 1940’s was in doubt. The outcome of the struggle was in
doubt and the consensus was gone. It has given way to a bare
knuckles game of politics. A no holds barred game where no quar-
ter was given on either side. I know this to be a fact. I lived
through it.

Much of the story as it relates to Central America is well-known
as a result of the Iran-Contra investigations. Other parts were con-
tained in a September 15th New York Times article. It was the to-
tality of this story to which 1 was referring in my 1987 testimony
pefore the Iran-Contra Committee when I likened myself to being
caught in a giant nutcracker. The Administration on one side and
the Legislative branch on the other. ;s ‘

I do not seek today or at any time to,avoid responsibilities for
action I took or didn’t take. Nor do I seek to shift the blame. 1
accept full responsibility for what I did and did not do. All I ask is
that both sides of the story be treated equally and fairly.

Before responding to your questions,” there are three specific
points I would like to make.

First concerns me and the CIA. Media reporting surrounding my
plea of guilty to two misdemeanor charges of withholding informa-
tion from Congress have repeatedly made reference to my having
acknowledged CIA involvement in illegal aid to the Contras. This is
not correct.

I acknowledged that 1 and several others had knowledge of cer-
tain events. I also pointed out that sincere and strenuous efforts
were made to avoid involvement in these activities.

I trust these hearings.will serve to correct the record on this
point once and for all.

Let me add another thought. The allegations that CIA or other-
wise turned a blind eye to or otherwise supported drug smuggling
Zzg to the full extent of my knowledge absolutely false and outra-

us.

Second, lost in the publicity surrounding the Iran-Contra investi-
gation and the legal proceedings, is the fact that the Nicaraguan
policy including the support to the Contras was fully successful.

ere is now an elected democratic government in Nicaragua.

And, finally, I sincerely hope that the CIA bashing will stop. My
wife, my children, and I are proud to have served with some of the

est men and women this country has produced—men and
women of strong character, unabiding patriotism, dedication, and
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integrity unmatched anywhere. Men and women who consistent
and unfailingly have been at the forefront of the struggle, hot anﬂ
cold, some who have given their lives. .

The CIA bashing does them and their families a grave and ung,,
ceptable injustice. »

Thank you for this opportunity to speak. I will now answer yoy,
questions. ' .

Chairman Borgn. Thank you very much, Mr. Fiers. And, as you
know, this Committee has always sought to be constructive in exer.
cising its oversight responsibilities. I agree with you that it seryeg
no purpose to engage in criticism of the CIA simply for the sake of
criticism. As I am sure you have seen during the opening two days
of the hearings, there have been many times in which we had the
opportunity to pause to discuss the very real contribution to our
country that the men and women at the CIA have made over the

ears.

Y I know you also understand that this Committee has a very seri.
ous responsibility to obtain any information which can help us in
making the determination which we must make of the fitness of
Robert Gates, the President’s nominee to serve as Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence. That's a responsibility that we take very serious.
ly, all the Members of this Committee. And so I ask you several
questions with that in mind.

The Government’s statement of facts in your plea agreement,
which you consented to, states that during the early Spring of 1986,
Lieutenant Colonel North told you that Israel was selling weapons
to Iran and, quote, “kicking dollars into the Contra’s pot,” unquote.
Did you ever tell Robert Gates of North’s revelation to you about
the diversion? :

Mr. Figrs. I did not.

Chairman BoreN. Do you have any reason to believe that anyone
else told Robert Gates of North’s revelation to you?

Mr. Fiers. No. I think that is highly unlikely. At the time thatI
place that event, Bob Gates was still the DDL And I have no
reason to suspect or believe that anyone would have shared that
information with him. Indeed not many knew it.

Chairman BoreN. Your plea bargain agreement with the Govern-
ment also states by late summer of 1986, Lieutenant Colonel North
told you that the United States was selling arms to Iran and using
the proceeds from the sales to aid the Contras. According to the
statement, you reported this information to your superior, the
Chief of the Latin American Division, who told you to report the
matter immediately to Mr. Clair George, the Director of Oper
ations. When you told Mr. George, according to the statement, he
replied, quote, “You are now one of a handful of people who knovw
about this,” unquote. Is that an accurate summary of the situation’

Mr. Fiers. Yes it is.

_Chairman Boren. When you told Clair George about the diver-
sion, what did you understand by his comment that, quote, “you
are now one of a handful of people who knew about the diversion.

Mr. Fiers. As I recall the context of the conversation, I interpret:
ed that remark to go more towards the sale of weapons to Iran ai

that side of the covert action policy or program than I did the di
version. *




649

 think that he was making reference to the Iranian operation
and not t0 the diversion. )

Chairman BOREN. Did he say who was included in this small

?
groh‘fl? "Fiers. He did not. It was a very short conversation. The es-
gence of it is what you just repeated and he did not make any fur-
ther elaboration on who that small group of people were. Within
the context the comments were made, I understood that it was in-
formation 1 was to file and not to make reference to.

Chairman BOREN. Did you speculate or do you have any specula-
tion now as to who that might have included?

_ Fmrs. I did not have any speculation or have any serious
thought at the time as to whom that might have included. Now, as
a result of the Iran-Contra investigations, which you might guess I
followed with some interest, I can put together a universe of people
that I think that might have included. But at that point in time, 1
didn't give that matter extensive thought and I really didn’t have
that universe defined. i o

Chairman Boren. Well, let me go back specifically to Mr. Gates.
Now we are talking about this in late summer conversation with
Colonel North and your subsequent conversation with Clair
(George. -

ng you report North’s information or your conversation with
Clair George about the diversion to Mr. Gates?

Mr. Fiers. I did not. I reported that information to two people
and to no one else in the Agency. And so far as I know, until I dis-
cussed this matter with the Independent Counsel, there were only
five people that knew that. And I think that to be accurate.

Chairman BoreN. Could you name those five people again?

Mr. Fiers. In the case of the first incidence which took place
prior to May, it is the Chief of the Latin American Division whose
name has never been in the public domain.

In the case of the second mention which was more specific in late
summer, it was the Second Chief of Latin American Division, and I
think you know his name. If you want, I'll put it on the record.

Chairman BoOREN. We were referring to him as just the Chief
Number Two of Latin American Division.

Mr. Fiers. Chief Number Two.

NCrl'talir George, himself, who I reported to. Myself and Oliver

orth. ,

_Chairman BoreN. I'm informed by Counsel, just for the informa-
tlo}l of Members, that we are releasing today the testimony that
we've taken under oath of the Chief of the Latin American Divi-
sion, #2. We're not releasing his name. But we have released his
declassified statement of his testimony today. .

Do you have, let me ask you again, any reason to believe that
anyone else told Mr. Gates about the diversion here in the late
i}lgtlilﬁr in terms of the conversation youwd had with Colonel

Mr. Fiers. T have no reason to believe that.and no reason to spec-
ulate one way or the other.

irman BoreN. Do you know whether Director Casey knew
about the diversion? )
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Mr. Fiers. Not to my knowledge. Director Casey and I pey,
spoke about it. Clair George and I never spoke about it. Anqd | d<r;
not have first hand direct knowledge that the Director knew oy did
not know about the diversion.

Chairman BoreN. Do you suspect that he might have known?

Mr. Fiers. That’s a very difficult question if you knew Bill Cag,
well. I suspect that there 'are things that were’going on that p;
Casey knew that he did not share with me. And beyond tha |
really don’t want to try to venture a guess and put something i,
his head or not in his head when I really just don’t know.

Chairman BoreN. So the conversations were between Colone)
North and you but there was never a direct conversation betweey
Director Casey and you about this operation.

Mr. Fiers. No. And I might add that the conversations with Colo.
nel North, both of them were informal, they were on the margins
of other conversations and they 'were off-handed comments that
Colonel North made to me that these things were happening.

Frequently he, in informal conversations, would just drop bits
and pieces and I picked them up along the way. And it was in this
informal context, both times, that I picked up this information and
both times, particularly the first time, I was somewhat taken aback
by it. I found it astounding. And it was in a disbelieving context
that I spoke the first time with the first Chief of the Latin Ameri-
can Division and it was in that same doubting context, you know,
what to think of this, that I spoke about it the second time.

So’ the information in’ my head was there, but I didn’t know
whether really to accept it, not accept it, or' how to evaluate it
until late in October or early November when the Iran arms sales
really became public. Then I sort of said to myself this is true.

Chairman BoreN. Last week the Committee received sworn testi-
mony in closed session from the Latin American Division Chief, re-
ferred to as Chief #2, to whom you first reported, according to
your testimony, North’s information.

He didn’t recall any mention of a diversion. But he said he re-
called one occasion when you asked what to do if you had learned
something very sensitive about an operation. And let me repeat
what he said in the testimony to us.

Quote, and I quote his testimony. “Alan came to me and said a
very conjectural kind of thing. He said that if I were to know some-
thing, either very sensitive or important or scandalous or some-
thing about this whole program we're involved in, who should I
talk to about it, or something like that. And I can’t remember what
it was, it was very conjectural and what if, and I can’t remember
the wording that he used, but it was clear to me that the conversa-
tion had nothing to do with the Agency. And I don’t-remember
what I told him back but I think I would have told him something
like, if it’s something that’s illegal you’d better tell the lawyers, or
if it’s something that’s politically a hot potato I would take it to
the seventh floor.” That’s the end of quote from the witness.

I then asked the witness if he remembered directing you to pass
the information on to Clair George immediately and e replied,
and again I quote him in his testimony, “Well, I think I would
have said the seventh floor. Whether I said Clair George, Who
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ould have"been the next one up, or whether I said Casey, I just
canD(E ryou recall any discussion like this with the Division Chief
on a hypothetical problem as opposed to a detailed specific
reference to the diversion? ] ]
Mr. FIERS. It's been five years plus since those gonversatlons took
1ace and a lot of water has passed under the bridge and I'm quite
g . that the individual in question’s testimony is the way he
recalls it. The way I recall it is the way I stated it. And the reason
I recall it so well is that it laid on my heart like a shot for five

ye%;ih time 1 testified, each time the Committees did something,
each time I read about Iran-Contra that just burned in me. Because
I knew it was there. And I knew only five people knew it. And my
recollections of the conversations are quite clear that they took
place. I think that the tone, the context, the thrust in the way it
was described by Chief #2 is largely accurate.

1 remember it being somewhat more specific, however. But 1
would hasten to say that memories are bound to differ after five
years when there is no written record. .

Chairman BoreN. Thank you.:Let’s turn to the second matter
that was the subject of your plea agreement, the testimony on the
Hasenfus flight in October 1986.

The government states that after the downing of the Hasenfus
plane but before the hearing on October 10th, you had a secure
telephone conversation with Colonel North in which you asked
North whether the downed aircraft was his, or North’s. North told
you that the plane was a part of his operation and that the oper-
ation was being dismantled. Is that roughly a correct summary?

Mr. Fiers. That is roughly a correct summary of conversations
:}il;t took place with Oliver North and his office over that period of

e, yes.

Chairman Boren. Now let me turn your attention to Mr. Gates.
Did you report North’s information to Mr. Gates? .

Mr. Fiers. I did not.

Chairman BoreN. Do you have any reason to believe that Mr.
Gates was aware that the plane was a part of North’s operation at
that time? , '

Mr. Fiegs. I don’t have any reason that would make me think
that he had the details or knew specifically that that plane was
part of a North-White House operation in specific detail.

Chairman BOREN. As far as you know, did you have an knowl-
edge of anyone else having a discussion with Mr. Gates about the
same kind of information you received from Colonel North, that it
was part of his operation?

Mr. Fiers. No, I don’t think so. I think it’s likely that there were
only two people in the Agency that Colonel North would speak to
in that kind of detail at that point in time. The two people being
myself and possibly the Director, Bill Casey. ’

Chairman BoreN. Possibly the Director?

Mr. Fiers. Possibly the Director, Bill Casey.

Chairman BoreN. You don’t know that?

Mr. Fies. I don’t know that as a fact.

Chairman BoreN. One way or the other.
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Mr. Figrs. One way or the other.

Chairman BoOreN. You speculate it might have been the Dirg,.
tor?. -

Mr. Fiers. Yes.

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?

Chairman BoreN. Surely.

Senator CRANSTON. I just wanted to ask why you qualified yoy,
responses to the question about three back that Mr. Gates did not
know in specific detail? Did you feel he had some knowledge or
what?

Mr. FiErs. I felt that there were a number of people, a universe
of people let me say, who were involved in Central American poli.
tics, who had some knowledge of the general outline that a White
House support operation was taking place.

I think that few had details of it. I think almost none had com-
plete details of it. And I believe that it’s possible that some—tq
some extent, in some limited way there was sensitivity or under.
standing that that was taking place in the mind of perhaps, it is
possible, of Bob Gates.

Chairman BOREN. Let me pursue what Senator Cranston just
asked. I'm trying to recall Mr. Gates’ testimony of the last two
days. I believe he, in responding to a question about rumors he
might have heard about Colonel North and his operation, indicated
to us that he was aware of rumors and had a general feeling that
Colonel North was certainly involved with the private benefactors.
I think he said “holding hands” with them, encouraging them, in-
volving himself or at least being knowledgeable of the private fund
raising efforts and the rest of it.

But he indicated to us he didn’t have any concrete understand-
ing, or basic understanding that Colonel North was also, in essence,
deeply involved in directing the day to day operations of the net-
work in a way which would of course at that time been in violation
of the law. That was during a period of time when the government
nor any official of the government was not providing that kind of
operational assistance.

So let me go back and ask you, do you believe Mr. Gates had
knowledge of Colonel North’s operational role in this matter?

Mr. Fiers. I don’t have any reason to take strenuous objection to
the description that you just put forward of Mr. Gates. 1 can’t be in
his mind and I don’t know the extent of detail, I suspect it didn
go very far and that he didn’t have very much detail with regard
to what was going on.
© So I really can’t take objection to it and I really think it would
be improper for me to try and put myself in his mind and conjec
El;rle( as to what form that general understanding or those rumors

ok.

- Chairman BoreN. I want to be clear because I think it’s impor
tant, as Senator Cranston said, that we understand any qualifica-
tions to your answer that you gave earlier on these two convers#
tions. Would you characterize for us again first, what you know
Mr. Gates’ knowledge was either from any conversations you ha
with him about Colonel North’s operational role, or what you know
about any conversations he could have had with anyone else.

then your own conclusion based upon just general knowledge of the
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ency and how it worked and what you think the knowledge of
Ag Gates would have been? Could you walk through each one of
Mrose that we know exactly what you're saying to us here?
tb Fiers. 1 think it’s important to—as I answer this question,
for the Committee to understand that I now have the benefit of 20/
) nindsight. So there is a lot in my head that I have seen and I've
ot 10 try togfgiéter %héxt 8}?‘t and place myself back in the time in the

of 1986 as I do this. ° -
w?ttehﬁtnk as the Committee knows from the staff debriefs, in sever-
o of the meetings made reference to, Bob Gates and I had discus-
sions that touched on the White House operation. There were two
i particular that I recall. I wish I recalled them in greater detail.
[ don’t. Thgy’re i(l)rtf of n(lllddle stage recollections but not specific

. tures and recall of words. .
p%ne was a discussion that took place—I think both of them took
place in the July time frame—discussion one concerned a question
as to why 1 didn’t want to pick up the assets that the private bene-
factors were using and transition those and use them in our oper-

tion.

b Chairman BOREN. Saying your operation, you mean after such
time as—

Mr. Figrs. The up-coming—by that point in time—I should be
very specific—by that point in time it was quite clear that the
legal, $100 million program for the Nicaraguan operation was
going to be voted up. We were in serious planning for how to exe-
cute th?:i operatilon. And I was looking at assets I was going to use
for aerial resupply.

Oliver North wanted me to buy the assets of the private benefac-
too;s. I-fli }talked Wiich n;le about it, he had others talk with me about.

e of those people who——

Chairman BorgN. Including Mr. Gates.

Mr. Fiers. Was Mr. Gates. And he asked me, Alan, why aren’t
you buying these assets, what’s wrong with them. He didn’t force
me, he didn’t say I want you to buy them, he just asked a question,
I gave him the logic, the reason. They're old, they're not the right
type, they’re heavy on.maintenance, they are heavy in fuel, they
don’t carry the load, they don’t have the range, and besides they
are of a—I don’t know their background and I don’t want to taint
this upcoming program with anything that is questionable.

I'had that conversation. The details, the specificity of it, I can’t
g:lcemtl}l:l to% but I am certain that we had that exchange. In more

ess that form.
_ Secondly, there was a conversation, one of several I had concern-
Xlg the question of whether or not Vince Cannistraro, who was an
N%ecncy officer on detail to the NSC, should be extended at the

Chairman Boren. Yes.
. Mr. Figrs. And I was asked my views on that. And I said several
imes that if Vince is extended, and if he takes over the Central
nerican account, he can’t have the same relationships with the
Pi‘lVate benefactors that Oliver North has. That would get us in a
Place where we don’t want to be.
. From those two conversations, from the general ambient that we’
ved in, from the—living in the environment, at the time, I con-
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cluded that along with many other people in the Administrati,
Bob Gates understood the framework that was taking place. T by,
no reason to believe, in fact I am sure he didn't know detai]svel
think there were few who knew details. Indeed, I didn't know 4
the details that were going on.

Chairman Bogren. Okay, let me ask you specifically because it i
important that we know what you mean by framework. He hag tel:
tified before us and I think I can fairly summarize this by sayip
obviously he knew that Oliver North was involved with the pri\,a'f3
group that was supporting the Contras. North was talking to the
as Gates put it, handholding, sharing their problems. I mean they
were talking to him about raising the money and all of these sortg
of things. He said he did not know that—as I interpret his testime.
ny—that he was involved in running the actual operation, even
getting into details of leasing planes, hiring pilots, getting informs.
tion. I can’t from my own memory recall what was allowed by lay
at that time, there were various times when we could share intelli
gence and communications, but nothing else and so on.

So Gates has indicated that he was aware broadly that Colone]
North certainly had a relationship with them, but he was not
aware of the operational role. This is very important for us to clari-
fy what you are saying in terms of your knowledge of what you
told him, your knowledge of what others may have told him, and
then your assessment as to whether or not you think that his testi-
mony is accurate or not.

Mr. Fiers. I put no knowledge in Bob Gates head, I repeat, I put
no knowledge in Bob Gates head that would call that question—his
response into doubt. I never talked with him in any specific
detail about what Oliver North was doing or not doing.

From what I know at the time, what I understood at the time to
be the case, I have no reason to take exception to his comment, to
the characterization of his state of knowledge. .

I also understood clearly, I want to repeat that, I understood
clearly the universe in which I was living. I understood from 1984
the potential problem this could cause, from November of 1984 to
be specific. And I took cautions and weighed every action I took in
terms of putting knowledge in peoples head. I took cautions to keep
CIA—all the people that worked for me on the right side of the
line, not to cross over the Boland Amendment, not to get involved
in the private operations. I took it on myself to be the buffer be-
tween my people and to the degree, the Agency leadership. Andl
decided at that point in time that if there were responsibilities and
liabilities that accrued to me as a result of those actions I would
accept them. I started that process in 1987. My testimony was iy
complete in that I still protected people. I did that because, one, of
my friendship with them; two, because I wanted to continue in the
job to see it to completion because I believed in what we were
doing. But I was ready then to accept responsibility for my actions.
I hoped it would have never come to what it did. But I accept that
responsibility now. ..

And in the context of that there were times, in fact most of the
time, I did not take things of the nature you are talking about 10
Bob Gates. I didn’t take them to Director Casey. They stopped with
Clair George and even then not in the detail that I knew them
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ugh S0 that he understood the universe we were living in,
Enough so that he and I both understood the degree of exposure we
;‘;ﬁ and indeed we had discussions about that as early as Novem-

‘of 1984 ’
bet 3{ I have no reason to call into question or to question the char-

rization that Bob Gates has put in front of this Committee. My
?mderstanding of what was in his head was strictly deduced on the
pasis of MY understanding, the universe in which we were operat-
ing, those conversations I had and the sensitive nature of the infor-
ma’tion- To reiterate, I didn’t put information in his head. We
gidn't talk about it, and I don’t know what was there and I can’t
take exception to what he is saying. .

Chairman BOREN. You talked about being a buffer to some others
higher in the Agency. So your decision not to discuss this matter in
detail with Mr. Gates was partly an intentional decision as you
viewed your buffer role?

Mr. Fiers. There is a conservation that took place the Committee
needs to understand. It’s been referred to, I think obliquely in sev-
eral different forms, but let me put it in it’s completion, in its full-
ness, on the record here. ’

At some point in October of 1984, I was asked to do something,
and I can’t remember what the something was, by Oliver North.
And a dispute arose. I was brand new on the job. I was ‘called to a
meeting—called up actually, by Dewey Clarridge, to talk to him
one floor above me——

Chairman BoreN. And he was what?

Mr. Fiers. He was then Chief of the European Division. Before
that he had been Chief of the Latin American Division. And really
had been the hands-on manager of the Central American program.

Dewey essentially said to me, Alan there are things going on
that you don’t know about; cooperate with Ollie. The thrust of his
comments. L. .

I understood what it meant. 1 went back down and I told the
Chief of the Latin American Division #1 this is what happened,
he said let’s go talk to Clair. We went, we talked to Clair. About, I
think it was the same day, it certainly was within two days, we
were called into a meeting in Director Casey’s office—Clair George,
me, Chief of Latin America # 1, Oliver North, the Director.

Chairman BoreNn. Was Mr. Gates present at that?

Mr. Fiers. No. Mr. Gates was then DDI. He was nowhere around
this equation. :

And the Director looked at Ollie and said Ollie, Alan tells me
you are operating in Central America. Is that true? And then the
Director looked at me and said, Alan tell Ollie what you told Clair
and the Chief of Latin America Division #1. So I, somewhat of an
awkward situation, I rounded the edges a bit, and repeated the
Sf?me story, feeling slightly uncomfortable with sort of that con-
tt}ntatlon. Then the Director looked and said, Ollie, are you oper-
glng? ‘And Ollie looked at the Director and said, no sir, I am not
perating—— ’ . '

M an BorgN. Are you talking about Contra operations?
at tr' Fiers. Contras. Operating in Central America. Ollie looked
w dhe Director and said no. The Director said, good, I want you to

erstand that you are not to operate in Central America. We
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walked out and Clair and I went back to his office. And I was gop,
what—I was left incredulous. And he said Alan, you have got;;
understand what happened in that meeting just now. Sometimg_
and I am quoting now, I remember this like it was Yesterdy
“Sometime in the dark of the night, Bill Casey has said, I wil] talz !
care of Central America, just leave it to me. And what you saw g,
on in there was a charade.” And I looked at Clair, and these wé.e
my words, and please excuse me for profanity, I said “Jesus Chrig
Clair, if that is true then this will be worse than Watergate, if i
ever comes out in the open”. And Clair just shook his head and },
said essentially, that is not a problem.

From that point forward, I knew my universe, I understooq
where we were and I made the decision because I believed in the
cause, I believed in what we were doing, I felt in face of the set.
backs that I mentioned, that the United States could not afford ap.
other fiasco, this Agency could not afford another failure in Cep.
tral America. .

Senator Murkowskl. I wonder if I may, is that, Mr. Fiers, were
you interpreted that you had crossed the line so to speak?

Mr. Fiers. No. It was at that point that I understood the uni.
verse 1 was in, understood—is when I decided, well, we are here, |
have to be a buffer, so my people, the Agency, doesn’t get out—
doesn’t get exposed if there is liability that accrues to me from this,
then I'll have to accept it. ’

And I remember very clearly sitting on the couch with my father
and telling him, Dad, I don’t think I will come through this with
my career intact, but I am going to do it. And that is not where ]
cross the line. Where I felt I crossed the line, I got crossed to the
line was in January or February of 1986. By that time, I had a
fairly complete picture—a more complete picture of the operations
that—the private benefactor operations as we called them.

And I was in Oliver North’s office one day, and he said to me,
essentially said, Alan, it’s coming to the time where you should get
ready to take these operations over. There was a vote coming up in
February. And we thought we were going to win the vote. We ulti-
mately lost by I think by a margin of five on the House side.

And I started to seriously plan for taking over the operations.
And in that context, I met with the person, the private benefactor,
the head of the private benefactors who was running or beginning
fo run the air operation and we had some detailed discussions. It
was at that point where I was in contact with the private benefac-
tors, talking with them, that I felt I got out too far. That I rubbed
elbows with the operation, got direct knowledge of the operation.
Because 1 was debriefing him essentially. And then we lost the
vote. And I pulled back. But when I made reference to encroach-
ment, that was the point of encroachment that I was making refer-
ence to. It was not back in November of 1984.

In November of 1984 is where 1 defined the universe and under
stood the crucible that I was in. And it's why from that point for
ward, it was absolutely clear in my mind that my leadership, Y
direct management, at least as it related to the DDO, unders
the universe. . ) .

And we never talked about it in great and excruciating detail. It
was an unspoken understanding. !

s
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Chairman Bogren. CIA records show that on this same day, Octo,
ber 9, 1986, at 6:25 p.m., Mr. Gates met with you, Mr. Clair Gg,
Director Casey and a CIA Congressional Affairs Officer. D, ;%e,
recall that meeting? U

Mr. Fiegrs. I have a vague recollection of that meeting. | Might
add for your edification, before my recent encounters this summg,
I really didn’t remember those. But having gone over the recorq
having reviewed them, I have memories of those meetings ang
what transpired, yes, that I have been able to dredge up.

Chairman BoregN. So, in light of having your memory refresheq
by looking at documents, you do now recall that there was such 5
meeting?

Mr. Fiers. Yes. Yes. That’s exactly right.

Chairman BoReN. At this meeting, the 6:25 p.m. meeting on Q.
tober 9th, was any instruction or direction given by Mr. Casey, M;
Gates, or by Mr. George in that particular meeting? )

Mr. Fiers. At the evening meeting?

Chairman BoreN. In the evening meeting. I gather in the earligr
meeting Mr. George had told you, don’t put the spotlight on, leave
this out, and you changed the testimony to do that. Then you hag
this later meeting.

Mr. Fiegs. Right.

Chairman BOREN. At the later meeting, was any instruction or
direction given by either Director Casey, Mr. Gates, or Mr. George,
who were all present according to this information, to limit the
way testimony would be given by Mr. George?

Mr. Fiers. I don’t recall any discussion of the deletions or the
actual texts of the testimony at that point in time.

The evening meeting that you are making reference to, as I
recall it, was largely a pro forma meeting to make the final deci
:(siion as to who the witness—the lead witness would be the following

ay.

There had been some disagreement about who should be the lead
witness. Should it be Clair George? Or should it be Bob Gates? The
Congressional liaison person, to whom you made reference, and |
had differing opinions on that. And we discussed it at length. )

My recollection based on a reconstructive look at documents i
that there were a series of meetings that day. I recall one in the
morning. Not as clearly as I recall the other two. But a brief one
with Bob Gates and Clair George. I think it was in his, Bob Gates
office. And we strictly discussed we’re going to have to testify, pre-
pare the testimony. From an Agency point of view, we can say that
we were not involved. And at that point in time, we believed, in
fact our denial was accurate. That there was no Agency involve
ment in this flight.

We didn’t go into more detail. We didn’t—did not, and I repest
did not say but wait, what about the White House operation. None
of that came up. It was a brief conversation. We came out of that,
Clair George said, Alan go draft me a statement, an opening state:
ment. There were no instructions of what to put in that statement.
Other than to start off with a categorical denial that I can assure
you CIA was not involved directly or indirectly, yes.

Chairman BoreN. Let me specifically again go back to Mr. Gaw:
and the instruction that Mr. George gave you or the comment tha
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e madetrtotyolt: to leave that out, let’s not put the spotlight on the
inistration.

Ad:tmtlhis meeting or any of these other brief meetings you've de-

rermined, OF at any other time—at any other time—did you inform

Robert Gates of Mr. George’s direction to you to withhold informa-

tion to keep the spotlight off the Administration? .

Mr. Fiers. No. At no time. .
Chairman BOREN. At no time?

Mr. FiErs. At no time.

irman BOREN. Do you have any reason to believe Mr. Gates
rnew of the decision to withhold the information to, quote, “keep
the spotlight off the Administration”?

Mr. Fiers. I have no reason to. .

Chairman_BOREN. Do you have any understanding that you or
any other CIA official was under any Presidential order not to dis-
cose o, the CoEes e e T want to by sivar, Tm not talk.
tivities In a? Now I want to be clear, I'm no -
ing about the Finding about Iran arms sales which we know con-
tained a Presidential Directive that the Congressional Committees
were not to be informed about that Finding or that sale of arms to
[ran.

But do you have any knowledge of a second Presidential Direc-

tive related to the President ordering that Congress not be in-

formed about any involvement of anybody in the government with
the %ivatehrctalslupé)'ly opergtion or of funneling money to the Con-
tras through the diversion? :

Mr. Fiegrs. I have no direct knowledge, no knowledge of a Presi-
dential Directive. And I would add to that that Oliver North and I
ktfd discus:}ilqns about that. l’fnhe discussiﬁnslgvere lf:senti{(ﬂly, Al’a?,

ere are things you can’ ow, you shouldn’t know. You testi

before Congress agd you can’t haveythem in your head. o
Chairman BoreN. That related to the Contra effort?

Mr. Fiers. That was related to exactly the question you asked,
the Contra support effort run by the NSC.

Then there was a discussion that Ollie and I had, really one of
the more dramatic discussions. It took place in the White House
compound, either between the Executive Office Building and the
West Wing or along the way, in which right after Bob McFarlane
had testified—or not testified—had met with Members of the Con-
gress and assured them there was no private operation going on,
soellli“,i Ndorth hsaldl‘t to n;{e, Alan, Bob McFarlane just perjured him-

. And my heart sunk.

You take those events together and it was pretty clear to me
gll‘(tlfl Eglscwas not an operation that we were supposed to discuss

he Congress.

NChan'man BoreN. You were not supposed to discuss it. Colonel
orth made it pretty clear by saying those are facts that are not to
I\}In your head w,hen you go before Congress? :

r. Fiers. That’s exactly right.

B e never went beyond, don’t you dare discuss, don’t mention it.
ut it was understood as clearly as anything was understood.

Nmﬁlrma_n Boren. Did you know whether or not this was Ollie

Uni saying this to you or whether it was the President of the
nited States through Ollie North saying it to you?
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Mr. Fiers. That is a judgment I have absolutely no way |,
making. And it is open to a thousand dlffeyent interpretationg and
I think you know what I am saying here. I just don’t know.

Chairman BoreN. Mr. Fiers, you have been very candid with yg
I know we have walked you through some painful territory again
in this public session, but I think you understand why it’is very
necessary for us to do that. This Committee as I said in the begiy.
ning, is determined to be both fair and thorough in our deliber,,
tions on this nomination.

Requiring you to_testify certainly became necessary in keeping
with that responsibility to be as thorough as possible and to get g)j
the information that we could possibly get. .

Mr. Fiegs. I fully understand that and indeed I welcome the ¢
portunity to do it. I think it is important that it be discussed fully
and completely in front of you and the American people.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you Mr. Fiers. We will turn now ¢,
Senator Murkowski and let me say for the benefit of my colleagues
we will then go to Senator Chafee according to the list I have, then
Senator Hollings, Senators Metzenbaum, Cranston, Danforth,
Warner, Rudman, DeConcini and Gorton in that order.

Senator Murkowski.

Senator Murkowskl. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Mr. Fiers, I too
want to welcome you to the Committee and I think the opportunity
to have you as a witness affords us a special review of the Special
Counsel’s activities, recognizing that all the witnesses before the
Special Counsel are not available to this Committee.

I would like to take you back to, it may have been October of
1984, but the meeting that occurred in Mr. Casey’s office that you
spoke of so dramatically.

And would you again for the record indicate in addition to Mr.
Casey, Mr. North, and yourself and Mr. George, who else was at
that meeting? )

Mr. Fiegrs. Only one other person as I recall it, and that was the
First Chief of the Latin American Division. I recall 5 people in the
room.

Senator MurkowskI. All right. And at that meeting as you re
flect on it now, every one of those people in your opinion or estima-
tion, I assume, was knowledgeable about the Central American ac-
tivities? )

Mr. Fiers. Everyone of them had at that point an understanding
that there was an activity going on. I don’t know the degree of
detail that was in anybody’s head, but there was a baseline under-
standing at that meeting, yes. .

Senator Murkowski. Well, the question arising in my mind, is
who was this meeting staged for? In the dialogue between Casey
and North, according to your statement, North said words to the
effect that, no, we are not operating in Central America. Could you
elaborate?

Mr. Fiers. When I said that it was a charade, I think was my
word, those were Clair’s words, those weren’t my words. An
think that it was for the purpose of making it clear to Ollie, to the
CIA, that there was a line drawn in the sand and that CIA wasn!
supposed to cross the line, we were not supposed to be involved It
the operation. And it was an effort to make a separation. But out
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¢ that separation, it was clear to'me that these activities were
o ing on. | think there was an effort by the Director to keep the
gt ncy as much as possible out of harms way by making sure the
record was complete and there was a baseline understanding. And
:deed for @ while—6 months or so—I didn’t have a close relation-
“ﬁi ith Oliver North. There was some distance in there. .

ssgnator Murkowskl. Whether it was staged or whether there
5as a charade, we know your knowledge of the activities, we know
of North’s knowledge through your testimony and other sources.
We are really not going to be able probably to get to what Clair
George knew, the other’ CIA operative goes nameless, Casey has

away. .

Given that Casey asked North and North’s response, do you have
any knowledge that Casey knew? :

Mr. Fiers. No, I really don’t know the extent of Casey’s knowl-
edge. I didn’t know then, I don’t know now. The only conversation
Bill Casey and I ever had on this he said to me one time late in the
game, Alan how much do you know about Ollie’s operations and I
said, well I know some, I said but not much. And he said, good,
keep it that way, or something like that. And beyond that, I don’t
imow what he knew and I can only report that the conversations
took place and the impact it had on me. And I can tell you that as
time went on and as I understood more about the private benefac-
tor operati:i)n, that that meeting became more and more significant
in my mind.

Segator Murkowskl. And that was the only time that you and
Director Casey talked about North’s activities?

Mr. Fiers. And the time I mentioned when he said how much do
you understand.

Senator Murkowski1. That is what I was referring to.

Mr. Fiers. And actually I recalled as I was preparing for this
meeting and dredging the recesses of my mind, one other conversa-
tion—comment of a dying man. It’s in December, maybe it is in
late November, he said to me almost wistfully, Alan, Ollie ran one
helluva operation, didn’t he? °

Pf§er£’ator MuRrkowsKL. So there basically are 3 occasions in his
office?

Mr. Fiers. I might add I responded, I said, he sure did.

Senator Murkowsk1. Based on your own recollection of these
meetings, where Casey ‘was very casual in reference to the activi-,
ties in Central America, is it conceivable in your mind that Casey
didn’t know? ~
. Mr. Fiers. I think it is conceivable in my mind—it is conceivable
I my mind—and I want to emphasize this is speculation, that
Casey did not have the full range of detailed understanding that

en ascribed to him, that’s possible.
 I'think it is not possible that he didn’t have a, I'll call it a base-
line understanding that it was taking place and that it was signifi-
Zallllt. But beyond that it is possible that Bill Casey did not know.

d I have listened to Oliver North’s testimony, I have read the
Tecord, and I speculated on it, and I just don’t know. I don’t know

0w to come out on the equation.

i can tell you another conversation I had with Bill Casey. He
talled me—I remember this one also clearly—I was sitting in my



662

office November 26th, it was the day before I was to leaye f

Thanksgiving. He was already at his house in Palm Beach ang ﬁr
called me on a secure line and he said Alan, and I said, he
said don’t worry, everything is going to be okay, we haven't d’one
anything illegal, you understand that? And I said—I never Calleg
him Bill and I never called him Director, I called him Boss—] g,;

yeah Boss, I understand that. And he said good, now rememp,
that, we haven’t done anything illegal, and he hung up. Andi
hung up the telephone. .

And I—traveling—my wife asked me as we drove back through
my native Ohio, to my wife’s home in Indiana and she said, Aly,
why are you so quiet, and I said, you just don’t understand why
the next 6 years are going to be like. I didn’t say 6—the ney
couple of years are going to be like.

Senator MURKOWSKI. In your relationship with Mr. Casey did yo
have the availability of going to him directly? Or was there a sty
tured command or administrative procedure that you followed
Tell us a little about how you interacted? Briefly tell us about your
impression of Casey’s management style, his. reliance on structure,
compartmentation, whatever? .

Mr. Fiegrs. My relationship with Bill Casey began in 1981. I wsg
selected -by Director Turner, Admiral Turner, for the important
linchpin job in the Middle East. I might add that my specialty i
not Central America, I was a Middle East specialist. And I was
being selected to go on to one of our very important key stations in
the Middle East as COS by Turner. And Casey demanded to see
me. He called me up and he said, -he looked at me, and he said,
they tell me you are the best man for the job, tell me why thatis
Tell my why you are any good. Essentially saying if Turner select-
ed you, you got to be bad, prove to me that you are good.

We had this discussion, I went on— )

Senator Murkowski. Excuse me, what was the job?

- Mr. Figrs. I think the job is probably still classified, I am not en-
tirely sure. But it was important and significant.

Over the period that I was in that job, I developed a close rela-
tionship with the Director. I worked with him personally. He vis
ited the area several times. I was with him intimately, prepared
the strategy for those meetings, and those meetings were signifi-
cant and of significant importance. And a couple of times I wrote
talking points and said look what you want to say at Langley is not
this, you want to say this. And saying this was the right thing to
say, we got the right answers and so and so forth. And he devel
oped a liking for me. ' .

We were at a social event attentive to that assignment, the D
rector came up to me and said Alan, you are not going to take the
job that you are slated for, and I was slated for a very senjor job o
NE Division that really is one of the plum jobs of the Agency, f
officers at the grade and point that I was at that time. He said you
got to do something else. And I said well can you tell me what it
and he said no I can’t. I said, well, you know I'll do anything Y&
ask me to do. He said I know that. About two days later
George called me up and said Alan, you are going to take the C&%
tral American Task Force. I said why me. He said because we W&l
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Senator MurkowsKI. According to the records of the testiy,
that the Committee has available on August 20, 1986, My, G:ny
conditioned his approval for a Contra iptelhgence training pry,
on the curriculum being consistent with the law and the
tions. Do you recall those circumstances? And if you do, did he oo
vide any other guidance for the program or to the task force Whil&
you headed? .

Mr. Fiegrs. I don’t recall specifically that exchange, but thy ;
fact was the case and I am certain that is what happened, T}lln
answer to your question is that Bob Gates was quite involvedig
the structuring of the new program, the $100 million pro
Most of my meetings that the Chairman made reference to wer,
about the structuring of those programs, interagency relationships
relationships within the CIA itself. Detailing of military detaileeg
that were going to be working with us on the program. And withy,
that context, he was very much involved in making sure that tp,
structure was consistent with the law.

Two actions that he took I think that are instructive as to why
kind of a manager he was relate to that program. One was he g
signed the Agency Comptroller, Danny Childs, to really overtak,
seventh floor oversight on expenditure of all the monies. He in.
structed me to meet, sometimes weekly, sometimes more thay
weekly with Danny, to review the expenditure, to review the ac
counting, to review the oversight—oversight procedures.

And secondly, at a point in time and I think this is one of the
more misunderstood and misrepresented aspects of the Central
American program, we determined that one person that we had
been using to fly had had a connection with DEA and had a ques
tionable background as it related to drugs. We immediately re
moved him from the program and Bob Gates instructed that every
person that touched the program in any way be run through a very
silarenuous interagency check to make sure ‘we were absolutely
clean. - .

So not only with the training program but with financial aspects
of the program and personnel aspects of the program, he set up
very stringent guidelines that we were to adhere to. And was very
much concerned with the efficacy and the correctness of that pro

am.

Senator MurkowsK1. With regard to the sensitivity of Mr. Gates
on the matter of the Boland Amendment and whether your people
really understood the prohibition, were they cognizant of what this
meant? Or was it emphasized, was it just one of those things that
comes out that people ought to be aware of?

Mr. Figrs. No. There were—as you know, I think, and as mem
bers of the Committee know, there wasn’t just one Boland Amend
ment, there were four. Boland Amendments one and two, '83 and
84 were understood very thoroughly, the ’83 being the cap @
spending at $24 million. We understood if we went over $24 millict
that was trouble, we couldn’t do that. That was when I first cam
to the Task Force. Boland amendment two was the absolute
total prohibition. That one was understood because we dismau}ﬂed
the operation and people knew that we could not encroach on it 1

g]ast sufficiently painful to implement that everybody unders
at. ‘ oo
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Jand amendment three was modified by the Military Construc-
) Appropriations Act of 1985, which allowed for humanitarian
fion tance and for a limited sharing of intelligence, as I recall it.
1st0ne was understood, but fuzziness began to set in there. Be-
Thae what is not absolute is subject to interpretation. Boland
cauesndment four allowed us to provide communications equipment,
- telligence sharing and some very convoluted language, advice—
iggistical advice so long as it was not integral to military oper-
tions. That one no one ungierstood. And it was that one where con-
?usion cet in. And that in timeframe is in ’86 when we were moving
qorward, leading toward the resumption of a full and unencum-
pered program. . L
So there was confusion, but efforts were made within the man-
ement structure to clarify that confusion. I would add that
throughout that timeframe up through April of 1986, Bob Gates
was not involved in the management of this program. He was on
the DI side involved in the intelligence analysis aspects of the pro-

grin}ter he came into the program, yes, he was concerned about
that, concerned that we had understandings, and that it was clear-
ly understood, but confusion by that point had already set in. ’

Senator MURKOWSKL Do you have any reason to believe that Bob
Gates ever intended to mislead Congress?

Mr. Fiegs. I think to the contrary. I don’t think Bob Gates would
ever intend to mislead Congress.

Senator MUrRKOWSKI. More specifically about facts concerning the
shooting down of the Hasenfus aircraft or diversion?

Mr. Fiers. No, I have no reason to speculate that he would have
wanted to specifically—to mislead Congress.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Let me take you back to something that set
off public opinion on the operation in Central America and planted
the seeds of very poor public relations—the mining of the harbor.

That was—activity was at a time when you were head of the
Central American Task Force, is that correct? ..

Mr. Fiers. No, that is not correct. I was happily and safely ens-
wnced in the Middle East at that point in"time in 1984 when the
mining took place and I came in after the controversies aceruing
{)rlom the mining in the harbor had already—were already in full

ossom.

Senator‘MURKowsm. So it was fully acknowledged by the time
you came in——

r. FIers. Yes, yes.

_Senator MurkowsKI. There was a mess when you walked in asso-
ciated with the harm that this had caused from the standpoint of
public opinion against it? '

Mr. Fiers. Yes, I walked in to a totally polarized situation with
regard to the politics surrounding Central America.
dSt;nator Murkowskl. Can you for the record, and maybe you

on't recall, but there was some controversy over the capability of
ese mines. Whether they were there for harassment by virtue of

eir very minor explosive capability, or whether they were of a

d that clearly could endanger lives and sink ships.
r. Fiers. My information on the mining of the harbors is
Purely secondhand. 1 never read the files. I didn’t review the tech-



666

nical aspects of the particular systems that were emplaceq 1
know, from talking with the officers of the task force, as they y, &
sort of bringing me—giving me some institutional understandin;re
it—that the mines were to have been harassment as op o
lethal weapons. That they were not designed to sink ships bt"
rather to create an illusion that they would do that and to har ut
and scare off I think largely tankers carrying oil. Essentially Niacsas_
raguan—

aggnator MurkowskI. But I think from the standpoint of pyy,
consumption, it was assumed that these were significant types ocf
mines that would sink ships and kill people.

Mr. Figrs. I think that is correct, and I think it was presumy
that way and it was a—my understanding is that that’s g miseop,
ception.

Iéex:iator Murkowskl. I appreciate you addressing that for tp,
record.

Mr. Chairman, I may have some other questions, but I think y,
used enough time. Thank you.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Murkowski,

We will now turn for his round of questions to Senator Chafe

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fiers, I think it is extremely important to stress what yo
did in your opening statement about what was taking place in the
world at this time, the turmoil and the activity in the late 70’s an(
early 80’s.

Somehow the impression is that—some Members seem to suggest
anyway, that every CIA officer would come to work in the morning
with an absolutely clean desk and sit down and spend the day and
indeed the week analyzing what nusiance they should attribute to
some cryptic remark that Ollie North made or the latest rumor
abo}lllt diversions. And that’s the only thing you had to contend
with.

And so I think it is important, and perhaps briefly you could-
well, let me as an opener quote to you what you said about your
assessment of Oliver North before the Iran-Contra. And if this is
incorrect, you let me know.

I never knew Colonel North to be an absolute liar. But I never
took anything he said at face value. Because I knew that he wa
bombastic and embellished the record, and threw curves, speed
balls, and spit balls to get what he wanted. I have seen Colonel
North play fast and loose with the facts. But on the other hand,
there is a lot of fact in what he said, too. Now the suggestions tht
are being made before this Committee are that when Oliver North
made some cryptic remark or when something was suggested re
garding the diversion, that everybody should have jumped to atter
tion and paid heed to it. Could you comment on that briefly?

Mr. Figrs. If I could walk the cat back and use different words
make the same descriptions I might. Ollie, as I think the Member
of the Committee, indeed the American people know, is a truly
unique individual. He is gifted beyond what words—I know I a®
not eloquent enough in diction to describe the degree to which
Ollie is gifted in many ways.

B!.lt I stick by my description of him. I would use different words
I might compare him a little bit to Hoyt Wilhelm. As you reme®
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. Hoyt Wilhelm never knew where the ball was going so_his
sstcher wore a huge mitt so he could get it. Ollie was like that.
You never knew where the ball was going. Sometimes it was tre-
nendously effective and sometimes it was a total wild pitch.

But he always brought something to a meeting. He always
prought ideas, creativity. And I think in many ways, leaving aside
oIl the controversy, he brought the best out of people in meetings
pecause he stretched your mind.

But, no, we didn’t spend all of our time analyzing what Ollie did
or didn’t do. And you couldn’t take what he said—I knew you
couldn’t take what he said on face value and just go with it as
fact—go with it as fact.. But as time went on, I also knew that he
knew what he was talking about.

Let me give you an example that’s now in the public domain.
Give you some idea of, again, the ambient. It was 1985ish and Ollie
was putting forth one of his ideas saying, you know what we really
ought to do is we ought to just blow up all the HIND helicopters in
Nicaragua. ) " ]

There are two squadrons of stealth airplanes sitting out in wher-
ever it was—two planes could get in and get out and no one would
ever know it. Now that wasn’t public knowledge and I just sort of
laughed up my sleeve and said come on, everybody knows that’s de-
velopmental technology. It was true. They were there. They were
operational. Ollie knew it. You didn’t know how to expect or how
to interpret those facts. A lot of what he said was true, but some of
it was so far outside what I would have expected that you said,
well, maybe, maybe not, and you just put it aside.

That’s the way I treated the diversion. I treated the diversion the
first two times I heard it just like I treated those squadrons of
stealth airplanes. Well, that’s interesting information. I filed it
away. Didn’t know to believe it or not believe it. There were other
instances like that. . :

And so it wasn’t the black and white world. The decisions, as I
said in my opening statement, that are so crisp, so clear today, in
the fog of battle were anything but clear and we thought about
them, you are quite right in matters of minutes.

I'd like to make sort of a point on that. I probably spent in pre-
paring the opening statement which resulted in one of my pleas, an
hour, an hour and a half. I had other things going around down my
neck at that point in time. I dictated it literally to a secretary. I
edited it. I took it upstairs to Clair George. He looked at it. I came
back down with some different guidance. And I gave it to one of
my assistants and I said rescope it this way. I then read it again in
the evening time. So the events were moving fast. They were con-
troversial. The fog of battle made decisions that are clear today,
hazy. And you are quite right. We didn’t know how to interpret
Ollie North’s comments all the time because we didn’t have the
hCOntext in which to interpret them. And we didn’t spend great
ours contemplating them. :

nator CHAFEE. It has been suggested in this Committee that
(‘i"hen Ollie North at the lunch with Bill Casey in which Bob Gates
;Opp?d by, that Ollie North at the conclusion made some mention
of Swiss bank accounts. And the suggestion is that anybody who
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heard the word Swiss bank accounts shou.ld immediately hay
sprung to attention and conducted an investigation of the Suhjecte

Knowing Ollie North, could this possibly fit in with the way o
have categorized some of the comments that he has made? u

Mr. Fiers. Yes. Swiss bank account. In retrospect you jump oy
with all four paws. At the time, it is probably something yoy file
away. And I thought that Bob Gates’ categorization of it, it was i,
teresting, it was thought provoking, intriguing. But not somethip,
that you stopped and dwelled on. It probably was a—it was a Veg
honest characterization of the way you responded. It was how [ r,
sponded to a lot of similar statements, not that one in particula,
but others that I think I have described that Ollie made. ’

Senator CHAFEE. Now, you’ve indicated your relationship wit,
Director Casey, and I must say in following the outline that you
have given here, it's pretty apparent that Mr. Casey didn’t strictly
adhere to organizational charts. Is that a safe statement?

Mr. Fiers. That’s a safe statement. )

Senator CHAFEE. And furthermore he’d call you up, you'd go g
rectly up to him. Above you was Clair George. Above you was
the——

Mr. Figrs. Chief of the Latin American Division.

Senator CHAFEE. Chief of the Latin American Division. Then
when you’d come back, you tried the best you can to fill them in,
But, Bill Casey—I think—is it safe to agree with the categorization
of Bill Casey’s style that I think it was Bob Gates said that he
wouldn’t recognize an organizational chart if it fell on him.

Mr. Fiers. Well, he might recognize it ultimately. He wouldn’t be
bound by it. That’s certainly true. He wouldn’t let it limit his ac-
tivities or circumscribe what he did.

Senator CHAFEE. Now, the question is whether people should
have known what’s going on in Ollie North’s mind or Bill Casey’s
mind. Casey had in Ollie North and some of the rest of you and
said to Ollie North, you have no operations in Central America, do
you, Ollie? And the answer is no, we have no operations.

That’s what Bill Casey—that was that incident?

Mr. Fiers. He said you are not running operations are you? And
Ollie said no, I am not running operations.

Senator CHAFEE. And then he later reported, I guess toward the
end of his life, Ollie ran a hell of an operation in Central Americs,
didn’t he?

Mr. FiErs. That’s what he said. .

Senator CHAFEE. So, what was—does anybody know what was In
Bill Casey’s mind?

Mr. Fiers. I can’t answer the question. But let me tell you ar
other vignette that I think will give you some idea of what you
were dealing with.

It was in 1986—he called me up to lunch.

Senator CHAFEE. This is Bill Casey? .

Mr. Fiegs. Bill Casey called me up to lunch. He said Alan, coxe
and have lunch with me. Now that’s unusual. You sort of—y%
don’t reach down to DO and have a DO officer come up and st
down one on one, and have lunch with the Director often.

And we sat down and we talked about Central America and ¥¢
talked about his visions—and some day I will talk about those ¥
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.ons because the man saw_and perceived that what happened in
:ie Soviet Union was possible. And we talked about those things in
nilosophical and operational context. But that’s a story for an-
ther time and another place. :
okt the conversation, he said to me, you know the rumor is out
there and SO and so has spread it, that I have cancer and am a
dying man. Do I look like a person that has cancer, Alan. And I
soked at him and he was healthy and robust and feisty and I said,
no, boss, you don’t. And he said in that inimitable style, you're
jamn right T don’t have cancer. And make sure people understand
that. I am tired of these rumors. )

The man had cancer. And the man didn’t know he was dying at
that point in time but certainly he was fighting cancer. And he
Jooked -at me with an absolute straight face and convinced me that
that was balderdash. - : -

Now, that’s Bill Casey. And whether or not what was in his mind
and how you got from his statement in 1984 to his statements in
1986, I can’t begin to surmise because he is as smart as clever and
as crafty as they come.

Senator CHAFEE. Do you know of any instances where, under Bill
Casey, the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence would have been
compartmented out of covert operations and activities? -

Mr. Fiers. Sir, could you repeat the question, I was distracted
slightly. : : .
hgengbor CuarEg. Do you know of any instances where, under Bill
Casey’s regime, the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence was
compartmented out of covert activities?

Mr. Fiers. No, not as it relates to Agency activities. But then I
am not close enough to the broad spectrum of covert action activi-
ties of the Agency to speak with authority on that point. I only saw
during my tenure at a relatively senior level in CIA, activities as
they related to certain portions of the Near East and Central
America. So I can’t give you a categorical statement.

But, insofar as sanctioned activities are concerned, and insofar as
I had knowledge of them, the answer is no.

Senator CHAFEE. When Bobby Inman was the Deputy Director
you were out in the Middle East?

Mr. Fiers. When Bobby Inman was the Deputy Director, I was
running a certain branch of the Middle East operations at Head-
quarters and then went to the Middle East. So for part of the time
I was in Washington, part of the time I was overseas. I was not at
that point senior enough in the organization to have the insights to
answer the question you have asked. )

Senator CHAFEE. In answer to that question I gave, you said in—I
think you said in legal covert operations.

Mr. Fiers. Yes. C .

Senator CHAFEE. You knew of no—why did you restrict it to the
word legal? -

Mr. Fiers. Because the Committee has focused on, the Iran-
Contra Investigating Committee has focused on, and the Independ-
ent Counsel has focused on issues that were outside the purview,
outside what one would consider officially sanctioned. And I can’t
comment on those one way or the other. I don’t have any knowl-
edge that would be pertinent or allow me to comment on it. So I
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qualify my answer to those things that I saw which were officiay)
sanctioned. y

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Senator Hollings.

Senator HoLLINGs. Mr. Fiers, your testimony brings into f,
the real watershed with respect to our intelligence agencies infor,
ing the Congress. Historically that has never been the case. )

I remember that Langley, the building and all, was buj) out
there as an aircraft carrier. I think Mr. Dick Russell sort of prige
himself on that. And up till now as a professional, you have given
us the most interesting and most revealing picture of a Professiong)
caught up with a confused policy, a cat and mouse game betwee,
the Congress and the White House. You say, was. it clear that th,
Contra operation was going on. It was clear to us in the Congreg
that the Contra operation was going on. In fact, after amendment;
and everything else, we provided monies, be they restricted and i,
the last vote of all we gave $100 million.

But there was this cat and mouse game going on and you gt
down to the wire and a very respected member, Mr. Boland, wh,
roomed with the Speaker Tip O’Neill, puts on his amendment, an{
we working in the vineyards there on the Appropriations Confer.
ence Committee ask, “Why doesn’t the President say he’s going to
veto.” The White House was not worried about it. That was the
word we were getting.

And right to the point, we are going to have to really now put
everything on top of the table when asked. But as of now you are
charged and have had to plead to a misdemeanor of withholding
information, is that correct.

* Mr. Fiers. Yes sir. Two misdemeanors of withholding informa-
tion from Congress.

Senator HoLLiNGs. Two misdemeanors of withholding informa-
tion on Iran-Contra. There is one thing that I really detest and
that is hypocrisy. This Committee, its general function is to with-
hold information. I sneak out of doors around here so I don’t have
to even run into the press. They’ll ask you all kinds of wild ques
tions and they will not take no comment.

And we have, with Committee action, made sensitive or withheld
information on Iran-Contra too. I hope when it’s revealed that
we’re not convicted of a misdemeanor. I want the record to show
that, because I didn’t agree to it and I can’t stand for hypocrisy or
everybody pontificating around this table. We wanted everything to
be so precise, the media were carrying it like a spectator sport, and
not living in the real world when we know that the Contra oper-
ation was going on. We had a full Joint Committee. I thought the
Intelligence Committee should have conducted these hearings. We,
members of the Intelligence Committee started the first hearings
and we were really getting to the point. And we got to some facts
that we made Committee Sensitive up until this day. I voted
against the Iran-Contra Joint Committee because when you
about a charade, we were engaged in a charade. .

Here we had Ollie North operating from over in the White
House and the White House didn’t know anything about Iran
Contra. We had, I think it was 12 shipments of 5,000 tons Ol_lt 9f
the Pentagon in weaponry and the Department of Defense didn't
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oW anything about it. We had five Ambassadors and two Under
retaries of State involved in all of this. When you say Ollie ran
a hell of an operation he had a hell of a lot of cooperation.

And with those Ambassadors and Under Secretaries of State, the
gtate Department came forward and said they didn’t know any-
thing about it, were horrified about this. And of course, now Casey
who was there operating, he said he didn’t know anything about it.

Everybody knew all about it and you have given really a very
revealing understanding, I should say, to intelligence operations in
which, when we’re under the gun, we are burdened to withhold in-
formation even from colleagues. And I’'m not talking about a covert
activity going along in Kalamazoo, or some such activity. I'm talk-
ing about Iran-Contra. This was the Committee charged to bring
the truth to the American and of course we have withheld.

I appreciate very, very much your position. There is a new day.
And I think you understand that and I understand that. We've all
been in this game of withholding. But if and when anybody comes
up from the Central Intelligence Agency or any other department
of government and testifies before the Congress, they’ve -got to level
with the Congress or just say they can’t comment, and that’s Exec-
utive Privilege or otherwise, the President has directed them to do
s0. But the people down in the vineyards like yourself shouldn’t be
taking these raps.

Anybody with any sense knew that this magnificent Lieutenant
Colonel did not operate on his own. He could not have operated
through all of those departments on his own. But we have done our
darndest to withhold the fact that the President of the United
States knew about this operation. Thank you very much, Mr. Fiers.

Mr. Fiers. Thank you. .

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Hollings. The next round
of questions will be led by Senator Metzenbaum. Senator Metz-
enbaum?

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Fiers as I've sat here and listened to
you I said to myself, I think this is an honest man. I think this is
the one who’s been indicted. I think you’ve been indicted because
Mr. Walsh understandably wants to go up the line. But I think
that as I hear your testimony, somehow I get the feeling that as of
this point you're the fall guy. You've taken the rap. And I don’t
know how much further Mr. Walsh can go on the basis of your tes-
timony—I guess he has already indicted Mr. George. But I do ap-
preciate your candor.

Conceding that in the world of Iran-Contra—did you want to say
something?

Mr. ARkIN. Senator there was no indictment. That’s been said

fore. That's a misstatement, most respectfully. There was a con-
sensual or a consented to information for two minor misdemeanors.
An indictment has to do generally with felonies. Nothing like that
was done here.

. Senator MeTzENBAUM. I appreciate the correction. I didn’t mean
in any way to reflect negatively upon the witness. I thought that
was tpe fact, and I appreciate your correcting me.

Let’s concede that in the world of Iran-Contra, in the old world
scheme of things, Robert Gates was probably a minor player. He
came late to the party in the chain of command and was only pro-
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moted to Deputy Director in April of 1986, long after the conversy,
tion you describe with North and Dewey Clarridge and Direct0~
Casey which led you to have the Epiphany where you realized yml;
would be a buffer for knowledge about the illegal resupply activit

My question is, once he was there, can you relate or describe apy
actions or comments he made that led you to believe that he didn%
know about it or was against it?

Mr. Fiegs. I think in response to questions that Senator Bore,
has raised, I addressed those, but let me reiterate them and build |
think as a foundation on the observations of Senator Hollings.

There was in my mind an unshakable belief to this day that ,
broad array of people had an understanding of what was happen.
ing. Not the diversion, not the sales of weapons to Iran, but that 5
private benefactor support network for the Democratic Resistance
or the Contras in Nicaragua had been established and was being
quarterbacked by Ollie North.

1 think in my own mind, and this is speculation, that Bob Gates
was in that broad universe. And I don’t think that necessarily is
pejorative. Because there were a lot of people in that universe. As|
said I think to the Tower Board, members, folks in that universe
started at Capitol Hill and went all the way to Langley and beyond
and as Senator Hollings pointed out they may have gone sort of out
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway as well.

But within that, I have serious reason to doubt that Bob Gates
had extensive detail. He was late to the game. It was not some-
thing that was talked about openly. At that point it was more un-
derstanding between people and I think he got glimpses and
snatches of insights into it, enough so that he knew that it was a
problem. Someplace—there were shoals out there the Agency had
to stay away from and to my, as best I understand it, that was his
intent. That would be the way I would characterize his operation
or posture as he phased into the role of DDCI.

Senator METZENBAUM. Was it his intent to stay away from the
facts, not to know the facts? Is that what you are saying?

Mr. Fiers. Stay away from the problems. To stay away from
shoals that were there. As to the facts I don’t know what his was
or wasn’t. I know mine was not to put dangerous facts, facts that
burdened him in his head.

Senator METZENBAUM. I think you indicated to the staff, as I
read the notes from the meeting, that it was your conclusion that
Robert Gates was aware of the nature and depth of Oliver North's
secret resupply efforts on behalf of the U.S. Government. And you
met with Gates at least ten times in your capacity as Chief of the
Latin American Task Force, between August and the end of No-
vember, 1986.

I think I'm characterizing your testimony correctly. If I'm not,
I’ll be glad to read to you what the minutes of those meetings with
you were, as relayed to those of us who are on this Committee by
the staff.

Mr. Fiers. I've read those minutes myself, Senator Metzenbaum,
and my characterization in those—in that session I think is essen-
tially accurate but it’s subjective. I felt at the time, that as with
many other people, Bob Gates understood the universe, understo
the structure, understood that there was a support operation being
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out of the White House. That Ollie North was the quarterback.
[ don’t think he had great detail. I have no reason to think he had
great detail but I do think that there was a baseline knowledge
thgre‘;ator MerzENBAUM. Was it knowledge that an operation was
peing Tun out of the White House? That it was contrary to the laws
of this country? And was it the case that he knew some things
sbout it but he was not intimately aware of all the details?

Mr. FiErs. Let me respond to the first point first. I don’t know
that anyone knew .categorically that for the White House to do
what it did was contrary to the law of the land. We knew for the
CIA to be involved in it was contrary to the law of the land. But
personally 1 asked Ollie North, I said Ollie, is what you're doing
Jegal? Have you got a legal opinion? And he assured me on two oc-
casions that he did and that it was legal.

It's subject to interpretation and debate, that’s another thing we
could debate into infinity. I'm not certain that Bob Gates had
enough knowledge to conclude that it was illegal. I can’t speculate
on it one way or another. But I think we all knew that if the
Agency was involved, as Bob said in his testimony here, it would
push us behind lines of the Boland Amendment that we wanted to
go. And I think he knew that and when I made reference to the
shoals, those were the shoals he wanted to keep us off of.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. He wouldn’t have to be a great lawyer to
know that, if there were such an operation being conducted and
that the White House was involved in it or other people in the Ad-
ministration, whether the White House or not, you wouldn’t have
to be a great lawyer to know that was illegal under the Boland
Amendment, would you? . ’ A

Mr. Fiers. I really would rather not speculate on that. And I'd
like to add that I really don’t know that—with definition what was
in Bob Gates’ mind and how he would address these kinds of ques-
tions. Not being a lawyer and having—I just would rather not spec-
ulate on those questions. ’

Senator METzENBAUM. Did you ever attend any meetings of the
Senior Inter-agency Group which oversaw the activities of the Re-
stricted Interagency Group which I think is known as RIG, which
met after April 1986 dealing with aid to the Contras?

Mr. Fiers. Yes.

Senator METZENBAUM. We understand Mr. Gates was present at
those Senior Inter-agency Group meetings. During those discus-
sions, what was your view as to Gates’ awareness of the activities
of the North re-supply ,operation? I understand that group was
aware of it.

Mr. Fiers. With all due respect, I think your characterization is
not accurate.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. 1 don’t mean to be inaccurate, so please
correct me. : )

. Mr. Fiers. The SIG was a subcabinet—or a sub-subcabinet meet-
Ing or group. It was chaired by State Department and it had Dr.

e on it. Clair George was the Agency representative, Rich Armi-.
tage. Mr. Armacost—Ambassador Armacost was in the Chair.

Senator MerzenBauM. Was Abrams a member?
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Mr. Fiers. Abrams. One notch higher than Abrams. And at th
NSC level—I forget who the NSC member was, I think it wag the
country director for Latin America. But at the SIG Elliot Abrgy.
myself, Oliver North and others would attend and be full partici.

ants. - -

P The group I recall Bob Gates being a part of was the Nationg
Security Policy Group which was sub-cabinet level, chaired by the
Deputy National Security Adviser. And I attended some of thog,
meetings as well. Some I didn’t attend. But the SIG meetings that |
attended and to which I made reference to in answering your queg
tions, I don’t recall Bob Gates having attended.

Senator METZENBAUM. You say you have no recollection of hjg
being there. -

Mr. Fiers. I don’t think he attended-them. My recollection i
that he did not attend them. -

Senator Metzenbaum. You've admitted to misrepresenting to
Senate Committees and the House Intelligence Committee your
knowledge of the re-supply mission and your activity in support of
it. : a
I think you indicated you felt you were acting in response to
your superior’s instructions when you lied to the Congressional
Committees. I know it was said that'one of those superiors who so
instructed you was Mr. Clair George, formerly Deputy Director of
Operations. A

What was it that Mr. George told you, that made you think he
was acting under the directions of his agency?

Mr. Fiers. Let me- first say that my plea and my acknowledg-
ment is to withholding knowledge to the Committees, I have object-
ed and avoided the use of the term “lie.”

Senator METZENBAUM. I'm sorry. -

Mr. Fiers. My plea and acknowledgment is to withholding perti-
nent information as opposed to lying and its an important distinc-
tion that I'd like to make for the record. But let me just go on to
respond to your question. -

_Senator METZENBAUM. I accept the correction, if that be the fact;
I'don’t know it that specifically. If you tell me it is, I accept it.

Mr. Agrxin. It is. o, .

Senator METZENBAUM. I’'m not quarreling with you and I don’t
want to debate it. ) :

Mr. Figrs. I understand but I have a future and that’s an impor-
tant distinction for me. . .

Clair and I had a direct discussion. I wrote a draft that included
what I call the story of the evolution of the humanitarian assist-
ance operations into the private benefactors. What happened i
very clear to me. It was clear in 1986. It was clear by those .meet-
ings in February when I mentioned I went over the line and it was
as I encroached on that line that I saw the.true picture. I pier
the veil as it were and really understood what was happening.

Put simply, Ollie North piggybacked on the humanitarian assist:
ance program to set up his re-supply network. After a series gf
events took place, a Central American government said you cant
use our territory for direct flights. So we set up a trans-shipment
point. A circuitous way to go through a third country and make
the legally authorized humanitarian assistance flights appear as if
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they Were coming from someplace they weren’t. We, being the
inter-agency group that was run by the State Department, all au-
thglr,lztehde process of setting up that trans-shipment point, Ollie
North piggybacked on and captured the momentum of that pro-
am. He used the same people, th_e same airplanes, the same site
for the private benefactors operation. At a point in time in late
February and March the -problem was resolved. We could resume—
direct shipments could be resumed, but the private benefactors just
stayed on and the same people who were operating as the Nicara-
guan Humanitarian Assistance became the private benefactors.

It was that evolution that'I told Clair George we had to put on
the record when the Hasenfus.flight went down. I said we have to
tell that story because that will put—that tells what we know, it
puts on record what’s happened and it will get us through the nar-
rows that are ahead, Clair. And Clair said to me, and it was draft-
ed and the language was there, I dictated it, Clair said no. I don’t
want to do that. That will .put the spotlight on, he said either the
White House, the Administration, or Ollie, I can’t be sure. I said
put Clair, it’s going to come out. And he said no. Alan, I don’t want
to do that. And I said okay. And he crafted how it would be done.
And I went back down and I re-wrote the statement—I didn’t re-
write it myself, I dictated the outline and it was re-written and re-
crafted so that that essence was taken out of it. .

Another piece was taken out that said that there was a possibili-
ty, indeed a probability that some of the legally authorized commu-
nication equipment that we had provided might have found its way
onto the flight. And I think my recollection that some information,
vectors, flight vectors under the rubric of advice and guidance on
how to conduct logistics operations might have found their way
there, all of which was, depending on whose interpretation you
took, legal. The latter point. - :

And he struck that as well. So that the statement that would
have been more complete but not fully complete, and would have
gotten in my view, the Agency through the problem, was by Clair
George’s instruction, deleted. . .

I don’t know whether he was acting on instructions from higher
up. I never talked with anybody else about it.

Senator METZENBAUM. Higher would have been who?

Mr. Fiers. Higher would have been either Gates or Casey. Much
more likely Casey than Bob Gates. I have no way of knowing that
at all. I didn’t ask.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Why do you say much more likely Gates?

Mr. Fiers. Much more likely Casey. Relationships between Clair
and Gates were not close. They were strained at best and in a situ-
ation like that—and I’ll give you a vignette that is very enlighten-
ing in a moment—in a situation such as that my view is that Clair
George would have been much more likely to go to Bill Casey. The
reason I say that is' exactly the same subject matter. As I men-
tioned to the Committee earlier, there was a disagreement as to
who the primary witness would be at the Senate Foreign Affairs
COmm}ttee hearing, Bob Gates or Clair George. I believed it should

Clair George, I believed it should be Clair George for reasons he
Was more familiar with the subject matter we shouldn’t emphasize.
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It would highlight the incident by putting forward a more sepjq,
witness, and would limit our future flexibility in responding. Anq %
I was arguing for Clair.

At our 1430 meeting that is on the record, that has been part of
my reconstructed memory, one of the reasons Clair and I, not
Gates, went to meet with Casey was to nail that point down, By,
Gates was cut out of the decision. It was Clair, Alan Fiers and Bjj)
Casey at the 1430 meeting to the best of my recollection. I want t,
recognize my recollection on-this point is one, reconstructed; anq
two, not as crisp and clear as it is in other cases. But it is there
There we quote to use agency. language,-we. put in the fix as to
what the decision would be at the 1830 meting, Mr. Chairman, that
you made reference.to, that was ultimately decided, so the 183
meeting was pro forma. And that is why I say in my view that if it
were discussed higher up it would be much more likely be Bill, Mr,
Casey, than it would have been Bob Gates. But I have no way of
speaking definitively on either point and making a judgment as to
whether it was raised or not raised with any person. But I know
beyond a doubt that the discussion that I described took place with
Clair George and that it set for me the direction and framework
that I have lived with since the 9th of October 1986.

Senator METZENBAUM. I think the Chairman has indicated that
my time is up.

%mirman BoreN. Do you have additional questions you want to
ask? .

Senator CraNsTON. I think I can pass.

Chairman BoreN. Let me ask. On the last question you started to
say to Senator Metzenbaum, and I didn’t hear if you completed it
or not, you said wanted to give an illustration of the relation-
ship—— .

Mr. Fiers. Yeah, I did and the illustration was relative to who
the senior witness would be. :

Chairman BogreN. I see. : .

Mr. Fiers. And the fact is that in my recollection and I catego-
rized sort of the state of that recollection is that Clair George, Bill
Casey and I had a meeting at 1430 where we decided that it would
be Clair George, and Bob Gates didn’t participate in that decision.
We then had another meeting at 6:30 that day, more formal, where
it was formalized, but really I think, my recollection is the decision
was taken at an earlier meeting in which Bob Gates did not partic-
pate in. That gives you some idea of the universe Bob Gates was in
as well as the universe I was in.

Chairman BoRreN. Senator Cranston.

Senator CRaNSTON. Thank you very much.

In your opening remarks, you described very dramatically the
long, long struggle between the free world and the Communist
world and the atmosphere in the days when the events we are ex-
ploring occurred. The West reeling, the Marxists rolling, aggress
ing, intervening, arming guerrillas in many, many lands. You de
scribed those bitter, dangerous days as characterized by an atmos
phere of no holds-barred. .

What I want to ask you is this. Did that atmosphere sort of lead
for those on the firing line as you and others in the agency were, ¥0
a no-holds barred, anything goes approach to everybody one de b
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ith—enemy, friends,-colleagues, the public, the press, the Con-

justified by the conviction in one’s mind that we were in a
fife and death struggle for survival with ruthless enemies and that
nothing less would suffice?

Mr. FiErs. In my opening statement, I also made reference to the
men and women of CIA being some of the finest people I know of,
unquestionable patriotism and integrity. In the years that I have
served at the Agency, I have never known that—I have never
known people to have subscribed to the philosophy that the ends
justifies the means. It is unfortunate however—unfortunately the
case particularly as 1t relates to me and in the atmosphere I de-
seribed, I think we weakened at the—I weakened at the knees a
ittle bit. . :
httSenator CRANSTON. You what?

Mr. Fiers. I weakened at the knees a little bit. I moved towards
the concept in my own mind that we cannot, I cannot, I will not be
associated with another defeat. It is almost, it was almost a para-
noia, 1 could not lose. And that is what led me to make the deci-
sions that I referred to—have referred to other members of this
panel. Is it justified, no. And that is what—that is one of the rea-
sons that I accepted my responsibility when I entered my plea to
His Honor Aubrey Robinson. ) ’

And I hope as we look to the future, people are never caught in
dilemma of having to make those kinds of decisions again.

And I sincerely believe, after having seen and watched very
closely these hearings the past two days, that that is in fact is the
case. That problem is behind us as a nation as the Cold War is
behind us as a nation.

And I think that that can be nothing but positive.

Senator CRANSTON. 1 appreciate that response. You obviously
faced some very difficult decisions that you had to wrestle with in-
ternally. You did face, as you put it, a great dilemma. And I think
it is understandable that you were torn in many different direc-
tions and that others have faced that same situation.

You alluded to your role as a buffer. Will you please describe
that role a little more as you assumed and saw it, and along with
that would you give us some insights regarding how compartmen-
talization and the matter of limited loops work. When it is some-
how decided that only a few certain individuals will be in the know
about some particular matter, does that cross bureaucratic lines
and charts? In particular, was it that way with Casey? So that in
terms of lines of authority people would be out of the loop and
boxed out of the compartment?

Mr. Fiers. Let me take the first part of the question first and
;};iltl come—I may have to ask for some elaboration on the second

When I came to the Task Force, it was traumatized. As I think
someone pointed out—one of the members, almost the day after 1
came, the murder manual flap hit. Now you all may not recall
that, let me reacquaint you with it. That was a_training manual
that was published before I arrived at the Task Force which drew
gn some of the doctrines, highly controversial doctrines, that were
eveloped in Vietnam and it called for armed propaganda, which
was a euphemism for guerrillas going into a village and controlling
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the village through a series of means, and it made referenc, to
statements that implied, if not outright stated, that under Certaiy
circumstances assassination of Communist cadre would be accepty
ble. That was an unacceptable manual. It was inadvertently qop,
It was the result of poor editing, but it was not malicious and it 4;
not represent an endorsement that we were telling the Resistan,
Forces to go out and assassinate people.

It caused great trauma. It was my first appearance before this
Committee, and I remember it well, because I likened myself Iate,
in many conversations to a cat being. thrown in a cloths dl'yer.l
just went around and got beat up 16 different ways and didn’t .
derstand the politics of it.

I also remember very well being called to Casey’s office and hig,
telling me this is terrible. This is an election issue. The Wirthij,
Polls have indicated that President Reagan’s popular—favorahle
vote numbers have dropped 6 points and the only thing the White
House can attribute it to is the manual. We have got to do some.
thing about that. It was political, it was crucial. I was sent on ap
airplane to go meet with the Chairman of.this Committee to ex-
plain to him, to see if something couldn’t be done. We didn’t meet
with him because in his political wisdom, he didn’t want to. Proh.
ably the right thing to do.

So as I came out of there, as I saw the reprimands, as I saw the
anguish that the people in the task force were going through, I did
two things. One, I made the decision to be a buffer; and two, I
called them together and I read to them—I had read to them be
cause I sometimes skip over words when I read out loud—General
MacArthur’s speech, Duty, Honor, Country. And I told them that
tonight in Moscow and this afternoon in Havana, your counter-
parts are working harder or as hard as you are to beat you and we
can’t let that happen. We are going to win this and don’t worry
about yourselves, I'll take the responsibility for what happens, o
words to that effect.

And what I meant by that was directly relating to, one, the poli-
tics; and two, as I understood it then and as I saw it unfolding, the
Ollie North endeavor, operation. .

And what—in fact it meant I tried to keep them out of, one, the
operational role where they would brush arms with it; and two, out
of readings, out of conversations where they would gain knowledge
of it. On many occasions when Ollie would call me, I would stop
and say to the people in my office, leave. I don’t want you in this
conversation. So it was only me hearing the conversations.

And I to date, with one exception, I think that effort was largely
successful. I don’t know that any member of the task force who
worked below me is in jeopardy by, as a result of actions he took—
in jeopardy from Judge Walsh’s prosecutions because of action he
took. There was one exception, and that’s another issue for another
time