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

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1991 

U.S. SENATE, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC. 
The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in 

room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L. 
Boren (Chairman of the Committee) presiding. 

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

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

Chairman BOREN. The hearing will come to order. 
We open hearings this morning on the nomination of Robert M. 

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

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

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

That remains the basic task today, but the Director of Central 
Intelligence now commands vast capabilities to collect and analyze 
information that his predecessors could not have imagined. These 
capabilities give the Director a unique role to play in the business 
of government. On the basis of the information he provides, policy 
decisions are made, diplomatic initiatives are mounted, military op
erations are planned and carried out, and research and develop-
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ment efforts are targeted. To some degree, the wisdom of govern
ment policy decisions rests upon the quality of the Director's ef
forts. 

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

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

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

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

As our friends and allies become less fearful of the Soviet mili
tary threat, they will also become less willing to follow America's 
lead automatically. To be politically influential we must be eco
nomically strong and also build a society at home that will stand as 
a worthy model for others to follow. 

All of this means that policymakers will need intelligence with a 
new focus. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

With these considerations in mind, the broad outlines of the new 
Intelligence Community are already taking shape. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The next Director of Central Intelligence will preside over the 
first sweeping redesign of American intelligence since the National 
Security Act was passed forty-four years ago. As Abraham Lincoln 



once said, "We must think anew and act anew." And it is critical 
that our top intelligence officials have the vision and the determi
nation to do exactly that. 

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

We welcome him to the Committee today. 
The Committee has respect for this nominee's professional ability 

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

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

Our task is complicated by the fact that the investigation of the 
Iran-Contra affair by the Independent Counsel is still ongoing. In 
recent weeks, with the pleas entered by Mr. Alan D. Fiers, Jr., the 
former Director of the Central American Task Force of the CIA, 
and the indictment of Mr. Clair George, the former Deputy Direc-



tor for Operations, new questions have been raised which require 
careful scrutiny. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

While these hearings will be conducted in public to the maxi
mum degree possible, there are some areas which require closed de
liberation by our Members because of the classified information in-



volved. This includes materials related to the preparation of intelli
gence analysis and estimates which remain classified and highly 
sensitive. Our policy will be to release all information to the public 
related to the objectivity of intelligence analysis that can be re
leased without compromising vital national security interests. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is impossible to set an exact timetable. The hearings could go 
into next week, in which case they will resume on Tuesday, the 



8 

24th. They will be expeditious but they will last as long as they 
need to last for the Committee to do its job properly. 

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

Without objection, these will all be entered into the record. 
[The documents referred to follow:] 
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
UNITED STATES SENATE 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COMPLETION 3Y PRESIDENTIAL NOMINEES 

PART A - BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

L. NAME: Robert Michael Gates 

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

3. MARITAL STATUS: Married 

4. SPOUSE'S NAME: Rebecca Wilkie Gates 

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

6. NAMES AND AGES OF CHILDREN: 

Name Age 

Eleanor Marie 

Bradley Robert 

16 

11 

7. EDUCATION SINCE HIGH SCHOOL: 

INSTITUTION DATES 
ATTENDED 

College of William & Mary 1961-65 

Indiana University 1965-66 

Georgetown University 

DEGREE 
RECEIVED 

Sh 

MA 

1969 PhD 

DATE OF 
DEGREE 

1965 

1966 

1974 



11 

-2-

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

EMPLOYER POSITION/TITLE LOCATION 
DATES : 
EMPLOY* 

(See Attached) 

9 . GOVERNMENT EXPERIENCE (INDICATE EXPERIENCE IN OR ASSOCIATION 
WITH FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, INCLUDING ADVISORY, 
CONSULTATIVE, HONORARY OR OTHER PART-TIME SERVICE OR POSITION. 
DO NOT REPEAT INFORMATION ALREADY PROVIDED IN ANSWER TO QUESTION 
8 ) : 

Williamsburg, VA 
Public Schools 

School Bus Driver 
(part-time when studenty 

Williamsburg, VA 

State of Kansas 
Grain Inspection 
Department 

Wichita, KS 
Parks Commission 

Grain Inspector 
(Summer job) 

Laborer 
(Summer job) 

Wichita, KS 

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

DATES OF 
EMPLOYMENT EMPLOYER 

CIA 

U.S. Air Force 

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

POSITION/TITLE 

Biographic Analyst 

CIA 
(on detail to 
NSC Staff) 

CIA 

CIA 
(on detail to 
NSC Staff) 

Commissioned Officer 
1st LT 

Analyst, Office of 
Current Intelligence 

Analyst, Office of 
Current Intelligence 

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

Assistant National 
Intelligence Officer 
for Strategic Programs 

Staff Member for USSR 
and Europe, National 
Security Council 

Staff Member, Center 
for Policy Support 
Directorate of 
Intelligence 

Special Assistant to 
National Security 
Advisor, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski 

IiQCAIIQN 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 
Officer Training School 
Lackland AFB, TX 

351st Strategic Missile wing 
Whiteman AFB, MO 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 
Vienna, Austria 
Geneva, Switzerland 

Washington, D.C. 

White House 

Washington, D.C. 

White House 

8/66-10/66 

10/66-1/68 

1/68-1/69 

1/69-6/71 

6/71-11/73 

11/73-6/74 

6/74-12/76 

12/76-6/77 

6/77-12/79 

Director, Strategic 
Evaluation Center, 
Office of Strategic 
Research 

Washington, D.C. 12/79-2/80 

Executive Assistant 
to Director of Central 
Intelligence 

Washington, D.C. 2/80-10/80 

(Continued) 



8. (Continued) 

The White House 

The white House 

National Intelligence 
Officer for USSR/ 
Eastern Europe 

Director, DCI-DDCI 
Executive Staff 

Director, Office of 
Policy and Planning 

National Intelligence 
Officer for USSR/ 
Eastern Europe 

Deputy Director for 
Intelligence 

Chairman, National 
Intelligence Council 

Deputy Director of 
Central Intelligence 

Deputy Assistant to 
the President for 
National Security 
Affairs 

Assistant to the 
President and Deputy 
for National Security 
Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

10/80-3/81 

3/81-1/82 

10/81-1/82 

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

. . . m c i - i o c ^ 
Admiral Gary T. Grayson Scolarship (College of William * Mary) 

Richard Lee Morton Scholarship (Honors in History) 

(Colleqe of William & Mary) 

ws&usraME: <»« ̂ - -
Arthur S. Flemming Award (to 10 most outstanding young people m 

Federal Service - by Jaycees) 
CIA Intelligence Medal of Merit 
CIA Distinguished Intelligence Medal 
CIA Distinguished Intelligence Medal 
National Intelligence Distinguished Service Medal 

1961-1965 
1964-65 

1965 

1978 

1981 
1986 
1989 
1989 

1 1 . ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATIONS (LIST MEMBERSHIPS IN AND OFFICES 
HELD WITHIN THE LAST TEN YEARS IN ANY PROFESSIONAL, CIVIC, 
FRATERNAL, BUSINESS, SCHOLARLY, CULTURAL, CHARITABLE OR OTHER 
SIMILAR ORGANIZATIONS): 

ORGANIZATION 

Council on Foreign Relations 

Security Affairs Support Association 

OFFICE HELD 

Member, Board 
of Directors 

DATES 

1982-Present 

5/88-6/89 

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

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

1. "The Prediction of Soviet Intentions" (SECRET); Studies in Intelligence, 
Spring 1973. 
2. "An Opportunity Unfulfilled — The Use and Perceptions of Intelligence Analysis at 
the White House" (SECRET); Studies in Intelligence. 1980. 
3. "The Soviet Threat"; Speech at 50th Session of Military Operations Research 
Society, March 1983. 
4. "Is the CIA's Analysis Any Good?"; Washington Post. 12 December 1984. 
5. "CIA and the University"; Speech at Harvard University, 13 February 1986. 
6. "The Soviets and SDI"; Address ta the World Affairs Council of Northern California 
Bay Area International Forum, 25 November 198 6. 
7. "War By Another Name"; Address to the Commonwealth Club of California, 25 November 
1986. 
8. "Issues and Trends Affecting U.S. Business in Latin America and the Caribbean"; 
Address to the Executive Committee and Trustees of the International Center of Florida, 
11 December 1986. 
9. "The Soviets and SDI"; Address to the National Military Intelligence Association, 
Potomac Chapter, 15 January 1987. 
10. "War By Another Name"; Address to the Dallas Council on World Affairs, 3 February 
1987. 
11. Statement of Nominee to be Director of Central Intelligence, Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, 17 February 1987. 
12. "CIA and American Foreign Policy"; Address to the Chicago Committee, sponsored by 
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 5 May 1987. 
13. "War By Another Name"; Address to the Agency Military Reserve Unit Lecture 
Program, 14 September 1987. 
14. "CIA and the Making of American Foreign Policy"; Address to Princeton University, 
Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, 29 September 1987. 
15. Discussion Paper to the Consortium for the Study of Intelligence, 4 December 1987. 
16. "The CIA and American Foreign Policy"; Foreign Affairs. Winter 1987/88. 
17. "What i3 Going on in the Soviet Union"; Address to the Dallas Council on World 
Affairs, 19 January 1988. 
18. "Technology Transfer"; Address to the American Electronics Association Texas -
Council, 16 February 1988. 
19. "The Traditional Functions of National Intelligence"; Address to Indiana 
University of Pennsylvania 29th Annual Raymond L. Lee Public Affairs Forum, 11 April 
1988. 
20. "What is Going on in the Soviet Union"; Address to Austin Foreign Affairs Council, 
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, 26 May 1988. 
21. "The Gorbachev Era: Implications for U.S. Strategy"; Address to the Current 
Strategy Forum, Naval War College, 16 June 1988. 
22. "Recent Developments in the Soviet Union and Implications for U.S. Security 
Policy"; Address to the American Association for the Advancement of Science Colloquium 
on Science, Arms Control and National Security, 14 October 1988. 
23. "Future Intelligence Challenges"; Address to the Association of Former 
Intelligence Officers 14th Annual Convention, 15 October 1988. 
24. "Developments in the Soviet Union: Implications for U.S. Strategy"; Address the 
Air Force Symposium, 21 October 1988. 
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25. -Gorbachev and Critical Change in the Soviet Union: Implications for the West"; 
Address to the Center for Strategic & International Studies Conference, The 1990's : 
Critical Change, 1 April 1989 
26. "National Security Policymaking: The View from the Kitchen"; Address to the 17th 
National Collegiate Security Conference Sponsored by the Georgetown International 
Relations Association, 26 October 1989. 
27. 'Change, Hope and Uncertainty"; Address to the CSIS International Counselors, 
4 June 1990. 
28. "Eastern Europe: Change, Hope and the United States"; Address to the American 
Electronics Association (Conference on Eastern Europe), 27 June 1990. 
29. Address to the Electronic Industries Association, Washington, D.C., 14 February 
1991. 
30. "American Leadership in a New World"; Address to the American Newspaper 
Publisher's Association, Vancouver, B.C., 7 May 1991. 
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PART B - QUALIFICATIONS AND REFERENCES 

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

(See attached) 

1 4 . REFERENCES (PROVIDE THE NAMES AND BUSINESS ADDRESSES AND 
TELEPHONE NUMBERS OF FIVE INDIVIDUALS WHOM YOU BELIEVE ARE 
IN A POSITION TO COMMENT ON YOUR QUALIFICATIONS TO SERVE IN 
THE POSITION FOR WHICH YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED. INCLUDE 
THREE INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE KNOW YOU FOR AT LEAST FIVE YEARS) 

NAME 

Brent Scowcroft 

Richard B. Cheney 

B. R. Inman 

Lawrence S. Eagleburger 

William H. Webster 

BUSINESS 
ADDRESS 

The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

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

available upon request 

Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 2C 

available upon request 

BUSINESS 
TELEPHONE 

(202) 456-2257 

(202) 695-5261 

512 (202) 647-9640 

YEAR; 
KNOW. 

17 

10 

15 

15 

10 
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13. Qualifications (describe why you believe you are 
qualified to serve in the position for which you have 
been nominated): 

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

Analyst 
I began my career in U.S. intelligence 25 years ago as a 

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

Senior Manager 
As Deputy Director for Intelligence and Chairman of the 

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

Intelligence Community 
For seven years (1982-1989), I worked with two DCI's to 

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

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

User of Intelligence 
I am fortunate to have gained extensive experience and 

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

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

Since January 1989, as Deputy National Security Advisor and 
Chairman of the NSC Deputies Committee, I have had the 
opportunity to see and use the intelligence contribution both for 
policy development and for crisis management -- all during a 
period of extraordinarily rapid change in international affairs 
and in the internal affairs of countries important to U.S. 
interests. I also saw first hand the strengths and weaknesses of 
intelligence during the Persian Gulf War, and how decisionmakers 
used and viewed that intelligence. These experiences have given 
me not only insights to the intelligence needs of our leaders but 
also direct exposure to many of our foreign adversaries and 
friends alike that is useful to understanding the challenges 
facing U.S. intelligence and the challenges confronting our 
country. 
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PART C - POLITICAL AND FOREIGN AFFILIATIONS 

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

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

17. FOREIGN AFFILIATIONS 

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

A. HAVE YOU OR YOUR SPOUSE EVER REPRESENTED IN ANY CAPACITY 
(E.G., EMPLOYEE, ATTORNEY, BUSINESS, OR POLITICAL ADVISER 
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OR CONSULTANT), WITH OR WITHOUT COMPENSATION, A FOREIGN 
GOVERNMENT OR AN ENTITY CONTROLLED BY A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT? 
IF SO, PLEASE FULLY DESCRIBE SUCH RELATIONSHIP. 

No. 

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

No. 

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

NO. 

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

No. 

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

PART D - FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

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

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

I have no such business connections. 
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21. DESCRIBE THE FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS YOU HAVE MADE OR PLAN 
TO MAKE, IF YOU ARE CONFIRMED, IN CONNECTION WITH SEVERANCE 
FROM YOUR CURRENT POSITION. PLEASE INCLUDE SEVERANCE PAY, 
PENSION RIGHTS, STOCK OPTIONS, DEFERRED INCOME ARRANGEMENTS, 
AND ANY AND ALL COMPENSATION THAT WILL OR MIGHT BE RECEIVED 
IN THE FUTURE AS A RESULT OF YOUR CURRENT BUSINESS OR 
PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIPS. 

I have no such financial arrangements. 

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

No. 

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

No present plans; no agreements; no understandings or 
options. 
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IF YOU ARE PRESENTLY IN GOVERNMENT SERVICE, DURING THE PAST 
FIVE YEARS OF SUCH SERVICE, HAVE YOU RECEIVED FROM A PERSON 
OUTSIDE OF GOVERNMENT AN OFFER OR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST TO 
EMPLOY YOUR SERVICES AFTER YOU LEAVE GOVERNMENT SERVICE? 

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

My spouse's employment is not related in any way to the . 
position to which I have been nominated. 

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

SELF OR 
NAME OF ENTITY POSITION DATES HELD SPOUSE 
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2 7 . LIST ALL GIFTS EXCEEDING S500 IN VALUE RECEIVED OCR INC HE 
PAST FIVE YEARS BY YOU, YOUR SPOUSE, OR YOUR DEPENDENTS. 
GIFTS RECEIVED FROM RELATIVES AND GIFTS GIVEN TO A SPOUSE 
OR DEPENDENT TOTALLY INDEPENDENT OF THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO 
YOU NEED NOT BE INCLUDED. 

Nicholas F. Brady 
(in his p r iva te capacity) 

Air l ine t r anspor t , motel room, meals for 
^ f and spouse: t r i p from Washington, 
D.C. to Louisvi l le and re turn , May 5, 1990 

$1,500 

28 . LIST ALL SECURITIES, REAL PROPERTY, PARTNERSHIP INTERESTS, 
OR OTHER INVESTMENTS OR RECEIVABLES WITH A CURRENT MARKET 
VALUE (OR, IF MARKET VALUE IS NOT ASCERTAINABLE, ESTIMATED 
CURRENT FAIR VALUE) IN EXCESS OF $ 1 , 0 0 0 . (NOTE: THE 
INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO SCHEDULE A OF THE DIS
CLOSURE FORMS OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS MAY BE 
INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE, PROVIDED THAT CURRENT VALUATIONS 
ARE USED.) 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

Personal Residence 
Dominion Resources, Inc. 

(Common stock) 
US EE Savings Bonds 
IRA Bank Deposit/Sovran 

Bank (self) 
IRA Bank Deposit/Sovran 

Bank (spouse) 

$285,000 
6,000 

17,000 
19,110 

19,110 

VALUE METHOD OF VALUATION 
County Assessment (1990) 
Market Value 

Face value (at maturity) 

Cash value 

Cash value 

29. LIST ALL LOANS, MORTGAGES, OR OTHER INDEBTEDNESS (INCLUDING ANY 
CONTINGENT LIABILITIES) IN EXCESS OF S10.000. (NOTE: THE 
INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO SCHEDULE D OF THE DISCLOSURE 
FORM OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS MAY 3E INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE, PROVIDED THAT CONTINGENT LIABILITIES ARE ALSO INCLUDED. 

NATURE OF OBLIGATION NAME OF OBLIGEE AMOUNT 

Morgage (personal residence) 

Second Trust (mortgage) 
(home improvements) 

Associates National 

American General 
Finance 

$90,000 (12/1/90) 

15,790 
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30. ARE YOU OR YOUR SPDUSE NOW IN DEFAULT ON ANY LOAN, 0E9T OR 
OTHER FINANCIAL OBLIGATION? HAVE YOU OR YOUR SPOl'SE BEEN 
IN DEFAULT ON ANY LOAN, DEBT OR OTHER FINANCIAL OBLIGATION 
IN THE PAST TEN YEARS? IF THE ANSWER TO EITHER QUESTION IS 
YES, PLEASE PROVDE DETAILS. 

No. 

31. LIST SOURCES AND AMOUNTS OF ALL INCOME RECEIVED DURING THE LAST 
FIVE YEARS, INCLUDING ALL SALARIES, FEES, DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, 
GIFTS, RENTS, ROYALTIES, PATENTS, HONORARIA, AND OTHER ITEMS 
EXCEEDING S500. (IF YOU PREFER TO DO SO, COPIES OF U.S. LNCOME 
TAX RETURNS FOR THESE YEARS MAY BE SUBSTITUTED HERE, BUT THEIR 
SUBMISSION IS NOT REQUIRED.) 

Salary 

Fees, royalties 

Dividends 

Interest 

Gi fts 

Rents 

Other-exceeding $500 

Total 

1986 

$132,407 

428 

$132,835 

1987 

$144,506 

396 

$144,902 

1988 

$144,255 

254 

$144,509 

1989 

$153,081 

33 

181 

$153,295 

1990 

$150,127 

153 

285 

1,500 

$152,065 

32. IF ASKED, WOULD YOU PROVIDE THE COMMITTEE WITH COPIES OF YOUR AND 
YOUR SPOUSE'S FEDERAL INCOME TAX RETURNS FOR THE PAST THREE YEARS? 
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33. HAVE YOUR FEDERAL OR STATE TAX RETURNS BEEN THE SUBJECT OF 
ANY AUDIT, INVESTIGATION OR INQUIRY AT ANY TIME? IF SO, 
PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS, INCLUDING THE RESULT OF ANY SUCH 
PROCEEDING. -

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

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

None other than listed in response to question 31. 

35. DO YOU INTEND TO PUCE YOUR FINANCIAL HOLDINGS AND THOSE OF 
YOUR SPOUSE AND DEPENDENT MEMBERS OF YOUR IMMEDIATE HOUSEHOLD 
IN A BLIND TRUST? IF YES, PLEASE FURNISH DETAILS. 

NO. 

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

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

38. HAVE YOU EVER BEEN INVESTIGATED, HELD, ARRESTED, OR CHARGED BY ANY 
FEDERAL, STATE, OR OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY FOR VIOLATION OF 
ANY FEDERAL, STATE, COUNTY, OR MUNICIPAL LAW, REGULATION, t)R 
ORDINANCE, OTHER THAN A MINOR TRAFFIC OFFENSE,. OR NAMED EITHER AS 
A DEFENDANT OR OTHERWISE IN ANY INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION RELATING 
TO SUCH VIOLATION? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS. 

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

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

No. 

53-019 0 - 9 2 - 2 
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4 1 . HAVE YOU BEEN INTERVIEWED OR ASKED TO SUPPLY ANY INFORMATION AS 
A WITNESS OR OTHERWISE IN CONNECTION WITH ANY CONGRESSIONAL 
INVESTIGATION, FEDERAL OR STATE AGENCY PROCEEDING, GRAiND JURY 
I N V E S T I G A T I O N , OR CRIMINAL OR C I V I L L I T I G A T I O N IN THE PAST TEN 
YEARS? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS. 

L7S - Interviewed by staff members Of Plk. j j j ^ J E S ^ ' S S ^ î î i t î S ^ Î S ^ ' S i ^ J -faetat*» »lth I f * 
1,80 - interviews by staff members of ^ « " M « Ï Ï . f - » ' «•!"« *"«»1« B""1-""1 " » ' — « 

(regarding actions taken by others in response to a >»»• 
Mr. Carter from traveling to Libya). rt„rlna senate consideration of Stanley Sporkln to be U.S. 

1985 - Interviewed by FBI and Senate Judiciary Committee daring Senate consider. 
District Court Judge. witness before Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, 

1986-1991 - interviewed ^ • ? ^ i ^ f ^ i ^ ° ^ ° : i " , c„e Tower Commission, the Joint House-Senate Iran-Cor.-.ra 
House Permanent select Committee on inieui^n^, „„„...-„ iran-Contra. 

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

4 2 . HAS ANY BUSINESS OF WHICH YOU ARE OR WERE AN OFFICER, DIRECTOR 
OR PARTNER 3ELN A PARTY TO ANY ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY PROCEEDING OR 
CRIMINAL OR C I V I L LIGIGATION RELEVANT TO THE POSITION TO WHICH 
YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED? IF SO, PROVIDE DETAILS. (WITH RESPECT 
TO A BUSINESS OF WHICH YOU ARE OR WERE AN OFFICER, YOU NEED ONLY 
CONSIDER PROCEEDINGS AND LITIGATION THAT OCCURRED WHILE YOU WERE 
AN OFFICER OF THAT B U S I N E S S . ) 

PART F - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

4 3 . DESCRIBE IN YOUR OWN WORDS THE CONCEPT OF CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT 
OF U . S . INTELLIGENCE A C T I V I T I E S . IN PARTICULAR, CHARACTERIZE 
WHAT YOU BELIEVE TO BE THE OBLIGATIONS OF THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE, THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, AND 
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES OF THE CONGRESS RESPECTIVELY IN T H I S 
PROCESS. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

There is broad recognition of the support the Committees 
have rendered the Intelligence Community with respect to 
resources, protection they afford against abuses, and ability to 
bring about improved efficiencies in the Community. While the 
oversight process may occasionally lead to difficulties in the 
gray area of overlap between Congress' authorities and the duties 
of the Executive, it has been the practice of both the Executive 
and the Congress to try to resolve those difficulties in a spirit 
of comity and mutual understanding. I fully support the intent 
of the Oversight Act to "ensure that the legitimate concerns of 
both branches and the Nation as a whole are respected." 
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• 1 5 -

UU. DEFINE IN YOUR OWN WORDS M E DUTIES OF THE P O S I T I O N TO WHICH 
YOU HAVE BEEN NOMINATED. 

(See a t tached) 

45. PLEASE ADVISE THE COMMITTEE OF ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, 
FAVORABLE OR UNFAVORABLE, WHICH YOU FEEL SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN 
CONNECTION WITH YOUR NOMINATION. 
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44. Define in your own words the duties of the position to 
which you have been nominated. 

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

Focus on the Future 
Let me add to these directives my personal views and 

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

Providing Intelligence 
While planning and organizing for the future, the DCI also 

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

Supervising Covert Activities 
One of the most sensitive tasks of the DCI is that of 

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

Agency Management 
The DCI must take the lead in successfully managing 

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

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

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

I, Robert Michael Gates , do swear thai 

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

of my knowledge, accurate and complete. 

H5ÂTE7 
LJÎ±L (HAME) / —ij 

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

ÔTAR^) i ) l u l 7 ,<.;<-•, 
District of Columbia * 
My commission expires May 14, 1993 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI NGTON 

September 9, 1991 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

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

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

Sincerely,, 

James W.x0yer-
Deputy Assistant £b the President 
For Legislative/Affairs (Senate) 

The Honorable David L. Boren 
Chairman 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
Room 211 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
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SIMPLEMENT TO THE COMMITTEE'S QUESTIONNAIRE CONCERNING THE 
NOMINEE'S KNOWLEDGE OF THE IRAN-CONTRA AFFAIR 

PART I. WHAT WAS YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE DIVERSION AMP WHAT 
ACTIONS DID YOO TAKE ON THE BASIS OF SDCH KNOWLEDGE? 

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

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

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

2. Allen stated in his Iran-Contra deposition that in March 
1986 he saw a memorandum by CIA operations officer George 
Cave on a meeting where the Iranian intermediary, 
Ghorbanifar, proposed diversion of profits to Nicaragua, (p. 

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

b. Did you learn of this memorandum or Ghorbanifar's 
proposal at any other time before November 25, 1986? 

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

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

What is your explanation for this entry? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6. You stated at the 1987 DCI confirmation hearings that 
Charles Allen's statements to you on October 1, 1986, 
regarding a possible diversion were based on "indications 
from intelligence information that there had been some 
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overcharging and perhaps some cheating" which you "did not 
consider particularly unusual in an international arms deal" 
and on the involvement of "the same private individuals" in 
both the Iranian affair and the private funding for the 
contras, (pp. 75-76; see also pp. 87-88, 162) In your 
testimony to the SSCI on December 4, 1986, you also stated 
that Allen's concern was based on what he was "reading about 
in the intelligence." (p. 109) You made a similar statement 
to the Tower Board (p. 17) and in your deposition for the 
Iran-Contra Committees, (pp. 8-15) 

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

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

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

As X recall, Allen mentioned no source other than the raw 
intelligence reporting described in 6 a. above as an indication 
of overcharging and cheating at the meeting I had with him on 
October 1, 198 6. 

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

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

I believe that Mr. Allen did not inform me oa or before October 
l, 19SC that in August of that year LTC North proposed printing a 
saw price list to justify the prices charged to the Iranians for 
certain military equipment. Further, I.had no contemporaneous 
independent knowledge of LTC North's request to Mr. Cave at any 
other time before November 25, 1986. 

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

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

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

X do not recall making these remarks about LTC North. I am 
aware, however, that Mr. Allen has stated that he remembers my 
having done so. Although I have been reminded of Mr. Allen's 
recollections in the Committee's interrogatories, X have mo 
recollection of making these statements. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I do not know whether Mr. Allen or any other CIA employe» 
discussed this natter with Mr. Clarridge on October 1, 1986. 

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

According to my calendar, my meeting with Mr. 
for 5:00 p.m. on October 1, 1906. 

Allen was scheduled 

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

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

I do not recall why I wanted Mr. Twetten and Mr. Allen to call 
me. It may have been related to LTC North's trip to Frankfurt, 
which was made in connection with the Iranian initiative. 

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

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

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

I do not recall doing so. 

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

I did not aake a connection between Mr. Allen's concerns of 
October 1 and LTC North's cryptic remark about Swiss accounts and 
the contras made at the end of the October 9 lunch for a number 
of reasons. First, to the best of my recollection, Mr. Allen 
never mentioned to me or speculated that anyone in the U.S. 
Government, including the CIA, M8C or the White House, was 
involved in the possible diversion of funds paid by the Iranians 
to support the contras. Mr. Allen's chief concern was 
operational security. Second, as the lunch was breaking up, LTC 
Morth made this comment at the end of a conversation dealing with 
the shoot down of the Hasenfus plane in Nicaragua — not in 
connection with the Iran project. I was uneasy about the remark, 
however, and vent back into Mr. Casey's office after lunch to see 
if he had understood what LTC North had been saying and if we 
should be concerned by it. He had not heard or picked up on the 
remark at all. He seemed unconcerned, and so I did not pursue it 
further. Third, I joined the previously arranged Casey-North 
luncheon because of Mr. Hasenfus' claims made io the media that 
morning that he had worked with "CIA people." My focus was on 
this issue and a meeting Mr. Casey and I were to have with the 
leadership of the intelligence Committees that same afternoon on 
Mr. Hasenfus' assertions. 

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

I did not know whether LTC North was referring to this third-
country donation when ne made the statement about Swiss accounts 
and the Contras. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

NORTH: ...There were a lot of things we talked about 
but the two things that stick in my mind were the business 
about the aircraft and the operation which we had been 

8 
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running in Central America and the business about Mr. 
Furmark having told him that there was a connection between 
the Iranian operation and the aid to the resistance that was 
about to be revealed. 

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

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

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

NORTH: Yes, sir. 

Q: Is that something you had told him? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

I would like to point out that LTC North's trial testimony as 
reported here regarding the substance of Mr. Casey's October 7 
telephone discussion with Mr. Furmark is fundamentally different 
from what Mr. Casey told me and stated in his memorandum for the 
record about this conversation. Mr. Casey did not tell me that 
Mr. Furmark "knew that there was a connection between the Iranian 
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initiative and aid to the Miearaguan resistance." In feet, Mr. 
Casey did not mention anything about a diversion vhen he told me 
about his conversation vith Mr. Furmark. Mr. Casey's memorandum 
regarding his meeting vith Mr. Furmark makes no mention of a 
diversion of funds. Further, to the best of my recollection, LTC 
North never told me that Iranian arms sales money vas being used 
for the contras. 

During the lunch, LTC North briefed Mr. Casey on his recent 
meetings in Frankfurt vith Iranians representing a nev channel to 
eenior officials in Tehran. Three subjects vere discussed in my 
presencet 1) the recent meeting vith the Iranians; 2) the 
security of the project; and 3) the downing of the private 
benefactor supply plane in Nicaragua and. the capture of Eugene 
Haaenfus. 

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

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

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

16. In a memo transmitted to you and to the DCI, dated 14 
October 1986, Allen discussed the likelihood that 
Ghorbanifar would publicly state that "the Government of the 
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United States, along with the Government of Israel, acquired 
a substantial profit from these transactions, some of which 
profit was redistributed to other projects of the US and of 
Israel." (Allen Exhibit 76) You stated in your Iran-
Contra deposition that you "interpreted it" to mean that 
Allen "became less certain about what was going on or about 
his speculation here and therefore couched it in more 
general terms," but that you "did not ask him." (p. 978) 
Please explain why you did not seek clarification from 
Allen. 

At the time, there did not seem to be a reason to ask Mr. Allen 
for further elarifioation. It is important to keep in mind that 
the reference cited above was one sentence out of a seven page 
single spaced memorandum. Mr. Allen had been tentative about his 
suspicions in our discussion on October l. While Mr. Allen's 
concerns about problems with the Iran initiative and operational 
security were spelled out in great detail in his memorandum of 
October 14, X interpreted his memorandum's much more vague 
formulation concerning a possible diversion and his attribution 
of that to what Ghorbanifar might say if he went publia as 
indicating that Mr. Allen had become even more uncertain about 
what he had described on 1 October as "sheer speculation." 

17. In an Iran-Contra committee deposition, then CIA General 
Counsel David Doherty stated that in his meeting with you on 
October 15, 1986, you discussed Allen's speculation about a 
diversion "to provide assistance to the rebels in Central 
America," and that you "mentioned speculation on 
contributions from other countries as well." You have 
testified that you recall advising the General Counsel 

- concerning Allen's speculation about a diversion. (SSCI, 
2/87, p. 40) Do you recall making the additional statement 
to Doherty about contributions from other countries? 

Mo, I do not recall making the additional statement to Mr. 
Doherty about contributions from other countries. 

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

I have included my itinerary for this trip in a classified annex, 
rhad no communications with anyone at CIA Headquarters or any 
other person on the subject of the diversion during the course of 
my travel. 

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

As I stated in earlier testimony, X told our General Counsel to 
review the Iran project to ensure that "ike CIA was not involved 
in anything illegal. I do not think it- is accurate to say the 
General Counsel did "nothing at all" to carry out my 
instructions. While Mr. Doherty did testify in his deposition 
that he did not undertake a factual review of the situation 
because of the compartmentation of an ongoing operation, he did 
provide legal analysis and advice based on the facts that I 
provided to him prior to my trip on October 17* I followed Mr. 
Doherty's advice that we should get all the information we had to 
Admiral Poindexter and recommend to him that the White House 
Counsel review the project to ensure that it was proper. Had Mr. 
Doherty recommended that we go to the Attorney General, or take 
another course of action, I would have given his advice great 
weight and strongly endorsed that recommendation to Mr. Casey. I 
requested Mr. Doherty's legal analysis out of an abundance of 
caution to affirm CIA compliance with the law, and I followed his 
advice about appropriate steps to take with the information 
available to me at the time. 

20. In an answer to questions for the record submitted to the 
House Committee on 12/23/86, you stated, "At the time of the 
October 17 meeting between Charles Allen and Roy Furmark, I 
was on my way to the Middle East. I returned from the 
Middle East on 30 October and learned at some point soon 
thereafter the general information that had been obtained 
from Mr. Furmark in the meetings of 17 and 22 October. In 
fact, I was confused about precisely what was reported in 
which meeting until preparations were undertaken for 
Congressional testimony within the last two weeks. I knew 
only that Furmark had reported in some detail the 
unhappiness of Canadian investors and that he had reported 
that Ghorbanifar had expressed the belief that some of the 
Iranian money was going to Central America." How do you 
reconcile the last statement with your testimony that you 
did not learn anything more about the diversion between your 
meeting with Charles Allen on October 1 and the Attorney 
General's announcement November 25? 
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When I testified before the senate Intelligence Committee on 
December 4, 1888, I said thet I recalled the Furmark-Allen 
meeting in Hew York only because I had read about it in a 
chronology during the day or two prior to my testimony. I do not 
recall ever seeing the memorandum for the record of the meeting 
on October 17 or of being advised before November 25 of Mr. 
Furmark's report of Ghorbanifar's belief that some Iranian money 
had gone to Central America. As I have testified elsewhere, I 
do not recall having received any indication of a diversion other 
than what Mr. Allen speculated to me on October 1 and the general 
reference in his memorandum of October 14 to the possibility that 
Ghorbanifar might allege that profits from the transactions with 
Iran had been redistributed to other projects. 

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

I was unclear myself during this period about what Mr. Furmark 
had said and when he said it. In my ssci testimony of 4 
December, I unknowingly incorrectly characterised the Casey-
Furmark conversation of October 7. I corrected the record. I 
made the same error in talking to the House Committee staff, and 
corrected that in my testimony of 10 December. I never met Mr. 
Furmark, never talked to him, and what I later learned was 
second- or third-hand. Indeed, as the 23 December 198 6 response 
to the House question accurately states, "I was confused about 
precisely what wrs reported in which meeting until preparations 
were undertaken .'or Congressional testimony within the last two 
weeks." 

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

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

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

X do not recall seeing the Allen memorandum of 7 November 1986 or 
learning of its substance prior to November 25, 1986. CIA has 
located the copy of the memorandum that went to my office, but I 
have never recalled reading it prior to November, 25. x do not 
know why this particular piece of paper apparently came to my 
attention prior to November 25. 

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

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

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

I did not learn that the Attorney General had found the North 
memo referred to until the Attorney General's announcement on 
November 25, l»8 6. 

I vas in San Francisco on official business from November 23-26, 
1986. I believe that documents reflecting my travel during the 
past ten years have been provided to the Committee under separate 
cover. If not, I will be happy to provide them. X learned of 
the Attorney General1s findings at the same time as the general 
public. I think my letter speaks for itself, but X will attempt 
to rephrase what X meant by the statement "no evidence remotely 
resembling the North memo ever came to my attention, or, to the 
best of my knowledge, to the attention ôr any other CXA officer." 
By this statement X meant that no evidence comparable to LTC 
North's memo—that is, first hand knowledge of a 0.8. official 
who knows or has access to sufficient relevant facts—ever came 
to my attention. 

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

I was not a participant in any such meeting and X do not know 
whether this meeting took place. If it did, X did not attendt as 
X stated in response to interrogatory number 24 above, X was in 
San Francisco at the time. X cannot explain my name being on LTC 
North's calendar inasmuch as my trip was a long-planned one. 

FART XI. WHAT WAS YOOR ROLE IN PREPARING DIRECTOR CABBY*fl 
TESTIMONY Of NOVEMBER » , J9861 DID YOO VIEW IT THEN. 
OR DO YOD VIEW IT NOW. AS MISLEADING? 

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

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

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

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

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

4. Despite all that had transpired prior to the Director's 
testimony (see Part I above) with respect to speculation 
over a possible diversion, despite the number of CIA 
employees involved in the preparation of the testimony who 
were aware of this speculation, and despite your own 
apparent concern over such diversion, the Director's 
testimony made no mention of the possibility. You have 
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testified on several occasions that, in essence, you had 
on?y one Person's speculation which was too insubstantial to 
warrant inclusion. 

a. in your letter to the committee of 2 March " 8 7 , you 
acknowledged that while they made no written i"P«t to 
Director Casey's testimony, four CIA officers (Allen, 
Twetten, Cave, Clarridge) were involved in oral 
discussions involving the testimony. ** *•"* J ™ 0 ' 
them (Allen and Cave) were aware of the speculation 
concerning the diversion. Are you aware whether 
Twetten and Clarridge also had knowledge of the 
speculation prior to November 21, 1986? If so, please 
explain. 

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

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

As the testimony was in the process of being prepared, there were 
meetings with many people discussing the details of the Iran 
initiative and who knew what pieces of information. I do not 
recall, however, any discussion about Mr. Allen's speculation of 
October 1 or its inclusion in the testimony. As Interrogatory 
number 5 below points out, Mr. Doherty and Mr. George recall an 
instance during one of the meetings in which I asked Mr. Casey 
whether he had any knowledge of a diversion, or words to that 
effect. The focus of the meetings, as I recall, was on the facts 
of CIA's role. 

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

Do you have any further recollection of this episode? 
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X still do not recall this episode. 

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

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

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

Rather than acknowledge the conflict within CIA or State 
that some CIA employees believed the November, 1985 flight 
was carrying missiles, however, Director Casey's prepared 
statement provided only that CIA had been asked to 
"transport bulky cargo to an unspecified location in the 
Middle East," and.. ."[w]hen the plane got to Tel Aviv, the 
pilots were told the cargo was spare parts for the oil field 
and it was to go to Tabriz." Thus, the statement itself 
avoided any reference to awareness by anyone at CIA 
headquarters whether the airplane was carrying either oil 
drilling equipment or HAWK missiles. When Senator Leahy 
subsequently asked Casey during the questioning about CIA's 
knowledge that the plane was carrying 18 HAWK missiles, he 
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repeated that "the people on the airplane were told that 
they were oil field parts," but said that he wanted to look 
into it further. (See Report of Iran-Contra committees, p. 
303) 

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

in the days leading up to Mr. Casey's November 21 testimony, 
there was growing uncertainty in CIA about who in the Agency had 
known what was on the plane at the time.the Hovember 1985 flight 
had taken place. The afternoon of November 1», 1986, General 
Counsel Doherty came to me saying he had heard that the pilot of 
the proprietary airplane, perhaps the Chief of Station in a 
European country and others might have known contemporaneously 
what was on the aircraft. Because of this uncertainty and the 
need to obtain additional information, we decided to delete any 
reference to exactly who knew what about the flight because of 
the likelihood of getting it wrong. 

Further, subsequent to my earlier testimonies, I have been told 
by one of the drafters of the testimony that the sentence "No one 
in the U.S. Government" knew what the planes were carrying was 
never in the draft testimony. I believe this language appeared 
only as a result of Mr. Casey writing it on a copy of a draft 
chronology that we carried with us to the White Bouse on November 
20, after LTC North or Admiral Foindexter made a statement to 
that effect at that meeting. I believe Mr. Casey's handwritten 
note was not included in any formal chronology or any draft of 
his statement. 

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

b. According to the Iran-Contra committee interview with 
David Doherty as part of preparing for the testimony of 
Director Casey, he had called former CIA General 
Counsel Stanley Sporkin concerning the cargo aboard the 
November, 1985 flight, and Sporkin confirmed the plane 
carried missiles. Were you aware of this confirmation? 
Why would Sporkin's recollections not have been 
reflected in the statement? 
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Vo i va» not aware of Mr. Doherty's convarsation with Mr. 
soorkin. I <*° not know why Mr. Sporkin1s recollection» were not 
reflected in Mr. Casey's statement. Tha record is not clear 
whether Mr. Sporkin was referring to what was known at tha tiae 
of the flight or within a few days thereafter because Mr. Sporkin 
vas not advised of tha flight until after tha flight occurred. 

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

I did not know at the time but I have subsequently learned that 
John McMahon and Ed Juchniewics were contacted regarding their 
knowledge of the November 1985 flight. 

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

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

You have explained the omission of the 1985 Finding 
essentially as an oversight by those who were busy putting 
the facts together. (SSCI, 2/87, p. 148) But can you shed 
any further light on why none of the recollections of 
persons who were very familiar with the 1985 Finding, some 
of whom were still employees of CIA, was not be brought to 
bear on the testimony? 
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As I have testified before, in Noveaber 1986 I bad no independent 
recollection of the Deceaber 5, 1985 aeeting until Mr. McMahoa'a 
assistant reconstructed bar notaa fro» tbat tiae. 8ba did not do 
tbat until Movaabar 28, 1986, a week aftar Mr. Caaay tastifiad. 
Tbua, 1 bad no raeollaction of tba affort to gat a finding in 
Deceaber 1985 at tba tiaa tba testimony was baing praparad. I do 
not know why otbors did not spaak up and urga inclusion, except 
for poaaibla uneartainty in Movaabar 1986 as to wbotbar a Finding 
bad avar baan aignad in Moveaber-Deceaber 1985. 

Xndaad, tba Inspactor General raport of January 7, 1987 atataa 
(even at tbat lata data) "what remains unanswered on tba basis of 
material currently available to tba Inspactor General ia wbathar 
tba initial Finding drafted by tba Agency on 26 Movaabar 1985 waa 
actually aignad by tba President and subsequently auparaadad by 
two Findings signed in January 1986 or simply never aignad at 
all." The Tower Board also could not ba aura tba Finding bad 
baan aignad. Indeed, evidence available to tba Board auggastad 
tbat tba Finding bad not been signed. (Raport of tba President's 
Special Review Board at 111-10 (February 26, 1987)). 

It ia not at all clear from Mr. Casey'a memorandum dated Movaabar 
16, 1986 tbat bia reference to Stan Sporkin waa related to tba 
December 5, 1985 Finding. Indeed, tba context suggests tbat tba 
reference may well refer to Mr. Sporkin'a views on non
notification of Congress. 

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

Mo, I «• not aware of any aucb information. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

SENATOR BYRD. You mean late November. 

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

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

No, I vas not aware of this exchange between Mr. Casey and 
Senator Byrd. I did not accompany Mr. Casey to the Hill when he 
testified, and he did not brief me on the specifies of his 
remarks. Further, X did not review a transcript of his 
testimony, and thus I did not know precisely what was said by Mr. 
Casey or the Cornaittee members. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MR. CASEY. They had an interpreter. 

SENATOR BRADLEY. They had an interpreter? 

MR. CASEY. Yeah...I understand there was an 
interpreter who lived in Geneva. They later superseded 
him by our interpreter. 
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MR. [CHARLES] ALLEN. We understand one of the 
Iranian intermediaries who spoke English did the 
interpreting. 

SENATOR BRADLEY. The Iranian intermediary? 

MR. CASEY. Yeah. 

SENATOR BRADLEY. So the U.S. Government went to 
this meeting but did not have its own Farsi speaker, is 
that correct? 

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

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

Mo, I was not subsequently mad» avare of these responses by Mr. 
Casey to Senator Bradley's questions. Ke did not discuss them 
with me, and X did not review a transcript of his testimony. The 
last full draft of Mr. Casey's testimony that I saw (1200, 20 
November) referred specifically to Hakim, noting that he had been 
tasked to maintain contact with the Iranians. X do not know why 
the reference to Hakim in the draft I saw was deleted. 

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

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

MR. CASEY. I can't be sure. 

SENATOR BRADLEY. You can't be sure? 

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

SENATOR BRADLEY. The NSC was involved? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

SENATOR BRADLEY. Pardon? 

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

SENATOR BRADLEY. Could you find out and tell us? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yet, when it came time to preparing the Director's testimony 
of November 21st, you testified in your deposition before 
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the Iran-contra committee (p. 53) that you relied "upon" 
North's description of the CIA's role in the Iran arms sales 
prior to January 17, 1986. 

In fact, there were problems with at least two of the 
provisions in the first draft of the Casey statement that 
North had suggested. 

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

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

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

First, X want to clarify what the question characterises as our 
"general concern about North's possible legal liability (and 
possible desire to protect himself)." Mr. Casey did not speak to 
Admiral Foindexter in my presence about LTC North talking to 
counsel, and when he indicated to me that he had made the 
suggestion, it was not clear whether he had been referring to the 
White House Counsel or private counsel. More importantly, the 
suggestion to Admiral Foindexter about having the White House 
Counsel review the Iran initiative was cast, as I recall, in very 
broad terms, to address the propriety of the Iran project, not to 
focus on possible violations of law by any individual. 

Second, for the record, the issue over who bad requested the 
assistance of the CIA proprietary in November 1985 and the 
language "no one in the U.S. Government" knew what was on the 
November 19SS flight was developed in the context of a chronology 
being prepared as a working tool, not as part of the text of Mr. 
Casey's testimony. One drafter of the testimony advised me 
(subsequent to earlier testimony) that this phrase was never in a 
draft of Mr. Casey's statement. No sentence like this appears in 
the 1200, 20 November draft testimony—the last one I reviewed. 
Mr. Casey brought a one-page chronology of CIA's involvement in 
the Iran affair to the 20 November meeting in Admiral 
Foindexter's office. One entry on that chronology indicated that 
no one in CIA had known what was on the plane. Either Admiral 
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poindexter or LTC North (I do not recall which on») observed that 
••no on* in the U.8. Government" know, and Mr. Casey wrote that on 
bis chronology, but to tha bast of ay knowledge it nevar appeared 
in tha draft statements being praparad for his testimony. 

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

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

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

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

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

both said that the U.S. only learned in January, 1986 
that the cargo may have been military equipment; 
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both said they wanted to check the facts and get back 
to the Committee. (See Iran-Contra Committee report, 
p. 302) 

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

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

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

To the best of my recollection, Z was not aware of this meeting. 

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

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

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

I cannot explain the similarity in the statements eonoerning the 
November 1985 flight. 

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

Wo. 
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20. m your letter to the Committee of 2 March 1987, you wrote: 

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

Do you continue to stand by th£s assessment? 

For the reasons set forth in the answers to the previous 
questions/ I believe that the testimony, though incomplete, was a 
fair statement of what the drafters of the statement and I knew 
at the time. As I have stated previously, the people who were 
drafting the testimony did not have first-hand knowledge of the 
events of the fall of 1985. In my role as ODCI, I provided 
strategic direction for the preparation of the testimony until 
Mr. Casey returned from his trip and assumed this responsibility. 
Indeed, I did not even see, prior to the November 21 hearing, any 
draft subsequent to the draft labeled "1200 November 2 0." As X 
recall, Mr. Casey prepared subsequent drafts himself. As X wrote 
to the Chairman of the 88CI on March 2, 1987, I learned sometime 
later that Mr. Casey had changed -- indeed, deleted, — a good 
deal of the statement himself, without consulting me, after the 
last draft X saw. 

PART III. WHAT KNOWLEDGE DID YOD HAVE OF THE NSC'8 OR THE 
CIA'S EFFORTS TO ASSIST THE PRIVATE BENEFACTORS IN 
80PPORT OF THE CONTRAS? 

1. A March 12, 1986 entry in the North notebooks reads: 

"Call from Clarridge 

[deleted] Green — to DDI — at Langley 

Two Brits w/FDN -

No Names 

CIA been info d" 

As the DDI at that time, can you shed any light on the 
meaning of this notebook entry? 
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I have not reviewed LTC North•• notebook* and tbarafora I am 
reluctant to epeculate on tha meaning of tha entry cited in your 
question. Prom tha text of tha excerpt, it ia not claar whether 
tha ter» "DDI" refer» to me aa tha Deputy Director of 
Intelligence or to tha Directorate of Intelligence which ia 
commonly referred to aa tha "DDI" rather than aa tha "DI" by 
people both inaide and outaida tha Agency. 

2. According to a memorandum dated May 14, 1986 from Vincent M. 
Cannistraro to Admiral Poindexter (aea Poindextar Exhibit 
49), one of the agenda itema for hia May 15, 1986 meeting 
with you and Director Casey waa the "statua of Ollie'a 
ship." The memo reflects that North had first offered to 
lease the ship (the Erria) to CIA for six montha and then 
had proposed another arrangement, "the specifics of which are 
not clear from the text. The memo goes on to say that CIA 
has rejected this suggestion because a former Agency 
officer, Tom Clines, was involved with the ship. This is 
confirmed in a CIA memo prepared for the DCI prior to the 
meeting. (See Appendix A, Vol. 2 Iran-Contra Affair Source 
Documents, p. 963) 

The U.S. Government was attempting at that time to obtain tha uaa 
of a Navy ahip for a conpartmented covert action program 
unrelated to Central America. Tha only raaaon any ahip other 
than a U.S. Government ahip waa under diacuaaion at all waa 
becauaa the Navy had not responded to the interagency request. 
The Committee'a question seems to auggeat that I had accaaa to 
Mr. Cannistraro's memorandum dated May 14, 1986. I did not see 
hia memorandum; in the CIA memorandum I received prior to tha 
meeting with Admiral Poindextar, there waa a reference only to 
efforta to obtain a Navy ahip. I waa not aware of any apacifica 
of tha ahip being propoaed by LTC North for charter or 
acquisition, in fact, my recollection ia that he waa simply 
suggesting uaa of tha charter ahip aa an alternative to tha Navy. 
Tha idea waa, aa I recall, not aerioualy conaidered by tha 
Interagency group becauaa of the Navy*a reluctance to protact tha 
ahip againat retaliation. 

a. What do you recall about this episode? 

I have no recollection of this meeting, and neither Mr. Casey nor 
I prepared a Memorandum for the Record after tha meeting nor did 
I make notea. CIA filea contain a copy of tha briefing material 
prepared for Mr. Casey and for me prior to the meeting. Mr. 
Casey made some notea on hia copy aa tha meeting proceeded. 
There ia no mention of the firxiâ in hia handwritten notes, which 
are included herewith together with tha other briefing materials. 
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b. specifically, were you aware that the Erria had been 
used to deliver arms purchased through General Secord 
to the Contras in 1985? 

X vas unaware at the time that the Erria had been used to deliver 
arms purchased through General Secord to the Contras in 1985. I 
did not learn the particulars until the investigation by the 
Select committees. I recognise that the Select Committee report 
found that CIA was aware of the ship's use to transport arms, but 
this information was not brought to my attention, our Office of 
inspector General considered various issues related to the Erria 
is its report on the Agency's support to the Contras. (See the 
answer to question 10 below.) 

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

X did not make this connection at all. I was aware only of LTC 
North's suggestion in an interagency forum for charter of a 
private ship for an entirely different purpose. I have no 
recollection that he was pressing CIA to lease or buy the ship. 

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

"I also repeated our concern that 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." 

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

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

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

Q. Were you aware of any connection between North 
and the private benefactors as of October 1986?...Other 
than North's general involvement with fundraising? 

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

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

During this time, it was widely known that LTC North was in 
contact with private benefactors, including Americans. The 
Boland Amendment and CIA's policy directives forbade Agency 
•mployees from having any contact with private benefactor 
activities in support of the Contras. Mr. Cannistraro was a CIA 
employee on assignment to the N8C. In accordance with my concern 
that all CIA employees comply not only with the letter but with 
spirit of the Boland proscriptions, I wanted' to make it very 
clear to Mr. Cannistraro and to the NSC that I did not want even 
the appearance that CIA was in any contact with the private 
American benefactors. 

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

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

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

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

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

My understanding was that LTC North spent some of his time and 
effort encouraging private citisens to donate money to the 
Contras, and I assumed he had a role in putting those two groups 
in touch with one another. 

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

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

Earlier, in his deposition, Poindexter had recalled: 

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

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

: do not recall this conversation. 

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

At lunch on October 9, 1986, LTC North told Mr. Casey and me that 
there was no CIA involvement in the private benefactor effort. 
My recollection of the conversation is that LTC North told us 
that "CIA was clean." Subsequent investigations by our Office of 
Inspector General, by the select committees, by the Tower Board, 
and by a Special Counsel appointed by Judge Webster all found 
that, despite explicit instruction to the contrary, a CIA officer 
in Costa Rica was in unreported contact with private benefactor 
supporters and LTC North from the fall of 1985 through the fall 
of 198«. LTC North did not tell me of these contacts in response 
to my question. 

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

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

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

7. in LTC North's notebooks, there is an entry on the 13th of 
October, 1986 apparently summarizing a meeting North had 
with "RVS et al", presumably Richard V. Secord. One of the 
"boxes" under this meeting heading was a notation as 
follows: 
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"W.J.C./-Bob G. 

Vulnerabilities if RVS becomes public/ SAT public; 

Rob Owen — (unintelligible) 

FBI Investigation} SAT/ 

Customs invest.}" 
Did LTC North ever discuss with you any of the subjects 
mentioned in this notation? If so, please explain when this 
occurred and what you were told. If not, can you explain 
why the notation appeared in this form in the notebooks? 

LTC north did not discuss these subjects' with me. 

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

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

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

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

"I would like to state categorically that the 
Central Intelligence Agency was not involved directly 
or indirectly in arranging, directing or facilitating 
resupply missions conducted by private individuals in 
support of the Nicaraguan democratic resistance..."? 
(George transcript, HPSCI, 10/14/86, p. 4) 
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If so, why did you not report this to the committees 
consistent with the assurance you provided at your April, 
1986 confirmation hearings (see Part II, question 11)? 

To the best of my knowledge, and according to his own subséquent 
testimony, Clair George's statement to HP8CI on October 14, 1986 
vas made without knowledge of Mr. Fernandas's activities. At the 
time Mr. George testified, I believe CIA senior management was 
not yet aware that Mr. Fernandas had been in unauthorised contact 
with private benefactor supporters and LTC North. As you recall, 
Z discussed the state of our knowledge on this issue in the 
answers to supplemental questions submitted to me by the 88CI on 
February 12, 1987, when I stated as follows: 

"The only activities which X am' aware of that may have 
had the purpose or effect of providing illegal or 
unauthorised assistance to the Nicaraguan resistance involve 
the actions of one of our officers in support of the 
Nicaraguan resistance during late 1985 and 1986. 

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

On 22 January, I was informed by CIA's Inspector 
General that our officer may have misled us in earlier 
interviews and conversations regarding his activities. Z 
telephoned the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the two 
oversight intelligence committees to inform them of this 
within an hour of being apprised myself (emphasis added) .** 

The Committee should also be aware that, on December 29, 1986, a 
memorandum was provided to the HP8CI by the Agency which reported 
that we had developed information supplementing that provided by 
Mr. George on October 14, 1986. The concluding paragraph of that 
memorandum states as follows: 

"As you know, the Deputy Director for Operations 
and the Chief of the Central American Task Force testified 
before the Committee regarding the Basenfus matter on 14 
October 1966. That testimony does not reflect what we now 
know.** 

I believe that the provision of the memorandum, the telephone 
calls to the Committee within an hour after learning facts 
myself, and my request that the CZA Inspector General pursue 
additional investigation (see question 10 below) reflect my 
efforts not only to develop all the facts but also are consistent 
with my assurance given to the Committee at my April 1986 
confirmation hearings. 
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10. You testified at your DCI confirmation hearing in February 
1987 that you had instructed the CIA Inspector General to 
reinvestigate certain activities by CIA officers in Central 
America and that you had not read the results. (pp. 89, 
165) You stated in your Iran-Contra deposition (p. 1033) 
that there was some concern about the CIA Inspector 
General's initial Iran-Contra inquiry and that you wished 
"that some of the things that they have learned in the late 
spring [of 1987] they had learned earlier, in January and 
February." Please provide an unclassified summary of the 
Iran-Contra matters that were uncovered and reported by the 
CIA Inspector General as a result of the reinvestigation you 
ordered. 

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

A second IG investigation, which focused entirely on 
Mr. Fernandas's activities, was then conducted and was completed 
on 24 April 1987. Thereafter an additional inquiry into the 
covert action program supporting the Contras was undertaken and 
was completed on 11 August 1987. The foreword to the third IG 
report summarises these activities succinctly. 

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

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

1. Activities of Mr. Fernandas with respect to involvement 
with private benefactors were in violation of olear CIA 
policy. 

2. We learned that with the exception of the unilateral 
activities of the Chief of Station, San Jose, no Agency 
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officer provided assistance to the privât» benefactors 
in 1985 and 1988. (The 7 January raport was providad 
to SSCI as I had promised and tha 11 August 1987 raport 
was raviawad at CIA Baadquartars by four staffars fro». 
tha 8alaet committees. Tha follow-up apaeial oounsol 
raport conducted for Judge Webater and dated 15 
December 1987 was provided to both the HP8C1 and the 
88CZ.) 

PART IV. WHAT WAS THE EXTENT Q> VOCR TWOLVEMBNT III THE 
IRAK ARMS BALES PRIOR TO OCTOBER 1. 1988? 

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

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

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

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

I do not recall this meeting. 

You indicated in response to questioning at your 
earlier confirmation hearing (p. 45) that you were not 
aware in September, 1985, the NIO for Counterterrorism 
Charles Allen, who, at that time, reported to you as 
Chairman of the National Intelligence Counsel, had been 
tasked by LTC North to coordinate intelligence 
collection concerning Iran as part of a U.S. effort 
involving the hostages. When did you become aware that 
Mr. Allen was performing this function? 
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X cannot pinpoint a specific time when X first became aware that 
Mr. Allan bad baan tasked by LTC North to coordinate intelligence 
eollaction. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

December 5, 1985: Meeting in McMahon1s office to 
discuss Iran in preparation for a White House meeting 
on December 7. Learns of November, 1985 flight and 
hears that a finding was signed. 

Late December, 1985 or early January, 1986: 
Remembers hearing White House lawyers were having 
trouble with the "retroactive language" in the finding. 
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January 24, 1986: Meeting with McMahon, North, 
C/NE. Receives tasking from NSC to prepare 
intelligence material for passage to Iran. Tasks Chief 
of Persian Gulf branch to prepare. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

b. Apart from the events listed above, your 2 March 1987 
letter specifies no other meetings or contacts from May 
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29, 1986 until October 1, 1986, regarding the Iran 
initiative, although in your testinony before the SSCI 
(2/87, p. 46), you state that you were kept 
"periodically briefed on the different stages." At the 
time you prepared the 2 March letter, did you review 
your meeting and telephone logs for this period? Can 
you recall specifically any other meetings or contacts 
between May 29, 1986 and October l, 1986 regarding the 
Iran initiative? 

Z reviewed ay logs for this period to respond to this question. 
A subsequently prepared document indicates that I may have had 
one otber meeting with Charles Allen on July 3, 1986, where I was 
probably briefed on developments leading to the subsequent 
rcleas« of rather Jeneo. I have found no -other records of 
•eetings or contacts regarding the Iran initiative between May 
29, 1986, and October 1, 1986. 

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

My calendar shows that I mat with Mr. Ledeen on June 5, 1986 at 
9:30 A.M. in my office. X do not recall any of the particulars 
of our discussion, and I do not believe a Memorandum for the 
Record was prepared after the meeting. Mr. Allen asked me to 
•eet with Mr. Ledeen. According to Mr. Allen, Ledeen wanted to 
"discuss a sensitive matter." In requesting the meeting, Mr. 
alien said in a memorandum addressed to me that "I do not know 
the substantive issue that he wishes to discuss, but he commented 
that it involved a Soviet defector." 

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

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

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

To answer the first part of this question, I would like to refer 
to a written statement included in ay letter to Senator Borea 
dated March 2, 1987. 

"As Deputy Director for Intelligence, I was not 
informed of the full scope of the Iran initiative until 
late January/early February 1986; I had no role in the 
November 1985 shipment of arms; I played no part in 
preparing any of the Findings; I had little knowledge 
of CIA's operational role. When I became DDCI, the 
policy initiative had been underway for many months and 
the Finding in place for three months. I received 
updates on the initiative every few weeks. During the 
summer/ I expressed my concerns to Mr. Casey about the 
effect of non-notification of Congress and about the 
policy. As deputy, I had no alternative to this other 
than resignation. I — along with others more senior 
in the Administration — did not believe the policy 
warranted resignation." 

Beyond this, our objections at different points to the Iran 
initiative had been brushed aside. I believed that concerns 
about non-notification would be similarly received and therefore 
did mot pursue it, apart from expressing my concerns to Mr. 
Casey, as noted above. 

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

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

5. in your previous testimony, Senator Specter asked you 
whether you ever told Director Casey that you thought the 
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Iran policy was wrong. You responded "yes...we had several 
discussions about it in the summer of 1986...the NIO 
reminded me of a meeting we had in September as an example 
when the additional two Americans were kidnapped at which 
point I told the Director that I thought the entire activity 
should be called off — that the whole policy was a bad 
idea." (SSCI, 2/87, p. 182) Can you recall any other 
discussion you had with the Director on this point? 

X do not specifically recall times of other conversations on this 
with Mr. Casey, other than the one referred to in ay February 
1987 testimony to the 88CX and other than to say that I recall 
generally — but only in passing — commenting to him on the 
future costs of continuing non-notification. 

PART V. WHAT IS YOUR VIEW OF THE ROLE OP DIRECTOR CASEY IH 
THE IRAN-CONTRA AFFAIR? 

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

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

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

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

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

Given your statement, what assessment do you make of North 
and Poindexter's testimony? Did Director Casey withhold 
this from you or do you regard the North/Poindexter 
testimony as improbable? 

As with the knowledge of the diversion, I do not know whether Mr. 
Casey was aware of or involved in "The Enterprise." I therefore 
cannot make an assessment of the credibility of LTC North or 
Admiral Poindaxtsr's testimony. However, I stand by my statement 
in my Iran-Contra deposition that I would have resigned rather 
than tolerate such activity had it come to my attention. 

PAST VI. MISCELLANEOUS 

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

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

2. At your February, 1987 confirmation hearing to be Deputy 
Director of Central Intelligence, in your prepared statement 

- to the Committee, you wrote: 

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

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

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

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

How do you reconcile these two statements? 

X do not think the two statements are in conflict. When I became 
DDCI, I made an effort to become involved with Mr. Casey in all 
aspects of decisionmaking, including clandestine activities. 
That said, because of our different backgrounds and because of 
the sheer magnitude of the task of managing the Intelligence 
Community, we in fact did have an informal division of work. For 
example, I spent far more time on the budget, management issues 
and the Intelligence Community than Mr. Casey. In the 
clandestine arena, he was more active — as on the Contras and 
the Iran initiative — even though I was involved in monitoring 
certain other operations. The first statement reflects that I 
vas not assigned only to work on analytical or management tasks 
and hence, excluded altogether from clandestine activities. The 
second statement reflects the reality that despite our broad 
arrangement, some division of tasks was inevitable. 

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

I have not been able to locate this draft, which as X recall was 
in a one-page, "bullet" format and which X gave to Mr. Casey. In 
searching for the draft, we located three drafts prepared by Mr. 
Casey, one of which included an item contained in my proposed 
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statement. As I reviewed these drafts, I was struck by the fact 
that Mr. cassy and Admiral Poindexter wsrs having a dialogua 
«bout the content of propossd remarks. I was unawars of this 
discussion. In any «vent, the proposed statement was not used by 
the President. 

4 Please provide records of any meetings which you attended 
with Admiral Poindexter or LTC North which reflect a 
discussion of the Iran initiative or efforts to assist the 
"private benefactors," which are not otherwise referenced in 
earlier questions. 

I have found no records other than those referenced in previous 
questions. I have asked that all likely, repositories be reviewed 
again to ensure that nothing responsive to this or previous 
questions has been overlooked, should anything additional be 
located, I will provide it to the Committee. 

5. In your letter of March 2, 1987, responding to questions 
from Senator Bradley, you provide detailed information 
concerning the development of the 30 May 1985 SNIE on Iran 
and related 01 analyses during the same time period. Your 
answers do not include, however, a description of the role 
you personally played at the time as DDI and Chairman of the 
National Intelligence Council in terms of coordinating CIA's 
position on these analyses as DDI, or in terms of managing 
the production — from start to finish — of the Community's 
assessment as Chairman of the NIC. Please provide a 
description of your personal role in the conception, 
coordination, and dissemination of these analyses. 

I appreciate the opportunity to describe my personal role in 
coordinating the preparation of analyses and HIE'8, including the 
ones on Iran. As I noted in responding to Question 13 of the 
recently submitted application form, during my tenure as Deputy 
Director for Intelligence (DDI) and Chairman of the National 
Intelligence Council (NIC), I developed a strategy for long-range 
improvement of a major element of American intelligence and 
implemented that strategy successfully over a several year 
period. In January 1982, I introduced a number of measures to 
bring about the long-range improvement of CIA analysis, including 
accountability (for the first time) of analysts for their record 
of forecasting and assessment; significantly expanded contact 
with outside experts and exposure of analysts to different points 
of view; more rigorous standards with respect to the quality of 
the product; greatly increased supervisory involvement in review 
°' assessments and quality control; greater use of alternative 
scenarios and more candor about uncertainties; a far more 
cohesive program of research developed in cooperation with 
policymakers; and creation of a permanent mechanism to evaluate 
and learn from past performance. 
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«s DDX X «lvays reviewed the intelligence assessment* and 
researcb papers. As Chairman of the Nie, x reviewed terns of 
reference and drafts of NXBs. 

m »y rsvisw of DI and NIC produots, I did so with ths following 
questions in »ind: 

a. Doss th* papsr make a persuasive ease? 

b. Doss ths papsr answer ths question possd? 

o. Are there additional questions that should bs addrsssed 
in the papsr? 

d. Is ths papsr writtsn in ths most intellectually 
persuasivs form? . 

«. Are there plausible alternative intsrprstations that 
should bs included? 

For NIB's and SNIE's I ineludsd ons additional question» 

Are thsrs additional visws in ths community that should 
bs eonsidsrsd? 

X am certain that my role in ths preparation of the particular 
SBTB and sstimate was in accordance with these prsospts. 

There have been continuing questions raissd about ths integrity 
May 1985 estimate on Iran. I think it is worth rspsating ons of 
ay rssponsss containsd in my letter to Senator Boren on March 2, 
19S7 with respsct to this concsrn. 

"Officials at Stats, DoD, and M8C oftsn request preparation 
of estimates and list questions they would like to have 
addresssd. In this case, as with otbsr estimates, while ths 
NSC requested ths paper, it was not involved in drafting nor 
was it allowed to participate in ths interagency 
intelligence coordination of the draft. Thsrs vers no 
disssnts to ths Estimate from any agency. Ths independence 
and integrity of ths intelligence process wsrs preserved 
throughout. This can be indspsndsntly corroborated, and has 
been in ths MXO's memorandum to me of 27 February, which X 
am providing to ths Committee. Finally, X might note that a 
1986 88CX report on intelligence estimates recommended that, 
'once the production of intelligence reporting has begun, 
the National intelligence officer or other appropriate 
official should consult regularly with the principal 
consumer to ensure that ths ooncspt papsr, terms of 
reference, or other guidance address ths appropriate 
question. This is particularly important with rsspeet to 
unscheduled product.' The report also statsd that 'ths 
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product should explore the offoot» of alternative policy 
option*."1 

"The far-reaching organizational, procedural, and 
methodological changes I made in CIA'a analytical 
directorate challenged long-establiahed practice and 
attitudes. The results in terns of improved intelligence 
have been widely and publicly recognised. X an, and always 
have been, a challenger of the status quo. Moreover, the 
integrity and independence of intelligence assessments has 
been preserved and protected. It is not unusual for our 
assessments to challenge or be at odds with the positions of 
policy agencies, including the White House. A list of 
examples has been made available to the Committee; more are 
available. We call them as we see them. And, in the last 
«1» Y«»n. tha Senate Intelligence Committee has not brought 
to our attention a single instance of what thev believed wi» 
•lantad or politicised intelligence — and thev get it all. 
We are sometimes wrong, but we are proud of our 
independence." 

Finally, inasmuch as you have asked for a description of the role 
I played in managing CIA's analytical effort, I submit below my 
views on the alleged politicization of intelligence assessments -
- views I presented in an address to all Agency analysts in 
January, 1985: 

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

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

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

"If I learned one thing on the National Security 
Council staff over a period of six years under three 
Presidents of both parties, it was that this approach was a 
waste of one of this government's most valuable assets: the 
analytical capabilities of CIA and the Intelligence 
Community. As was stated time and time again during those 
years, a significant percentage of intelligence provided to 
policymakers vaa neither timely nor relevant, opportunities 
vers missed and policy mistakes made because intelligence 
analysts did not play their proper role." 

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

"We also need to bear in mind that our assessments are 
but one of many sources of information and analysis for a 
policymaker, we do not have a monopoly. Remember that he 
or she may have had frequent, direct contacts with the very 
foreign leaders whose motives or intentions you are trying 
to describe. Policymakers must weight the credibility of 
your argument against what they witnessed with their own 
eyes and heard with their own ears. And few policymakers 
aasily discount their own experience or analysis — 
aspecially in the face of contrary view by an unknown 
intelligence analyst of unknown skill and background. 
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Further, many of our conaumers do not see us as objective, 
but M having a bias, a point of via» of our ovn. Sonetimea 
thev ara right — va do occasionally fail to idantify and 
••t aside the biasas ve all bava. And thay ara loatba to 
lay down their assumptions and biasas only to aocapt what 
thay saa aa oura. Finally, most policymakers, most of tha 
time, want your facts and information but not nacaasarily 
your judgmants or opinions. For all thasa reasona, it is 
aasantial that our work ba vail documented, that va lay out 
our avidanca, that va express our judgmants claarly and 
convincingly in tha context of avidanca, and that va vatch 
tha tona of vhat va aay — avoiding arrogant, all-knowing 
assartivanass." 

»As you consider aoma of thé attestions or criticisms of 
your analysis by thoae of us who review it, keep in mind 
that ve are not necesaarily trying to second guess you; ve 
do not distrust your skill, nor are ve trying to keep bad 
nevs from policymakers. Rather, ve are trying to enaure 
that the intelligence contribution is aa useful, aa 
believable and as persuaaive aa possible. We are trying to 
datermine vhether the casa you have preaented ia the beat ve 
can do; if it ia not, ve are going to ask you to improve it. 
Zf ve know the policymaker vill be inclined to diaagree vith 
our assessment, then ve intend to make it as difficult as 
possible for him or her to do so by virtue of our evidence, 
our logic, an open-minded, honest appraisal that 
acknowledges our uncertainties, and our skillful 
presentation. We may even consult vith the policymaker 
before ve write ao that it is clear ve have touched every 
base before draving our independent conclusions." 

"The 10 haa inspected several of our offices involved 
in some of the most controversial issues in the laat year or 
tvo and haa found no evidence of bias. The Product 
Evaluation staff haa inveatigated a number of the 
controversial areas suoh aa Central America. There vaa aoma 
contention, suspicion and anguish, but no one vho vas 
involved in the process felt the final products had a policy 
bias or slant. Our oversight Committees reviev auch issues 
and you may have read the House Committee's report that the 
Mexico Estimate in fact represented all pointa of viev 
fairly.» 

"While rumora of preasure are common and often true, 
rumors that va have succumbed to auch pressure also 
occasionally crop up. They are inevitable, probably 
unstoppable, and almost always entirely wrong or distorted 
greatly. Your analytical bent of mind should lead you not 
to acoept atoriea at face value but should stimulate you (if 
you are inclined to believe vhat you hear) to seek the facts 
from the author, tha Product Evaluation staff or others in a 
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ooiition to know. You are right to bo sensitive to the 
ïctnt of politicisation and to tho integrity of our work; 
indeed, should you fall silont on tho issue, it would bo a 
bad omen. But sonsitivity should not givo way to paranoia." 

"Tho bottom lino is that wo should not bo offended if a 
policy***» ••*• * question in a prejudicial or pejorative 
{,iy; neither should we write our analysis as though we have 
•tr«vealed truth." And the more controversial the issue, the 
•ore essential it is to be certain that we have Bade every 
effort to ensure that the paper is as comprehensive and as 
candid as possible both to enhance its quality and to 
elisinate grounds for criticism to those who disagree with 
its findings." 

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

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

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

"While you presumably are avare that your unprecedented 
access to senior policy people is derivative of his access 
and influence, what you may not realise is the degree of 
protection he affords you and our independence. From 
reports on the performance of the Salvadoran military, to 
Soviet plans for chemical warfare, ' to the Siberian gas 
pipeline, to Lebanon, to Soviet defense spending and other 
issues too numerous to count where we have had unwelcome 
messages for policymakers, the Director has been our shield. 
I know that he often hears from senior officials when they 
are unhappy with our assessments, but not once in three 
ysars haa he called me to complain -or criticise or regret a 
piece of finished intelligence we- have produced. Re takes 
the heat. This shield is further buttressed by John McNahon 
who, when I once told him that a senior official had asked 
me if the DDCI was ready to get a call from his boss to 
block a controversial paper, replied "Is he ready for the 
answer he'll get?" 

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

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

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

In reviewing records from the National Intelligence Council, I 
found two memoranda that could possibly meet the definition of 
reaching Mr. Casey by September 1985; one memorandum is dated 23 
August X985 and is entitled Toward a Policy on irai.» the second 
is dated 17 September 1985 and is entitled Iran-Iraq wax- Based 
on the topic of Fuller's 27 February 1987 memorandum and looking 
at the statement "by September," I think it more likely that the 
memorandum in question is the 23 August 1985 document and I will 
answer accordingly. 

Although I do not have a specific recollection, I was probably 
aware oi the memorandum which I could have seen either in my 
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capacity as Chairman of tha National Intalliganca Council or as 
the Daputy Diractor for intalliganca. 

on tba quastion of tha axtant to which tha assessments contained 
in rullcr'* August 1985 memorandum vara sharad with tha 
community, I •» »ot n*v« *»y paraonal knowledge, but Fuller'a own 
words from his 1987 memorandum ara helpful: 

"It is worth pointing out that Fuller has bean actively 
involved in producing a continuum of paraonal analysis and 
•think pieces' Mr. Casey's benefit all tha while supervising 
community analysis on ongoing Intelligence Estimates. These 
personal views have regularly been aharad with appropriate 
analytical offices, and were reoularlv articulated at 
ç?1WiuHitv «onthlv Warning Meetings"(empheele added). The 
NIC-'s personal views have been well known — as ara tha 
views of other key analysts, nearly every Mio handlaa hia 
job in tha same way — offering advice and counsel to Mr. 
Casey freely, informing the Community of his own analytical 
7?neTna and thoughts — often in formative stages — 
tTTfclna hypotheses, and bestirring the Community to constant 
consideration o t alternative analytic views (emphasis 
added)." 

I did not play any personal role in ensuring that others in tha 
policy community ware made aware of the views that Fuller 
expressed in this memorandum. Indeed, since the MIO's views are 
personal (as opposed to the more institutional views developed 
through the analytical process), it would be left to the MIO to 
share his views with the rest of tha intelligence community, and 
staff level policymakers to tha extent deemed necessary. 
A copy of the original memorandum dated 23 August 1985 is 
included in the classified annex. A sanitised version of this 
memorandum is not yet available. 
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United States jfitt* 9 1."- 3 0 9 . 1 

,* Office of Government Ethics 
Ç Suite 500, 1201 New York Avenue, N.W. 

%F 'Washington, DC. 20005-3917 
July 1, 1991 

The Honorable David L. Boren 
Chairman 
Select Committee on Intelligence 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-6475 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

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

We have reviewed the report and have obtained advice from the 
Central Intelligence Agency concerning any possible conflict in 
light of its functions and the nominee's proposed duties. 

Based on the foregoing, we believe that Mr. Gates is in 
compliance with applicable laws and regulations governing conflicts 
of interest. 

Sincerely, 

iJ?eph"en D. 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Friday, November 21, 1986 

United States Senate, 

Select Committee on Intelligence 

Washington, D. C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:15 

o'clock a.m., in Room SH-219. Hart Senate Office Building, 

the Honorable Dave Durenberger, Chairman of the Committee, 

presiding. 

Present: Senators Durenberger, Roth, Murkowski, Spacter, 

Hecht, McConnell, Leahy, Bentsen, Nunn, Eaglaton, Boren and 

Bradley. 

Also Attending: Senators Byrd, Moynihan, Warner and 

Mattingly. 

Also Present: Bernard McMahon, Staff Director; Eric 

Newsom, Minority Staff Director» Daniel Finn, Chief Counseli 

and Keith Hall, Edward Levine, Fred Ward, Jeff Smith, Judy 

Hodgson and Susan Salvucci, Staff Members. 

Tlu» docvmnt u tho omnoilj of tk» Soaat» ami ronoia» o d o r it» e s u n i Uu—e* tho Sotact 
Cotmnitti on IatoUigoaco. It i i piuitood tor Uattoi purpoooa roUtoa to j i i a r m l n u l —owlsfct 
of UUlUionc» octtTitioo. OB conditi—, toot It win not oo rolooowl or othoroio» rloooii«oto< wttho»t ' 
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P R O C E E D I N G S 

THE CHAIRMAN: The hearing will come to order. I don't have 

a fornal statement to make, and I would suggest that others might 

not also. Just for the information of the Members of the Commit

tee in particular who are here today, let me Just say that as 

Chairman of the Coanittee, I was first — I had my first conver-i 

sation on the matter of -- that is before us today with Admiral 

Poindexter about, I think it was the Saturday right after the 

election -- I don't know the date exactly — but sort of the firs 
i 

official confirmation and information to the Chairman of this 

Committee came several days after the Rafsanjani disclosure and ' 

the questions started to be asked by the media. I had no 

conversation with the Director of Central Intelligence on this ; 

subject until last Saturday when we talked on the phone. 

Now, that is just to clarify my — there were no efforts 

made to personally talk to the Chair of this Committee. At the 

staff level other conversations have gone on, and a certain 
i 

amount of information has been shared. 

Today, on behalf of the Committee, the Vice Chairman of the 

Committee, Pat Leahy, and I went down and spent I guess the last 

couple of hours with the National Security Advisor to the \ 

President. And let me say, he was totally forthcoming. If we 

had had — we didn't finish all the questions that we had, but 

if we have more questions to ask, I have a feeling that he would 

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

Tkia l i i w m ia tha jripart» at tha Saarta aa4 m u In andar it» cootral ttoaffc tha Salact i 
! Cnwtaittaa « i i B U U i f w , It i i prorioad for Uatitad p u r » — raiatad u uuaaTawlna.il onraurht 
I of iBMiligiiK» tttiTitm, or. ccnditioe. that it will net ba ralaa—d or otharwia» rlimrainlfd without , 

parmiaakm of tha CorainiKat. Pirauaaion u frutad to prond» it to tht Esacatno Braaeh panaaaal . 
I whaaa n i h i l datfaa eonura it» tub jaet mattar, aahjaet ta than raatrktiaaa aad intra la 

mmm 



102 

î 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

i 

NCtM»1 

say chat he doesn't have all the information that you might be ; 

interested in or that we might be interested in. But to the j 

degree that he can develop that information, he will. 

Some of the information, the questions that we asked relate! 

to the Agency, and Bill Casey has that information and Admiral 

Poindexter is not necessarily in possession of it. But my feel 

coming away from that meeting is that John was trying to do 

everything he could to fully and adequately inform this Committal 

by responding to the questions and providing information that 

he had to your Chair and your Vice Chair. 

I have every reason to believe from my conversations with 

the Director of Central Intelligence that he is prepared to do 

that today. He had to leave for a twice or three times post

poned trip to Central America, I think, on Sunday of last week, 

which is why we haven't been able to arrange face to face session 

before today. And I think this is the first day that Bill has 

been available to meet either with the House or the Senate 

Members. 

So in large part, if there hasn't been more timely involve-; 

ment, it is in part because the Finding said the Congress will | 

not be informed, and in part that once it went public, we were j 

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

want to do today until now. But I have every reason to believe 

from what the President has said, from the experience we had 

today and for several hours with John Poindexter and from what 

nt ii tin property of tan Saaata and i « n i m under lta control t a r a i * the Select 
CommittM on Intellirene.. It it provided (or linutod purpeoos related ta eongTeaaienn] oseraient 
of utulbfonn ecuntiet. on condition tant it will not bo rekeeod or othorvuo fllmmiinTiil witnoet 
ptrnuniion of the Committee. Permienen ia (ranted to prond. it to the Exareun Branch pernenaei 
whom oflael datwt concern iu tuejeet manor. reb)eR ta than» raKriettou and centrale. 
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Bill ha» told me on the telephone end the staff to staff work 

that we have done in the last few days while Bill was in Central 

America, that this meeting should be able to answer, if we have 

the time, all of the questions that we have. If it doesn't 

answer all of our questions today, I am sure that Bill and other 

will be available. Ambassador Armacost and Mr. Armitage are els 

here to respond to whatever questions we may have of them. 

Let me yield to Fat Leahy. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Mr. Chairman, thank you. And I must also 

say from this side of the aisle I accept completely the Presiden 

has said he will have his Administration be totally forthcoming. 

I had some questions about some^B 

and was told by the White House today those will be made avail

able. I had a couple of other areas where I had questions or 

have questions involving chronology or positions taken by people 

and again I accept and accept without reservation the assurances 

of the White House that those, too, will be available and the 

questions will be answered. 

I — and so I don't have any question but what all question 

that will be asked by Senators, certainly on this side of the 

aisle or Senators on the other side of the aisle, will be 

answered. What I would hope, we determine those answers, but 

I would hope that we also be a little bit prospective in this 

whole thing. I have felt and felt for a long time that one of 

the greatest threats that this country faces outside of nuclear 

| TUe l i i w t • ta* m u t » of the 8—1» ajai lamiiao —ear it* toatrot threo«h the Sotatt j 
Comsuttw en loteUifeaee. It u provlaad far limited paraim ratal** ta najjiiirtiiail eierajight 
of iatellifenee erOTiu*». <x condition that it will not be rotate** or otharwiee di*»n»in»ted wttheat 
permianoBof tbo Cmiimitt» Prmiiaion U n»»«ad to prorid. it M tl» ExowtiTt Branch j r c r b i*« te than leetrictiiai aad eontrota. I iti tubjeet 
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war is the threat of terrorism, terrorism that can reach the 

point not just nabbing a few Americans, but such things as 

chemical weapons hitting large population centers and wreaking 

enormous havoc worldwide. And stopping that is not a Republican1 

or Democratic issue. It is an issue of security of the country. 

And I would hope that we could get this matter over with, 

answer all the questions, find out why this extraordinary proce

dure was followed cutting our Congressional oversight. Certainly 

each of us will have to speak to how we feel about the policy 

itself, of the shipment of arms to Iran and whether that was wort 

the candle. That is a different issue. 

But then establish a sense that the oversight process will 

work as it was intended, as it should, as we want it to, and in 

doing that establish the kind of bipartisan policy that is 

necessary when you have something of this magnitude of controvers 

that would allow the President to say yes, we have talked about ; 
i 

this, we all understood the risks, and we went into it together 

and now we are standing together on it. Certainly it gives a 

better view to the country and to the world and we may end up 

with a better policy all to boot. Three things that aren't such 

bad goals to have. 

So I would hope that between ua and the House we'll get thos 

questions answered. Again, I accept the President's assurances 

given to us again today that the answers will be available and 

that there will not be anything withheld from us. 

Thii document is tht property at tat Stoat» tad ramaiu oadtr its mtni thmiafc tk. •-•--* 
Conmitu. on InttUi-wa. It i. proridtd for VmhJTS^S^^TS^^^Sjl^ 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Any other comments from Members of the 

Conmittee or our guests? 

If not, then I suggest we ask Bill to make his statement. 

After that, as is the rule on the Committee, by order of appear

ance the Members of the Committee, as follows: the Vice Chain 

then Senator Heche ; McConnell; Roth; Eagleton; Specters Bradleyi 

Bentsen; Boren; Murkowski; and then our colleagues Moynihan; 

Mattinglyt and Warner » and any others will have an opportunity 

to ask questions. Try to keep them to five minutes. 

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

I Thii decamint il tat property of tat Start* «ad ranaiat a a d » it» central throat* tat Sttcct , 
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&TEMENT OF THE HONORAB STATEM E HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY, 

DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, 

ACCOMPANIED BY: 

AMBASSADOR MICHAEL H. ARMACOST, UNDER 

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS, 

AND, 

MR. RICHARD L. ARMITAGE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

MR. CASEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the 

Committee. I am pleased to be here to talk to you about this 

Iranian undertaking. I spent a couple of hours with the House 

Committee til now, and I have agreed to go back thara at 1:30 

and I will be glad to coma back hare if you need mora time also. 

For the last five years, both the national security 

community and the intelligence community have been keenly aware 

and constantly concerned about the geopolitical position and 

the strategic significance of Iran. Much thought and effort has 

been devoted to how we might develop contacts and relationships 

which provide a better understanding of what is happening in 

that country and establish contacts and relationships which migh 

lead to improved relationship later on. 

I recali speaking toi 

about the importance of our identifying and establishing contact 

with future leaders in the future Iran. 

™* itomaiit U tfco property of tat soatt* «ad I Ml lu n e w iW eoatni tkraefk Ik* 
Commit», on InulUfw.. It u pnwXO. fer Umitta parpo— roUtod to « M I I I É . I I I w, 
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aid that we do not know who will emerge 

to lsad Iran in the future, but that we oust gather all the 

•tranda and hold them in our hands so that we will be ready when 

the time comes. 

Through a station in EuropeM 

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

what we did for some four years. We hadtt (Contacts 

J\but no real access to those in power there. In thej 

early Fall of 1985, Bud McFarlane, after one of the weekly 

meetings which he and his National Security Advisor and his% 

Deputy had with me and my Deputy, asked me to stay behind. He^ 

told me about discussions that he had had at the highest levels ! 
I 

in Israel, those leaders urging the desirability of discussions ! 

with officials in Iran and offering what they thought were good . 

channels of access. McFarlane said that for obvious reasons, 

only ahandful of people in the Israeli and American governments 

knew about this effort. 

He emphasized that the purpose of such discussion would be 

the future relationship with Iran, and Iran's great importance '• 

in the East-West and Middle East-Persian Gulf geostrategic 

equations, although as I will develop later, the terrorist 

problem was part of the dialogue. 

CIA'a involvement in this began in late November when the ; 

Agency was asked to recommend a reliable airlline that could 

transport bulky cargo to an unspecified location in the Middle 

Thii docsBMnt ii the property of tho Stmt» aad raaaiaa onoor iti control thrush tko ! 
Committal on InullifOBct. It is prerioed for limited gnrpom ralattd ta lumnoiin 
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East. The requirements specified that it be reliable end eble 

to move rapidly. A propriety of ours which regularly took on 

commercial ventures was designated. When the plane got to Tel 

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

oil fields and it was to go into Tabriz. Our^J ^decided 

in order to protect the plan^| (^should be j 

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

On 25 November 1985, the plane dropped the Cargo in Tehran.' 

To the best of our knowledge, neither the Isreelis nor the 

Iranians knew thet they were dealing with e CIA proprietary. 

The airline was paid the normal commercial rete, which amounted 

to approximately $127,700. Now all this was authorized by Ed 

Juchniewiscz, then the Deputy Director for Operations. I was oui 

of the country at the time and the Deputy Director, John McMahon 

then in charge, epproved the flight as an urgent mission in keep: 

with the proprietary's normal business. But he directed that we 

would not provide any future flights into Iran in the absence 

of a Finding. 

In the meantime, the Israeli proposal for probing the 

possibility of discussions with Iranian officials, including 

mfiring «mall shipment of arms to establish our good faith and 

to adduce — induce them to use their influence with those holdi 

our hostages were discussed at meetings of the National Security 

principals in December and again in January. 

There were differences of view here about the desirability 

TuPSECRfll 1 
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of this tnitiative. But it was finally decided chat it should 

be cautiously pursued. 

On December 7th, 1985, Bud McFarlane, then the National 

Security Advisor, met in London with Israeli officials and the 

Iranian expatriate who was an intermediary to the Iranian govern

ment -- to a segment of the Iranian government — the Prime 

Minister's office. At this meeting, McFarlane stated our goals 

of pursuing a relationship with Iran as these, fourfold: First, 

devising a formula for establishing a strategic relationship 

with Tehrani second, ending the Iran-Iraq war on honorable terms 

third, convincing Iran to cease its support for terrorism: and 

fourth, ehlping insure the territorial integrity of Iran and 

coordinating ways to counter Soviet activities in the area. 

McFarlane made clear that in this relationship we would 

expect Iran to use its influence to achieve the result of Westert 

hostages in Lebanon. He also made it clear that we were not and 

could not and would not engage in trading arms for hostages. 

This matter was discussed again several times with the President 

and others in the National Security community following the 

December McFarlane trip. 

And on January 17th, 1986, a Presidential Finding was 

signed directing CIA to provide operational and logistical suppo 

for a program with three objectives. First, establishing a more 

moderate government in Iran. Second, obtaining intelligence to 

determine the current Iranian government's intentions with resp 

Thn <»i—••! is the property of the Scuta u d remains udar it» rentrai through the SaUet 
Cemmittaa an Intelligence. It u provided for limiud purposes related te i uiitTaaatnnal ore»light 
ef tnulUfmet actintiea. en condition that it will net be rilooeeil or otherwise diaeeminatad without 

, permieeion of the Committee. Permission ie treated to provide it to the EaocntiTO Branch peroonnal 
I wheat official dntiea concern ita lubjeet matter, «abject te these restriction» sad controls. 
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to his neighbors and with respect to terrorist acts. And thirdly 

furthering the release of American hostages held in Beirut and 

preventing further terrorist acts by these groups. 

This Finding stated that the U.S. government would provide! 

moderate elements within and without the government of Iran with 

arms, equipment and related materiel, in order to enhance the 
I 

credibility of these elements in their efforts to achieve more I 

moderate government thefr by demonstrating their ability to 

obtain the resources they needed to defend their country. | 

In this Finding the President directed the CIA to refrain 

from reporting the Finding to the Congress until otherwise 

directed. The Finding was reviewed and concurred in by the 

Attorney General. 

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

of General Counsel provided a legal opinion that the President 

has the authority to withhold prior notice of operations from 

the Congress, and the Attorney General concurred in that. 

Section 501 of the National Security Act expressly provides 
i 

that notification of intelligence activities to the Congress 
i 

shall be provided, and I quote this, "to the extent consistent | 

with all applicable authorities and duties, including those 

conferred by the Constitution," that's the end of the quote. 

The Act also states that the Intelligence Committees be informed 

of activities for which no prior notice was given at the appro- ' 

priâte time as determined by the President. This was a clear 
I Thu document ii the property of the Sea*.* u d r t n l i n u o t r i n control throuth too Select 

Commit*» on Inullieence. It a pronded for limited purpowi routed * coojrroooMOJi m m r h t 
| of intelligence oeuvitie». on condition that it will net ho r»ieo»n1 or othenri»» die»—.in» tod without 
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recognition that extraordinary circumstances could lead the 

President to conclude that notice of an operation should be 

withheld in whole or in part. 

The history of the Oversight Act shows an accomodation 
i 

recognizing both the President's constitutional responsibility . 

and authority, and the Congress's oversight responsibility and { 
j 

authority, was reached in the legislative process. The subse- , 

quent procedures agreed upon by me as DCI and this Committee on 

reporting covert action operations provided that advanced - j 

reporting of such operation would also be subject to the excep- j 

tional circumstances contemplated in Section 501 of the National! 

Security Act which I have just touched upon. 

So the President has instructed me to advise you of his 

conclusion that the activities authorized by the Finding 

justified withholding prior notification due to the extreme 

sensitivity of the dialogue being established. And he determined 

that if the fact of this program became known, those carrying 

out the dialogue, both U.S. and Iranian, and the American 

hostages in Lebanon, would be put at great risk. 

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

Findings, in those ten years, which have not been briefed to j 

th. Congre... Thi. i. the ..cond one. The first was the Iranian 

hostage reecue mi..ion of 1980. That i. very quickly the legal 

background of thi. decision. 

Now, I would like to explain exactly what activities were ; 

Thi» dtcOMBt to tfc* property of ta» Saaatt and laania» vadar tu control thrown th» Sokct 
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undertaken by the CIA in carrying out the directive of thi» 

Finding. On the 5th to the 7th of Fenruary 1986, U.S. officials, 

NSC, a representative of the Israeli Prime Ministry, and a senior 

level Iranian offical in the office of the Prime Minister there,! 

met in Germany. 

THE CHAIRMAN: The data again. Bill? 

MR. CASEY: 5 to 7 February, 1986. 

THE CHAIRMAN: 5 to 7 February 1986. 

MR. CASEY: Right. 

At this meeting the O.S. side emphasized the desire to enter 

into a strategic dialogue with the Iranian aide. The Iranians ! 

raised their desire to receive the weapons — to receive U.S. 

weapons. The U.S. agreed to explore this possibility. Working I 

with the Israelis, the following mechanism for transfer of the j 

weapons was established. 

First, the Iranian intermediary would deposit funds in an 

Israeli account. The funds would then be transferred to a 

sterile U.S. controlled account in an overseas bank. Using these 

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

obtain the material — any material agreed upon. And the mattri. 

would then be transferred to Israel for future shipment to Iran. 

Using these procedure, $3.7 million was deposited in the 

CIA account in Geneva on 11 February. This was for the purchase 
I 

of 1,000 TOW missiles and associated costs. 

On 15 April, our Office of Personnel — Personnel — rather 
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our Office of Logistics people delivered 1,000 TOW missiles to 

the Kelly Air Force Bese in Texas. The missiles were then 

transported to Israel for onward shipment to Iran. CIA was not 

involved in the transportation of this shipment --of this 

shipment. f 

On 19-21 February, the U.S. NS/f and CIA and Iranian officia 

met again in Germanay to discuss problems in arranging a meeting 

among higher level officials — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: What's the date? 

MR. CASEY: 19-21 February. At this later February meeting 

the U.S. side agreed to provide a thousand TOWS to Iran as a 

clear signal of U.S. sincerity and support to the faction we wer 

talking to. This delivery was commenced on the morning of 20 

February, and completed in two shipments to Tehran on 21 Februar 

Transportation from Israel to Iran was aboard a false flag 

Israeli aircraft. 

On 24 February the same U.S. officials travelled to Germany 

where they met with the intermediary and an Iranian government 

official. At that meeting the Iranian official provided a list 

of varying quantities of approximately 240 different spare parts 

needed for the HAWK missile batteries provided by the U.S. gover 

ment to Iran during the Shah's reign. The Iranian official aske 

for U.S. government assistance in obtaining these spare parts as 

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

government. 
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On 25 February the U.S. officals, as they continued to do 

in later contacts with the Iranians, provided the Iranians with 

limited information designed to encourage an Iranian decision to 

negotiate an end to the war and increase Iran's awareness of the 

Soviet threat to Iran. 

During March and April, our Office of Logistics worked with 

the Defense Department to clarify the items on the Iranian's 

list of spare parts, and identify which items were in DOD stocks. 

On 7 March CIA and NSC officials and Israeli representative» 

met with the Iranian intermediary in Paris to determine whether 

any further progress was possible in arranging for a high level 

meeting with U.S. and Iranian officials. During these meetings, 

the intermediary emphasized the deteriorating economic situation, 

in Iran, and Iranian anxieties regarding increasing Iraqi 

military effectiveness. 

Based on assurances that we could at last have — meet 

face to face with top level Iranian officials, on 15 May the 

President authorized a secret mission to Tehran by former Mations 

Security Advisor McFarlane, accompanied by a CIA annuitant, a 

CIA communicator, members of the NSC staff, and the Israeli and' 

Iranian interlocutors. 

On 16 May 86 the Iranian* provided $6.5 million through an 

intermediary for HAWK spare parts and an additional 508 TOW 

missiles. The receipt of the Iranian funds set into motion the 

arrangements for the planned visit to Iran along the following 
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lines. 
pajww"-"—r 16 

First, the CIA Office of Communications provided secure 

communications equipment and the services of a communications 

officer to travel to Iran with the U.S. team. Our Office of i 
- i 

Technical Services was caked to provide 10 fabricated^ B 

passports for use by the team and the air crew of the aircraft *j 

that would fly would Israel to Tehran. 

The Iranians insisted on the use of non-U.S. passports, 

•passports were chosen because the Israeli aircraft used 

for the journey carried an^| ^registration number. 

The Office of Logistics assembled the available HAWK missil 

spare parts at Kelly Air Force Base. The parts were than 

transported to Israel by a private contractor. And the Office ' 

of Logistics delivered 508 TOW missiles to Kelly Air Force Base 

for onward shipment to Israeli by private contractor. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The date? j 

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

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

CIA provided two members of the team, a communications officer 

and a Farsi speaking annuitant with considerable experience in ; 

Iranian affairs. He had beenflj B 1 " I r a n •*rLi*r-

He provided translation services and general advice to the team, 
i 

and he continued to be involved in subsequent meetings with 

Iranian representatives. 
The U.S. team brought a single aircraft pallet of HAWK miss 
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spare parts with them to Tehran at the time of the meeting. 

However, it was decided that the greater portion of the spare 

3 parti would stay in Israel for later delivery to Iran pending 

4 further progress in establishing the dialogue. We understand 

5 that those spare parts were ultimately delivered to Iran. | 

6 The 25-29 May meetings were held with high level Iranian 

7 officials, the first direct contact between the two governments 

8 in over six years. Mr. McFarlane and his team were able to 

9 establish the basis for a continuing relationship and clearly 

10 articulate our objectives, concerns and intentions. The group, 

11 in its discussions and observations there, was also able to 

12 assess first hand the internal political dynamic in Tehran and 

13 the effect of the war in Iran. ; 

14 Using Presidentially approved terms of reference which had 

15 been reviewed and approved by appropriate Cabinet officers, j 

16 McFarlane emphasised that our interests in Iran transcended 

17 the hostages, but the continued detention of hostages by a 

18 Lebanese group philosophically alined with Iran prevented progrès 

19 in developing the relationship. ; 

20 During the visit, McFArlane made clear that we fundamentally 

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

22 we were firmly opposed to the use of terrorism, that we accepted 

23 their revolution — we accepted their revolution, did not seek 
i 

24 { to reverse it — that we had numerous other disagreements 

25 involving regional policies — Lebanon, Nicaragua, and so on --
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s*tfK PaMa of common interest — perticularly 

P F - through on-going dialogua. 

On Che 19th of September, these — three Iranien» treveled 

to the U.S. for detailed discussions with our people, the NSC 

people and our people — two people I mentioned — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Who? Discussion with who? 

MR. CASEY: Discussions with the annuitant I mentioned and 

the head of our NE division, and also with some NSC officers. 

These discussions reaffirmed the basic objectives we were seekin 

in this political dialogue with Tehran. 

Throughout August and September numerous additional meeting 

were held in Europe between U.S. representatives and the new 

Iranian contacts in an effort to develop the dialogue authorized 

by the Finding. 

On 6 October those Iranians traveled to Frankfurt for 

meetings with the U.S. team. CIA Directorate of Operations ( 

officersB |obtained hotel rooms for those ' 

meetings. The Office of Technical Services mounted an electron! 

surveillance operation against the Iranians. 

On 26 August more meetings were held in Frankfurt with the 

same participants. CIA provided the same support as in the 

October 6 meetings. The Iranians proferred and the U.S. accept» 

the offer of e Soviet T-72 tank captured from Ireq. We under- ; 

stand that is held up in the Soviet port right now ~ rather the! 
i 

Iranian port. 
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On 2 November WP'Tranians provided $2,037,000 and the Offi 

of Logistic» procured 500 «ore TOW missiles from the Defense 

Department. Those missilas were delivered by the Office of 

Logistics to Kelly Air Base on 6 November, and a U.S.A. Air Fore 

C-141 aircraft carried the missiles t d j ^ w h e r e they were 

transshipped by a CIA air proprietary aircraft which carried the 

missiles to Israel. 

This brings the record — completes the record of CIA 

involvement in these activities which were authorized by the 

Presidential Finding of 17 January 1986, brings it up to date 

to the present time. 

In lummary, a total of 2,008 TOW missiles along with variou 

HAWK missile spare parts have been delivered under this Finding. 

A thousand TOWs were delivered in February 1986, 508 in May 1986 

and 500 in November 1986. You should note that none of the 

weapons came from CIA stocks. We received no requests to acquir 

any more material of any type for shipment to Iran under this 

program. 

I would like to reiterate that the funds for the procuremer. 

of the materiel I have enumerated as well as all for associated 

costs were provided by the Iranians themselves. Funding from 

Iran was transferred to CIA for deposit in a covert funding 

mechanism. This action provided secure means for control, pay

ment and accountability of all funding associated with this 

program. The Iranian funds totalled $12,237,00, were deposited 
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into a. special account in a Swiss bank. The only costs incurrec 

by CIA in this activity were expenses for the travel of CIA 

officers involved in these various meetings and the costs of 

the hotel rooms obtained by ourfl Bofficers for the 

two October meetings held in Germany, an/ operational support 

such as the eudio operations, amounting to approximately 

$48,000. The costs of this support have been charged against 

normal operating accounts. Since all travel by CIA officials 

routinely charges such accounts, to do otherwise in the trips 

undertaken during this program would have compromised the 

security of the activities. 

So I am confident, gentlemen, that this testimony is complete 

as to the basic facts of CIA's involvement, but let me assure 

you that we are still combing our records, end we will promptly 
] 

report any new information that comes to light. 

That is the account of the ectivities of the CIA. 

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

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, certainly. 

SENATOR BYRD: What is the policy of this Committee with 

respect to putting witnesses under oath. 

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

policy? I imagine it is the judgment of the Committee if they 

want to do that. 

MR. McMAHON: We have not done that in the past? 

SENATOR BYRD: Why don't we do that? I say this without 
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any reflection on this witness or any other witness. But thit 

is an exceedingly important matter, and it goes to the future 

of our foreign policy, how it is conducted, how it is carried 

out, who carries it out, and I believe that the Committee ought 

to put all witnesses under oath in the course of this investi

gation or these hearings. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Mr. Leader, let me first say I have 

been on this Committee for eight years and I have never had the 

experience of a witness being placed under oath. The business 

of this Committee is not normally conducted in a special investi

gative process. We in effect are, besides being an authorizing 

Committee, are in large part a substantial oversight Committee, 

as you well know since you were involved in helping create the 

Committee. 

Fart of that oversight process is a continual investigation 

if you will, of special activities about which there is some 

doubt, and this is one of them. 1 Just have a natural — while 

I have an incredible amount of respect for you particular -- for 

you and your request, particularly since you were involved in 

setting this up, I have a certain degree of hesitancy as the 

Chair of the Committee, of breaking what appears to be 10 years 

of precedent and asking the Director of Central Intelligence, wh 

is presumed to come in here, whether he is or not under oath, 

and tell us the truth, to take an oath. 

Now, if the Members of this Committe, given that background 
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decide that they want to set a precedent in thi» particular case. 

or go into some new procedure, I am only the Chair of the 

Committeei I am giving you my view after eight years. The 

presumption is that all witnesses, but in particular, I think, 

the Director of Central Intelligence, is going to be fully 

responsive, as though he were under oath. 

SENATOR BYRD: Mr. Chairman, I join in that presumption, 

and as I say my request is not based on anything other than that 

presumption. And as to precedent, there has to be a precedent 

at some point in time. I don't think that we ought to continue 

just because there has been no precedent. If in the judgment of 

the Committee that should not be done in this instance, that — 

of course, I abide by that. j 

But there come times in the course of our history and issues 

such as we have before us today that do require that we are able; 

to establish the truth, the full truth, and nothing but the truth 

And as far as I am concerned, it seems to me that you may have a 

number of witnesses that will follow on, and that some may have 

to be called back. 

I will not be conducting the hearings of this Committee as : 

r^fimmn of iti I am an ex officio member. But you may look 

back at some future time and wish that you were able to resolve 

some conflicting statements and it might be to the credit of 

the Committee, and certainly not in denigration of any particular 

witness at this point, that the Committee decided, on this 
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particular issue at least, regardless of whether or not there u 

a precedent, to have witnesses sworn. In my judgment, that it 

no reflection on any witness. It seems to me to be the responsi

bility of this Committee. 

And I can remember when, as a Member of the Judiciary 

Committee, I had to ask the Chairman of the Committee to put the1 

Attorney General of the United States under oath. And the 

Chairman of the Committee was a Democrat. The Senate Democrats . 

were under control, and I felt that we ought to put him under 

oath on that particular occasion. And it had to do with the 

conduct of the hearings during the Watergate episode, and of ! 

course, this had all been preceded by the hearings that wear» 

conducted on the nomination of Patrick Gray to be FBI Director. I 

And in that instance I think that I was justified in asking. And 

I feel that in that in the course of events we may look back and 

feel that we ought to have done it here. There would certainly 

be no harm done. It is no reflection on anybody's honesty. And 

I don't presume that Mr. Casey or anybody else who comas hare 

is going to say anything other but the truth. But it seams to 

me that at least the question ought to be raised and I have 

raised it, and as far as I am concerned, the precedent could 

begin now. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, let me just say for the — and maybe 

by way of a suggestion to you — this is the first opportunity 

we have had as a Committee to hear from anyone on this subject 
Thta '"Wi l l i » th» propert» of tkeStatu ud rnulnt onto in central threat* th» Sal 
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Regardless of the presumption" arôûnd oath taking, there it no 

question about the fact that thia will be the first time that we 

swore a witness. I understand Mr. Casey to be available to us ' 

at any time, as most other witnesses except those that might ! 
i 

exert Executive Privilege, would be available to us. I am 

certainly open as Chair to your suggestion being made in your 

capacity as ex officio member of this Committee or in your 

capacity as Democratic leader of the Senate, or in any other 

capacity, at such time as this Committee, with you participating, 

comes to some judgment after today's presentation by the 

Director, that we ought to have an ongoing investigation! that j 

we perhaps ought to call other witnesses in addition to the DCI. 

So 1 would like to make that to you by way of a suggestion„ 

which is not to get myself or the Committee off a little hook 

that you may have constructed for us here or I may be interpret!»; 

as a hook, but to leave open the question that you raised. 

Because it is an appropriate question. We start, all of us, 

from the presumption that the relationship between the people 

who by reason of their position are out here, and the people who 
I 

by reason of their appointment to this Committee sit here, is oris 

of full trust and confidence and openness. And yet by experience 

the members of this Committee know that the word "forthcoming" 

and "totally and adequately informed" is not always a word that 

we associate with all of the meetings that take place in this 

room. 
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1 And I was about to read, in the form of a question to the 

2 Director, I was about to read a speech that you made on the Floo: 

3 in your capacity as Majority Leader back in 1980, when Section : 

4 501 and the rest of it became the law of this land. I think 

5 this is a different case. This is not just a report on a covert 

6 action. This is a test of the law of the land. And so I do not 

7 take lightly at all your suggestion that perhaps all witnesses 

8 in this case might appropriately be under oath, but I would 

9 suggest that for today and for the purposes of the Director's 

10 laying out what we asked him to lay out, that you might withhold 

11 that. 

12 SENATOR BYRD: Well, Mr. Chairman, I think you make a very' 

13 reasonable suggestion as to the approach here, and I think that: 

14 I have nothing to say in opposition to that suggestion. However, 

15 let me say for the record, I did not make this proposition to 

16 put the Chairman on the hook. I don't have to retort to that 

17 I don't want to resort to that. And I think I have already 
•i 

18 indicated that this is not the first time I have asked a Chairmar 

19 to put witnesses under oath. And the only other time I did it 

20 was with regard to the late Senator Jim Eastland, a Member of my 

21 own party — if our imagination is getting us into the nether i 

22 nether world of partisan polities — when X urged him to put the 

23 Attorney General of the united States under oath. 

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

25 put Mr. Casey on the hook. I presume Mr. Casey is telling the 
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truth and the facts. But my explanation of my reasons is alreadr. 

on th« record, and I won't repeat it here. But I think the 

Chairman hat made the reasonable suggestion that we go forward 

today, and I am perfectly in accord with that. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. I just make, by way 

of observation to my reference to the hook, it has been my 

observation that this Chairman and hia two predecessors have a 

constant hook hanging behind them, and that is the nature of the 

business that we are engaged in. That is particularly true when 

matters that we would much prefer dealing with in the privacy 

of this Committee are being dealt with in public. 

SENATOR BYRD: I much prefer to help you get off any hook 

that may be hanging behind you. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Now, if I may, Bill, I have just one question 

and then I am going to yield to my colleagues, as I indicated. 

! 
You pointed out in your statement that you and the Président 

i 
were operating under Section 501(a)(1) of the National Security ' 

Act of 1947 as amended in 1980 by the Intelligence Oversight 

Act of that year. That law clearly provides the relationship hetr—l die 

Executive and the Legislative Branch with regard to special 

activities such as we are involved here, and says, "the Director. 

of Central Intelligence and the heads of all departments, agencies 

and other entities of the United States involved in intelligence 

activities shall" keep the Intelligence Committees fully and 

currently informed of all intelligence activities Including 
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significant anticipated intelligence activities. Then points 

out that if the President determines it is essential to limit 

prior notice to meet extraordinary circumstances affecting vital: 

interests of the United State, such notice may be limited to the' 

shall be limited to the Chairman and ranking minority Members 
I 

of the Select Committees, Speaker and Minority Leader of the 

House of Representative, and the Majority and Minority Leaders 

of the — of the Senate. 

Thenthe law goes on, or the debate, let's say, around the 

formulation of this law in 1980, in particular, goes on to set I 

up two what are called preambulary conditions on Section SOI(a) i 

authority. One you have already referred to, I believe, and 

that is the constitutional problem. The fact that neither the 

Executive or the Legislative Branch in this wonderful Constitutio 
i 

of ours, is able or willing or has conceded to the other the 

line of demarcation between the two branches with regard to the | 

issue of — well, the issue we are dealing with in this particule 

case with regard to covert action or special activities engaged ; 

in by the President or the Executive Branch. 

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

surrounding this area — and this is the point at which I wanted 

to cite the comments on the Floor of the then-Majority Leader 

Robert Byrd, who stated that the language recognizes a quote, 

"buffer zone," end quote, of overlapping constitutional powers 

between the Legislative and Executive Branches, a zone in which 
TW* docamaatlii th. property of tat Saaau aa« i m i a oaoar it* control thnofh th* Satact I 
Com»iB« on Inulliawe*. It u p m M for limited purpoa» ralated to t n n w o i l rnnurtt I 
of wttlkcmn « m t » on condition that it will not b* raJaaaaa or othanrto* tiaaamiaataa without 
panuananaf ttaiCammittaa. P.rmianan la graaud ta pnrta* it te th« Exacatrr* Branch paraanaai 
«BOM official dan* eaacam IU nb)Mt matter, nbion ta than mtnetlaaa aaa aaatnli. | 
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both branches might claim the right to intelligence information. 

He «aid the bill wisely does not seek to resolve all of these 

potential conflicts. Nevertheless — nevertheless the President 

bypasses the procedural provisions of this bill and moves into • 

this gray constitutional buffer zone at his peril. This is becau 

the presumption of this bill is that prior notice must be given ! 

to Congress, period. 

Now, I think as long as I have been on this Committe, I 

have never heard anyone question that statement. I mean, it is 

a very clear, succinct, to the point, articulate statement of 

the buffer zone, the twilight or the gray area, but, importantly 

I think in a constitutional sense, to the presumption that the 

President steps over the requirement to prenotify, or the 

restricted requirement to prenotify on the eight and to do so in 
i 

a timely fashion, only at his peril. And we now — now have a 

different appreciation, I think, in this case, of the peril. 

Let me ask you Bill, since you were involved in meetings in 

November and December of 1985. You met with the President on 

December 7th at the --no, you weren't there. You weren't 

present. John McMahon was present — 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, John McMahon was three. | 

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

residence at which this was discussed in detail. But 1 believe 
i 

you were present at other meetings including the meeting on 

January 7th --

Tki» decuMst is tht property of tho S ta tu tad i — i i n aadtr it» coatrol throafh tat Sakct 
Comraittu on Iatollimne*. It i i preridod (or limit** purpim r t u u e to I I M I I I É I I I I «**jni«ht 
of i»ullif«ne« w t m t i u . on rendition that It will not bo n k u o d or othorwlu diauauutad wtthoat 
pormiauon of tho Commitu». PtrmiiMn i» frm»trf to piorido it to tht Exoemo»» Bimaeh p»roon»ol 

IU rabjoet m»tt«r, rabjoet to thou rartrietwmt tad <—-
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1 MR. CASEY: That's right. 

2 THE CHAIRMAN: — at which the decision was takne to prepare 

3 a Finding, and the subsequent meeting in Admiral Poindexter's 

4 office on January 16th at which Stan Sporkin's Finding and his j 

5 judgment relative to not raising the -- or not informing the 

6 Congress were all discussed. According to Admiral Poindexter 

7 there was no disagreement on the issue that the Congress should ! 

8 not be informed. 

9 Now, let me just ask you -- you're the pro around here on ! 

10 this relationship -- let me ask you why you felt that it was 

11 appropriate to put the President in peril in this particular 
i 

12 case by going along with the Finding that said there will be 

13 no notification of the Congress? 

14 MR. CASEY: I agreed with the prevailing view --

15 SENATOR BRADLEY: Could you speak into the microphone. 

16 MR. CASEY: Yeah. I agreed with the prevailing view that 

17 this was an especially sensitive undertaking, which if any word 

18 of it got back to the Iranians, would Jeopardize the people who 

19 we were dealing with, would perhaps result, and likely on the 

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

21 their execution, and I agreed that this warn't the kind of risk | 

22 that we wanted to take at this — on this particular matter at I 
it C Ç i 

23 this time. 

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

25 exposure to the more radical factions in Iran of the same 
I Tkia document ia tha property of tha S m u u d m i n i m andcr ita control throat* tho Saiact j 
! CMuutut on Intollifonc*. It ia prtrhded for Umitod parpoaa* related to topir—oool oo*np«tit 
I of iBUlUfoiwi acurttia*. on condition that it will not bo reloeerd or otherwiae diMeaunatod wtthoot I 
I «koto officio] datm eoneorn it* nb)ert manor, lobjeet to tkooo reatnctioni tad contrôla. 
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information in term» of execution» and so forth? If the Congreas 

was a problem to you, why --

MR. CASEY: It wasn't tha Congress was a problem but --

THE CHAIRMAN: was not Mantezani and some more radical 

elements in Iran a comparable problem to you? 

MR. CASEY: The Congress wasn't a problem. The problem wai 

the information getting out into the hands of the radical 

factions in the Iranian government, knowing that this was going 

on, knowing that they had people in their government who were 

talking to us. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But how does pre-notification of the Congreas 

put information in tha hands of tha Iranian radicals who wouldn'jt 

get that information from the fact that Bud McFarlana waa touring 

the front in Iran and Ernie Oney and various other people ware 

traipsing in and out of Iran? 

MR. CASEY: Just a matter of tha more people that know it 

the more likely it is to get around. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I'll pursue that later. Pat Leahy. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. A couple of 

questions come to mind and I have raised these before. For what 

it is worth, my estimation of timely notice does not mean 11 

months. It is the kind of notice where something happens in thai 

middle of the night or on a weekend or something like that, and 

you have to — the President has obviously got to have some 

flexibility, lets us know shortly thereafter. 

This i iL—il is tin prooorty •* tfc* Ssaato «a» nmilsi «odor Its control isrsort ths Ssioct 
Commit*» cm Intoilifones. It is pTsrieod for Uirotod suris— ralMad to LIMIIIIIIII owtitht 
ofi«l«Uis^iis«i(MTit^o»f»tidit»»tlotttt»*n»«t»orsiM^^ 
s«tmis»»»t>»<UoC<mmittos 1^mimtmimtnÊmiUwni^étitUtk»tna*tf»*nfAwnnam»\ 
whoss oftosJ totios eoneors its s«b)oet mans», smbjort to thoss ««mettons sod «ssrtrok. 
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Mr. Casey, did 'f^nj%&? c i m e u r 8 e c h e Présidant 0r anyboc 

else in Che Administ\^ion co m a k e t h i s notice more timely than 

the 10 or 11 months that it turned out to be? 

MR. CASEY: No, I did not. Let me — I would like to say, 

Mr. Vice Chairman, that timely notice in this — depends upon 

the circumstances, as I interpret that. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I know, and I understand that the Adminis

tration's interpretation of timely differs from mine. I am not 

MR. CASEY: Okay. 

SENATOR LEAHY: There was a report in the newspaper the 

President gave you a letter saying not to report it. Is that so 

or was his request only in the Finding itself? 

MR. CASEY: I received no letter. We discussed it and it 

was in the Finding. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I know and that -- I have seen the Finding, 

as you know. In fact, you and I were at the same meeting. 

On November 25th a plane owned by a CIA proprietary^^ 

^delivered 18 HAWK missiles from Israel to Iran. I 

discussed this at some length with Admiral Poindexter this 

morning. You referred to it here. The Admiral did not have 

amy details of it. I think he said that he learned of this 

only yesterday, this shipment by a CIA proprietary of these 

HAWK missiles. Now, did the CIA know what was on that aircraft, 

that November 25th 85 aircraft? 

MR. CASEY: There is soma question about that. I was told 

Thii dacoauat ii th« property of taa S a i a tad I I I I I M near IU antral thrwgfc tho ! 
Comniaao en lataUifaao*. It u proMdad (or Hamad purpaaai rolatad to nullanlniil n c 
of lauUifanaa «ontiai. oa rendition that it wiu sat bo rolanail or otaorwao ill—•irmiil wtthaot 
pormiatian of tho Comautto». Ptrmiomon u frtatod to pnmdo it to UM Eiocftn Braaeh Daroaaaol 
waooo elBaai draat eonctra lti rubjact manor, reeject to tbojo 1 
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yesterday the CIA didn't know tt until l.ter on. | 

SENATOR LEAHY: Did not know until later on? 

MR. CASEY: Did not know until later on. Did not know until 

the Iranians told than soma time in January by way of complain 
about the inadequacy of whatever was delivered. 

ing 

SENATOR LEAHY: Can I Just pursue that a bit further. Are ] 

you telling me that the CIA owns a proprietary, delivers 18 

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

the airplane. 

MR. CASEY: That is quite possible. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I cannot conceive of any country, any other! 

country — well, let's take Israel» it is coming from Ieraali. ( 

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

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

only know what were on there, probably would know the serial 

numbers of every part of them. 

MR. CASEY: Well, this was hastily arranged. The people 

running the airplane were told that they ware oil field parts. 

And I am not at all certain that somebody didn't know what they 

were, but I haven't been able to ascertain that, and I have 

refrained from being explicit about it in the statement because 

X «ant to look at that further. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I am no expert on either oil fields or 

HAWK missiles, but I suspect I could tell the difference. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I don't know whether I could or not. 

Tfcia fanmk the property of the SeaaM and l a - i l n aader ita control taraagtt the Seloct 
Committee en Inteilifene*. It if provided for Umiud purpooee related to t i i t r n H n n l ovotoJftet 
of tnulUftra artjntiee. on condition that it will not b« rcleaeed or otherwie* diaocBunatad without 
penruaaion of tho Committee. Permiaaion if m a t e d to pnmdo it to th* Execatiw Bnnch pononaol 
whooa official dattaa eonctra it* «object matter, rabject to than taaoktloa» aad control*. 
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SENATOR LEAHY: I think so, unless they are drilling with 
k 

a pr«tty — 

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

packaged. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Was there a legal authority for the CIA to ! 

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

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

Deputy Director of Operations felt that this shipment was within! 

the normal course of the proprietary's activity of picking up 

cargo and moving into other countries. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Well, let me back a bit from that. You say; 

Mr. George felt that it was in a part of their normal proprietary 

activity. Let us assume -- let us assume that somebody said we 

have — we want to ship TOW -- or HAWK missiles from Israel to 

Iran, want to use your proprietary. Would there be legal 

authority for the CIA to ship such U.S. origin arms from Israel 

to Iran. 

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

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

legal authority. One would be that it would be perhaps a violati 

of the export restriction law, the embargo against arms shipment. 

The other reason would be the contention that this was not an 
i 

intelligence operation, and therefore the CIA should not be 
i 

involved in it unless it gets — there's a Finding. But that is 

rather difficult to apply when you have proprietaries conducting: 

Thii donnent il the property of the Start* and remain» under lta control threat* the Solon ! 
Committal aa InteUirâee. It i» provided for limited puiiium related ta eoajrreeaiennl avéraient 
of IntalUg—c* tttiTitia». on condition that It will not ho ral l ied or othorwta» dlanwiinited wtthont 

I pemmeion of the Committee. Permianon il grated te provide it to the Em-Mi»» Branch p e r — n l 
I whan official dnttee concern itt rabject matter, «ubjeet ta thee» reetrictiea» and « f r e l a , ; 
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commercial operations. They are lust doing ordinary commercial 

business, and we are not scrutenizing or making judgments on 

each shipment. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Now neither you nor Mr. George nor anybody 

else — 

MR. CASEY: It wasn't Mr. George; it was Mr. Juchniewicz, 

the Deputy at that time. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Mr. Juchniewicz, I see. Then neither you 

nor Mr. Juchniewicz or anybody else would have to make that 

decision if you did not know they were HAWK missiles, is that 

correct? You would not be forced to have to even raise the 

question? I mean, the questions you raised are similar ones 

that most of us have raised. 

MR. CASEY: Veil, in this case it was not raised. It was 

done very quicklyi there was an urgency about it. There was 

i 

sufficient sensitivity about whether we had done the right thing 

there that McMahon, then the acting Director, I being out of the 

country, said any more shipments like this, we are going to 

require a Finding — into Iran. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Now, this is a proprietary that often would 

ship produce, chickens — 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR LEAHY: But certainly — I mean, these boxes veren' 

being put on them with air holes and they weren't clucking. 

I mean, I don't mean to make it ridiculous, but the point is do 
Tkit é m a n â t i l tba prepare? of tba Sauta aad romain» uadar ita — — I throat* tfaa Salact 
Cawmiftai on Intalligmca. It ia purtdad far limita* parpaan ralatad to an 

I of iattUifanca attmtiaa, on condition that it will sot ba raiaajad or otharwtoa 
' aarmuaioa of tna Coranuttaa. Ptrmiaaioi) ia fraatad to pronda it to tha Lxmcmtm 
I wkaaa aflkial datiaa eoBcan t a imbjaet nattar, aabjaet ta than laautt t la i aad 
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1 we have so little control over our proprietaries that when 

2 material is .shipped from Israel to Iran, we can't figure out 

3 what it is, just from a pure intelligence point of view? I 

4 mean, would it not be part of a normal intelligence gathering 

5 operation to know what was being shipped into Iran? 

6 MR. CASEY: It would seem that way. Only thing I can say 

7 is that it apparently moved so rapidly and there was such urgency 

8 about it that they didn't inquire into that particular shipment. 

9 SENATOR LEAHY: But Israel wanted a secure airline. They : 

10 thus wanted to bring the United States into the loop. Didn't 

11 the question arise at some level in the CIA to say why? What 

12 is on there? What is so important that it has to go on a 

13 secure airline, that the CIA has to be brought in, that Che 

14 United States is involved? 

15 MR. CASEY: Well, all I can say on that is that the request 

16 came from the NSC and they had an urgency with respect to a 

17 meeting that was to take place in Geneva that the guys who vert' 

18 handling this didn't know anything about or didn't know enough 

19 about. | 

20 SENATOR LEAHY: But my concern is that the NSC says now that 

21 they didn't know what was going on and that it just found out 

22 that the CIA sent that flight over, and they are trying to figure 

23 out why nobody knew what was on it, and now the CIA says well, 

24 we did this because the NSC requested it, and we didn't know 

25 exactly what they wanted. Do you understand why somebody raised 

I This document is the property of ta* Senate and remains under ita control through th* Select I 
; Committee on Intelligence. It u provided for limited purpoon related to congressional oversight 

of intelligence activities, on condition that it will not be released or otherwise disseminated without 
I permission of the Committee. Permission is granted to provide it to the Executive Branch personnel 
I whose official duties concern its subject matter, subject to these restrictions snd controls. | 
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the question « V M f whether there was just plausible 

deniability being set up here. 

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

about it. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Well, there is a concern and I suspect that 

the question will continue to be asked whether — because we hav 

other proprietaries of various natures and various types of 

things around the world, most of us assume as we look at some 

of the funding mechanisms for some of these, that one of the — 

that they are available not only for their operational contin

gencies, but available for their intelligence gathering abilitie 

especially going into Iran where you know better than any of us 

here how difficult it has been to gather any kind of hard 

intelligence, either in their economy, their military plans or 

anything else. And here is a major shipment of heavy material -

obviously very heavy material — going into Iran in a CIA 

proprietary. 

The question I ask, and I would hope that the Agency will 

give me a very full, clear, specific answer, is did they know at 

the time, and if they didn't know at the time, why not? 

MR. CASEY: Well, I have inquired into that myself, 'and 

have been told, and as far as I can find out, the Agency did not 

know what It was handling at the time. Now, I am still going 

to inquire further into that. 

SENATOR LEAHY :sfl Btshowed Iran was expectir 

Toi* tanai u tho property of tho -luiVTilf IMIIIM M < t" l U "•<"> through tho Solon 
m uurp— rolotod to LOIUIOMIHUII uwiigfat 
t h» lolMiin or othorwtao lUwinitoo without 

i of tho Committor riiiiMJÔMlfcjfti-rl to prondo it to th* EXOCUOT* Broach poroonooi 
oti duuoo eoneorn i-untfEnfiEtor. iubjort to thon rortneuoui tad «ctroto. 
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an arms shipment 

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

SENATOR LEAHY: Beg your pardon? 

MR. CASEY: This happened very quickly and! 

didn't get looked at for some time. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you. I would consider that we'll 

follow on that -- Mr. Chairman, I don't want, Dave, to put the 

Chairman on the spot, and I have not mentioned this to him, but 

I know in a unique type of meeting like this, both the Republic 

and Democratic leader have been invited, and I wonder if it wou 

not be appropriate that either one of them here at any time, if 

Senator Dole comes, Senator Byrd is here now, that they be alio 

to ask questions out of turn. 

THE CHAIRMAN: I did — I just discussed that with the 

Democratic leader. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Okay, you're way ahead of me. 

THE CHAIRMAN : He has to depart in maybe a half hour or 

40 minutes or so, but he asked that he would defer to others 

who arrived before him, just so at some appropriate time we wou 

recognize him. 

SENATOR BYRD: I thank both the Chairman and the ranking 

member. 

THE CHAIRMAN: The first arrival is Chic Hecht. 

SENATOR HECHT: I would be happy to defer to the diatingui 

Majority Leader if he would so wish. 

Thia rt ii i ••imt il th. property of toa Sauta u f û u i i i a t e it» control throofh tho Saiect ; 
ConmtittM on InuUiranc*. It u pnvidod tor IWjWVkrpom nUud to eoncraaaoBjJ ovornjrht 

| of lnuliigme* aeontiaa. on condition that itaMaAAt^ralaaaad or otharwiat diiaemmnad without 
parmiaaion of tht ComnuttM. Ptrmiaaun MWMdV prorida it to tht Exaeotrrt Branch p« 
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SENATOR BYRD: Wall, the Senator is very kind. I really 

have a little time, and I would prefer not to intrude bafora 

others until I have to go, and I am vary grateful. 

SENATOR HECHT: Mr. Casey, obviously this has created a lor 

of problems and we are looking at different accusations. And I ' 

have been reading the morning papers and it seems like so many 

people are already confessing, so I think we have to go into it 

and look this whole thing over. But in the braoder context, 

I want to ask you a few questions. 

Obviously we derive so much from Third World countries, and 

sometimes that is our only source of information, and other 

countries go through intermediaries in order to contact us. Do 

you feel if we continue on the front pages of the papers» this ; 

type of investigation is going to hurt our contacts with people 

in the future from other countries that wa do not have diplomatic 

i 

relations with? 

MR. CASEY: Oh, I think we have already seen that with 

respect to this incident. I am not sura how long it could have 

been kept quiet. But the fact that it has gotten out has, I 

think, turned off soma things they seemed to have been prepared ; 

to do for us. 

SENATOR HECHT: What about the future? How would you 

analyze that? 

MR. CASEY: Well, I think I still would keep open the 

channels and still would try to bring them around into a mora 
I Tto tawt to taa property af the Saaato e»f ramatoa aaaer it» etatrel thnask the Select 

Coauaitte» on latoUiaeace. It it prtrrteea ter limited parpeaei related t» iiajniielmil o»—'-
j of l»miit»iw aconm». o» «mditioa that It will aet be nim-t ar etheratoa diaiaenTiited i 

panraame ef the Ceanaittee. Peraoaaioe to fraatad to prrriea it to the Execetna Snack 
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cooperative mode as long as there is any hope of doing that. 

I wouldn't write it off at this point. 

SENATOR HECHT: What's that? 

MR. CASEY: I wouldn't write it off at this point. 

SENATOR HECHT: But do you feel that if we continue this 

investigation out in the open, I mean not in the confines of 

this room, but out in the open, this would jeopardize your 

operation in the future. 

MR. CASEY: I think it would make it more difficult, if we 

investigated an open investigation. I think we'd do better to 

investigate it quietly in the usual way. 

SENATOR HECHT: What type of plans are you making to 

investigate in a quiet way? 

MR. CASEY: Well, we have been busily getting all Che 

information together, able, ready, to answer any question» and 

present the whole picture to any authorized inquiring body, of 

which this is clearly one. I talked to the House this morning, 

the House Committee. I think we will continue to look for 

additional information, and as we come across it, we will bring 

it to the attention of the oversight committees. I don't know 

that we will, but we will certainly work that way. 

SENATOR HECHT: 1 feel very strongly that you must pursue 

these contacts and these tips that you get from these different 

countries. And 1 would hate to every jeopardize that, and what 

X can see, the tip you got from the Israelis is not a lot 

Thii donnent il the property of tke Suati ud m l » under ita central through the Select 
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different chan the tip that was given many, many years ago about 

China, that they wanted to open up their relations with us, and 

look what has happened to that. So you have got the pros and 

the cons, and I feel that if you continue to pursue this and 

get the facts to the Committee, that we would be better served 

than we would by making a full scale investigation out in the 

open. I don't say that we should not stop, but 1 feel we should 

keep it in the confines of this room. How do you feel about' 

that? 

MR. CASEY: Veil, 1 think it is always better from the 

intelligence standpoint to do these things quietly, and not put 

everybody on their guard. 

SENATOR HECHT: I really have no further questions. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you vary much. Mr. McConnell. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Bill, as you know, there is no exception 

to the prior notification requirement. But it was anticipated 

that in rare circumstances the President might withhold that 

notification, and than inform us in a quote, "timely fashion," 

end quote, with a proper explanation. What does timely fashion 

mean to you? 

MR. CASEY: Wall, I think timely is when the risk which 

has caused you to withhold notification in the first place is 

no longer present. President Carter was rather specific about 

that when we told Director Turner to provide information about 

the rescue mission in Iran as soon as he felt the risk was no 
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longer present. 

soon as we felt that the President determined that the risk which 

caused him to ask to suspend notification in the first place is 

no longer present, he would direct that the Committees be advisee 

of the activity. Now, this would go on as long -- perhaps as 

long as the activity continues. I think, I said before, the 

response to the delay, I think the timeliness depends upon the 

nature of the exposure you're trying to avoid. 

In this case, to be explicit, in this case as long as the 

risk of the information getting into the -- what was going on 

into the hands of the Iranian government, we probably would not 

have informed them. 

And it occurred — this again may be rehashing what you and! 

Senator Leahy covered, but I want to make sure I understand — 

it occurred to no one within the councils of the Agency or the 

others privy to this operation, it occured to no one that the 
i 

dispatching of HcFarlane to Iran last Spring might require some ' 

notification to the Committee? 

MR. CASEY: No, it didn't to my knowledge. We knew that he 

was going and is part of the operation and it didn't reduce the 

risk that some other source might blow the operation sky high. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: He was not exactly a low profile person. 

I know you recognize that. 

MR. CASEY: Oh, I know that. But he is a private citizen. 

Nobody knew what he was going to do and he went in there as 
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Co my knowledge we didn't quietly as possible 

focus on that. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: So you are completely comfortable then 

with telling me and telling this Committee that you think you 

have timely notified us by letting us know 11 months after the 

Finding. 

MR. CASEY: I am comfortable with the determination by the : 

President that he didn't want to disclose as long as this 

operation was sensitive and going on. He had the right to make 

that determination! I wasn't about to quarrel with him. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Did anyone inside the — who had privy ' 

to what was going on, did anybody question this? 

MR. CASEY: Well -- j 

SENATOR McCONNELL: No one said, hey, we ought to consider . 
i 

notifying the Committee » we just sent McFarlane to Tehran. j 

MR. CASEY: No, I never heard anybody raise that question 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Nobody questioned it. 

MR. CASEY: I never heard it raised. I can't say it wasn't 

raised. I never heard it raised. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: In your presence 

MR. CASEY: I didn't raise it. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Nobody said, we're on shaky ground, 

legally. Nobody said that? 

MR. CASEY: I don't recall anybody saying we're on shaky 

ground legally. We all knew it was a controversial legal ground 
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SENATOR McCONNELL: Okay, shifting off the legality of it — 

MR. CASEY: Controversial but not shaky. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Shifting off the legality of it and 

just talking about the perception of it, did anyone in your 

presence suggest that the credibility of the Administration, and 

more specifically the President,- could be greatly damaged by 

this operation, particularly if the -- at least the Chairman and 

the Vice Chairman of the respective Intelligence Committee» war* 

not given some notification of what was going on. i 

MR. CASEY: I think that everybody was concerned that the 

crdibility of the Administration could be shaken if this came 

out in the wrong way or if it came out. I believe that everybody 

was aware of that risk and while not everybody may have agreed | 

that the risk should be taken, everybody did agree and recognizee 

that the President had measured the risk, had considered, and 

decided to take it. And everybody supported that. 

Now, I am sure there were various degrees of concern and 

maybe different people evaluated the down side differently than 

other people did. Some people were more impressed by the object 

and the up side than they were by the down side. We discussed j 

this. We discussed that if — when this did come out, the fact , 

that it had produced some positive results would be a positive 

one and would be — would offset whatever downside or whatever 

criticism might be. This was all thought about and discussed in 

various ways. I think there was the general feeling that the 
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objective was a go^^nd a highly desirable one. There was 

concarns about the perception of dealing with hostages. I was 

abla to make that distinction. I think most people would. Not 

dealing with the hostage takers, we were trying to influence 

the Iranians who had special influence with the hostage takers 

to exercise that influence. As I said before — 

SENATOR BYRD: Mr. Chairman, I couldn't hear that last 

statement. 

MR. CASEY: — we had done that on other cocas ions, for 

example, with che^B B 

SENATOR BYRD: Mr. Chairman, I couldn't hear that last 

statement. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Bill, I think we're going to have to continu 

to use the mike. 

MR. CASEY: Now I've got to figure out what the last 

statement was. I think I was saying, Mr. Leader, that there 

were people who were more concered, more impressed by the 

positive results being sought than by the downside. Everybody 

recognized that there was a potential downside, that when this 

came out there could be some criticism. But we fait particularl 

as we started to have a little bit of success and we had some 

hostages coming out and we had clearly the Iranians working to 

gat mora out, committing to gat more, and we had them responding 

to us, agreeing to give us a T-72 tank which we've been trying 

to get for a long time, other positive results, we felt that whet 
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it did come out we would be able co -- the positive side would 

receive more consideration than the negative sides. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Just one final questions. Then it is 

my understanding that no one in your presence at any time said, 

why don't we call Durenberger and Leahy, and the conclusion was 

it was safer to send McFarlane to Iran, that that was less likely 

to get out — 

MR. CASEY: Well now you're putting words in my mouth. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Okay, well then explain it to me again. 

MR. CASEY: I am saying that sending McFarlane to Tehran 

probably created some risks, but if we were going to go forward 

with the operation, those risks were unavoidable. On the other 

hand having made the decision not to disclose the activity, there 

was no reason to say well, let's disclose it now, because we 

have got so many risks we might as well forget that one. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: But it occurred to no one that somebody 

as well known as McFarlane being sent to Tehran would not — 

MR. CASEY: Obviously there was some concern about it. The 

fact is that it was done. McFarlane's presence was known, but 

an additional hostage came out and the relationship seemed to be 

getting warmer and they undertook to do additional things after 

McFarlane's presence. McFarlane's presence was on the whole a 

plus. It might have blown the whole operation, but it didn't. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: But focusing on the notice provision, 

no one in your presence said if we are going to send McFarlane 
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to Tehran, we'd better call Leahy and Durenberger. 

MR. CASEY: I did not hear anybody say that. 

SENATOR McCONNELL: Thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mitch, thank you. Mr. Roth. 

SENATOR ROTH: Bill, is it the position of the legal advice 

that was given that Congress could not restrict or write a law ' 

that would prevent or preclude you from not informing the Congres: 

In other words, as I understand, the law is fairly clear that 

either you advise the two intelligence oversight committees of 

such actions that were taken in this special activity, or if then 

was concern, that it be at least reported to a limited number; ! 

the Majority Leader and others of the House and Senate, plus the! 

heads of the Committee. But it is my understanding you felt 

that -- or the decision, legal decision was made that notwith- | 

standing the legislation, it did not have to be adhered to because 

of constitutional rights of the presidency? 

MR. CASEY: Well, that was recognized in the legislation 

itself. It was recognized that there was at least a claim of 

prior Presidential right on the Constitution. The very outset ! 

of the statute says, "to the extent consistent with all applicable 

authorities and duties, including those conferred by the 

Constitution upon the Executive and Legislative Branches of the 
i 

government" and only then does it go on to impose these oblige- • 

tions. So the President has always been free and it has always . 

been recognized, with some debate and controversy, but it has 
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always been asserted and the Congress has never taken a step to 

wipe out this Constitutional prerogative. The requirements of • 

the statute are subject to the President or the Congress not 

asserting their prior Constitutional rights being before those 

! 

that were the rights created by the statute. 

SENATOR ROTH: Well, if I understand that clause, all it 

recognizes is that the law is subject to constitutional rights. 

It doesn't spell out with particularity the rights in these 

cirsumstances. Isn't that correct? So we're in a cloudy area. 

MR. CASEY: We're in a fuzzy -- very loosely, it is ! 

applicable authorities and duties. But I think everybody knew 

what they are talking about. And it is clear from the debate ; 

that what they are talking about is the President's War Powers 

Act -- War Powers authority, rather, authority to conduct 

foreign policy. He could assert that in his own right. I think 

that is very clear what that statute, the language refers to. ; 
I 

SENATOR ROTH: It seems to me, to repeat, that it is stating 
.i 

that it is subject to the Constitution without stating what the 

Constitutional rights are, that there is a cloud there. There 

is nobody -- the courts haven't ruled at this date, so nobody 

is exactly sure what the Constitutional rights under these 

circumstances are. 

Let me ask you a second question. Do you have any recom

mendations as to how the law could be better written or clarified 

For example, the decision was made not to use the second 
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alternative of reporting the special activity to a limited number 

or group. Would it have made any difference if it were even 

furthtr restricted, say to the Majority Leader and Minority 

Leader of the House and Senate? Was that a factor in any way? ' 

MR. CASEY: Well. I don't think so. I think that the hiatar 

is that from the very beginning of this whole process, there has! 

been a conflict between the Executive Branch and the Legislative » 

Branch, the Executive Branch asserting the inherent right under | 

the Constitution to carry on these activities, and the Legislativ 
i 

Branch seeking to restrict that. And they have fought this 

argument out. It is not a new argument. There has been debate ' 

every time the law has been modified. And it has become clear j 

that the two sides have agreed to disagree, and argue it out at ! 

the time. I don't — I haven't given a lot of thought to how 

you could avoid that. 

SENATOR ROTH: How about the phrase, I think, what is it --

MR. CASEY: What? 
•I 

SENATOR ROTH: Timely manner. Would it be better from your 

experience to have that clarified or defined as to what timely ! 

manner means? 

MR. CASEY: I think something is timely in this context in j 

relationship to the degree of the risk and what it is you are 

trying to avoid. In this case, the risk is one that continuas.. 

In the case of the Iranian hostage mission, it is either going to 

succeed or fail quickly, and your time factor is in relation 
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1 co Chat circumstance 
! 

2 SENATOR ROTH: So that, if I understand what you're saying. 
3 timely manner could include any length of period depending upon , 

4 the circumstances. 

5 MR. CASEY: I think it ha» to be reasonable. I think at 

6 some point it would no longer be reasonable to justify with-

7 holding notice at some point, but I don't know what that point .' 

8 is. In this case, I don't think that point really came. When 

9 it came when the purpose was lost by the publicity and so on, 

10 and now it is over. 

11 SENATOR ROTH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time is over. 

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Bill. Professor Eagleton. 

13 SENATOR EAGLETON: Mr. Casey, are the interests of Israel, ' 

1* geopolitcally, with respect to Iran, at all times identical to 

15 those of the United States? 

16 MR. CASEY: No, I don't think so. 

17 SENATOR EAGLETON: There are different points of view. 

18 MR. CASEY: I think there has been a different view on the 

19 part of the Israeli towards that war than we have had, and we 

20 have tried to pursuade the Israelis to withhold support to Iran, 

21 and we haven't succeeded entirely. 

22 SENATOR EAGLETONs And the CIA has intelligence information 

23JÉJ B o f arms shipments from 

24 Israel to Iran since the fall of the Shah and prior to the 

25 incident now in question. Is that not the case? 

TflrSECREll t 
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MR. CASEY: Ue^J^Plncelligence — we don't have any — 

maybe one looking gun, but we are pretty confident that the 

Israeli», from our discussions with them and what they have trie 

co persuade us, that they've tried to persuade us chat they 

should maintain an arms relationship — a modest one, they say • 

with the Israelis — the Iranians, because that is the way you 

keep in couch with the military and — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: And'you have one smoking gun and other 

intelligence that Israeli on its own, or with Che assistance of 

others — not che Administration — has been shipping arms Co 

Iran since Che fall of che Shah. 

MR. CASEY: We are quite confident that's true. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: And Chen with respect to the 18 HAWK 

missiles that Senator Leahy inquired about, Che NSC says they 

didn't know ebout it, the CIA, it didn't know about it, buC 

Israel knew about ic, of course. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, chey shipped them. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: They were dispatched from Israel. And 

don't you also have intelligence information jj[ ^m 

• that General Secord who is one of chese 

private warriors that ships arms around Che world, has shipped 

$125 million worth of material, armored personnel carriers, to 

Iran, prior to this incident that is before Che Commiccee. 

MR. CASEY: I don't have Che specificiCy of Chat in my own 

mind, but we do know and do believe that Secord has been doing 

Thij docnaat ii tat property of tat Staatt sad i i i i iMlf t l '«• *-*** thnocfa tat Stitct 
CcoaittM en IntalUfùst. It it prarldad for limitai paAi i l tVtad ta mmittrionil imjiutt 
of iaulUfnet tetiTint». on condition that it will aotttL 
ptrmiation of ta* Commit»». Ptrminien ii pmnttrittWWtm to th» Extestm Branch ptntnatl 
WIMM official dttita tanetm it» rabitet i 

m> jatatntB^^^RnfJ Ram 'SECRET! • 



150 

î 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

[îia&tè 
51 

arms. Other people all over the business with the 

world have been doing that. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: A lot of aras merchants are dealing with 

them. Certainly Israel has a long record. 

MR. CASEY: Yeahi right. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: A continuous record since the fall of 

the Shah. 

MR. CASEY: Right. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: That is well known, intelligence-wise, 

is it not. 

MR. CASEY: Yes, I think so. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: So McFarlane meets in, was it London, 

with these high level Israelis? This was the outset of your 

statement. 

MR. CASEY: Yes, that's right. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Who were these high level Israelis? 

MR. CASEY: Well — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Was Kimche one of them? 

MR. CASEY: Kimche was the first one. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: He's an ex-Mossad functionary. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. Then there is a man named Kir who took 

his place. 

MR. EAGLETON: What's his name? 

MR. CASEY: I think it's Kir — Nir. N-i-r. I think we 

want to hold these names — we don't want to spread these names 
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around. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: So the high level Israelis, Kimche, jjir. 

and who were the other high level Israelis? 

All right. Is he an Israeli? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. They both work out of the Prime Ministers 

office. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: And then according to your testimony, ic 

is the high level Israelis who pose this proposition on 

McFarlane. McFarlane doesn't raise this proposition. It is the 

high level Israelis who suggest it to McFarlane, according to 

your testimony. 

MR. CASEY: Oh, yes, the Israelis --

SENATOR EAGLETON: So the instigator --

MR. CASEY: Wait a minute, wait a minute. The Israelis — 

this talk about instigated. The Israelis have been talking to 

us for five years — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: About arms to Iran. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, about a closer relationship with Iran. 

It happens that whan Kimche came to McFarlane he came to him wit 

a specific contact which he thought would be a good one. It was 

a specific opportunity he brought to McFarlane. Not the idea. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: And on previous occasions high level 

Israelis had proposed to high level Americans that arm» be 

shipped to Iran, isn't that so? This wasn't the first time, thi 

London meeting with McFarlane there, that high level Israelis 
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had proposed to high level Africans that arm» be shipped to 

Iran. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I don't know that any — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Mr. Armacost, do you know? 

MR. CASEY: I don't know that Iranians — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: This is tha first, out of the blue, thatj 
i 

Israeli has ever suggested to a high level American, that arms I 

be shipped to Iran? | 

MR. ARMACOST: I don't know — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Isn't this a long standing Israeli policy 

position that they have expressed to us on previous occasions, j 

MR. ARMACOST: I believe that's correct. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: What did you say, sir? 

MR. ARMACOST: I believe that is correct. That is I believe 

there have been previous occasions on which high level officiali 

have proposed that. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Have proposed it. Occasions — is the 

word plural, Mr. Armacost? Occasions? 

MR. ARMACOST: I believe so. 

MR. CASEY: In my experience they come and say you ought 
i 

to concur just to do this, and they would explain they are doing 

on the basis it was in our common interest. I don't know of any 

SENATOR EAGLETON: You see they have been doing it? 
i 

MR. CASEY: Yeahi sure. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: We knew they had been doing it. 
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MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: For many years. They had come Co us on 

previous occasions to ask us to condone it directly and to 

participate in it. 

MR. CASEY: And we'd say no. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Finally they get old McFarlane in London 

and get his acquiesence to be an overt participant in that which 

they had been doing sublimely and quasi-covert for many years. 

We fell in with them, didn't we? 

MR. CASEY: In a limited way. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: In a limited way. So this is an Israeli 

caper chat we fell in with, in a limited way. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I think that is an overstatement. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: This was an Israeli suggestion. 

MR. CASEY: It was an initiative which we adopted. 
i 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Israeli initiative that we fell in with! 

in a limited way. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: And later we met with them in Paris, 

didn't we? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: High level Israelis. How many — how 

many meetings with high level Israelis were there from the firsc 

one wich McFarlane chrough the whole exercise of this, roughly. 

Three, four, five? 

I This document is the properly of tht S n i t t tad remains under it* control through the Select | 
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MR. CASEY: I wouldn't know how many there were. I would — 

SENATOR EAGLETON: I heard of two or three, but I may — 

MR. CASEY: 1 would think it was the kind of thing that got 

discussed whenever they came around. Every time Perez or Rabin 

turned up, why this would probably come up as one of the subjects 

of discussion. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Did it dawn on anybody when these 

discussions were going on, not only about the law, not only 

about notifying Congress, not only the element of detection and 

the element of surprise, did it dawn on anybody that we were 

locking into Israeli -- Israel's foreign policy? That this is 

what the Israelis wanted done. 

MR. CASEY: It certainly did dawn on us. It certainly did 

dawn on us. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Did anybody raise the question then, ; 

you know,boys, there may be a difference between United States' 

best interests with respect to Iran and Israel's best interest. 

MR. CASEY: Oh, I think everybody recognized that all the 

time. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Everybody recognized it. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, sure. I think that the responsible people 

recognizes that the Israelis have their eggs to fry and are going 

to fry them, but we make our judgment on what we think is in our 

interests. And that is the way we should think about it. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: This time it was scrambled eggs and we 

Thu donmat is tho property of tht Soaota tad mnuu aador its control throofh tho Saloct I 
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joined them in the pot, didn*t»ve?» «*7e're scrambling our eggs. 

MR. CASEY: Well, you're not going to put that in my mouth. 

That's your view. I think we had a good rationale to do that. 

I think the balance — 

THE CHAIRMAN: Your six minutes are up, Tom. 

SENATOR EAGLETON: Six minutes are up. The bottom line is 

that Israel took us for a ride. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I know that a lot of people think that. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Specter. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. CASEY: I don't share it. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Director Casey, with the time limits, 

let me give you a conclusion and ask you for a comment. As I 

read Section 501, I do not see the limitations of Section (a) 

applicable to the intelligence operations in foreign countries 

in Section (b). These two sections were drafted at the same 

time, and (b) simply doesn't have the provisions about limiting 

disclosure with respect to protection of classified information 

or information. 

It seems to me very difficult to bring the provisions or 

limitations from (a) into (b) on the face of this statute. And 

I would say further than when you pick up Section 662, which 

was enacted in 1980, that this provision was not designed to 

expand the Presidential authority, but to limit it. So that on 

the January 17th, 1986, Finding which is made under Section 662 
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the President doesn't have'anF'aufflo'rity under 662 to defer j 

statutory obligations which were cited under 501(b). , 

MR. CASEY: Well, I don't know. I don't know how you can i 

quite say that because part 50 -- 413(a) provides the constitutif 

exception explicitly, and then the paragraph (b) says, refers 

to for which notice was not given under Subsection (a). So they; 

are tied together. 

SENATOR SPECTER: No they are not. Subsection (a) relates | 

to intelligence activities and Subsection (b) relates to covert J 

activity. 

MR. CASEY: Which is a cross reference in (b) to (a). 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well — but (a) covers and spécifias the 

collection of intelligence data. Subsection (b) relates to 

covert activities. 

Mr. Casey, I don't want to protract it now. What I would 

suggest you do is take a look at these provisions, because I 

don't think the Executive Branch is reading then in accordance 

with the way they have been drafted, (a) and (b) are put out 

at the same time, and (a) has as lot of limitations which don't 

apply to (b). And than you have Section 662, which comes much 

later, 23 years later, and requires a Finding, and that Finding 

is to further limit the President's authority, not to expand it.! 

Than the President comes down on January 17 of 1986 and makes a ' 

Finding and in his language directs you not to make a disclosure. 

There just isn't that authority in the 1980 statute. It is very 

! TW» <MMMU th» proptrty at ta* S a m u 4 naafaa oxkr in «ami throofh tho Stwtt j 
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complicated and I have been puzzling through it 

MR. CASEY: I will have my -- my General Counsel, Dave 

Doherty is here, and I will certainly have him examine the 

issue you raise, and I will look at it myself. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, I would suggest you do, and I will 

be glad to pursue it with you later, because in the time limits 

here we can't go into it. But I think there is a fundamental 

misreading here, and the President has a lot less authority to 

defer disclosures or not to disclose than it has been speculated 

about in the press or that we h-ve agreed on a high level gloss. 

MR. CASEY: We'll be very glad to go into it with you. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Let me ask you just very briefly two other 

points. And one is that there has been speculation that there 

might be an exception for Admiral Poindexter, the assistant in 

charge of the National Security Council, not being within the 

purview of being required to report intelligence activities to 

the oversight committees. As I read the language, he would be 

covered under the category of other entities of the United States 

So that if the NSC Director is engaged in this category of 

activity he would be required to make a report to this Committee. 

Do you agree with that? 

MR. CASEY: I haven't given that enough thought. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, I would appreciate it again if you 

would take a look at that. 

MR. CASEY: Okay. Dave, did you get these notes — get 
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both points, yeah. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Because I believe in the legislative 

enactment there was an effort made to be as broad as possible. 

They talk about heads of departments and agencies, and then other 

entities. It is pretty hard to get a category of language 

broader than other entities that would be comprehensive. 

MR. CASEY: The question, involved in intelligence activitie 

I think it is a very good question and we'll look at it. 

SENATOR SPECTER: The third and final point that I would lik 

to raise with you is on the issue of Mr. McFarlane. Now it is 

true that he is a private citizen, but his former position, or 

when he acts as an agent for the President or agent for the Unite 

States, or agent for his successor Admiral Poindexter, don't you 

think there is a requirement that his activities be subject to 

reporting as well? 

MR. CASEY: Well, I think if he was acting for CIA or any < 

one of these other entities, then I think that would bring him : 

in. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, wasn't he in this case? 

MR. CASEY: Huh? Yeah. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you very much. 

MR. CASEY: I think if we had to report, we would include 

McFarlane's activities, just like we would do to any one of our 

employees. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I'm sorry, you'd include? I didn't hear th< 
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I part. You would include what? 

MR. CASEY: I say if we were reporting, we would have 

included McFarlane's activities along with those of our own 

employees who participated. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, very much, Arlen. 

I'll yield now to either Mr. Bradley or Mr. Byrd. I don't 

know whether the Democratic Leader has a time problem yet or 

not. 
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SENATOR BYRD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 

2 Mr. Casey, when was the first discussion involving the 

3 President with respect to sending the arms and with respect to 

4 the decision not to report to the Congress? 

5 MR. CASEY: Well, I think the first discussion with respect 

6 to the relationship of which the possibility of sending arms 

7 was part, the first one I knew of occurred in — the first when 

8 the CIA knew about it, occurred in December. As I said, I was^ , 

9 out of the country and my deputy John McMahon was present. Now, 

10 I am certain, though I don't know, that there were other discus-

11 sions about this subject which probably took place in the daily ' 

12 meetings which the President has with the National Security 

13 Advisor. j 

14 SENATOR BYRD: You indicated earlier that on November 25, : 

15 cargo was dropped in Iran. 

16 MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

17 SENATOR BYRD: Now, prior to November 25, who was in on the 

18 discussions as to this matter? Somebody must — there must have 

19 been a genesis as to whether or not we will report to the Congres 

20 Now, the President issued his order on January 17 this year. 

21 MR. CASEY: That is when the formal finding was signed. 

22 SENATOR BYRD: Yes, the formal memo was signed. But the 

23 transactions of equipment and materiel had gone forward prior to 

24 that time. 

25 MR. CASEY: There was considerable uncertainty as to who 
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knew about those transactions."" Those transactions were Israeli 

to Iran, and as f*r as I know, there was no American involvement 

in it until November, late November they asked us to.produce a 

plane, where to get a plane, and we come up with this proprietary 

plane. And a shipment -- huh? 

SENATOR BYRD: Would you mind speaking into the mike, please. 

What I am trying to ask you, what I am trying to find out j 

here is at what point, when did the President and yourself and ! 

the Director of the NSC, make a decision that — and begin 

discussions of this when Mr. McFarlane had made the proposal, as; 
i 

I understand it, based on contacts that the Israelis said might'! 

exist. When did you all sit down with the President and start i 

this discussion which ended in approval of the actions of the | 

Israelis, for example. 
I 

MR. CASEY: I would say that the discussions started, as 

far as I know, in that meeting in early November, and then went 

on to prepare a Finding that formalized it. Now, that is not to 

say that there were not discussions by some of the principals, 

probably between McFarlane and the President, at an earlier 

stage. McFarlane had talked to me about the initiative without ; 

getting into the arms aspect of it, primarily talking about the 

political initiative and the importance of it, sometime — I 

haven't got an exact date, but it was before — it was right 

when I went off for my China trip. It had to be some time in 

October. 
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TOP SCI» 
SENATOR BYRD: In October. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BYRD: McFarlane talked to you. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. I think perhaps the Israeli» had been 

talking to him before that. 

SENATOR BYRD: Yea. But to ait down and discuas this matter 

and say well, what are we going to do about reporting to Congresi 

MR. CASEY: That was done by the NSC principal» in early 

November and again in January. 

SENATOR BYRD: And was the President in on that? 

MR. CASEY: Yes, both cases. 

SENATOR BYRD: Were you In on the discussions? 

MR. CASEY: I was out of the country the first discussion. 

My Deputy John McMahon was there. I was in on the second 

discussion which took place in January. 

SENATOR BYRD: You indicated that you agreed with the, 

quote, "prevailing" close quote, view, which leaves us to under-

stand that there was a different view. Now, with respect to 

whether or not there should be timely reporting to Congress and 

what the word timely meant, under the prevailing view. 

MR. CASEY: I don't recall a different view on timely 

reporting. 1 think everybody went along with that. What X did 

say there was a different view on, there was a different view 

on the wisdom and desirability of entering into the relationship-

with respect to weapons and arma. That is where the difference 
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was. '"'*'•"••_«; 

SENATOR BYRD: I believe, and I don't have the transcript 

in front of me, but I believe that you were discussing, when you 

said this, I think you were referring to, quote, "informing 

Congress," close quote, and then you indicated that you, quote, ! 

"agreed with the prevailing view." i 

MR. CASEY: No, I don't think so. 

SENATOR BYRD: All right. 

MR. CASEY: I've got that right here. 

SENATOR BYRD: All right. Let that be as it may. That is ; 

the way I understood it. The President was presents is that 

correct? 

MR. CASEY: Yes. \ 
! 

SENATOR BYRD: Who else was present? Was the Secretary of : 

State there? 

MR. CASEY: Yes. 

SENATOR BYRD: Was the Secretary of Defense there? 

MR. CASEY: Yes. 

SENATOR BYRD: Was Mr. Meese there? 

MR. CASEY: Yes. 

SENATOR BYRD: And was the Vice President there? 

MR. CASEY: I'm not sure, but I think so. He usually is, 

unless he is out of town. 

SENATOR BYRD: And who else was there? 

MR. CASEY: Well, Poindextar was there. I think that was 

• 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Don Regan? 

MR. CASEY: Don Regan was probably there, yeah. 

SENATOR BYRD: Now, among those, who raised the question as: 

to reporting and as to the law? 

MR. CASEY: Mr. Chairman — Mr. Leader, as far as I know and 

can recall now, nobody raised that question. 

SENATOR BYRD: Nobody raised that question --

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BYRD: -- with the Attorney General there — 

MR. CASEY: Well, the Attorney General concurred. You 

remember that this had been discussed for a couple of weeks back: 

and forth starting with our General Counsel and our Deputy j 

Director of Operations people, the NSC staff people, and I don't! 

know to what extent State end Defense was involved, but they were 

involved. And I didn't hear any discussion about the — any 

great dissent or dispute ebout the way the Finding would be 

handled. 

SENATOR BYRD: Well, you ssy you didn't hear any discussion 

or any great dissent. Someone surely said, where do we stand 

within the context of the law. 

MR. CASEY: Oh, that waa worked very carefully by the lawyer 

SENATOR BYRD: Well, the lawyers weren't in on that meeting, 

were they? 

MR. CASEY: Oh, yeah. Well, not on the final meeting. 
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SENATOR BYRD: No, I am Calking about the original meeting. 

MR. CASEY: They were in in the preparation of the Finding. 

SENATOR BYRD: Yes. But at some point, at some point up 

early there had to be a discussion of the requirements under 

Section 501 of the National Security Act. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, I think everybody agreed that that was a 

problem, and that probably the way to handle it was by having 

the President exercise his constitutional prerogative. 

SENATOR BYRD: Constitutional prerogatives aside for the 

moment, that discussion took place prior, didn't it? Prior to 

January the 17th when the President issued the memorandum. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I can't be sure about that. 

SENATOR BYRD: You mean he just came in on that meeting on : 

January 17 and said boys, here we have this — 

MR. CASEY: No. You know, Senator, that is not the way 
i 

life works. People working on the problem come up with a set 

of proposals and the principals are inclined to accept them. 

SENATOR BYRD: But there has to be a presentation before 

the principals. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. Well, there was a presentation and the ' 

Finding was presented. 

SENATOR BYRD: And that was prior to January 17? 

MR. CASEY: I am not sure about the dates there. I know 

the document was signed January 17. I think the meeting was 

January 17th. No, maybe the meeting was — 
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MR. ARMSCOST: The meeting was January 7th. 

MR. CASEY: The meeting was January 7th. 

SENATOR BYRD: January 7th? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, January 7th was the meeting. 

SENATOR BYRD: What was the purpose of that meeting? 

MR. CASEY: That was to discuss the whole initiative. It j 

was — we had said, as early as December, that we felt that a 

Finding should be prepared. And the Finding was prepared. And'; 

then I guess the policy was reviewed again January 7th, and then 

the Finding was finally finalized and signed on January 17th. 

SENATOR BYRD: Now, as early as December you had discussed ; 

the necessity of a Finding, is that correct? 

MR. CASEY: Yes » yes. ! 

SENATOR BYRD: For what reasons? One and two — may I 

finish my question? For the reasons of authorizing the arms 

shipments and the purposes to be achieved thereby, or — and/or , 

the reporting of Congress and the necessity of not reporting to 

the Congress. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I think that is not the way it works. 

! 

SENATOR BYRD: But they are both included in the Finding, j 

MR. CASEY: Well, we wanted a Finding. We said, look, if ; 

we are going to do all these activities, we have to have a 

Finding. And then the question of the kind of a Finding and 

everything else came up. And that was turned over to the — 

normally is, to our DDO people and an interdepartmental group 
Tkia docuawnt U tat proptrty of tka Scuta tad ! • • ! • nadtr its ceatnl tarai** tha Stleet : 
Coonuttat on ItttUifoaet. It it preridad far limited purpoea, nlated te cowmtioul m n i f M ' 
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which has a Defense anda State and an NSC representative. They! 

get the Finding together, or CIA may do the draft and they send ! 

it around to this group who make inputs from each Department -

MR. ARMACOST: I have to say, Bill. I don't believe anybodj 

in the State Department saw the Finding. 

MR. CASEY: Oh. 

SENATOR BYRD: Pardon me, what was that? 

MR. ARMACOST: I don't believe anybody in the State Depart

ment saw the Finding. I don't know what the normal procedure 

would have been, but I was unaware of it and I don't believe the 

Secretary saw it. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I'm not sure they did either. I am just 

telling you how it normally works. 

SENATOR BYRD: Now, in the Finding --

MR. CASEY: I am quite sure the Secretary saw the Finding 

at the meeting. 

MR. ARMACOST: I don't believe so. 

MR. CASEY: That's so? All right. 

SENATOR BYRD: The Finding authorized the shipments, and it 

also required the CIA — directed the CIA not to report to the j 

Congress. 

MR. CASEY: Right. 

SENATOR BYRD: Now, that discussion, the discussions which; 

led up to the decision that there should be a Finding — 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

TU* deeosMBt it the properly of tao S d i u u d romiino under its control throat» the Select j 
I C — i t t s o m Intollifeoe». It is pimridrt for limiud pnrposei rtlstod to m i w l n i l or*ni«-ht 
I of ihtslUsjeac» «ctiTitln. cm conditio» that It will hot oo ToUesod or othonrto» ill—iliestoo' with—t 
I oennissioo «f the Cowniitteo. Pcimioaon ii granted to prorido it to the C*oteli»« Branch pcroonool ; 

who*» eAdai dstus eon « m it* eobject matter, ««hjeet to the** i «miction! tad control». | 



168 

î 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SENATOR BYRO^1 "—"began as early as December, as I under

stand. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, I think maybe even earlier. Maybe lata 

December. 

SENATOR BYRD: You mean late November. " 

MR. CASEY: November. After the shipment had been completed 

and had been authorized, and we said we're not going to do this 

again without a Finding, and then I think they started talking 

about the kind of a Finding and when. 

SENATOR BYRD: Now, who proposed that the Congress be 

circumvented? 

MR. CASEY: I don't know who proposed that initially. I 

can't tell you who proposed that initially. As I said, I was 

not in the country at the time, at the inception of that exercise 

The first meeting in December I was away, and my Deputy was there 

And then the process went on In the bureaucracy putting together 

the Finding, and I guess it was finalized in January. 

SENATOR BYRD: What about the meetings in which you parti

cipated. You said you agreed with the prevailing view. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BYRD: Who raised a question? Did anybody raise the 

question with regard to the interpretation of this statute? 

MR. CASEY: I think that that interpretation of the statute 

was part of the basic tools that we work with. That is nothing 

new. That interpretation is — there has always been three ways 

Taia donnant u tho proparty of too Saaata «ad m u l m aadar ita control throngs tha Saiatt 
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to go. One, the leaderships oris, th« President exercises his 

constitutional authority; and the third is the normal way where 

you put it through the — around the robin to all the Committees. 

SENATOR BYRD: Well, surely there must have been — 

MR. CASEY: I believe that somewhere early on there was a 

general acceptance that it was important in this job if we were 

going to do it, in as secure and in a closed way as we could, 

and a disposition to go with the most secure route, which is 

generally deemed to be the constitutional route. It was that 

kind of a general decision. I don't think there was a lot of 

discussion about it. 

SENATOR BYRO: Well, I am rather surprised there wouldn't : 

be a discussion of this, which would obviously be a very central 

point of criticism, in the event that this matter ever came out. 

MR. CASEY: You once told me, Mr. Leader, that President 
i 

Carter talked to you before the Iranian Finding, and there wasn't 

a great deel of discussion about what kind of notification it 

would be. 

SENATOR BYRD: Yes. Well, let me say to that, Mr. Casey. : 

I did not only tell you — 

MR. CASEY: No, no. 

SENATOR BYRD: — I told my colleagues. Republicans and 

Democrats, following that situation. That is number one. Now 

let me respond to that. That is number one. In that situation,' 

you had over 50 hostages whose lives were at stake then, and 

! Tfcta l i n i m it tho proatrty of tao S H I U and m u n i oaatr its control throafh tao aatact 
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you had the crews^f six helicopters whose lives were at stake 

then, and the whole operation was, as I remember, something like 

an 11 day matter. And thirdly — thirdly, I criticized the 

President of my Party on that occasion for not having taken into' 

his confidence at least a few persons, Democrats and Republicans, 

on this Hill, who as I «aid to him, can keep a secret as well as 

anybody in this White House. And I say that again. 

Now, we keep — 

MR. CASEY: Well, look, I understand what you are saying 

entirely. 

SENATOR BYRD: So there is no secret about that. 

MR. CASEY: I understand that. All I am saying is, Z chink 

you can understand how these decisions are made. They sometimes 

SENATOR BYRD: I don't understand — 

MR. CASEY: — don't have a lot of discussion. | 

SENATOR BYRD: No, I don't understand how this decision was! 

made. But let me say finally on that, ve can't keep looking 

back at Iran and the hostages under the Carter Administration. 

I think this Administration has to be accountable for what it 

has done. 

MR. CASEY: I am not trying to excuse anything on the basis 

of the Carter Administration. I am merely trying to remind you 

of how these decisions get made. They don't always have a lot 

of discussion. X know I wa-n't in a lot of discussion on this. 

I accepted the decision and the concludion, and I know there wen 
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three ways to do it, and I was inclined to do this one in the va 

it was dona. 

SENATOR BYRD: Well, let's leave the Carter situation for 

the moment and I don't mind discussing that anywhere. 

MR. CASEY: I don't want to get back into the Carter 

situation at all. 1 am trying -- what I am trying to talk about 

how decisions are made in this government under either Adminis

tration. They are made very quickly, people are doing a lot of 

other things, and there isn't a lot od discussion sometimes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Leader, could I interrupt Just one second 

to clarify. Who has to leave here at 1:30? 

MR. CASEY: I have to be with the House Committee at 1:30. : 

THE CHAIRMAN: Oh, you have to meet with the House Committee 

at 1:30. Okay. Well, we still have Mr. Bradley — Mr. Bentsen ' 

has left, Mr. Boren has left — Mr. Murkowski and Mr. Nunn and ; 

Mr. Moynihan. Is that correct? Have I got that right? 

SENATOR BYRD: Could I ask one further question. 

THE CHAIRMAN: That's fine. I just wanted to clarify that" 

we have got about 20 minutes left. 

MR. CASEY: I'll coma back here if you want ma to. 

SENATOR BYRD: Yes, I'll be glad to come back also. 

One final question, then perhaps I can follow this up later. 

Did tha Secretary of State and/or the Secretary of Defense in 

particular or did anyone else at any of the meetings you attendee 

beginning prior to January 17th, inclusive of January 17, or 
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following that meeting, raise a strong opposition to this idaa, 

to this kind of operation, trafficking in arms with a terrorist 

state, and also raise a question with respect to advisability 

and the legality of not reporting to the Congressional Committees 

or at least the -- if we might say. let's say the eight 

individuals whose titles are spelled out in the --

MR. CASEY: I want to be very clear about this, Mr. Leader,, 

I want to be very clear about this. 

SENATOR BYRD: Yesi all right. 

MR. CASEY: They did raise strong objection to the concept 

of dealing with the Iranians, and there was a split there. As . 

far as I can remember, they did not raise any objection as to 

the procedure elected. Now, they may have done it, but in my 

recollection I did not hear them raise any objection as to the ' 

process. They did raise strong objections to the idea and the • 

concept. Is that clear? 

SENATOR BYRD: Who did? 

MR. CASEY: Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense. 

SENATOR BYRD: And how about with regard to not reporting 

to the Congress? 

MR. CASEY: As far as I can remember, they did not raise 

any objection to that. They accepted that. It was a technical, 

procedural issue. Now, they may have been uneasy about it, and 

maybe they did raise an objection, but I don't recall it and I 

don't know about it at this time. 

I "| 
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SENATOR BYRD: Mr. President, I thank the Chair and the 

Members for their indulgence. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Leader. Mr. Bradley. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Casey, let ! 

me just say, your interpretation of 502 I think really is a 

gigantic loophole that would allow the Executive Branch to 

virtually do anything and not be required to report to the ; 

Congress. I strongly disagree with that. I don't think that 

this meeting is going to resolve it — 

MR. CASEY: It is a big argument that has been going on a 

long time. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: -- and I think it is only some future 

legislation will resolve it. I don't want to deal with that, 

but I think I ought to put — I think you're getting this 

message loud and clear. 

MR. CASEY: Okay. Sure. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Who participated in the drafting of the 

Finding? 

MR. CASEY: I think the General Counsel, our Ganeral Counsel 

did. I think probably the people in our Directorate of Operation 

did. I think some had — { 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Mr. George? Did Mr. George participate 

in that? 

MR. CASEY: I don't know whether -- either he did it or 

he delegated it to somebody. 
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Oi dïa not. The C MR. GEORGE: «fc <ft3not. The General Counsel was the Agenc-

representative in the drawing up of that. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You did not participate in the Finding? 

KR. GEORGE: I did not. It was handed me — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Not one meeting did you participate in 

the drafting. 

MR. GEORGE: No I did not. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So who was it, the General Counsel? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And who else? 

MR. CASEY: I really can't tell you now. I «aw it at soma -

SENATOR BRADLEY: Anyone from the Defense Department. 

MR. CASEY: I saw it at some point. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: No one from the Defense Department? Mr. 

Armitage? 

MR. ARMITAGE: No, sir, nobody from the Defense Department.; 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Anybody from the State Department? 

MR. ARMACOST: No, sir. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Anyone from the CIA? The General Counsel' 

office, is that it? 

MR. CASEY: The General Counsel participated. Whether 

anybody else did on it — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Anyone other than Mr. Sporkin? 

MR. CASEY: I don't know. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You don't know? 
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MR. CASEY: I could find out and let y o u know. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well, I think it would be important that 

va git that on the record. 

Could you tell me who in the Executive Branch participated 

in — in the White House? 

MR. CASEY: I can't be sure. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You can't be sure? 

MR. CASEY: No. You know, I am sure the NSC was involved in 

it. Who at the NSC worked at it — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The NSC was involved? ! 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And who on the NSC participated? 

MR. CASEY: I really can't tell you all who might have beeni 

in. I would be just guessing. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Is there anyone here from the General 

Counsel's office? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Can the General Counsel's office tall us 

who participated in the meeting that you used go draft the --

MR. DOHERTY: Well, I was not the General Counsel then. I 

know that the then General Counsel had discussions with — when 

you «ay participate in the drafting, I assume you mean the 

process. Ha had factual input from the operational people 

indicating the facts --

SENATOR BRADLEY: So who in the operations department did 
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WESASM 
the General Counsel have discussions with? 

Ml. DOHERTY: I'll neve to get those details. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But not with Mr. George. 

MR. DOHERTY: If he seys — if he seys no, I em sure it 

wasn't Mr. George. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Mr. George, you say no? 

MR. GEORGE: The first I.saw the Finding it was complet». 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Pardon? 

MR. GEORGE: The first time I spoke of the Finding — or 

saw it, it had been completed. 

MR. CASEY: I think it is likely it was done at the NSC 

and it would --

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. Is it possible that in addition 

to providing us with the names in the General Counsel's office, 

who in the NSC participated. 

MR. CASEY: I will try to gather that information and pi 
I 

it to you. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. Now, as I understand it, there wee 

a November expenditure of money that was approved by Mr. McMahon, 

right? 

MR. CASEY: I guess eo. I am not sure. 

MR. GEORGE: No expenditure. It was use of the proprietary. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: What was the charter airline you referred 

to? 

MR. CASEY: Use of the proprietary. 

provildi 
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: 1 ^ it was the use of « 

78 

* «as th. * . « A proprietary. ! 

MR. CASEY: Proprietary plane. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So no expenditure of money. 

MR. CASEY: It was paid for by the Iranians, I guess, 

wasn't it. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But it was the use of a CIA proprietary 

airlines. 

MR. CASEY: They billed the shipper and the shipper paid 

for it. j 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But the airline was a CIA proprietary. ! 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, that's right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Now, had this ever been done before? 

MR. CASEY: Well, it is kind of hard for me to answer that 

categorically. I assume they had. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Mr. George, has the CIA proprietary 

airline ever flown to Iran before? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes. It is my understanding it had on one 

occasion. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: When was that? 

We'll get you the exact date, sir. It has 

been in at least once on a normal commercial — j 

MR. GEORGE: The plane sits commercially in^| J j and 

operates as a commercial entity taking contracts, as all 

commercial planes do. Our looking into -- that very question 

has been asked, had it ever flown before to Tehran. We have an " 
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indication that a year before £t~nad flown to Tehran on a 

regular eomnercial contract. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And did you know about that at that time, 

Mr. Casey? 

MR. CASEY: No, I wa» out of the country at that time, as I 

told you. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: No, no, no. The year before. > 

MR. GEORGE: He would not know that. 

MR. CASEY: No, I didn't know that. 

MR. GEORGE: Nor would we have known. Senator. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So that even though we have a policy of ; 

an arms embargo against Iran and no dealings with the Iranian 

government — 

MR. CASEY: I don't check up on all the — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: --we can have a CIA proprietary airline j 

fly to Iran with what -- nobody knows it's flown, nobody knows i 

what's in it, and nobody has given approval or has any kind of . 
•i 

control over it. Is that — I understood that is what you have 

said. 

MR. CASEY: I think that is probably true, yeah. 

MR. GEORGE: It is very hard to run an international commer

cial airlines — 

MR. CASEY: These CIA proprietaries are out there doing 
i 

business. They are supposed to obey the law, get clearances and 

so on. 

This docaatat i* too property of tht SaaaM aaa i ail In safer to control throat» tho SoUct I 
CommittM on Iatollifaaca. It u prortaoa far Umitod puriim ralataa to narriidml ooanajat 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: Has Mr. Poindexter participated in this 

venture any place outside the United States? 

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

SENATOR BRADLEY: Did he meet with any Iranians? Did he 

meet with any Israelis outside the United States? 

MR. CASEY: I can't answer that, Senator. I haven't got 

his diary. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Pardon? 

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

find out. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Could you find out and tell us. 

MR. CASEY: I suspect that he met with Israelis in the 

United States, but not outside the United States. 

SENATOR BRADLEY : Pardon? 

MR. CASEY: I suspect that he met with Israelis in the 
i 

United States but not outside the United States. I suspect that! 
I 

he did not meet with Iranians, although he may have met with them 

in the United States. He didn't meet with them out of this --

SENATOR BRADLEY: Could you provide that for the record? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. I will confirm that. That is what my 

guest. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. Now, as I understand your list of 

events, on February 21st there was a meeting of U.S. and Iranian 

parties, is that correct? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah; yes. 
I Thii document n tht property of tht Scut* and ramaia* undtr it» control throng* tht Solact 

Commitut on Inttllirtnet. It n provided for limittd purpo»t» rtlattd to murr—inml m n f k t 
of iBttlliftnet aetivititt. on condition th»t it will not bt rtitaatd or othtnriat diaatminatod without 
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SENATOR BRADLEY : \ •'"was at that meeting on the United 

States' aide. 

MR. CASEY: Which meeting is that, Clair? 

MR. GEORGE: Between 19 and 21 February. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: That is the first meeting with the Irani, 

and the U.S., is that correct? 

MR. GEORGE: That is not the first meeting. 

MR. CASEY: I don't have all this detail with me, Senator. 

j(| B . T h e £ l r s c meeting is 5 through 7 February. 

MR. GEORGE: 5 through 7 February, Senator Bradley. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: 5 through 7. Who was at that meeting and 

who was at the meeting on the 21st of February? 

MR. GEORGE: Tom Twetton who was the — 

^ J/^ It was the NSC was present on 5 through 7 

February. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The NSC? Who on the NSC was present? 

I: don't taow. * 

You don't know? 

I don't-know. And on 19 through 21 Februar 

MR. CASEY: On 5 February a U.S. official from NSC meet wit 

a representative of the Israeli Prime Minister. Met in Germany. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: I am talking about the Iranian. Iranian. 

Iranian-U.S. meeting. 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. Senior level Iranian officials and a 

representative of the Israeli Prime Minister. That took place 
Bits 
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in Germany. I t B f f w * * ^ ^ j the Iranian; I chink it 

was probably Nir, the Israeli. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have 10 minutes left. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Let me just get to this. 

THE CHAIRMAN: All right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY:; The point is{who at this meeting'spoke 

Farsi? 

MR. CASEY: They had an interpreter. 

" SENATOR BRADLEY: They had an interpreter? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Is that true, Mr. George? Did chey have 

an interpreter? 

MR. GEORGE: We were not.at this.meeting. I do not know 

who was at this meeting. We were at the later meeting --

MR. CASEY: I understand there was an interpreter who lived 

in Geneva. They later superceded him by our interpreter. 

MR. ALLEN: We understand one of the Iranian intermediaries 

who spoke English did the interpreting. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The Iranian intermediary? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So the U.S. government went to this 

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

MR. CASEY: That's rights yeah, that's right. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Bill, thank you very much. We'll follow up. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: I think that just simply characterizes th« 

| This dormant it tha proptrty of tha S o i u u d m i m In it» control through tka Satan j 
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nature of the operation, the unprofessionalism of the operation, 

and the misguided direction. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Murkowski. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Casey, 

in the interpretation of Section 501 of the National Security 

Act with the requirement» for reporting to Congres», is it your 

interpretation or the interpretation of your counsel that there 

is any penalty for not providing that information, or if the 

Members of the appropriate determine that indeed it was not 

within reasonable compliance, is there any penalty, or is it Just 

a matter of not seeing fit to abide by it. 

MR. CASEY: I don't think there is any statutory penalty. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: No penal penalties, just one of those ; 

things that is there for your interpretation? 
i 

MR. CASEY: It is a requirement. I think — 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: It is a requirement, but if it is not 

done --

MR. CASEY: I think there are penalties. If we ignore those 

requirements I think that you have ways of making it — 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: What might the penalties be for ignoring 

Since there is no provision, apparently — 

MR. CASEY: You have to figure that out. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Well, in other words — 

MR. CASEY: I don't know of any specific penalty. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if counsel for tt 
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CIA would provide Tor the record whether in their opinion there 

is any penal --

MR. CASEY: Dave, you want to respond to that? 

MR. DOHERTY: Yes. That is not a criminal statute to the 

extent that we did not comply with the law there would be reporti 

provisions and the like. Our view obviously is that under our 

interpretation that has been long standing that the President 

has a constitutional right to determine in limited circumstances 

not to report. So we don't see a violation. If there is a 

violation of the law on our part, they are reporting provisions ! 

of this kind of law, anyway, and there were no criminal 

sanctions — 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: There are no provisions for any penalties 

MR. DOHERTY: Well, as I said — if penalties you mean going 

to jail, then the answer is no. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Is any reference to — 

MR. CASEY: No. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: — any action if you don't comply? 

MR. DOHERTY: Other than as I said, the reporting require- | 

ments on our part and — 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: I know, but if you didn't report — 

MR. DOHERTY: — the political consequences --

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: — what would be the penalty. 

MR. DOHERTY: There is no criminal sanction. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: There is no penalty, in other words. 

.. 
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MR. DOHERTY: If your definition is a criminal unction. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Not necessarily a criminal, a non

criminal. What might be a penalty under a non-criminal «anctioi 

MR. DOHERTY: Well, there may be administrative provisions 

there are administrative provisions that provide for reporting. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: But if the reporting isn't done, is 

there a provision? 

MR. DOHERTY: No one is going to pull our license or anythl 

It is not like an SEC statute where there are administrative 

sanctions. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Thank you. 

MR. DOHERTY: There are political consequences, obviously. 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, my name 

question I will be brief, because I recognize the time. Mr. 

Casey, what was the motivation to initiate the so-called risk. 

Was it to primarily establish a relationship hopefully with the 

splinter group of the Iranian government, or was it to initiate 

exchange for the hostage. 

MR. CASEY: Well, as I think I read in my opening statement 

there were four purposes. One was opening up the relationshipj 

one is to divert the Iranians from the practice of terrorisms 

one was to bring the --

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: So it was a combination. 

MR. CASEY: — war to a closet end the fourth was to help 

get our hostages back. 

Tato taM » tao provmy of I k i Soaaw aaa m u I n mtm it» an 
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SENATOR MURKOWSKI: So it was a combination including both 

the hopeful establishment of a relationship with the Iranian 

splinter group and the exchange of the hostages. But in view of 

my limited time in government, but my observation that there 

virtually are no secret, wasn't the recognition as you stated in 

your testimony, this is only the second time in 10 years that 

there has not been reporting to this Committee, and the other 

one, the other instance was the Iranian hostage situation some 

10 years ago, didn't that lead you to believe that is indeed was 

a very, very high risk area and the consequences of exposure 

were very, very real, and you know, we're faced with those 

consequences today. 

It would seem to me that while hindsight is cheap, let me 

ask you the question then. In hindsight, what would you have 

done differently? What might you have urged? 

MR. CASEY: That's hard to answer. That's hard to answer. 

I am always amenable to talking to the Committees about it. But 

here there was a feeling, a concensus that we would not do it 

at that time, and I think that was just a risk we took at the 

outset and it is a risk we live with. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Frank, how are we doing? 

SENATOR MURKOWSKI: I am through. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Casey. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Sam Nunn. 

SENATOR NUNN: Mr. Chairman, I'll try to make my questions 

! Thii i n — n i t ii the property of tk* Senate »n4 m i n i nadir i n mitral throng* the Select , 
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to tha point, and miyo» we could gat aa cloaa to that kind of 

answer alao, Director Caaey. First question. Did we or did 

Israel deliver any spare parts for the F-4s or the M-48 tanks? 

MR. CASEY: I don't know, off hand. 

SENATOR NUNN: How about the Israelis? Did they? 

MR. CASEY: I don't know. 

SENATOR NUNN: Could you search the intelligence files and 

give us that answer, please? 

MR. CASEY: Yes. 

SENATOR NUNN: I have here a staff sunmary of{ 

MR. CASEY: Huh? What is that? 

SENATOR NUNN: I have here a staff sunmary of 

SJSM H a n d 1 know this is sensitive, and I 

have already asked the Director here, Bernie, to see if everyone 

can stay in for this, and he seys they can. 1 would like to 

read you lust cwoorthreeoftheseW 

• s S 0 And ask yoi 

if you could, to be brief, true, false or partial, just one of 

those, because I don't have tine to go through all of them. I 

would like to come back and do this in detail. 

First of all, this is quoting from this memorandum,^ 

H a t least, all the discussions pertain to deals of arm: 

sales in return for the release of hostages. 

MR. CASEY: Well, that doesn't surprise ma. 

There wars 
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e v ^ p i K g you could think of was in th«m. 

SENATOR NUNN: All right. Second, the first arms delivery 

involving the United States is on September 14th, 1985, the sam 

day that Reverend Weir is released. 

MR. CASEY: I don't know where that cones from» I don't km 

how to assess it. 

SENATOR NUNN: Third. 

MR. CASEY: One man's opinion. 

SENATOR NUNN: All right. Next question. It it true Chat 

we were supplying intelligence to both Iran and Iraq? 

MR. CASEY: Yeah. 

SENATOR NUNN: On tactical — 

MR. CASEY: No. At different times — I can tell you the 

story on that. We have been providing intelligence to Iraq for 

three years, and this tactic — more substantive, and when this 

relationship with Iran developed, we were providing intelligenc 

Thia donnant il tht property of the Soaato tad 
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north, and son* intelligence abov. 

quite « ways from the front of 

about the Soviet tt 

deployments way back in the 

Iraqi — 

SENATOR NUNN: List ma — I am going to have to coma back or 

«11 of these, but lat ma move on. 

MR. CASEY: Wall, he probably was. 

SENATOR NUNN: Was that information accurate? 

MR. CASEY: We don't know. Wa don't know. Wa think Buckle 

was killed by the captors — I'm not sura about that. Ha died. 

Died of pneumonia, but it was — 

SENATOR NUNN: It seems to ma this directly conflicts every 

thing wa have heard from the President about the fact that the 

Iranians ware being more cooperative. 

MR. CASEY: That goes back two years ago. No, I'm not — 

no, we're not saying that the Iranians ara any saints. We're 

saying they moved a little bit. That's all we've ever said. 

MR. GEORGE: Senator Nunn, may I say, sir, that Mr. Allan 

hare has those with him, and we can go over those with you at 

soma time. Some of this is falsa, true, this and that on both 

things. 
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SENATOR NUNN: I understand that. It may or nay not be 

true. How, here is my point, and this to me ia very important. 

First of all, we know that these were^j WL, They came fro: 

our government. Nov, who was furnished thesajj • & * this; 

whole operation vas transpiring? Were you, Director Casey, 

furnished these^f BR 

MR. CASEY: Yeah, I had then. 

SENATOR NUNN: Who else? 

MR. CASEY: Can't tell you. Charlie, can you tellus who 

was getting those^| p £ ~ 

MR. ALLEN: Yes, sir. It was the National Security Advisor 

Mr. McFarlane and then Mr. Poindexter» the Secretary of Defense, 

Mr. Weinberger; and the Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff. 

SENATOR NUNN: Who is that? 

MR. ALLEN: That was Admiral Moreau and then it was Bennett 

and then Mohring, General Mohring. 

SENATOR NUNN: ' So the Joint Chiefs had these 

MR. ALLEN: Yes, sir. 

SENATOR NUNNi Director Casey, if we knew this 

53-019 0 - 9 2 - 7 
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don't understand. This 1* — 

MR. CASEY: I think you have to understand that what you a: 

getting her« 

It was all vary — 

vary little credibility. And I don't thin* wa have put too suet 

assessment 

SENATOR NUNN: 

MR. CASEY: Just 

MR. GEORGE: That is 

goodness knows vha 

enator Nunn, and 

MR. GEORGE: Using the names oi 

^government officials. 
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SENATOR NUNN: 

MR. ALLEN: Thai* individual» that vara principally involv 

rare people involvad strictly in procur 

mant activitias, and it is not surprising that thay looked at f: 

in a vary narrow context. You cannot understand this project 

just on the basis °f^J fcknd I think 1 can intarpre 

a good deal of the material for you. *"? 

SENATOR NUNN: Well, I am not saying that we could say tha 

all this is accurate. I am saying that here we have tha top 

four or five people, including NSC people, including Director 

Casey, including others, that understood and were informaed all 

along! 

and yet wa continued right 

That's all, Mr. Chairman. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Moynihan. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Mr. Director, do you have four minutas? 

MR. CASEY: Yes, sir. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Wall, first off, on a personal levai, 

is it your view that Bill Buckley is dead? 

MR. CASEY: Yes. 
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SENATOR MOYNIHAN: That's very sad. 

MR. CASEY: I think we have had that view for a couple of 

years. 

MR. GEORGE: The hostages that have been let out, Senator 

Moynihan, have as much as confirmed that. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: And was he held by Iranians, Iranian 

supporters? 

MR. CASEY: No, held by hezballah; Lebanese hezballah. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Two questions, sir. We're sorry to hea: 

that, and I think we assumed that from what we've read in the 

press. You said, as Senator Murkowski remarked, that the 

President had twice invoked the, what we might call the 

constitutional exception in 501, saying in advance that the 

Committees will not be notified, saying in advance that we woul 

not give advance notification. But this is not the — there h£ 

been more than two occasions on which an activity has been 

authorized about which we have not been in fact notified. The 

mining of Nicaraguan harbors. 

MR. CASEY: Oh, no, now, I take exception to that. That 

clearly authorized. It was a change in tactics which we probab 

should have told you about, and we actually did, and it was 

publicly announced that this was going on. It was publicly 

announced that the harbors were being mined. The EDN announce 

it to the world. And we told the Committees right away, as sc 

as they got back in town. 
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SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Mr. Case*, this was 1984. as we endad up 

you signed *nd Senator Goldwater signad and I signed and the 

President approved a whole statement about this matter. Wail, 

that is your recollection. Let's — 

MR. CASEY: My recollection, I'll pick the historical recor-

out on it. In the transcript. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: But this is the point I want to ask you. 

We got into an operation her* in which it was very questionable 

whether you could call it an intelligence operation. It was a 

diplomatic and a military initiatives and so forth. But it 

was quite explicitly the case that the Iranians would know what 

we were doing. Some Iranians would. Soma Iranian military, aos 

Iranian intermediaries, cargo handlers, soldiers. 

MR. CASEY: Like we were dealing with Hitler's — the guys 

that were trying to kill Hitler. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Were we sending arms to Nazi Germany? 

SENATOR LEAHY: We only have an eight year term now. 

MR. CASEY: Oh, yeah. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: I see. I guess the question it, so it 

was inevitable that tha Iranians begin by knowing, and inevitab 

ara going to find the day comes whan it is to thair advantage t 

make public what the Great Satan has bean up to. Wasn't this 

really a means of concealing from the American public what was 

know by our adversaries? 

MR. CASEY: I don't think we thought about it that way. 
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can view it chat way. 

SEHATOR MOYNIHAN: Could I just say this. It seems to me 

that the interests of the Agency, the interests of the community 

which this Committee is trying to protect, is so defeated — you 

interests are so defeated when you are used for political purpos 

which are beyond your --

MR. CASEY: Well, why do you say political purposes. W« 

were used for national purposes, to achieve national objectives. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: But the political object was to see that 

for a long period of time the Iranians would know what the Amer: 

people did not know. 

MR. CASEY: Well, I didn't view it that way. I viewed it 

as protecting the people who were taking -- risking thair live 

in this undertaking. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Did we seriously suppose that you would 

establish assets in Iran whose situation would be nor* ••cur* 

by the fact — their situation would not be intnediately comproœ 

the moment it was learned they had been in touch with the Unite 

States government and receiving weapons from them? 

MR. CASEY: That is why we tried to keep it quit», because 

we knew they would jeopardized. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: How could it be kept quiet. 

MR. CASEY: We did keep it quiet for a while. This is a 

rusky, risky, hairy business. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: But I would have thought if you had tr 

I Tfcii document ij tfct property of tkt Son.» « a i lawiim ondor in control threat» the eeteet i 
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to get people to try to influence people inside Iran, you would 

get in touch with your enemies and say they were your friend», 
i 

and that way they would shortly be eliminated. 

MR. CASEY: I've got to think about that. Maybe I missed ! 

a point there, missed a trick. ! 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Thank about it. I must say you put in ' 

jeopardy — I ask the gentlemen behind you, you put in jeopardy 

the confidence, this whole relationship which we worked so hard ' 

to build up. And it was not the case that this Committee was 

told in advance of the Nicaraguan harbor mining. I had -- and j 

it was Mr. McFarlane, who, Mr. Goldwater having said we war* 

not informed, and said so publicly in a letter to you,.Mr. 

McFarlane went to the Naval Academy, said we were. I said if 

that is the case, I am not going to be Vice Chairman of this 
i 

Committee. And you very manfully came before this Committee and 

apoligized three weeks later, sir. 

MR. CASEY: I apologized that I might have anticipated this 
j 

is something that I might have made a specific disclosure about 

earlier on. I did make disclosure next time I talked to you. I: 

is right there on the record. Senator Goldwater knows it and j 

has admitted it. It is right there. And there was no attempt 

to conceal it because the FDN themselves announced they were 

doing it the moment they did it. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: I think the pattern in both these casas 

is our adversaries know something the Congress doesn't, though 

I 1 
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community. 

MR. CASEY: My Go<L, Congress knew as soon as they got back 

to work and were ready to maet. They were told. 

SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Wall, sir, I only am trying to tall you 

what I think. I an obviously not going on now. Thank you, ver 

much, Mr. Chairman. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Pat. 

Bill, what is the explanation of the failure of the Agency 

to notify this Committee of the $40,000 that was expanded on the 

various TOY and other funds required by law? 

MR. CASEY: Well, I am not — can anybody answer that 

question? I am too tired. 

MR. GEORGE: I think I authorized those, and I could have 

been mistaken. We were sanding staff officers on staff travel 

and we paid in a normal staff manner as we would normally do in 

travel and per diem on any Finding. We wouldn't charge travel. 

The hotel room rental» and the audio^| ^ o f thoae room» wou: 

normally have been charged against a covert action, and it was 

not. 

THE CHAIRMAN: And the legal explanation for the failure tc 

notify — 

MR. GEORGE: Sir? 

THE CHAIRMAN: Is one of you going to give us the legal 

explanation? 
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1 MR. GEORGE: I will take full responsibility for that. 
MR. DOHERTY: Let me just add a legal aspect on it. I thinl 

that 502 speaks in terms of reporting. We're talking 30 to 

$40,000 by the way. It speaks in terms of reporting to the 

Committees these funds, if read literally, would totally eviscer; 

501, and I think that issue was considered in the context of 502 

and there is some suggestion in the statutory history that they 

should be read consistent with one another. And so I would say 

that we could — would have to make the two provisions consistent 

and accordingly that would take us back into 501 for purposes of 

reporting. And you know, then you have the overlay of the 

Constitution. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions from Members of the 

Committee? 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Just one quick one. I would just like to 

ask, I guess Mr. George or Armitage or Armacost, what has happent 

to our contacts in Iran since all this has blown up? You know, 

the premise of this was gee, we wouldn't want to tell the Congre 

because it might endanger our contacts in Iran. What has happen 

to them now? 

MR. GEORGE: It is my understanding, Senator Bradley, that 

extremely sensitive contacts continue. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So it didn't endanger them? 

MR. ALLEN: Yes. 

MR. GEORGE: Of course it endangers them. 
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SENATOR MOYNIHAN: They were" purchasing arms for their 

government. They were procurement agents. 

MR. GEORGE: I am informed that the contacts continue and 

obviously it is very dangerous for them. 

SENATOR NUNN: I can't hears excuse me. 

MR. GEORGE: Contacts continue, Senator Nunn, sensitive 

contacts with these individuals, and to answer the question, of 

course it is dangerous for them. It is very dangerous in Tehran 

now for all the factions, as once again they go at each other. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: When was the last contact? 

MR. GEORGE: The last contact? 

MR. ALLEN: There have been — based on some intelligence ! 

that we received as of yesterday, it would indicate that contacte 

are continuing, but that the people involved in these contacts 

are under surveillance and in extreme danger. 

MR. McMAHON: Senator Bradley, Admiral Poindexter told us j 

this morning that the most recent contact was yesterday. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yesterday. In the midst of all of this. 

So the contacts continue in the midst of this furor, but you 

wouldn'd risk telling the Congress because it would endanger the; 

contacts. 

SENATOR BYRD: Who is on our end of the contacts that 

occurred as recently as yesterday? 

MR. McMAHON: I don't know the answer to that. I as suae th> 

it is someone who was in contact with Admiral Poindexter. 
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MR. GEORGE: It is the National Security Council, Mr. Leader 

MR. McMAHON: Someone on the National Security Council. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Someone on the National Security Council ; 

yesterday had contact with one of these people? 

MR. ARMACOST: I think National Security Council staff they, 

must have meant. 

! 
SENATOR BRADLEY: No, but someone on the National Security ; 

Council staff yesterday had contact with some of these -- some 

of our sources. j 
THE CHAIRMAN: That is what we were told. 

j 

MR. ALLEN: With the assistance of intermediaries. 

MR. GEORGE: Through intermediaries. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: That should really make the Secretary i 

of Defense and the Secretary of State feel very confident that 

the foreign policy of this country is being handled well. 

SENATOR BYRD: With the assistance of intermediaries » they 

being Israelis? 

MR. GEORGE: I think in this case they are exiled Iranians 

SENATOR BYRD: Living? 

MR. GEORGE: In Europe. In Western Europe. 

SENATOR BYRD: Paris? 

MR. ALLEN: And there are some private Americans. j 

MR. GEORGE: I don't know where they live. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So what you are saying is that this whole! 

thing could be compromised even more were they discovered? The ( 
TkJ* doraawnt it tha property of tha Sent* tad m a i n s oadar its control through tha Salact 
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whole thing could blow up in the next week, two weeks, three week 

into something much more serious than even now we're aware of, 

because contacts continue and risks are being taken daily, is 

that correct? ! 

MR. GEORGE: Well, I am not sure that -- I don't want to bel. 

the one standing here trying to explain it, but it would seem CO: 
i 

me that if you had contacts and you maintained those contacts and 
i 

your purpose was to have contacts with individuals in Iran, that, 

just because it all blew up in Washington, D.C., you wouldn't 

stop having contacts. 
SENATOR BRADLEY: But you are saying no, there's no — 

MR. GEORGE: I don't know that, but I am not sure that it is 

absolute in your description. 

SENATOR BYRD: But isn't it implicit, if the Senator would j 

yield, if they are under surveillance as we are told, that they : 

are very much at riak. They are under surveillance. And if we 

know they are under surveillance, and if we are so concerned j 
•| 

about the risk to their lives, why don't we stop this contact? 
i 

MR. GEORGE: X can't answer that. 

SENATOR NUNN: Mr. Chairman, could I ask a couple of questib 
i 

of Ambassador Armacost and Mr. Armitage. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Senator Nunn. 

SENATOR NUNN: Do either of you know whether Israel has 

shipped the spare parts for the tanks or the F-4 aircraft? 

MR. ARMACOST: I don't know. 
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MR. ARMITACE: I don't know tither. Those have been allege 

tion» that we've heard from time to time, but I have no definiti 

knowledge of that at all. 

SENATOR NUNN: Mr. Armacost, the State Department had an 

aggressive program to try to prevent the shipment of arms from 

everywhere in the world to Iran for two or three years. I know 

Ambassador Fairbanks had that job of going around the world. 

Maybe other people did. And yet Israel being a close ally of 

our's, we don't know whether they have shipped crucial parts for 

tanks and F-4 aircraft? Have we asked them? 

MR. ARMACOST: In my experience, Senator Nunn, in the last 

two and a half years in many meetings it's come up, and on each 

occasion we've represented to them as we've represented to other. 

governments the purposes of our staunch operation of stemming 

the flow to Iran. They have just as regularly denied in our 

contacts that any government transfers were taking place, althots. 
j 

they generally allowed a caveat to bang out there that private ': 
activity might be going on which was beyond their control. I 

certainly — 

SENATOR NUNN: How do you personally view it, given the j 

background in policy, to know now — maybe you did in years befoi 

that some of these parts were being carried, whatever, by the 

CIA's aircraft. 

MR. ARMACOST: Well, I made a lot of these representations 

myself, and I feel a little foolish. 
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SENATOR NUNN: Had you known that before, that we were 

actually — 

MR. ARMACOST: No, I didn't know it before. I heard about 

this November --

SENATOR NUNN: -- using CIA proprietary aircraft to ship 

parts to Iran. Had you known that? 

MR. ARMACOST: No, I learned that yesterday. 

SENATOR NUNN: Had Secretary Shultz known that? 

MR. ARMACOST: Not as far as I am aware. 

SENATOR NUNN: Mr. Annitage, had you known that? 

MR. ARMXTAGE: Secretary Weinberger did not know that. 

SENATOR NUNN: Do you find it incredible that we would have: 

one of our agencies not only doing that, but our CIA would not j 

know what was being shipped on its own aircraft? 

MR. GEORGE: I don't find that amazing. 

SENATOR NUNN: I am asking — I am not asking you. Mr. 

George, I am asking the witnesses. I'll be glad for you to 

answer in a minute. 

MR. GEORGE: I am sorry, sir. 

MR. ARMACOST: Well, I am not very familiar with these 

proprietary arrangements, but I do find it somewhat surprising. 

SENATOR NUNN: Mr. Armitage? 

MR. ARMITAGE: I think the facts speak for themselves. 

SENATOR NUNN: What does that mean? 

MR. ARMITAGEi Well, that means that it is surprising, of 
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SENATOR NUNN: One other question to both of you. The TOW 

missiles and the HAWK antiaircraft missiles, under the circum

stances in the Middle East now between Iran and Iraq, do you 

consider these, Ambassador Armacost, to be defensive weapons? 

In the Iranian hands? 

MR. ARMACOST: Well, I think it always is a matter of for 

what purposes weapons are used. 

SENATOR NUNN: That is why I asked you considering the 

circumstances with Iran, saying their goal is to topple the 

government in Iraq. How would you view those in your own person; 

view of those weapons? Offensive or defensive, under the 

present circumstances, in Iranian hands? 

MR. ARMACOST: Well, I wouldn't be surprised if the Iraqis 

would regard them as something other than defensive. 

SENATOR NUNN: How do you view them? 

MR. ARMACOST: Well, to the extent they were used against 

Iraqi forces while they were deployed in Iraq, they would be 

something other than defensive, but I don't know whether any of 

them have been used. I really frankly don't know much about 

their disposition. 

SENATOR NUNN: Mr. Armitage, how would you view TOW missile 

under the present circumstance being given to Iran, defensive or 

offensive? 

MR. ARMITAGE: I view them as defensive, and further given 
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the overwhelming superiority of Iraq in terms of armor, in terms 

of APC type vehicles, to be not a balance affecting factor in the 

war. 

SENATOR NUNN: You don't think 2,000 TOW missiles affect tht 

balance? 

MR. ARM1TACE: Oh, indeed, 2,000 TOWs could, if the TOW teat 

etc., had been well trained, and there were sufficient launchers; 

Senator, to make them effective. 

SENATOR NUNN: Well — so you think it could affect the 

balance? 

MR. ARMXTAGE: No, I said that my own feeling is that even 

if they were very effective crews, that the overwhelming prepon 

derance of APCs and tanks, armored vehicles, on Iraq's sida, 

make them not a large factor in the balance. 

SENATOR NUNN: Would you view Soviet missiles and missiles 

in the Soviet hands in Europe, TOW missiles, when they ara poisec 

toward an action in Western Europe, as being a defensive weapon? 

MR. ARMITAGE: If they came across the border, I certainly 

would not. 

SENATOR NUNN: All right, sir. That is what the Iranians j 

have said they are going to do, Mr. Armitage. They have said 

they ara going to try to take Iraq. Now, how can you view TOW 

missiles as defensive under those conditions. It is incredible. 

Do you think the Iraqis are about to take Iran? 

MR. ARMITAGE: No, we don't feel that that is the ease. 
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SENATOR NUNN: Don't you view the balance is the opposite? j 

MR. ARMITAGE: I view the balance in favor of Iraq. 

SENATOR NUNN: The balance in favor of Iraq? 

MR. ARMITAGE: The balance of forces is, by anybody — 

SENATOR NUNN: I am saying in terms of the likelihood of I 

Iraqi offensive action now taking Iran; you think that is more I 
i 

likely than Iran taking Iraq?. 

MR. ARMITAGE: No. I think the Iranians will light off anyi 
i 

offensive operation. 

SENATOR NUNN: Who do you think would be more likely to 

be able to seize substantial parts of the territory of the other 

side? 

MR. ARMITAGE: At the present time I think the likelihood 

of either side seizing substantial parts is very small. 

SENATOR NUNN: So there is no such thing in your book then 

as a TOW missile being used offensively. 

MR. ARMITAGE: No, of course it could be used offensively. 

That was not the question you asked me, Senator. You asked me j 

my view of this sale. It could be used offensively, obviously. 

SENATOR NUNN: Well, don't you think that is what the 
i 

Iranians plan to do with it? I 

MR. ARMITAGE: I think in this case probably not. Frankly ! 

I think that I would view them coming across the marshes again ah 

would make the TOWs not every effective in this environment. The 

is were I view the offensive perhaps coming from. 
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SENATOR NUNN: Why do they need the TOW missiles then? if j 
I 

they are going on the offense and they are announcing a final j 

offensive? 

MR. ARMITAGE: You'll have to ask someone else that question 

Senator. I don't have knowledge of why they requested this or 

why the decision was made to give these particular systems. 

SENATOR NUNN: What you're saying is they are useless to 

the Iranians, then. 

MR. ARMITAGE: No, I didn't say they are useless. I said i 

that I could see them defensively being used, and I do not see J 

them being used where I think the offensive will come. 

SENATOR NUNN: They could be used defensively after they j 

have seized certain Iraqi territory, and then there is a counter-

attack. Do you define that as defensive or offensive? 

MR. ARMITAGE: If I were the Iranis, in that case I would j 

define it as defensive. But I take your point. We can argue 

this point. I tried to answer your question. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Could I just follow on to Sam's question 

with one question. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Senator Bradley. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You said that their defensive — they are 

not — there are no teams. 

MR. ARMITAGE: The teams aren't trained. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Not trained. Is there any information, 

either Mr. George, Mr. Armacost, or Mr. Armitage, of technicians, 
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Committee on Intelligence. It is provided for limited porpont rttrttd to coiurroaeiontl owi i f t i t I 

; of intelligence ectmtie*. ea condition that it «ill not bo relet nd or othorwte* ilitttmimttil without | 
pernri**»o»of thoC<Mnmirteo.PoTini**toateiTa*^te | 

I wheat official dsttet concern iu tobject matter, «object to the** rattrietteat aad contrôla. wm. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

207 

108 
trained, heading or present in Iran, trained by Israelis or 

third parties, or Israelis, now in Iran? 

MR. ARMACOST: I don't have any information. 

MR. GEORGE: I have none. 

MR. ARMITAGE: I have none. Other Arab nations have some

times speculated on that. I have no knowledge. 

SEHATOR BRADLEY: So to the best of our knowledge, they jus: 

have all of this hardware and they have no knowhow. 

MR. ARMITAGE: Well, they have limited knowhow, because it 

has atrophied over the years s yes, Senator. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But your assessment would dramatically 

increase if there was an upgrade in knowhow with the weapons that 

are there. 

MR. ARMITAGE: My assessment would increase. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, as a part of the record of this 

hearing there are a series of questions from Senator Carl Levin 

and some other questions from the Chairman. If they could be 

responded to. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I will also during the next few days possibl 

have some more questions. And I would notify Mr. George, you may 

want to pass on to Mr. Casey the same message I gave Admiral 

Poindexter this morning. I fully take it as word of the Présider, 

when he says we will have absolute, total, full cooperation, and 

I will have several more questions to ask because there are 

still questions unanswered in my mind. 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Ledie» and gentlemen, thank you vary much, 

hearing la adjourned. 

(Whereupon at 1:55 o'clock p.m., the hearing was adjourned 
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P R O C E E D I N G S 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Bob, we want to thank you for 

coming today. We feel that your testimony will be of 

very great importance to us, since it seems to be 

unlikely we will have a chance to talk to the DCI before 

we complete our work. And so we'd like as much help from 

you as we can get. 

What we'd like for you to do in just your own 

narrative form is relate all* of your involvement in what 

we have just called the Iran-contra affair from the time 

you first became involved, or any knowledge you had of it" 

before you became involved would be helpful to us. We 

understand that your'participation is fairly limited 

until October of las* year, but anything you can say, any 

knowledge you have of before that, we would appreciate. 

There are a number of things we will be 

interested in: your assessment of how the NSC staff 

functioned in all of this; why the CIA was not the lead 

agency in the program; and the other questions we will 

probably raise from time to time. 

The session is Top Secret. If you have to go 

nto any Codeword matters or feel it desirable to do so, 

or if we ask any questions that might lead you into 

Codeword areas, please flag it for us because we will 

have to clear the room of one or two people. 
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HE-HUB T B 0 0 0 1 4 1 [ -
So with that in mind, if you could proceed and 

do so in your own way. 

MR. GATES: All right. Before I go through my* 

role let me mention a couple of things that we are 

providing to the Commission either today or tomorrow. We 

will make available to the Commission the internal 

factfinding study that was done by the Agency's inspector 

General established by the Director, I think on November 

26. That document lays out in great detail all of the 

Agency's activities in the entire affair. 

The second is a speech that I gave to Agency 

employees, which is being provided to all Agency 

employees. I gave the speech on Thursday. It lays out 

CIA's role in somewhat less detail, but offers some 

self-critical judgments about the Agency's role and where 

we made mistake^ and so on, both of which may be of some 

value to the Commission. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Yes. 

MR. GATES: In terms of my role, I think it 

perhaps would be useful to start by addressing two pieces 

of intelligence analysis that may have played some role 

In the White House's interest in establishing a 

connection with the Iranians, although it all happened 

prior, as far as I can tell, the commencement of any 

direct dealings with the Iranians. 
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The first of these is a memorandum to the 

Director, to the Deputy Director, and to me at that time 

as Deputy Director for intelligence and Chairman of the 

National intelligence Council by Graham Fuller on May 17, 

1985. in this memorandum Graham laid out his view that 

the Soviets appeared to have a number of opportunities to 

advance their relationship in the ensuing months with the 

Iranians and also laid out the notion that there could be 

some significant instability in Iran before Khomeini died. 

He then made a number of suggestions or listed 

several options that — well, he stated that in this 

contest for influence in Iran the United States was at 

that time at a disadvantage because we remained frozen in 

hostility to the Iranians with virtually no contact, 

whereas the Soviets were beginning to establish some 

connections. 

He then laid out the suggestions for ways in 

which we might break through that, break through that 

frozen hostility and establish, begin to make some 

western connections with the Iranian government. He 

suggested such things as the only military option 

directly relating to Iran and the United States, he 

mentioned, was withdrawing — that if we wanted to make a 

gesture of good will we could withdraw our units from the 

Persian Gulf. 
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But other suggestions he made included a more 

2 adversarial relationship, taking into account what the 

3 soviets were up to in which the United States might 

4 provide significantly enhanced weapons for both Iraq and 

s Pakistan as regional actors, particularly changing our 

6 policy toward Iraq, which would not certainly gain us any 

7 credit in Tehran but would be'an adversarial way of 

8 trying to intimidate them. 

9 Another approach that he suggested might be 

io considered would be to let the Western Europeans try to 

ii establish some contacts in Tehran and encourage them to 

12 do that, and in effect act as a buffer between us and the 

13 Iranians, but establish some Western or Japanese 

14 influence in T e h r a n - He listed five or six of these 

is possibilities and the one he ultimately recommended as 

16 his own personal view was to let the west Europeans serve 

& as intermediaries, for the United States not to do 

18 anything directly. 

19 But since there has been so much wr'itten about 

20 that memorandum and some misinformation about what Graham 

21 said and what he recommended, I thought it was worth 

22 laying out, since that was done under my auspices, what 

23 in fact he had said. That memorandum obviously is 

24 available to the Commission. 

25 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Bob, is it your sense that 

ALDWSON MPOHTIMC COMPANY. IMC 
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this was self-initiated by Graham, not preceded by any 

(a) discussions with NSC, like Howard Teicher, or with 

Israelis or anything? In other words, you sort of" 

describe this as the first thing. 

MR. GATES: Yes. My impression has always bttn 

that it was self-initiated. I have not specifically 

queried Graham on who he talked to or if somebody asked 

him to think about it. We encourage the NIOs to do these 

kinds of memoranda. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: So it would not be unusual to 

have a self-starter in this area? 

MR. GATES: Not at all. And Graham is one of 

the most prolific on- that score. He would not have 

needed much of an excuse to sit down at his typewriter. 

MR. ROSTOW: Excuse me. I have one question 

about that. Did anybody mention the fact that there was 

an existing channel of communication between the U.S. and 
-—• -» 

Iran 

MR. GATES: No. He didn't mention that in his 

paper at all. As I recall, then we received a specific 

tasking from the NSC, the NSC staff member for the Middle 

East. I don't remember whether it was Teicher or Kemp at 

(he time. I guess Kemp may have been gone at that time. 

But we then received a specific tasking 

memorandum for a special National Estimate on the 
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IS1 , t o n n ,« . 
prospects for instability in Iran, and-that produced a 

Special National Intelligence Estimate on the 30th of 

May, just two weeks later, on prospects for instability 

in Iran. 

There are two general themes in that estimate 

that are worth noting. One was that it picked up on the 

concern in Graham's memorandum — and Graham was the 

author of the Estimate or the supervisor of the 

preparation of the Estimate — but it picked up on his 

theme about the possibilities that existed for the 

Soviets to enhance their position in Iran over the 

ensuing six to nine months or so, that there were some 

trade delegations th%t were being talked about, and there 

were some other sign.s that there were some economic ties 

being established and so on, that there were a number of 

bits and pieces that.offered the prospect of an enhanced 

relationship between the two. 

The other main theme of the Estimate was that, 

given all of the internal problems in the Estimate in 

Iran, the Estimate forecast that there might be 

considerable instability in-country before Khomeini 

died. So it was a fairly pessimistic assessment of what 

the near-term future looked like in Iran. 

Mow those two pieces of paper were the primary 

finished intelligence at about the time that this whole 
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i thing, as it my impression, began to get under way with 

2 Iran through McFarlane or whatever. I don't have the 

3 faintest idea what, if any, Influence they had on the 

4 decision to go forward. 

5 They were there. The NSC clearly was 

6 interested because of this formal tasking paper that we 

7 received for the Estimate after they had read Graham's 

8 original memo. So they may have played some role in that 

9 regard. 

io GENERAL SCOWCROFT: At that point, either as a 

ii result of the SNIE or whatever, were you all beating the 

12 drums about the Soviet threat, about some new, enhanced 

13 Soviet threat in Iran and so on? I mean, was there 

H developing a sense of urgency in that sense? So far it 

15 doesn't sound like anything new, really. 

16 MR. GATES: No, not particularly. The bits and 

17 pieces that we had didn't suggest that the Soviets were 

18 suddenly ready to make a giant breakthrough in Iran, but, 

19 rather, that in a gradual process there looked like a lot 

20 of opportunities for them to get a real foot in the door 

2i over the next nine months or a year or whatever. But 

22 other than these pieces of paper we weren't really all 

23 agitated about it. 

24 If I can go to Codeword for a minute — 

25 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Hang on a second. 
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(Wher.upon, at 2,15 p.m.. th. Interview ^' 

proceeded into Codeword session.) 

(Whereupon, at 2:17 p.m., the interview resumed 

in Top Secret session.) 

MR. GATES: If I may resume, my first 

connection with this business came on the Sth of 

December, 1985, when the then-DDCI, John McMahon, held a 

meeting in his office consisting of myself, Bob Laytoni 

the Director of the- Near East analytical office, Ed 

junowicz, the Associate Deputy Director for Operations, 

r "I the Chief of NE Division, and] ^ the 

Deputy Chief of the European Division. 

We later determined, later that day, and 

reported back to him that that was not true. 

Be asked some questions about the tank strength 

of the Iranians. Be asked about a biography of the head 
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of the-Iranian Air Force. There were four or five 

questions like this, and I only remember it because his 

special" assistant jotted down some notes and has 

reconstructed those. I didn't frankly remember any of 

it. 

He then turned to the operations guys and asked 

a series of questions. He got a report on the fact that 

the plane, which I now know in retrospect was the one 

that went on the 23rd and 24th through Tehran that we had 

from our proprietary, that the plane had gone, that they 

were uncertain what had been on the plane. There was 

some speculation at this meeting on the 5th whether there 

had been HAWK spare parts on it. 

He indicated or there was — I don't remember 

who said it — that there was an indication that more 

planes were going. And he was told by] .that the 

Finding had been signed. He asked about the Finding and 

was told that the Finding had been signed. So those of 

us who were at the meeting had the impression that there 

was some sort of ongoing initiative that probably 

involved the U.S. Government delivering arms of some sort 

to Iran. But it was still pretty sketchy at that point. 

We did not .get in at that meeting to a lot of 

detail about really anything about the flight on the 23rd 

and 24th, or how it had all been laid on or anything 
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UNCLASSIFIED1 B ooom 
else. But those few pieces of information gave us «one 

insight into the fact, from the analytical side, to those 

of us on the analytical side, that there was something 

very substantial going on. 

GENERAL SCOWCROPT: And that was the first you 

had heard about the operation? 

MR. GATES: That's right. 

The next thing, where I got involved in all of 

this, was on the 24th of January, when, as DDI, I was 

asked for our people to prepare an<^| • • 

H that could be shared with ^M ^ L as part of 

a relationship — some contacts going on between 

ourselves and^fl £ X objected to the 

preparation of intelligence that would be given to the 

We were very concerned aboutie | that time 

and howtf Jpwas. And in fact 

we remained very worried about ME | p really 

until late August or September of this year, when the 

mm^^mgM M M Wp began to turn things around 

psychologically or give tbtf WÊh 

But we were really fairly worried aboutMj J^ the 

time. 

So we objected to providing the intelligence 

and John McMahon passed along those objections, including 
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UNCLASSIFIED T B 0M1ÎÎL, 
to the Director, who «a» out of the country at the tiae 

or away, as Z recall. And the bottom line is that our 

objections to providing intelligence were overruled. He 

were asked to do it anyway. 

And so what I did was try to have the analysts 

pick a militarily relatively unimportant, 

and, frankly, do as little as we 

could get away with 

So that meeting, that request was made on the 

24th. 

GENERAL.SCOWCROFT: Were you overruled by the 

Director, by Poindexter, or anyone? 

MR. GATES: My understanding, in retrospect — 

I got my instructions from McMahon. My understanding, as 

we look back on it, was that McMahon went to Poindexter 

and was overruled. He then sent a cable to the Director, 

wherever he was, informing him of everybody's objections 

to providing the intelligence and the fact that we had 

been — that our objections had been overruled and that 

we were going ahead and following our instructions. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: The New York Times this 

morning says the intelligence provided wai erroneous. 

MR. GATES: That is not really true. 
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then? 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT» I n . l é n i f i e n t K..* 
* l u c , n * o u t I C C U C I t l , 

MR. GATES: It was accurate, and what we ended 

up providing at any rate would hav. been more than we 

wanted. 

What we did, we were asked to prepare W 

fl 9 < end they would hand over a 

segment. The notion was that they would hand over J 

different segment at each meeting, depending on whether 

everything was going according to plan. So we tried to 

get a part ̂  J J that was really kind of f| ^ 

< • ME, and we provided 

things like H H H H P f ^ H H H f l m H m V P V 

M Pi So there was intelligence in there and it 

was relatively accurate. Z mean, it was accurate. 

But we tried to keep it at as broad a level or 

as general a level as we could without getting down into 

specific 0 H WÊ^B and tnat sort of thing. The New 

York Times story this morning is basically wrong. 

In any event, on the 25th of January, then, 

there was a meeting with McMahon, Colonel North, and I 

don't know who else, but presumably those who were 

involved in preparing the materials — Bob Layton of the 

Near Bast office and probably somebody from the Near East 

office of the Directorate of Operations. It's on the 
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i calendar and the only thing I can assume is that it was 

2 to go over the materials that we had been asked to 

3 prepare, and that's where we got into a little jockeying, 

* as I recall, about how much detail should be on there and 

5 so on. 

6 And it was on the 26th that McMahon sent his 

7 cable to the Director in which he described our 

8 opposition and the quote from it is "in spite of our 

9 counsel to the contrary, we are proceeding to follow 

to orders as authorized in the Finding." This was on the 

ii provision of intelligence. 

12 The second segment of the intelligence was to 

13 be — well, before I go to that, my first clear picture 

14 of what the full scope of the arms deal to the Iranians 

is looked like, I think came in late January or very early 

16 in February, when we were given — and I think that the 

17 DCO, Clair George was given it, but I saw it, in any 

18 event — a scenario paper that detailed the sort of 

19 different dates and the different things that would 

20 happen at different dates as part of this package. 

21 That would culminate in a meeting with Bud 

22 McFarlane and senior Iranian officials in Tehran to 

23 discuss the broader strategic relationship of the United 

24 States and Iran. The only thing that I specifically 

25 remember out of that scenario to a degree, to give you a 
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little flavor for it, was that it said that on the 11th -

2 of February the Ayatollah would step down. But it 

3 . contained a lot of detail about who would do what and 

4 when. 

5 I might say, just kind of offhandedly, that my 

6 recollection of it is that the scenario pointed in the 

7 direction of the primary objective of the exercise being 

8 the establishment of the strategic relationship and the 

9 notion that — it was indicated, for example, that we 

io would provide a briefing on the Soviet threat to Iran as 

ii part of the McFarlane trip to Tehran — and we began to 

12 think about how we would put that package together. 

13 The scenario at the same time laid out all of 

H the intermediate stages involving the return of the 

is hostages. And I must say it seemed to me, as I think 

16 about it a year^later, that the general flavor of this 

w scenario was that the hostages and the arms and so forth 

'8 were part of the process that led to the strategic 

19 initiative. It did not appear in the scenario, as I 

20 recall it, as having it being an end in itself. The 

21 combination was regarded as the strategic dialogue in 

22 Tehran, with Bud's trip. 

23 The next tranche of intelligence that was 

24 requested, the next segment of the border, if you will, 

25 was provided on the 19th of February, and it was the same 
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1 kind of material directly to the south of the first 

2 segment that we had provided, and we can get you that 

3 material if you want it. 

* It was at this time that the second SNIE. 

5 special National Estimate, came out on the prospect of 

6 instability in Iran, and for all practical purposes that 

7 estimate was rather less pessimistic than the one done 

e the preceding May. It basically said that a lot of the 

9 opportunities that we thought the Soviets had had not 

io come to fruition, that for reasons on both sides they 

H hadn't gone as far as might have been possible. And it 

12 also acknowledged that the Iranians had been more clever 

13 and more resilient in terms of dealing with their 

M internal problems. 

15 So the prospect of internal instability was not 

16 as great as we had anticipated the preceding February or 

17 the preceding May. So the basic thrust of that second 

18 Estimate, eight or nine months later, was that the 

19 situation was rather less pressing than we had originally 

20 thought. 

2i That was my last connection with the project 

22 until before I became DDCI, but there were further 

23 deliveries of intelligence to the NSC for the Iranians. 

24 one was on 13 May, and that was the materials on the 
I 

25 Soviet forces. My understanding is that that material 
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was not used when McFarlane was in Tahran. it was 

2 prasantad latar this fall at a meeting. And than tha 

3 final matarials prepared wara prepared or provided on the 

4 19th of September. 

5 That brings «a to October 1. The NXO for 

6 counterterror ism, Charlie Allen, cane to see ne on the 

7 first-. He described how he had been looking at all these 

8 I*11 t h M * •**•**•*•# «nd howf 

9 ^jnot only about overcharging and 

10 cheating and so forth, but it was clear that there was a 

ii lot of unhappiness on the part of people, the 

12 intermediaries and others, that he was reading about. 

13 The primary purpose of his coming to me was to 

H lay out his concerns about the operational security of 

is the whole undertaking. Re said that they had at that 

16 time changed channels, had moved away from Ghorbanifar 
r- —> 

17 into this nephew and the people who had 

is been in the first channel that Ghorbanifar had gotten the 

19 money from and so on were the people that were unhappy, 

» and that was where all of this threat to operational 

2i security existed as far as Allen could see. 

22 After he went through all that he also said 

23 that he personally speculated that there might have been, 
24 there might be, some diversion of money, possibly to the 
25 contras. The analysis or the way he arrived at that 
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1 speculation was simply because of all this talk about 

2 overcharges and cheating and the fact that he knew or 

3 suspected that some of the people involved in the second 

« channel with the Iranians were also, some of the 

5 Americans were also people who were involved in the 

6 private funding effort for the contras — General Secord 

7. and perhaps some others. 
8 But he made very clear that he didn't have any 

9 indication that CIA was involved, that NSC was involved, 

io that anybody from the U.S. was involved. It just looked 

ii like there was something — or nobody from the U.S. 

12 Government, that is — it just looked like there were 

13 some things going on that didn't add up, and he was 

14 suspicious.. And he admitted he didn't have any evidence. 

15 In any event, it bothered me enough that I told 

16 him to make an appointment with the Director and we'd go 

17 in and fill in the Director. We did that on the 7th of 

18 October. 

19 Coincidentally, on the same day or the same day 

20 was when Roy Furmark first called the Director and said 

21 that he had been a representative of Khashoggi and had 

22 been involved in the Canadian investors putting together 

23 the money for Ghorbanifar, the upfront money to use for 

24 the Iranians, and that these guys hadn't been paid back 

25 and that they were unhappy and so on. I learned all of 
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this after the -fact, but just to make the story coherent 

2 I an telling, you. 

3 T h e Director indicates in his records, and 

4 you'll see in both the speech and in the factfinding 

s investigation, that he first called Poindexter about the 

6 problem of the diversion, about the problem of the 

7 operational security, on that day, on the 7th of 

8 October. Furmark did not say anything at all to the 

9 Director about diversions. He did not talk about the 

10 possibility of diversions of money until the 16th or the 

H 22nd. 

12 In any event, at the meeting on the 7th where 

13 Charlie Allen and I met with the Director. He directed 

14 Allen to put all of his concerns down on paper, and Allen 

is shared his speculation with the Director about the 

16 possibility of some of the money being diverted to the 

17 contras. The Director told him to put all of that down 

18 on paper. 

19 On the 9th of October Colonel North came out to 

» brief the Director on the talks that had just concluded 

2i in Frankfort with the second channel, the nephew £ 

22 That meeting took place a day or two after 
_ i 

23 the private funding, the privately-funded airplane was 

2« shot down and Eugene Hasenfus was captured. So we first 

25 talked about Iran and North briefed on the conversations 
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i that, had taken place. 

2 The Director then laid out his concerns about 

3 the operational security of the whole thing and the 

4 unliappiness of the investors and so on. And then we 

s started talking about Central America. And since we had 

6 North there I took that opportunity — oh, by the way, in 

7 the discussion of Iran it was at that point that X 

8 insisted that the Agency get a copy of the Finding that 

9 had been signed on January 17. We still did not have a 

io copy of that Finding, as of October 9. 

ii GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But the Director had seen 

12 it? 

13 MR. GATES: He had seen it, and several other 

14 Agency people had seen it. But we had no copy. I just 

is told North up front. I said, I am very uncomfortable 

16 with having a single piece of paper that authorizes our 

17 activity reside in one person's safe and not having a 

18 copy anyplace else. If it should ever inadvertently be 

19 destroyed, whatever, there could be real problems. 

20 We got our copy of the Finding a week or two 

2i later. 

22 MR. BRUH: Mr. Gates, may I ask you one 

23 question? You said on December 5 that you all learned 

24 that a Finding had been signed, or so you were told, that 

25 a Finding had been signed. 
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MR. GATES: Right. Ttte DO told McMahon that. 

j MR. BRUH: Right, when you found out that in 

3 fact the Finding had not been signed, was there any 

4 reaction to that? Was there any action taken because of 

5 that? Were there any conversations about that? 

I MR. GATES: Well, I wasn't involved in that — 

7 and we're going back now almost a year to December '85. 

8 i wasn't involved. But retrospectively I think it is 

9 fair to say we still don't know whether the December 5 

10 Finding was ever signed. 

H It became kind of irrelevant because during the 

12 intervening period between December 5 and when the 

13 General Counsel saw a signed Finding on January 6, we 

14 weren't asked to do anything. So it wasn't necessary. I 

15 mean, it was, if you will, a pause in the whole thing, as 

16 far as we were concerned, and since nobody was asked to 

17 do anything there was no need to formally ascertain that 

18 there was a Finding. 

19 Frankly, I don't know, as you will see, and 

20 here is the speech. Senator, that you all can have 

21 (indicating) — 

22 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Thank you. 

23 MR. GATES: But one of the things that I say in 

24 here in self-criticism is that the Agency should never 

25 have allowed itself to be put in the position of being 
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told there was a signed Finding and not having followed 

up and seen that there was a signed Finding on December 5 

or whatever that period was. 

The fact is that nobody other than the General 

Counsel ever saw the January 6 Finding. Most of the 

people in the Agency didn't even Know that there was a 

Finding of January 6 until about three weeks ago. So it 

seems to me that our own people were lax in not following 

'9 up and insisting on seeing a signed copy of the Finding 

10 we were told, that McMahon was told on December S had in 

11 fact been signed, because we still don't know that for a 

12 fact. 

13 In any event, this conversation with North on 

14 the 9th then turned to Central America, we were talking 

15 about the contras and the Director and I were going up to 

16 see the Chairmen and. Vice Chairmen of the two oversight 

17 committees that afternoon, I believe, to talk about this 

18 and to assure them that the Agency was not involved in 

19 any way in the flight that Hasenfus was on. 

20 Because of that I took advantage of the 

21 opportunity to ask North directly if since he seemed to 

22 know about the private funding effort, I asked him if the 

23 Agency in any way, shape or form, if any of our assets 

24 directly or indirectly, proprietary or whatever, had any 

25 connection with the private funding at all. 
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, North responded that the Agency was completely 

2 clean, that they had kept them very separate, it was at 

3 that point and in the context of the discussion of the 

4 downing of the plane and the Agency connection with, 

5 whether there was an Agency connection, that North made. 

6 some comment, a cryptic comment about Swiss accounts and 

7 the contras, it was at the very end of the " 

8 conversation. We were kind of all getting up and getting 

9 ready to go. 

io I assumed that it was not that it was 

11 associated strictly with the private funding effort that, 

12 for example, had funded the pl a n e . It never occurred to 

13 me that it had any connection, as I look back at it in 

14 retrospect, that it had some connection with Iran or it 

15 didn't seem to. 

16 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Do you think the question 

17 was broad enough to North that his answer included the 

18 • diversion? 

19 MR. GAT E S : W e l l , I really don't know. I never 

20 pursued it with N o r t h . And when I went back into the 

21 Director's office right after North left, I asked him. I 

22 said, could you make heads or tails out of what he was 

23 talking about with Swiss accounts and stuff? 

24 Casey had not picked up on it at all, in my 

25 view. He didn't remember what North had said, and this 
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was like ten minutes after we had talked. He just hadn't 

picked up on it. And, as I say, my memory is that we 

were getting up to go and so on, and his mind may have 

already turned to other things. But he didn't even 

recall it. 

In any event, right after lunch and after that 

conversation, because of the Hasenfus affair and so on i 

did a little memorandum for the record of North's 

assurances that CIA was completely clean in the private 

funding, and I didn't even mention the cryptic comment 

about the Swiss accounts and contras, because I just 

dismissed it. But in trying to prepare for these 

hearings and so on I recalled this vague reference and 

that was about it. 

The next step was on the 14th of October. 

Allen gave me his memorandum that the Director had asked 

him to prepare, it laid out all of his concerns and 

primarily again on the operational security. We tried to 

get an appointment with Poindexter that afternoon and 

couldn't, so we made an appointment for the afternoon of 

the 15th. 

That afternoon we met in Casey's Old EOB office 

with Poindexter. We sat with him and had him read 

Allen's memorandum right in front of us. Casey at that 

point told him that he thought, as I recall, that he had 
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, « serious problem on the operational security and that" 

2 just based oh what Allen had written that he thought that 

3 poindexter ought to have the White House counsel look at 

4 the whole thing and make sure that everything was all 

5 above-board. 

6 That sane day I called in our General Counsel 

7 and, based on Allen's memo and the Rasenfus affair and so 

8 on, I asked our General Counsel to look across the board 

9 at our involvement. I briefed him on what I knew about 

10 the Iranian thing at that point, and about the Finding, 

n and so on. And I asked him to look and satisfy himself 

12 that we were in full compliance with the law on those 

13 activities. 

14 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Did Poindexter make any 

is comment at this meeting? 

16 MR. GATES: Casey recalls in his testimony that 

w John at that point made some comment to the effect that 1 

18 want to hold off a little bit. I think we still have the 

19 opportunity to get a couple of hostages out. Among the 

20 recommendations that had been made in that meeting was 

2i that they ought to put this whole story out, that the 

22 operational security was so at risk at that point that 

23 the president ought to just lay it all out. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: This date was October what? 24 

25 MR . GATES: October 15. I remember either 
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Casey or I saying that if ypu all put this thing out in 

totality and explain the rationale and so forth, it will 

probably look reasonably sensible. If you let it come 

out in dribs and drabs, it will be a catastrophe. 

I then left for the Middle East on October 17, 

so I wasn't around when they got the information from 

Furmark — additional speculation about the possible 

diversion of funds, NOW it's important to consider that 

both the way Allen had written it up in his memorandum 

and the way Furmark presented it, in both cases the 

possibility of a diversion was referred to in the 

speculation as something Ghorbanifar believed might have 

happened. 

In the Allen memorandum he says Ghorbanifar, if 

he doesn't get his money, is threatening to go public, 

and if he doesn't get satisfaction here are the kinds of 

allegations he might make. One of them is about the 

whole Iranian arms affair; the other about the 

President's involvement. And out of the four or five 

things, the very last was the possibility of the 

diversion of some of the funds to other U.S. projects is 

the way that Allen put it in his memorandum. 

Furmark,-the way he couched it, he said to 

Allen, when Allen talked to him in New YorK on either the 

16th or the 22nd — I don't remember which — said that 

AlDtkSON «POUTING COMPANY. INC. 

20 F ST.. N.W.. WASHINGTON. O.C 20001 (202: 621-tSOO 

_ 1 UNCLASSIFIED 



235 

Ghorbanifar had told him that he,-Ghorbanifar. believed 

that there might have been some diversions. 

Now again all we had was this speculation, all 

of it traceable ultimately to Ghorbanifar, about this 

possibility. 

MR. MC FADDEN: On that point, when he said he 

bel-ieved that Ghorbanifar believed that there might have 

been diversions, did he mention the contras or was it 

just diversions? 

MR. GATES: Yes. He said something like that 

the bulk of the original $15 million or something like 

that had "been earmarked for Central America". 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: That was the only U.S. program 

specifically referred to? Any reference to the Africans? 

MR. GATES: No, sir. 

The next thing that I recall was a meeting that 

we had with poindexter on the 6th of November in which 

Casey again recommended to him that he have the White 

House counsel look at the thing, AS I recollect it, it 

was at that meeting that Poindexter told the Director 

that he didn't trust the White House counsel to keep the 

thing a secret and he wanted to keep it going for a 

little while longer because he thought they had a good 

chance to get two more hostages out. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: This was on November 6? 
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MR. GATES: November 6. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: This is two days after the 

story broke in the Lebanese paper? 

MR. GATES: Yes, sir. Mow that really is the 

last installment that we have in which I had any 

association prior to the Attorney General's announcement. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: You say you took a trip to the 

Middle East on the 17th? 

MR. GATES: On the 17th, and I got back on the 

10 30th of October. 

ii CHAIRMAN TOWER: You didn't do anything that 

12 was relevant? 

13 MR. GATES: I didn't know anything about, quite 

14 honestly, the meetings with Furmark until we began 

is preparing the Director's testimony. 

16 CHAIRMAN TOWER: And you didn't do anything on 

17 your Middle East trip relevant to this matter? 

18 MR. GATES: No. 

19 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Allen didn't get any 

20 intercepts during this period which indicated discussions 

21 about diversion? 

22 MR. GATES: No. In fact, I think it is 

23 important to note that as far as the Director and I were 

24 concerned, and really Allen and others in the Agency, 

25 after Furmark's comments we never got anything else about 
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any diversions until the Attorney General's statement, 

and we never did get any indication in any of the 

discussions or the speculation from either Furmark or 

Allen that any O.S. Government institution was involved, 

or that any laws were being broken, for that matter. 

So we felt that we were actually kind of 

leaning forward in terms of propriety by continuing to 

bring this to Poindexter"s attention — having our own 

General Counsel look over the whole thing, give Allen's 

10 memo to Poindexter, and urging the NSC to have the White 

ii House counsel look at the whole thing to make sure it was 

12 all above-board. 

13 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Had anybody at this point 

14 put together any of the information? I mean, you knew 

is how much money the Agency had been paid to turn back over 

16 to DOO. 

11 MR. GATES: Yes. 

18 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: There were a lot of stories 

19 about how much had been raised. Had Allen or anybody 

20 else sat down and sort of looked at what the 

*' possibilities might be? 

22 MR. GATES! Maybe the easiest way to describe 

» how Allen looked at it is just to read you a paragraph 

2« out of this speech relating to that. "Throughout the 

25 late spring and summer of '86 our officers familiar with 
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i the operation had seen fragmentary references to 

2 overcharging and had picked up other reflections of 

3 dissatisfaction with the financial arrangements on the 

4 part of both the Iranians and the intermediaries. This 

5 was very difficult for our people to interpret, since it 

6 was never clear if these references related to the NSC 

7 deal or to other deals the intermediaries were involved 

8 in. For that matter, such allusions did not seem all 

9 that unusual, given the nature of haggling that goes on 

10 in the black arms market and in the context of the tens 

11 of billions of dollars of arms being sold to Iran by 

12 others." 

13 You see, Ghorbanifar had a bunch of things 

14 going, and some of these other guys were involved in a 

15 lot of other things as well. So it was very difficult 

16 for us and, frankly, I think the reason that Charlie 

17 never came to anybody before October was that it was not 

18 until he knew that they had moved into another channel 

19 and that Secord and some others were involved and he 

20 began to see a possibility of a tie-in there that these 

2i things began to seem to him to be more than just this 

22 haggling relating to other deals. 

(23 That's why I think that happened. That 

24 happened mainly in August-September. 

25 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Apparently George Cave was 
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told at the time of McFarlane's May visit, George cave 

2 was told by Ghorbanifar to tell the Iranians that the $24 

3 million was about right. 

MR. GATES: You will have to talk to George or 

5 somebody else about that. My impression is that what he 

6 was told was a little different than that, and this 

7 allegation in the press that he was told about the 

8 contras earlier in the spring was Ghorbanifar saying that 

9 stuff was going to the Philippines and Afghanistan and 

io central America and a whole bunch of other places. And 

11 it came aross to Cave in such a way that he didn't think 

12 very much of it and he never reported it to anybody 

13 because it sounded like Ghorbanifar just shooting off his 

14 mouth. 

is But, anyway, that basically is a recap of the 

16 role of the things that I was involved in. 

17 CHAIRMAN TOWER: What is your opinion of why 

18 the operational responsibility devolved on the NSC rather 

19 than on the CIA? 

20 MR. GATES: My guess is — and it's only a 

21 guess — is because the original contacts — my 

22 impression is that the original contacts with the 

23 Israelis were with the NSC and I would credit the theory 

2« that there was concern at the NSC that if the Agency were 

25 involved that the Congress would have to be informed. 
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in fact, when Mcrarlane first told the DCI 

about this, as X recall from some of the testimony that's 

been given. Bud said that the Israelis didn't even want 

CIA told about it, it was so secret and so sensitive, but 

that he. Bud, felt that it was important that the DCI 

know about it. This was back in September of '85 or 

maybe a little earlier. 

So I think it was out of a concern to maintain 

the secrecy of the thing and basically that the contacts 

were originally made in the NSC channel. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: But the CIA had to be involved 

anyway, even though they weren't responsible for the 

operation. 

MR. GATES: Hell, I think when the thing got 

started they thought they could do it without the Agency, 

you see, because operationally we didn't get involved 

until November, until toward the end of November. So my 

impression is that originally my estimate is that they 

felt they could do the whole thing by themselves. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Then would it have been 

prudent for the CIA to take over the whole thing at that 

point? You know, you can't be half pregnant as far as 

the legal aspects or legal constraints of the CIA are 

concerned. They apply as much to support of an operation 

as actual operational responsibility, don't they? 
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MR. GATES: Yes. 

j My problem with trying to answer that question 

3 is the parts of the operation that I still don't know 

4 about in terms of various funding mechanisms. But if you 

5 set aside the very strange funding arrangements and the 

6 possibility that the NSC had some role in arranging some 

7 of the diversions and so on, if you set all that aside 

8 for a moment and just look at it in terms of the 

9 operation of the Iranians and the arms and the hostages 

10 and the strategic dialogue, in my view the Agency, after 

ii January, did play an appropriate operational role and in 

12 terms of past experience of historical use of the NSC, in 

13 terms of secret negotiations with another country, in 

u terms of secret dealings, in terms of cutting deals and 

15 that sort of thing, the role of the NSC was not unlike 

16 that that had been played in other situations, with CIA 

17 carrying on the — 

18 SENATOR MUSKIE: Such as? 

19 MR. GATES: Well, a number of secret diplomatic 

20 initiatives carried out particularly during the Nixon 

2i Administration, where Kissinger was doing — and Brent 

22 knows more about the details about this than I do — but 

23 just by way of comparison the NSC was carrying out secret 

2« negotiations with both the Soviet onion, China, and North 

25 Vietnam at various points, and the CIA played a 
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supporting operational role in helping to~arrange 

transportation, communications, logistical aspects of it, 

getting clearances in terms of overflights and things 

like that. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: That's a negotiating process, 

isn't that a little bit different from a covert action 

activity? It may be covert diplomacy, but not covert 

action in the same sense that this thing was. 

MR. GATES: Well, if you look at it in terms of 

the sale of the arms, it seems to me that what is unusual 

is the absence of the role of the Secretary of State, as 

well as the Congress. But even if you accept it as a 

secret negotiation, it's the sale and provision of the 

arms that makes it a little different than the preceding 

experiences. But again all of the aspects of the sale of 

U.S. arms were carried out by CIA. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: All right. Now let me just 

take it back a little further. If the CIA had been 

brought into this at the outset would you have done 

things the same way the NSC staff did, particularly the 

way North did? Would you utilize the same people or do 

you have a little cleaner, more professional way of doing 

things? It seems to me that the NSC operation was not 

very professional. 

MR. GATES: Well, there are a couple of 
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things. I am fairly confident we would not have used the 

, same people that were used by the NSC. Ghorbanifar had a 

3 very bad reputation at the Agency. 

4 CHAIRMAN TOWER: He was on your burn list. 

5 MR. GATES: The Agency, I am fairly certain, 

6 would not have involved General Secord at all . 

7 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Did he have a reputation 

8 with you all? 

9 * MR. GATES: Yes, I think that's fair. There 

10 were concerns growing out — you know, unproven 

ii allegations — growing out of some of the activities of 

12 Edwin Wilson that there was some kind of connection with 

13 Secord there that gave him kind of a bad odor at the 

14 Agency — again nothing proven, but it was something I 

is think we'd have kept hands away from. 

16 So there were some people involved. I mean, 

i? the guys that are deeply involved in the arms thing. 

18 CHAIRMAN TOWER: What about Khashoggi, for 

19 example? 

20 MR. GATES: Well, Khashoggi is a 

21 wheeler-dealer, but he does not have the same kind of 

22 shady reputation at least that people like Ghorbanifar 

23 and some of the others d o . I don't know whether we'd 

24 have dealt with Khashoggi or not. We'd have just done it 

25 differently. We wouldn't have gone out and tried to 
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raise money from private investors to pay the bill for 

the Iranians,, for one thing, we would have somehow found 

moneyr Jto do that 

ourselves rather than go out and try to raise this money 

privately. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: There might be a more direct 

means of paying off the Army, for example, and paying off 

DOD and collecting from the Iranians? 

MR. GATES: Yes. I don't know exactly how we 

would have done it, but we wouldn't have gone to private 

investors, surely. 

GENERAL SCOWCROPT: Bob, it seems to me that 

what you have just described is one of the crucial 

differences in this and most other ways when you have 

played a supporting role because here your technical 

expertise is extremely important. You know, if you are 

on a diplomatic negotiation you are getting clearances 

and aircraft and so on, but it is not exactly the same. 

MR. GATES: That is fair. 

GENERAL SCOWCROPT: AS this kind of stuff that 

really requires great skill and background to do it right 

and to minimize the chance of things going awry. 

MR. GATES: Well, one of the points that I makt 

at the end of the speech that may be worth mentioning, 

one of the paragraphs of self-criticism is this: "In 
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, retrospect I believe we were too passive about an 

2 activity in which we were operationally involved. We 

3 tolerated being inadequately informed about parts of the 

4 activity. We accepted verbal assurances that a Finding 

5 existed in early December that we never saw, and we did 

6 not insist on having copies of the 6 and 17 January 

7 Findings. We accepted externally-imposed 

8 compartmentation that shut out all our analytical experts 

9 and senior managers with relevant responsibilities, in 

10 short, we allowed ourselves to be involved in an 

11 operation on the basis of someone else's ground rules, 

12 with all of the attendant difficulties and dangers." 

13 That is what would have been different if the 

14 President had come to us and said I have this diplomatic 

is initiative with the Iranians and want to give them some 

16 arms. We in DOD would have figured out a way to do it 

17 without involving private people. If we had had dealings 

18 with arms dealers, we would have dealt with arms dealers 

19 that we dealt with in the past and that we know would 

20 have some sort of track record. 

21 The other thing that I think is what was behind 

22 a couple of those comments and where I think the 

professionalism of the thing was lacking is how we ended 

up. By way of background, I think one of the things that 

we have done in the last several years that has been a 
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significant step forward has been in the approval process 

for covert actions. We have brought in the analytical 

side of the Agency to"evaluate and criticize proposals 

for covert action, and those criticisms have always been 

forwarded to the Director and he has had the benefit of 

their experience and their insights; and those have often 

been communicated as well to the policy community. 

There was none of that here. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Don't you think perhaps 

communicated as well, or should be communicated, to the 

President if he is considering signing a Finding, that he 

should be fully informed about all of the implications 

and consequences? 

MR. GATES: One of the virtues of the process, 

the routine process for covert action, which I think is a 

good process in this Administration and has worked, is 

that first of all part of the paperwork that we prepare 

in forwarding a Finding to the NSC that they have 

requested or that State and somebody else has requested 

there is always a section on risks, and that's generally 

where the analytical people have their say. Here are 

what the risks are on this thing, and here are the 

vulnerabilities of it. 

That wasn't done at all in this case. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Why wouldn't that accompany 
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an NSDO process, such as took place? Y O U had a SNIE and 

2 a draft NSDD in the summer of '85. Why wouldn't that 

3 same analytical and risk analysis have accompanied that? 

4 There was a recommendation, not a Finding, but it is the 

5 same sort of thing — a recommendation for U.S. policy. 

6 MR. GATES: To the best of my knowledge those 

7 opportunities did present themselves, but not in the 

e context of this specific operation, in other words, 

9 there was a lot of finished intelligence on what was 

io going on in Iran during this period, a stack of it. 

H Most of it portrayed a situation inside Iran 

12 that was considerably at odds with one of the principal 

13 preconceptions relating to the operation, and that is the 

14 existence of moderates. You will still not find anybody, 

is I think, in the intelligence community on the analytical 

16 side who will accept the fact that there is something 

17 called a moderate in Tehran these days. 

18 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Would they accept the fact 

19 that there are some who might be more pragmatic than 

20 others in their disposition toward the west? 

21 MR. GATES: Yes. But it comes across very 

22 clearly as people who are pragmatists"purely out of self 

23 interest. They see a value of an opening to the west 

24 only for economic, military or personal advancement 

25 reasons. So it's a much more skeptical thing. 
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Do you think you are 

2 speaking for the community? 

3 MR. GATES: Ye». 

4 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Are you suggesting this was 

s a generation of Mossad or Israeli intelligence or even 

6 Ghorbanifar to give some kind of structural plausibility 

7 to something they wanted to pursue? 

8 MR. GATES: X think some of the Iranians and 

9 the Israelis fed the notion that there were moderates in 

10 Tehran. 

11 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Do you think we accepted too 

12 much of what Mossad provided us on face value without 

13 looking behind it? 

14 MR. GATES: I am no sure that this was a Mossad 

is operation. Nir is not well regarded by Mossad. The 

16 scuttlebutt I get, for example, is that Mossad is just 

17 happy as a clam that he is up to his eyebrows in trouble, 

is so I am not sure that it is a Mossad operation. But it's 

19 clear that Nir and some of those who were working with 

20 him — and I don't know who else that might be — were 

2i feeding this notion. At least, that's as far as I can 

22 see it. 

23 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But the whole notion here 

24 of the opportunities and of the people involved depends 

25 heavily on intelligence one way or another. It's not 
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clear whether the NSC people ever tried to check with you 

j early on to verify the stories they were getting from the 

3 Israelis, whether it is Mossad or whatever. Are you 

aware of anything? 

5 MR. GATES: I am not aware of any special 

6 tasking. There may have been, you know, the informal 

7 kinds of things where Allen, in the context of his role 

e as the NIO for Counterterrorism, would ask informally of 

9 the analysts, you know, are there any moderates in the 

io Iranian government or this, that or the other thing. But 

ii again that was already — they first made contact with 

12 Allen on this well after it was under way in the first 

13 part of September. 

u GENERAL SCOWCROFT: You see, there is some 

is imputation of an Agency attitude toward Ghorbanifar so 

i6 prejudicial as not to be taken seriously, that you all 

17 had it in for Ghorbanifar and therefore could be ignored. 

18 CHAIRMAN TOWER: With your permission, Brent, 

'9 may I take your question a step further? Could you have 

» loaded the questions on the polygraph test to get a 

2i predictable result from Ghorbanifar? 

22 MR. GATES: Do you mean to get a negative 

23 result? 

24 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Yes, or could you have asked 

25 him questions that you knew that if he answered them 
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i truthfully might compromise him so that h* would have to 

2 have some justification in not coming clean with you? 

3 MR. GATES: Tom Twetten or/ _j might know 

4 the answer. You can talk to them or we can find the 

5 answer. But my impression all along has been that our 

6 view of Ghorbanifar was based on knowing about him prior 

7 to any of this, that it preceded this operation, that 

8 we'd run across him before. That's been my impression 

9 all along and that it was during those previous contacts 

10 that he had been polygraphed, not in connection with this 

ii operation. 

12 CHAIRMAN TOWER: What I am saying in effect is 

13 could Ghorbanifar have lied to you in order not to 

14 compromise his own sources or his friends or whatever? 

15 MR. GATES: I suppose he could have. I just 

16 don't have any idea. I don't even know when he was 

17 polygraphed. 

18 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Apparently the last time 

19 was around January 11, '86. 

20 CHAIRMAN TOWER: The 11th or 12th. 

21 MR. GATES: 1986? 

22 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Yes. 

23 SENATOR MUSKIE: X would like to ask some 

24 questions out of the chronology that is contained in the 

25 Inspector General's report, if I might. Frankly, I find 
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it very difficult to understand how the initial contacts 

2 with the Israelis and the Iranians and especially the 

3 meeting of Kimche with Robert McFarlane in July of '85 

i got converted into a situation which excluded CIA from 

5 operational involvement, excluded the State Department 

6 from any aspects of its responsibility, and resulted in a 

7 decision by somebody which up to now has not been 

g pinpointed to my satisfaction, a decision which 

9 apparently was read as authority by many people to 

10 proceed with events that have since transpired. 

ii For example, I mean the public knows about what 

12 I am about to quote from this report, and we know about 

13 it, and I assume you know about it, not because of your 

14 personal involvement necessarily at the time, because it 

is is your business to review all of this as you have. But 

16 Kimche's meeting with McFarlane took place in July of 

u '85. In that same month Kimche conveyed the U.S. 

is position to the Iranians and reported to McFarlane that 

19 the Iranians recognized that both sides need tangible 

20 evidence of the bona fides of the other side. 

21 And out of that necessity began the discussion, 

22 apparently, of arms and hostages. Now, according to this 

23 chronology that I am reading now, "in late July or early 

2« August 1985 McFarlane discusses Kimche's proposals with 

25 the president at a meeting including the Secretaries of 
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i State and Defense, along with the DCI. The President 

2 says he will not authorize any transfer of military 

3 equipment." 

4 Now that quotation doesn't tell us whether or 

5 not what was discussed was the transfer of military 

6 equipment by the Israelis with possible replenishment by 

7 us or transfer of military equipment directly from us to 

8 the Israelis. Nor does that indicate whether or not the 

9 president gave any green light to a continuation of the 

io contacts which McFarlane had with Kimche. 

ii Do you know anything more than I have read from 

12 this inspector General's report about what transpired at 

13 that time or about the nature of the discussion that took 

u place with the President? 

is MP. GATES: No. In terms of that discussion, 

16 no. I think that that part of the chronology, because it 

17 predated anything upon which we have any records, was 

18 probably put together based on chronologies that North 

19 prepared in October or November, as well as what Allen 

20 and others have picked up along the way, and Cave, so, in 

21 other words, kind of reflecting what they had picked up 

22 secondhand. 

23 SENATOR MUSKIE: Now the DCI was present at 

24 that meeting. 

25 MR. GATES: But we don't have any record. He 
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made no record of what was discussed. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: And he never discussed it with 

you? 

MR. GATES: He never discussed it with me. But 

my impression of what ensued following that meeting, I 

6 I have always had the impression or in the last few weeks, 

7 as we have gone through this stuff, it's been my 

8 impression that the Israelis asked for approval to send 

9 the first batch of weapons at the end of August or early 

io September, and that they were turned down and that they 

11 sent it anyway. And then the decision was made not"to 

12 proceed against them. 

13 By the time all of this was discovered, the 

14 decision was made not to proceed against them because of 

is the possibility that we ourselves might want to use the 

16 provision of weapons to Iran to accomplish some purpose. 

17 So it has been my impression — and I don't have any 

18 documentation; it's just been an impression — that that 

19 first Israeli delivery took place against the wishes of 

20 the United States. 

21 SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, now on the 22nd of 

22 August, which was a week or two later, apparently Kimche 

23 called McFarlane to state that an impasse of confidence 

existed and he wanted to know if it is U.S. policy € o 

ship or to allow others to ship military equipment to 
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i Iran. McFarlane elevates the question to the President, 

2 the Secretaries of State and Defense, and the DCI. The 

3 president says that he cannot approve the transfer of any 

4 military equipment at that time. This position is 

5 conveyed to Kimche. 

6 Now could I ask you this? Upon what did the 

7 inspector" General base his judgment that this language I 

8 have just quoted is an accurate description of what took 

9 place in that meeting between the President and the 

10 Secretaries of State and Defense and DCI? 

11 MR. GATES: May I see that, please? 

12 (Pause.) 

13 SENATOR MUSKIE: It says the 22nd of October. 

14 MR. GATES: I don't know. One of the earlier 

*i5 drafts that I saw indicated sources for each of these. I 

16 don't know where he got that. 

17 SENATOR MUSKIE: I haven't read this report 

18 that thoroughly, but I assume it's possible to get from 

19 the Inspector General a description. 

20 MR. GATES: Sure. 

2i MR. DAWSON: What I am afraid may be happening 

27 is they are using ollie's chron to build a part of this. 

23 CHAIRMAN TOWER: You may note that some of this 

24 is North's chronology. 

25 MR. GATES: That is what I have speculated. 
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SENATOR M U S * I E : - D o you mean there are some 

2 reservations about the accuracy of this? Do they have 

3 any reservations? 

MR. DAWSON: No, they don't. 

5 SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, we have to rely 

6 somewhere at some point on somebody's recollection of 

7 what happened. I mean, frankly without going through 

8 this minutely at this point — because I haven't had a 

9 chance to read it that thoroughly — at some point in 

10 August a decision was made that somebody interpreted or 

11 somebodies interpreted in a way that resulted in the 

12 transfer by Israel to Iran of weapons, as a result of 

13 which a hostage was released. 

14 Whatever that interpretation of authority was, 

is it resulted eventually in the exclusion of the CIA from 

16 operational responsibilities. And what puzzles me is 

17 "that if the situation is loose enough or if the structure 

18 is loose enough to permit that kind of slippage in 

19 established procedures — established procedures in my 

20 mind being that CIA would take over operational 

2i responsibilities — it would seem to me that for that 

22 established procedure to have slipped so that the NSC 

23 would result in taking over operational responsibilities 

24 must have required an explicit kind of authority or 

25 change of direction or change or authority by somebody in 
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a position-to speak for the President, presumably the 

President himself. 

But the second point that troubles me is that 

if there wasn't any such direct confrontation with that 

point, I am puzzled that the DCI would have allowed that 

to slip and operational responsibility slip out of his 

hands in that kind of ambiguous, unidentified way. There 

is no documentation, apparently, unless the Inspector 

General has found some, no documentation of what actually 

took place at that meeting on the 22nd of October. There 

doesn't appear to have been a subsequent meeting of that 

same group to have come to grips with the operational 

responsibility. 

So I have got to assume that it was in that 

meeting of August 22 where the initial responsibility, 

the initial authority, which resulted in the NSC taking 

over operational responsibility somehow came out of that 

meeting. And it's been very frustrating to try to 

identify exactly what it was. 

We've had some talk about well, maybe there was 

an oral Finding. Well, an oral Finding is nothing more 

than an oral decision by the President, which might have 

been made orally in that meeting, but which in some ways 

should have been converted into something more formal, I 

would think, given the nature of the shifting of 
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, -operational responsibility. 

2 I mean, do you have an explanation for that? 

3 MR. GATES: No. and we don't have any firsthand 

4 knowledge either. As commented, that is provided 

5 basically as background and taken from North's 

6 chronology. Again, I am not very familiar with what 

7 happened before November, but ray impression again has 

8 been that the President's decision of the 22nd not to 

9 approve the shipment of Israeli weapons or the 

10 replacement of them or whatever in fact was abided by and 

11 that the Israelis shipped the weapons despite being told 

12 that the united States opposed it. 

13 And therefore my impression is that whatever 

14 happened happened after that first Israeli flight, when 

is the decision, according to what I understand to be the 

16 case, when the decision was made to go back to the 

17 Israelis or to not report the Israelis for a violation of 

18 the Arms Control Export Act. A decision was made at that 

19 point not to do that and that other things flowed from 

20 that. But it followed the flight which took place 

21 against U.S. wishes. 

22 Now that's my understanding of it, but I don't 

21 really know. 

24 SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, let's take the point at 

25 which you came into this, as I understand it around the 
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5th of December. At that point John McMahon had decided, 

I gather, that whatever had taken place prior to that 

time — and he apparently was as little involved 

personally as you were — whatever happened before that a 

presidential Finding was required and the Finding should 

be worded in such a way as to retroactively cover what 

had happened before. 

MR. GATES: My understanding is that John had 

attended a meeting with McFarlane in mid-November in 

which McFarlane had laid out some of the aspects of this 

transaction with the Iranians. Therefore, when John 

learned that the flight had taken place on Monday, the 

25th, it was based on his knowledge from mid-November 

that he believed that a Finding was required. 

Those who made the decision over that weekend 

did not know about that, did not know that the flight 

apparently was part of a larger program that preceded, 

that went back in time a couple of months or something, 

and that something was also anticipated stretching out 

into the future, that it was something other than just an 

isolated flight and an attempt to try to get the hostages. 

So their judgment and the judgment of our 

lawyers is that based on what our guys who made the 

decision to let the plane go ahead and be chartered knew 

at the time that it was not a violation — that a Finding 
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, necessarily was Ttot necessarily needed. McMahon, knowing 

2 more about what it all was, knew that a Finding, because 

3 of the larger operation, was needed. 

4 SENATOR MUSKIE: W e l l , if McMahon had known 

5 that there was a meeting and if you had known on December 

6 5 that a meeting was held on 22 August 1985, at which the 

7 inspector General now finds that the President says he 

8 cannot approve the transfer of any military equipment at 

9 that time, if McMahon had known that on 5 December or if 

10 you had known that on 5 December, would you have approved 

11 the preparation of a Finding retroactively covering the 

12 transfers that the President had said he could not 

13 approve on August 22? 

14 MR. GATES: The initiative to try to insert a 

15 retroactive coverage of the flight that had taken place 

16 on the 23rd and.24th apparently was the idea of our 

17 General Counsel, not McMahon. 

18 SENATOR MUSKIE: I think he has said that. 

19 MR. MC FADDEN: Y e s . 

20 SENATOR MUSKIE: Yes, I think he has said 

2i that. I think that is right. 

22 M R . GAT E S : I didn't know you could do that 

23 myself, but I'm not a lawyer. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, I guess there is a point 

of view that the President can decide to do anything at 
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any time, to approve whatever has taken place before or 

after. Constitutionally I am not so sure about that. I 

am not a constitutional expert. 

But, in any case, the point I am making is 

simply at getting the facts and not for making judgments. 

MR. GATES: Well, the answer to your question 

is — 

SENATOR MUSKIE: If the President said he 

wouldn't do this in August and the people who were 

proposing it, a Finding, on 5 December did not know that, 

I can understand why they went ahead and did what they 

did. 

MR. GATES: Well, I think (a) they didn't know 

it. But (b) it would also depend on whether the 

President had changed his policy or changed his mind 

between that 22 August meeting and the time that flight 

went in November. It is my impression that he had done 

that. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: But there is no subsequent 

meeting involving the President that I have been able to 

find in this chronology at which he would have made that 

decision, at which he would have changed his mind. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But I am not sure a Finding 

would have been required for that August shipment unless 

it was approval to replace Israeli stocks; otherwise. 
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it's just a violation of the Export Control Act. That is 

2 not an intelligence operation. 

3 SENATOR MUSKIE: No, but McFarlane did raise 

4 the question, according to his statement, that the 

5 Israelis, before they transferred, wanted to know that 

6 they could replenish, and it was that question of 

7 replenishment that required the President to — well, 

8 that I suppose was the reason why the President was asked 

9 to make a decision. At least that's McFarlane's version. 

10 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Yes, but that is at 

ii variance to this chronology. 

12 SENATOR MUSKIE: It is. 

13 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: There are two steps. One, 

14 can the Israelis ship? Two, will we replace? Now this 

15 chronology says no to the first one and therefore the 

16 second one doesn't arise. 

17 SENATOR MUSKIE: But even without the 

18 replenishment question, Brent, it would seem to me that 

19 if the President were told that the Israelis planned to 

20 transfer U.S. equipment to the Iranians and the President 

sat mute in the face of that that would be a violation of 

22 law. I mean, he could not by his silence, as I 

23 understand it, allow that kind of transfer to go 

24 through. He would either have to object to it or approve 

25 it. 
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MR. GATES: My impression is.— and again it's 

only an impression based on hearing secondarily about it 

— is that the Israelis inquired. The President on the 

22nd of August said no. And that was conveyed to the 

Israelis. And the Israelis went ahead and shipped 

anyway. And it was only after the Administration learned 

that the Israelis had shipped the materials that there 

then did ensue a discussion about whether to report it 

under the Export control Act or what to do. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: A discussion at what level, do 

you think, Bob? 

MR. GATES: Well, it must have involved the 

President, since you presumably have a clearcut 

presidential decision on the 22nd of August not to ship. 

Now what I was told was that when they learned that the 

Israelis had shipped these materials, which were 

apparently HAWK spare parts, unless I am confused I think 

that the NSC, that somebody down there, presumably Bud, 

undertook immediately to get the Israelis to get the HAWK 

spare parts back, and in effect those HAWK spare parts 

were ultimately returned, unless I got things confused. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: You have. That is the 

November shipment. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: The August shipment was the 

TOWs. 

ALDÉRSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. 

20 F ST.. N.W.. WASHINGTON. DC. Ï0001 (J02: 621-9300 

UNCLASSIFIED 



263 

UNCLASSIFIEDT 8 000193 55 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Because they were defective. 

MR. GATES: Oh, August was TOWs? 

3 SENATOR MUSKIE: Y e s . That took place in late 

4 August, according to this. 

5 MR. GATES: Then I have mistaken. 

6 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But you do raise an 

7 interesting point, and that is assuming this chronology 

8 is accurate — let's just assume that — something had to 

9 take place between the 22nd of August and the November 

10 shipment, which every apparently agrees we approved and 

11 nobody ever mentions any kind of Presidential involvement 

12 in between. 

13 SENATOR MUSKIE: After August 22. 

H GENERAL SCOWCROFT: How do we get in between 

15 the President saying no, the Israelis can't even ship to 

16 embracing the operation and nobody suggests that there 

17 has been any kind of discussion, meeting or anything in 

18 this period of time? 

19- SENATOR MUSKIE: And that is a big question. 

20 MR. DAWSON: The only meeting that I can find 

21 is the meeting that McMahon has with McFarlane, and all 

22 that meeting does is — 

23 SENATOR MUSKIE: What date is that, Rhett? 

24 MR. DAWSON: The 14th of November, and that 

25 obviously can't be the meeting either. 
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT:- No. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: So we've got a gap in there 

somewhere that is puzzling. You see, that TOW shipment 

took place in August, and Weir was released September 15, 

approximately a couple of weeks later. 

I just noticed this one. On 13 September Allen 

calls the DCI in New York on a secure line to inform him 

of the possibility of an impending hostage release. 

MR. MC FADDEN: May I just ask a follow-up 

question? If you assume the scenario that you have just 

described whereby the U.S. Government, the President 

objected to the Israeli shipment and the Israelis did it 

in the face of that objection, there is no violation of 

U.S. law there as far as the U.S. Government is 

concerned. The Israelis just simply violated their 

contractual arrangements with the U.S. Government. 

It does raise, however, the question of 

reporting that. You don't know how that matter was 

resolved, I take it. 

MR. GATES: No. 

MR. MC FAODEN: I mean, how that was addressed. 

MR. GATES: (Nods negatively.) 

MR. MC FAODEN: Okay. We don't have any 

indication of that either. 

MR. ROSTOW: Do you know of a tacit 
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i understanding between the State Department and Congress 

2 with regard to Israeli shipments, transfers of American 

3 arms to their friends in Lebanon, that such transfers 

* would not be reported because Congress was getting fed up 

5 with getting a report every other minute of such 

6 transfers? 

7 MR. GATES: No. This is the first I've heard 

8 of it. 

9 MR. MC FADDEN: Could I then just follow on to 

10 the November situation? If the November shipment went 

n forward in the form that it did, it seems to me unless 

12 there was a Presidential Finding, that constituted, 

13 arguably, a violation of the requirements as far as the 

14 Agency was involved to have a Presidential Finding, is 

15 that your judgment? 

16 MR. G^TES: It was clearly John McMahon's view 

17 that a Finding, knowing what he knew, that a Finding was 

18 required, and the day he was informed, the 26th of 

19 November, he filled in the General Counsel. The General 

20 Counsel agreed with him and that same day they prepared a 

Finding and sent it down to the NSC. The DCI signed off 

22 on the Finding and sent it down to the NSC. 

23 MR. MC FADDEN: is it your judgment, in 

24 retrospect, given that McMahon knew what he knew, that a 

25 Finding was in fact required? 
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MR. GATES: Oh, I think in retrospect, yes, 

that a Finding would have been required to do that. 

I MR. MC FADDEN: Now the Agency recommended and 

drafted a Finding. What did the Agency do to deal with 

the fact or at least their view that a violation had been 

committed here of their obligation? 

MR. GATES: Well, again even at that point, 

despite Sporkin's or my understanding of Sporkin's 

agreement with McMahon that they ought to get a Finding 

was that under the circumstances it was at least an 

ambiguous case whether a Finding actually had, whether 

there had to be a Finding to cover that activity. 

McMahon's direction, as I understood it, was 

that there would be no more activity like that without a 

Finding. I have seen nothing to suggest that John 

believed at the time that there had been a violation of 

the law or that the lack of a Finding in some way should 

be reported. 

The one thing that has not come out in all of 

this is that regardless of whether a violation of the law 

occurred o r — that's a very ambiguous situation, based 

on everything I have read — but the fact is those who 

authorized the use of the proprietary did in fact violate 

an Agency regulation which provides that no operational 

support request from the White House office shall be 
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i fulfilled without the specific approval of the DCI. 

2 It's referred to as the Gordon Liddy rule that 

3 they require a specific authorization and they did not 

4 have that. 

5 MR. MC FADDEN: It seems to me that given the 

6 situation that was presented to Mr. Sporkin — that is, 

7 that this activity had occurred and there was no Finding 

8 — that it was certainly prudent to try a ratification 

9 approach. That didn't change the fact of whether when it 

io occurred there was a problem and a violation had 

H occurred. It also seems to me justifiable from Junowicz' 

12 point of view, from the point of view of the people who 

13 were actually operating, who didn't have the full story, 

M who didn't know this was part of a broader pattern, that 

15 from their standpoint this may not have required a 

16 presidential Finding, 

17 But in light of Mc M a h o n ' s knowledge and 

18 McMahon's reaction and the broader picture of what had 

19 occurred, it seems to me that your conclusion is sound, 

20 that a Finding was required. And that's not a close 

21 call. That's a fairly clear call under the circumstances, 

22 - All I am suggesting is the notion of 

23 ratification doesn't go to the question of whether a 

24 violation has occurred. It helps to try to deal with a 

25 violation if you have one on your hands, and that's what 
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any lawyer winds up getting. He finds a problem and he 

says what do I do now to try to deal with it. The 

question of whether a violation occurred earlier has to 

stand on the facts. 

MR. GATES: My problem in answering your 

question is that I have, according to McMahon's 

testimony, the fact that Sporkin agreed with him on the 

26th that a Finding probably was needed and that there 

should be a Finding. It's not clear to me whether that 

was prospectively. In other words, if you wanted to do 

anything else like that you needed a Finding, which was 

the way John had cast it — that we need a Finding if we 

are going to do more of these things. 

That doesn't tell me whether Sporkin also 

thought that the one of the 23rd and 24th of November 

needed a Finding, although you can infer from the fact 

that he wanted to try to get ratification language after 

the fact, suggests at least he would have felt more 

comfortable with it. 

By the same token, I have in this text, 

coordinated by our General Counsel's office last week, 

the statement that that flight was not — that the 

failure to have a Finding, that allowing that flight to 

take place without a Finding, did not represent a 

violation of law. 
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MR. MC FADDEN: They had made that judgment now 

in light of all of the facts at the time? 

MR. GATES: Yes. So I've got — 

MR. DAWSON: Two lawyers arguing. 

MR. GATES: I'm glad you said that. 

MR. DAWSON: No. Sporkin said it; I'm not 

saying it. 

(Laughter.) 

SENATOR MUSKIE: The way Sporkin described it 

to us was that he thought with respect to the past he 

ought to at least try to get ratification, whatever that 

might do otherwise. 

MR. DAWSON: I was describing Sporkin's 

disputing Dougherty having told him that indeed a Finding 

was necessary. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: Being a very aged lawyer, I 

would tend to agree with Clark. The problem that McMahon 

was confronted with required some pragmatic 

problem-solving and not a legal judgment so much.at that 

point. 

MR. DAWSON: And I presume that obviously in 

retrospect you would go back and you wouldn't do it this 

way again. 

MR. GATES: I have said in this speech that in 

my view any operation or operational support activity 
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other than counterintelligence and intelligence 

collection that our officers ought to go into it with the 

assumption that a Finding is needed, and let the lawyers 

decide that it's not needed rather than the reverse, that 

the presumption should be for an operational activity 

that a Finding is needed. 

Then, if we decide it's not", based on legal 

opinion, then we can change that approach. But in effect 

what I am trying to convey to the groups here is you 

should err on the side of believing that a Finding is 

required when somebody asks you to fly a plane or deliver 

something or whatever. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: Let me ask this as a matter of 

trying to identify the procedure that is used here. The 

President obviously has several kinds of occasions on 

which he meets with his top national security advisors, 

some of them more formal than others. And I suppose 

occasionally there might be one when they are all present 

or out at a very informal luncheon table without 

notification in advance, without the formal steps'to 

create it. 

The question that troubles me is if there is 

such a meeting, for example the one of 22 August, however 

formal or informal that was — and this doesn't indicate 

the formality of it — a decision was taken. Now what is 

ALDÉRSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. 

20 F ST.. N.W.. WASHINGTON. DC 20001 (202. 621-9300 

UNCLASSIFIED 



271 

UFfCXASSlFIED T B 000201 63 

the practice with respect to informing those agencies or " 

departments headed by the NSC participants of what took 

place? 

What is the practice? Is there any 

documentation? is it regarded as necessary to always 

have documentation which is then distributed in some 

fashion to the people who h'ave to implement these 

decisions, or are they just left hanging in the air to be 

identified and picked up some time later in circumstances 

such as we are working under? 

MR. GATES: My perception is under this 

Administration, as well as the three that I served on the 

NSC staff with, is that it differs. It varies greatly 

with the nature of the meeting, the formality of the 

meeting, whether there is a notetaker present, whether 

the nature of tte decision being taken, whether it's a 

small tactical step or whether it's a significant policy 

step with the sensitivity. 

Sometimes decisions are made that people don ' t 

want to put down on paper. My impression is that it 

varies greatly. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, in this case it seems to 

me that on occasion people just took Lieutenant Colonel 

North's word that he was acting with authority and even 

with respect to a Finding that was locked up in 
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i somebody's safe, as you described the one in January. 

2 MR. GATES: Well, in the case of 17 January 

3 Finding several of our officers did see that signed 

4 Finding at the time. We just didn't get a copy of it. 

5 SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, with respect to the 5 

6 December Finding McMahon has testified that North told 

7 him or told somebody who told him that there was only one 

8 signed copy locked up in North's safe because it was of 

9 such a sensitive nature. Well, are people to take 

io North's word from what his authority was if he contains 

n in his safe the only evidence of that authority? 

12 MR. GATES: Well, I certainly wouldn't. And, 

13 as I say in this little talk, one of the things that I 

14 think we ought to be faulted for is accepting that kind 

15 of thing and not going back even on the 5th of December 

16 and having somebody look at it. At least in the case of 

17 the 6 January Finding, at least the General Counsel saw 

18 that, and on the 17 January Finding, even though we 

~i9 didn't get a copy, at least we had several officers 

20 personally read it in Poindexter's office. 

21 SENATOR MUSKIE: A signed copy? 

22 MR. GA T E S : Y e s . So in those two cases at 

23 least we had somebody in the Agency who could attest to 

24 the fact that such a Finding existed. I don't know why 

25 no one ever followed up after the December 6. 
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CHAIRMAN TOWER: The December 6, and then about* 

i a month later there was a subsequent one, and nothing had 

2 happened in the course of that month^ 

3 MR. GATES: That's correct. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Is it likely that if something 

were to transpire, you were to be utilized or something, 

in that period that somebody would have insisted on 

seeing it? 

MR. GATES: I would assume now, and I would 

have assumed then, that John McMahon would not have 

allowed any operational activity to take place without 

somebody having laid eyes on that December Finding or 

November 26 Finding, whatever the date was. 

'3 MR. MC FADDEN: Well, I can understand your 

concern about the procedures that were followed with 

15 respect to the Finding, but I fail to see how it had a 

material impact in this case. There clearly was not a 

Finding in the earlier activity, at least in August. We 

may or may not have had an oral Finding in November. 

19 But, in any event, that's a real problem, whether that 

2° would constitute a violation or not. 

But, except for that activity, the November 

shipment, there was never any doubt that any other 

activity was covered by a Finding, and whether you 

actually got a copy of it or not — 
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MR. GATES: That's correct. That's fair. *s 

MR. MC FADDEN: — the Finding was explicitly 

2 made and you had people who saw it. 

3 MR. GATES: That's correct. 

4 MR. MC FADDEN: So it seems to me it doesn't 

really go to the heart of this issue. I would like to g0 

6 back to the line of questioning of the Chairman at the 

outset here relating to the professionalism of how this 

operation was run. 

It seems to me I have a suggestion from what 

you have said in your conclusions here that one of the 

basic problems with this operation is it was not very 

professionally run and had this been turned over to the 

Agency at the appropriate time we may have had a very 

different result here. I would like to probe that a 

little more because L think that is an important 

conclusion for the Board. 

How would the NSC — excuse me, how would the 

Agency have been able to avoid the use of intermediaries 

in this case? 

MR. GATES: Well, let me go back just one step 

before that. I don't see how this operation in its 

totality, again leaving out any question of diversions, 

could have been run by CIA, because what was involved 

here was a negotiation with Iran. Now I suppose that we 
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could have had George Cave, on instructions from the 

president, go to the Iranians and say here is our 

position or here is the united States' position, but it 

would have put the CIA in the position of negotiating 

with a foreign government on a non-intelligence problem. 

I mean, if I had been in my present position at ' 

that time, I would have said wait a second. That's not 

the way these things operate. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: I think that is pretty clearly 

understood, but it is the other aspect of the operation 

other than the logistical side of it. 

MR. GATES: The funding aspect. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Yes, the funding, the 

transfer, all of that. And, of course, in fact even 

though you don't negotiate, your people go along to 

provide the support. r 

MR. GATES: Sure. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: So I would agree, and I 

wouldn't suggest that the Agency be placed in a position 

of conducting the negotiation. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: in fact, there are no 

negotiations and the whole thing really is an arms for 

hostage operation. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: That's what it turns out to be, 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Which is essentially your 
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kind of business. I mean, I'm talking about the facts of^ 

it and the way the things happened, the details of planes 

taking off and one hostage released and how many would be 

released after this shipment and so on. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: That could have been a totally 

CIA operation, Brent. But there were other points of 

reference. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: There were. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Involved, in which you should 

use a representative of- the President. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: That's true. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: Rather than a CIA operative. 

MR. GATES: In terms of your question now, 

there are two sort of basic considerations that establish 

the framework for whatever arrangements are established. 

The first is that because the Iranians were so badly 

stung by scams in the first few years of the war they 

will not pay for any weapons except after they are 

delivered COD. The Agency, under the law and under the 

rules, cannot buy weapons from the Department of Defense 

when it does not have a preexisting source of funds to 

pay the Department of Defense for those weapons. 

Now in effect what the NSC went out and did was 

create off-line a bridge loan to straddle those two 

considerations. Now, I don't have any great ideas on 
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how, if we had done this officially and without the use 

y of intermediaries, or if we had done it without the use 

? of private financing — let's put it that way — because 

we would have probably ended up using some kind of 

intermediary, but for the arms themselves I don't know 

exactly how you could have orchestrated that to get past 

those two — one, a consideration of law and regulation 

and, on the other, a consideration of practice — how you 

could get around that. 

But I am convinced that there is a way it could 

have been done. There are ways in which the money and 

the arms are handled at the same time that somehow could 

have been worked out. 

MR. MC FADDEN: I happen to agree with you on 

that. 

MR. GATES: But I don't know. It would take 

some of our operational experts who perhaps have been 

engaged in things like that who can figure out how that 

might have been done. 

19 SENATOR MUSKIE: Or something like this had to 

be done in 1980 with the Iranian hostages release. We. 

had to find a way to put money in the hands of the 

Iranians at the same time that they had let go of them. 

MR. GATES: You know, one possibility that just 

immediately, off the top of my head, occurs would be for 
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the Iranians to deposit the money with the Algerians as *s 

1 in an escrow account of some sort, and our weapons to be 

2 put into the hands of the Israelis or whoever the 

3 Iranians designated and at that moment the transfers were 

4 made or something. 

5 It is not beyond the wit of man to design 

6 something. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: But there was a more 

8 professional way of doing it. 

9 MR. MC FADDEN: But that is just one aspect of 

0 this transaction, the use of intermediaries. I would 

like to pursue some of the others because it seems to me 

you could have eliminated intermediaries but still would 

that have made any difference here. 

Now what about secrecy? You have a situation 

where, exchanging weapons for hostages in an Iranian 

context, what are the chances under any scenario with the 

Agency handling it in your most professional way that 

that is not going to be disclosed? What is your judgment 

on that? Was there a possibility in this environment in 

Iran to provide significant amounts of weapons for 

hostages without this effort breaking? 

MR. GATES: Well, in fact that happened for 

better than a year and, based on my experience over the 

last half dozen years, the prospects for us keeping it 
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secret, now just being perfectly honest with you, the 

i prospects for us keeping it secret if we had gone through 

2 the regular covert action approval procedures in the 

3 Executive Branch and if we had prior notified the 

' Committees of the congress would be very low, especially 

5 if there were people either in the Executive Branch or 

6 the Congress who disagreed with it. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Which there would have been 

8 in this case. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: It is always easier to keep a 

secret if everybody agrees it should be done. 

MR. GATES: Well, our current situation with 

covert actions is a good example. We have a bunch of 

covert actions that have never leaked because nobody 

disagrees. 

MR. DAWSON:, Are you going to move on beyond 

this area? 

MR. MC FADDEN: Well, I would like to press 

this a little further, you mentioned the analytic 

capability and that the risks might not have adequately 

M been set forth here. I am puzzled by that contention. 

It seems to me that at least the DCI had quite a full 

opportunity to inform the president and the others in the 

National Security Council of the risks in this 

operation. To be sure, there were major risks, but I 
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find it hard to conclude, looking at the January 17 % 

1 Finding, that at that point the President had not had 

2 adequate notice of the risks in this situation. 

3 After all, he had had the Secretary of State 

tell him it wasn't a good idea. He'd had the Secretary 

5 of Defense on more than one occasion tell him it was not 

a good idea. Do you think that in this situation that 

exposing this to the analytic capability of the Agency or 

8 any other part of the national security system would have 

9 resulted in the President having a more keen or 

compelling exposure to the risks of this operation? 

MR. GATES: The President might have had a 

clearer idea about how the Iranians negotiate, which no 

13 one involved appears to have surfaced. The President 

would have had a better notion of the political milieu in 

Tehran that he was getting himself engaged with, and that 

some of the assumptions that people were telling him 

about might not be as clearcut as they thought. 

I think that if some of our other people — not 

necessarily the analysts — had been involved he might 

have learned a little bit more about how the 

international arms business works and the kinds of people 

who are tied up in that. So there are various aspects of 

this that may not have been critical to it, but I think 

would have allowed the President and those on the NSC 
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implementing his policies to have a clearer appreciation 

i of the difficulties they were going to encounter. 

2 I mean, one of the things, for example, that J 

3 believe was a serious strategic mistake was the first 

time that the scenario was violated, in other words the 

first' time that the Iranians did not come through as 

originally agreed between the Iranians and the Americans, 

for the Americans just to have said all right, that's 

it. But, frankly, you know if somebody negotiated in 

this government, negotiated with the Soviets like these 

guys negotiated with the Iranians, they would really be 

in trouble. 

MR. MC FADDEN: What about another area, and 

that is alerting the President to what some witnesses 

before the Board have contended that there was an 

essential error in this judgment on this, and that is the 

political reaction of the United States people, of the 

nation, to this kind of an arrangement, the kind of 

outcry and bitterness that ensued? What would be the 

reaction if it became public? 

Would the Agency have been able to help him in 

any way with that? 

MR. GATES: No. 

MR. MC FADDEN: Is there anything in this 

process that would have helped him with that? 
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CHAIRMAN TOWER: I'd have to say that I don't *s 

regard that as an Agency responsibility. I think that is 

7 the responsibility of his immediate advisorsand NSC. 

3 MR. GATES: Let me say that (a) we are not 

supposed to, and, secondly, I would say that we are 

probably some of the least qualified people to do that. 

6 MR. MC FADDEN: But was the National Security 

Council staff the place for that to have occurred? 

8 MR. GATES: No. I agree with the Chairman, i 

think that has to come from the President's close-in 

advisors. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: I would include his National 

Security Advisors, because they are supposed to be alive 

to political sensitivity. 

MR. GATES: But not the National Security staff 

for the most part, sometimes they can raise some 

warnings, but they tend not to be very either expert or 

credible on domestic politics. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: It would have to include the 

Secretaries of State and Defense. 

MR. DAWSON: I am interested in trying to sort 

out the relationship between anybody in your position and 

the Director. I was intrigued the other day to find out 

from Mr. McMahon that at certain particular periods 

throughout this he is not informed by the Director about 
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the things which the Director knew which he regarded as 

1 unusual. But it happens in this case pretty often. 

2 I mean, there is a draft NSDD which, while it's 

3 not sent to him — it's sent to Shultz and Weinberger — 

4 he responds to on July 17, 1985, supporting the draft 

5 NSDD. McMahon knows nothing about that. He didn't see 

6 it. He doesn't know anything about the draft NSDD or the 

response, according to what I think McMahon testified. I 

8 don't think anybody would quarrel with that. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: That is correct. 

MR. DAWSON: There is also a January 3 meeting 

at the Director's home in 1986 where North is present, 

and I believe Sporkin is present, but McMahon doesn't 

even know about that Finding, I think he testified, until 

January 24. That was the first he'd heard about it. 

I am troubled by your conclusion that some of 

this compartmenVation was imposed by people outside. I 

mean, I would argue that some of your compartmentation 

was imposed by people inside, namely the Director. I 

guess a lot of your conclusions are based on the rather 

sensitive relationship between the CIA and its prime 

customer, the National Security Council, and I think that 

is a tough one to try to sort out. 

But'I think not having the Director available 

to speak for himself is obviously a big problem here. 
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i But, based on what McMahon says about what he knew, i f 3 

2 remarkably — something is going on in this relationship 

3 between the two of them that I really don't quite fathom. 

4 MR. GATES: Well, clearly one of the problems 

5 — and I mention it in the speech — one of the things 

6 that we did was we tolerated an externally-imposed 

7 compartmentation and we probably then made it worse in 

8 some respects, with respect to the Director, with 

9 respect to that, first of all, there are things that go 

io on that, you know, one of the questions I was asked by 

11 the House Committee when I went up there a few weeks ago 

12 was whether I had read a cable from McMahon to Casey, 

13 this cable of 26 January in which he expressed the deep 

14 reservations of the entire senior management preparing 

is these materials. 

16 I had never seen that, and I had never known 

17 that McMahon sent that. 

18 MR. DAWSON: That doesn't surprise me. You're 

19 DDL 

20 MR. GATES: Fair enough, and that was my 

2i answer. But my own view, my own speculation on this 

22 about Casey and McMahon and perhaps Casey and myself is 

23 two considerations. First of all, the Director is, this 

24 Director does not go out of his way after meetings, 

25 routine meetings, to provide feedback to people on what 

AIDHSON «POSTING COMPANY. INC. 

20 F ST.. N.W.. WASHINGTON. O.C 20001 (202, 621-9300 

UNCLASSIFIED 



285 

UNCLASSir»L3 T B 000213 
7? 

t went on. If we ask him we find out.^but, for example, 

2 just like when — we have a weekly breakfast with cap 

3 Weinberger and we have a weekly meeting with the National 

4 Security Advisor. And the DDCI always does some notes 

5 after that that informs people of what transpired, what 

6 things were raised and what the disposition was. 

7 When the DDCI's not present that never gets 

8 done. It's just the Director's style of work. He will 

9 tell you. He's not keeping secrets from you. He just 

10 has other things on his agenda than dictating notes of 

11 meetings. 

12 And it's altogether conceivable to me that with 

13 no malice aforethought, with no intention of withholding 

14 information from the DDCI, from McMahon, that Casey held 

is these meetings and then went on to the next thing on the 
r 

16 agenda, and it doesn't surprise me at all. 

17 One of the things that I think there is a 

18 tendency to overlook is at key moments of this whole 

19 affair how many other things were going on at the same 

20 time. That is the second consideration I was going to 

raise. You know, in the middle of October, one of the 

questions is well, gee, why did it take you guys a week 

to get the information to the NSC about our concerns on 

the operational security. Well, we were in the middle of 

trying to deal with Reykjavik. We had the Hasenfus plane 
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down. We had a big hassle going on with the Hill on a 

couple of issues. We were trying to get the contra 

program started the first, and so on, and so on. 

But the point is all I'm trying to say is that 

I would not necessarily regard it as sinister that Casey 

did not tell McHahon about some of these things because 

he told him a lot of things about other things relating 

to the program that were just as sensitive. I think it's 

just part of the Director's work style rather than an 

attempt to withhold information. 

MR. DAWSON: Wellr, I guess there is another 

aspect to it, and that has to do with McMahon's testimony 

that everybody knew that they weren't to undertake these 

activities any more without checking with him first or 

without getting a Finding. But somehow clarridge doesn't 

know that or Clarridge says I didn't know that. He never 

told me. 

But he, McMahon, can't recall how he put that 

order out. He apparently didn't. I don't argue, and I 

am not trying to impute a lot of sinister character to 

this. I an just trying to sort out how you suggest to 

the President that we can avoid a recurrence of this. 

What is it? If you get busy, be careful? I 

mean, that's not very helpful. 

MR. GATES: Well, I'll tell you it seems to me, 

AIDIRSON REPORTING COMPANY INC. 

20 F ST.. N.W.. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20001 1202) 621-9300 

UNCLASSIFIED 



"icmssirKD 

287 

1 B 000217 

in thinking about the Commission and the kinds of issues 

that you all ace interested in, it seems to me that one 

of the most important lessons of all of this is, in my 

judgment, the Administration has a good process for 

developing and approving covert actions. It has a 

reasonably decent process in terms of policymaking and 

involving the proper actors. 

It seems to me that if there is a single 

important lesson out of this whole affair it was that the 

process was ignored, and from that flow all kinds of bad 

things in this thing. If the process had been observed, 

even if you exclude from that process the prior 

notification of the Congress for secrecy reasons, and 

even if you severely abbreviate the number of people who 

have access to it but you still go through the process 

and have people do the things they are supposed to do, at 

least the operational irregularities and failures of the 

thing could have been avoided. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: That is a part of a lot of 

our questioning, and I understand your answer to Rhett 

about especially the later period. But here in 1985, 

sometime during the summer and fall, we have what I would 

call an absolute revolution in O.S. foreign policy both 

with how you deal with hostages and the whole Iran-Iraq 

war. 
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That's what amazes me, that all of this took 

place without anybody even hardly remembering it 

happened. I agree completely with your analysis, but 

what we're trying to find out is why wasn't the process 

followed and, even it it wasn't, why didn't somebody 

stand up and scream, my God, do you realize what we're 

doing and if this thing leaks what the consequences are? 

MR. GATES: My impression is that those views, 

this meeting on December 5 that John McMahon had with the 

rest of us, my impression is that John was using it to 

prepare himself for a meeting in the residence on the 7th 
• 

of December where he stood in for the Director and it is 

my impression from John that he and the Secretary of 

State and the Secretary of Defense, all three, at that 

meeting strongly expressed their reservations, their 

concerns, their opposition to the thing. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT*. All the chronology says, 

the meeting is 7 December and so on to discuss an 

expansion of the informal link between the Iranians and 

the Israelis. 

MR. DAWSON: Read the 5 December one, the one 
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rre is referring to. 

2 MR. GATES: The 7 December meeting is the one 

3 with the President. 

4 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I understand the 5 one. 

5 MR. GATES: Again, I'm just trying to recall 

6 what John told m e . It was that, you know, he had his 

7 shot at it along with the others and they made their 

8 views known very clearly to the President at that point 

9 about the whole thing. I don't know what John said. I 

10 don't know if he raised the fragility of the Iraqis or 

n whether he just said it was operationally stupid or 

12 what. And John might not have been quite as forceful as 

13 he recalls in hindsight. I don't know. 

14 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Few people are with the 

is President. 
r 

16 (Laughter.) 

17 MR. GATES: My impression is that that is one 

is instance, for example, where people did express in fairly 

•9 direct terms their opposition to the thing. 

20 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Do you think that the 

21 President was so concerned with this opportunity to 

22 establish contact with the Iranians that he overruled all 

23 of his principal advisors? 

24 MR. GATES: I don't know. 

25 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: That is a facetious 
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question, really. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: Did the 7 December meeting 

include — yes, it did — the Secretaries of Defense and 

State. But in the meeting of December 16, the DDCI 

mentioned the December 7 meeting at the White House and 

didn't describe any of those broader issues that Brent 

has referred to. I think that is a basic question. 

MR. ROSTOW: Did it occur to anybody at the 

Agency that once the president had made his decision 

after hearing the opposition of the senior Departmental 

advisors that maybe they should have said okay, Mr. 

President, I don't agree with you but we're going to take 

over this operation to make sure it's done right because 

we know and we have informed you of our serious 

reservations about the way it's being conducted and the 
r 

people that are involved? 

MR. GATES: Well, again I don't know what John 

said or the Director in terms of worries about the 

operational approach or the way they intended to go about 

doing this thing. But, to the best of my knowledge, 

nobody said that. 

MR. ROSTOW: Nobody talked about it in the 

Agency? There was no scuttlebutt? You said that Mossad, 

for example, isn't too unhappy to see Nir up to his 

eyebrows. 
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MR. GATES: That is just gossip. 

MR. ROSTOW: But couldn't the same thing be 

said about the Agency and ollie North? 

MR. GATES: No, I don't think so. I think that 

the general view of people in the Agency who dealt with 

Ollie was that Ollie was one of the few people on that 

NSC staff who could get things done. X had that view 

myself, and not in an operational context. The 

Administration established, largely at Ollie's 

insistence, in 1981, late "81, between Ollie and Bud 

McFarlane the crisis preplanning group, which was 

essentially an under secretaries group to try and worry 

about crisis situations below the level of the Vice 

President and the Cabinet level group. 

And that group basically dealt with all kinds 
r 

of problems, from Lebanon to Grenada to Libya, a dozen 

different problems. Ollie was the driving force behind 

that. If Ollie hadn't been pushing it, if he hadn't been 

pushing Poindexter and Bud to have those meetings and to 

get that group together, to force them to deal with some 

of these issues, it would have never happened, in my view. 

So I think that the general attitude among 

those who knew Ollie was, first of all, they liked, 

almost, I would guess, to a man, liked him as a person, 

and, second, had some respect at least for the fact that 
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i he could move a problem from point A to point B. So I 

2 don't think there was any sense of let's let him get into 

3 trouble and hang himself. I just don't think there were 

4 feelings like that about North. 

5 There were worries that he was kind of a 

6 cowboy, that sometimes he did go too hard. But we're not 

7 unfamiliar with people like that. We've got a few of 

8 them ourselves. So the notion was, you know, you just 

9 make surek everything is approved. And one of the 

io things, in talking about the people taking North's word 

ii for it, it didn't take too many instances of disagreeing 

12 with Ollie or having a problem with something Ollie said 

13 and going to Poindexter and being told no, he was 

14 authorized to do that, to realize that Ollie was 

15 basically speaking on the things we were dealing with him 
r 

16 about, was basically speaking for Poindexter. 

17 SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, do you think, then, if 

is there was a diversion that North had authority to arrange 

19 it? 

20 MR. GATES: I really don't know. 

21 SENATOR MUSKIE: I mean the get-down guys have 

22 their value. 

23 MR. GATES: I r e a l l y d o n ' t have the f a i n t e s t 
24 idea. 

25 SENATOR MUSKIE: I'm sure you don't, but you 
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just said, you know, these fellows have some reputation 

for being cowboys. You said just be sure they don't go 

3 too far. How do you manage that with an Oliver North? I 

4 won't pursue that. 

5 HR. GATES: I would put an attorney next to him 

6 in my shop, a good lawyer. 

7 - SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, North went to a lawyer 

8 and he apparently knew. He apparently had some pretty 

9 good judgment as to what problems he had gotten involved 

io i n . 

il MR. ROSTOW: Was there a sentiment that North 

12 was the kind of fellow who could get things done and in 

13 some respect the Agency was a kind of institution that 

14 could not get things done? 

15 MR. GATES: No, I don't think so. I didn't 

16 have that sense. 

17 MR. MC FADDEN: Well, when you say one of the 

18 lessons here is that the process wasn't used, can you 

19 enlighten us on other ventures that Ollie North was 

20 involved in where the process was used any differently 

2i than it was here? 
22 MR. GATES: Sure, Grenada, the Achille Lauro. 

23 MR. MC FADDEN: And what were the essential 

2« differences in the process there that didn't occur here? 

» MR. GATES: Well, those did not involve covert 
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i action, but it involved the use of several different 

2 agencies. It involved the use of operational forces, 

3 operational activities. And my impression has been that 

4 North worked very closely' with the right people in DOD, 

s worked closely with the right people in our place in 

6 terms of gathering the right information, worked closely 

7 with the right people in NSA in terms of bringing all 

8 those things together and making it happen. 

9 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Then again it comes up to the 

10 decision between overall management and coordination of 

ii an effort and actual operational activity. 

12 MR. GATES: I would make that distinction. 

13 CHAIRMAN TOWER: About implementation through 

14 operation. 

15 MR. MC FADDEN: What is your sense of Colonel 
i 

16 North's operational activity on this particular matter, 

17 the Iran-contra thing? What did he actually do that was 

18 operational, in other words, that he did that the Agency 

19 may have been able to do? 

20 MR. G A T E S : W e l l , it would appear that he had a 

2i role in establishing these financial linkages. I don't 

22 know that for a fact, but it appears to be the case. 

23 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Or tasked others to do it? 

24 MR. GATES: Or tasked others to do it outside 

25 the government. 
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, MR. MC FADDEN: On that very point, we would"-

2 like to pursue that with you to see what you and your 

3 agency can do to help us on the question of accounts and 

4 so forth, to see what really happened here. I just know 

5 what Mr. Casey said to the House Select Committee on 

6 intelligence in his testimony on November 21 in talking 

7 about the funding. 

8 "I want to reiterate that the funds for the 

9 procurement of material enumerated above, as well as all 

io associated costs, were provided by the Iranians 

n themselves. Funding from Iran was transferred to CIA for 

12 deposit in a covert funding mechanism. This action 

13 provided secure means for control, payment and 

14 accountability of all funding associated with this 

15 program." 

16 Now is that your impression of the way the 

17 funding for this program was handled — through a 

18 mechanism that was secured for control, payment and 

19 accountability of all funding? 

20 MR. GATES: My understanding of the funding 

2i arrangements were that, particularly in the first 

22 channel, was that because of the Iranian requirement that 

23 the weapons, that no payment be made until delivery, that 

2« the investors put up a bunch of money — $15 million, 

25 whatever it was. That money was put into one set of 
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1 -accounts. I have variously heard those accounts 

2 described as Israeli accounts, as intermediary accounts, 

3 whatever. 

4 The precise amounts that we were billed by DOD 

5 or that DOD told us would be the charged were transferred 

6 into our account through an electronic transfer from 

7 these other intermediary accounts, and only that money 

8 which was required to pay our bills was transferred into 

9 those accounts. • And that's where we can account for 

10 every penny of the money that came into our hands. And 

ii then our payments were made directly to DOD. " 

12 But there are these other accounts into which 

13 the money was originally put, we don't have the faintest 

14 idea to this day how much money went into those accounts 

15 and where it went. 
r 

16 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: It is my impression that 

17 our finance people know about everything there is to know 

18 about establishing accounts and this and that and the 

19 other thing. Have you tried, have your people tried to 

20 trace any of this as to, you know, what the various steps 

2i were, just informally to try to sort through this thing? 

22 or could you? Do you think your people could find it? 

23 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Have you tried to draw a flow 

24 chart or anything like that? 

25 MR. GATES: In terms of account numbers and 
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, that sort of thing? 

2 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Y e s . 

3 MR. GATES: Not that I am aware of. 

4 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Account numbers, what the 

5 various people who handle anything at all, who they are? 

6 I mean, I think you have got some real experts in there 

7 that know a lot about this stuff. 

8 CHAIRMAN TOWER: To follow up on that, would it 

9 be useful for us to have our staff talk to your finance 

10 people about this? 

ii MR. GATES: Sure. I don't know whether it 

12 would be useful, but you are welcome to. And, if you 

13 want to ask them to see if they can trace back, I just 

14 don't know what's possible, but anything they can do that 

is would be helpful we would be happy to do. 
t 

16 CHAIRMAN TOWER: I think we might want to 

17 follow up on that. 

18 MR. DAWSON:- While we are on the subject of 

19 asking you to do things, one of the more difficult 

20 problems that we have had is trying to trace down the 

2i contra money, not just the front end of it, which I think 

22 you are talking about now, but the back end. 

23 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Yes, the back end. 

24 MR. GATES: Do you mean in terms of what flowed 

2* to the contras, what equipment flowed to the contras? 
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MR. DAWSON: Mr. Fiers told us that he could do 

some charts if we wished, and I guess we should make it 

official and ask you to do that, if you would. 

But the second part of that is trying to see if 

there is any intelligence collection that has previously 

been or could be massaged or further developed to see if 

it would shed any light on all of this. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: In other words, using your 

assets[ 'to try to find out what came out 

the other end, or if indeed anything came out. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Yes. 

MR. DAWSON: I will talk to John Pereira about 

this, if it helps. It might make life a little bit 

easier. 

MR. GATES: Why don't you give that 

specifically to John — I will mention it — exactly what 

you want? I know that you have information on the 

flights that were made into Nicaragua. I have seen a 

chart of flights, the kinds of planes, and the dates that 

they flew. I don't know exactly where they flew. We 

have some information along those lines. 

MR. DAWSON: I don't know whether that includes 

the Secord-sponsored flights or not. My impression is 

that that's not true. I wish it were so. 

MR. GATES: I just don't know. 
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MR. DAWSON: Who should I talk to — John — 

about all of these, to try to line this up? 

MR. GATES: I will take care of the one the 

4 chairman mentioned to me before the meeting, but on these 

others why don't you talk to John directly? 

MR. DAWSON: Maybe it Would help to have what 

7 the Chairman talked to you about before the meeting, this 

8 list of key players (indicating). 

9 SENATOR MUSKIE: Do yoo know whether or not 

there was a diversion of funds? 

MR. GATES: No. 

MR. ROSTOW: Were you aware that Secord had 

been denied a security clearance by the CIA? 

MR. GATES: No. Secord's problems with — as I 

said, my understanding is that those problems had 

occurred in connection with Wilson and so on, and all of 

i: that happened at the Agency. That really was, if you 

is will forgive me, on the other side of the house, on the 

19 operational side of the house, and I just didn't get 

20 involved in it, quite honestly, and didn't know much 

21 about it. 

22 I heard things about Wilson and Terpil and 

23 later about Secord and so on, but I didn't know any of 

24 that stuff sort of firsthand or what was bothering them. 

25 MR. BRUH: Could I ask you to follow up on 
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1 that, though, and maybe even-to speculate? Would it be 

2 your opinion that since the Agency knew that retired 

3 Major General Secord was so involved in the Iranian part 

* of it, if not the contra side of it, that knowing what 

5 the Agency knew about Secord, which you said was kind of 

6 general information before about him, that they would 

7 - have felt obligated to tell somebody, even if it was 

8 somebody above Colonel North, that they were dealing with 

9 somebody, namely General Secord, who was not trustworthy? 

10 MR. GATES: I don't know that that wasn't 

done. In other words, it may well have been McMahon or 

12 somebody at some point or somebody from the Directorate 

of Operations said that. You get different views on 

H Secord within the Agency. Some people believe that 

is nothing has ever been proved against the guy. 
r 

16 MR. DAWSON: In a court of law, that's true. 

17 MR. GATES: Yes, and that he's gotten a bum 

is rap. Others basically have their own opinion. 

19 MR. BRUR: Would the Agency basically have 

20 gotten a copy of the last FBI-Department of Justice 

21 report on the DISCO, General Secord, et al. matter? 

22 MR. GATES: Not normally, I don't think. It 

23 might have come to us if Secord applied to us for a 

24 security clearance at some point subsequent to that, and 

25 we would have done a national agency check. We might 
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have gotten some part of it, but I just don't know that. 

MR. BRUH: When General Secord — Are you aware 

that General Secord makes a trip with Colonel North and 

George Cave and then meets with the second channel in 

Europe? 

MR. GATES: Yes. 

MR. BRUH: Would George Cave have known about 

the concerns about General Secord? 

MR. GATES: The honest answer is I don't know, 

but since most of these problems had been related to the 

Near East that involved Wilson and some of the 

allegations against General Secord, I would speculate he 

might have, but I just don't know. 

MR. MC FADDEN: Can I ask you about the funds 

in this case? Are ycju satisfied that the United States 

U Government received all the funds that were due it for 

the arms transfers? 

MR. GATES: Do you mean in terms of the pricing? 

MR. MC FADDEN: I mean in any sense, in terms 

» of the funds that could have been due the United States 

2i Government as a result of transferring these arms. 

22 MR. GATES: Yes. And I am told that after all 

23 of the bills that we anticipate still coming in from the 

24 Department of Defense are paid that there will be 

25 somewhere in the neighborhood of $300,000 to $350,000 
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2 MR. MC FADDEN: So you would conclude that 

3 regardless of any problems that could be associated with 

4 the diversion — and there may be a lot of problems 

5 associated with the diversion, if it occurred — that the 

6 diversion did not occur with United States taxpayers' 

7 money? 

8 MR. GATES: That is correct. That is certainly 

9 my understanding. 

10 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I wouldn't have asked the 

ii question that way. 

12 MR. GATES: And I may be answering a question a 

13 little different than you asked. 

14 MR. MC FADDEN: I think the answer is a useful 

15 answer, if that is the answer. I don't mean to trick you. 
s 

16 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But taxpayers' money now. 

17 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Yes. You see, that is a 

18 subjective judgment about what is taxpayers' money. But 

19 the fact is that your income out of the whole thing will 

20 exceed your outlay. That is the point. 

21 MR. GATES: Yes, sir, that is my understanding. 

22 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: It was not taken out of the 

23 costs of the operation? 

1* MR. GATES: That's correct. We recovered the 

25 monies owed the United States Government. 
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MR. MC FADDEN: Do you have any indication tha-t 

anything more may have been due the taxpayers than 

recovery of costs? 

MR. GATES: How do you mean? 

MR. MC FADDEN: Well, I think General Scowcroft 

is a little uncomfortable with the formulation of what 

constitutes taxpayers' money here. You say the costs 

were covered, so that as far as the arms transfers were 

concerned the costs were covered. Are you aware of 

anything else that was due to the O.S. Government in 

these transactions aside from the covering of costs? 

MR. GATES: No. We spent a little over $87,000 

of appropriated funds in support of the operation, but 

those were ordinary operational expenses that I would not 

consider recoverable under this, if you will. 
t 

MR. MC FADDEN: Well, let's state it another 

way. Were you aware that there was a bargain struck, if 

you will, between the United States Government or its 

agents in some way and ultimately the Iranians for 

compensation to the united States Government above what 

it was actually paid — that is, above the costs that 

were received? "."> 

MR. GATES: No, that is the first I've heard 

about it. 

MR. ROSTOW: How much money did the U.S. 
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Government receive in the Iranian arms transfer? 

2 MR. GATES: I think the total amount was on th« 

3 order of $12,237,000. 

4 GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Or 238 or something. 

5 MR. ROSTOV»: We have heard testimony to the 

6 effect that a TOW missile on the open market costs 

7 $10,000. To my"rough calculation that would mean that 

8 some $20 million might logically have been returned to 

9 the O.S. Government for the arms transfers. Would you 

10 agree with that? 

11 MR. GATES: Not necessarily, no. My 

12 understanding is that the pricing on all aspects of it, 

13 the price of the TOWs, to the preparation of the TOWS in 

14 Alabama, to the shipping costs to ourT _ that 

15 all of those costs were arrived at through our regular 

16 focal point arrangement with the Department of Defense, 

17 and I have never heard or seen anything that would 

18 suggest that there was any monkey business in the pricing 

19 involved. 

20 MR. ROSTOW: I am not suggesting that there is. 

21 MR. GATES: Or that we got a cut rate from D0D 

22 on the price of the missiles. I have read that Secretary 

23 Weinberger is having people look into that and I don't 

24 know what that will result in. But my impression is that 

25 it was all very straightforward. 
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Well,- there may have been a 

difference between whether you were charged replacement 

cost or cost of the missiles themselves, and there is a 

substantial difference there. 

MR. GATES: Yes. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But that is not monkey 

business. 

MR. ROSTOW: Oh, no. I wasn't suggesting any 

monkey business. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But neither one has much to 

do with the cost on the open market of TOW missiles. 

MR. ROSTOW: That's right. My question just 

had to do with whether in fact we ended up charging a 

price which covered our costs but which was less than 

what the Iranians would have had to pay I don't know 

16 where, but in some arms bazaar somewhere. 

17 MR. GATES: Well, my impression is that Chat 

18 probably is true, but I am not also not sure you can even 

19 get TOWs on the open market. 

M CHAIRMAN TOWER: I don't think you can. 

21 SENATOR MUSKIE: Do you know who quoted the 

22 price to the Iranians and whether or not it was a price 

23 based upon OOD figures? 

24 MR. GATES: I don't know. 

» SENATOR MUSKIE: I mean, I don't think we have 

ALOEKSON «POUTING COMPANY. INC 
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i any idea who quoted the -price. 

2 CHAIRMAN TOWER: I think we are asking some 

3 good questions, but they are maybe questions that we need 

4 to ask other people. 

s MR. MC FADDEN: Y es. We are not trying to 

6 trick you. We are just trying to find out if you know. 

-7 CHAIRMAN TOWER: My point is there are other 

8 people who might really be able to give us good answers 

9 to these. 

10 MR. GATES: But I don't know whether — I mean, 

ii I would think that the right scenario is we get the price 

12 from the DOD focal point and then we communicate that 

13 information to North or McFarlane, and they then tell the 

14 Iranians here is what the cost will be. 

is CHAIRMAN TOWER: The fact is, DOD sets the 

16 price; you don't dictate to DOD what the price will be? 

17 MR. GATES: That is absolutely right. 

18 SENATOR MUSKIE: And North doesn't either? 

19 MR. GATES: That's correct. 

20 MR. BRDH: Mr. Gates, it seems that in late 

21 1985, early 1986 there seems to be a tremendous amount of 

22 communications between General Secord and Ollie North. 

23 To your knowledge was the Agency aware of those 

24 communications? 

25 MR. GATES: I've never heard anything about it. 
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT: But you would not 

necessarily, would you? 

MR. GATES: I wouldn't have at that time, in 

any event, but I also have not in retrospect and in 

preparation for all the hearings heard anybody say 

anything that would suggest we knew about such a thing. 

That's not to say somebody didn't, but I just haven't 

heard anything. 

MR. BRUH: Specifically with regard to Central 

America is what I am talking about. 

MR. GATES: No. 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Do you know anything about 

that relationship? 

MR. GATES: No. 

MR. MC FADDEN: I have another question on this 

16 business of relating to the costs of these missiles. Mr. 

t7 Casey testified in that same hearing, that same testimony 

IB I mentioned earlier, that with respect to, and I believe 

19 this is, let's see, the May shipment, May 1986, in terms 

20 of transporting these arms, that the Office of Logistics 

2i assembled the available HAWK missile spare parts at Kelly 

22 Air Force Base. 

23 ' The parts were then transported to Israel by a 

2* private contractor, Southern Air Transport. Now in terms 

of the Agency, when they delivered those parts to Kelly 

ALOERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC 

20 f ST.. N.W.. WASHINGTON. O.C. 20001 (202) 621-9J00 

milNfilASStflED 



308 

rvn or Pi 1G?uteU8stoH>T B o t . s n ^ 
i Air -Force Base, did they still maintain control, dominion 

2 or title over those parts until they got to Israel, or 

3 did turning it over to the private contractor at that 

* point end the transaction as far as the Agency was 

5 concerned? 

6 MR. GATES: As far as I know, that ended our 

7 involvement in the process. 

8 MR. MC FADDEN: You turned it over there? you 

9 were paid for it and that was the end of your formal 

10 responsibility for that equipment? Is that accurate? 

11 MR. GATES: That is my understanding. 

12 MR. MC FADDEN: I just wanted to clarify where 

13 the line is. 

14 MR. GATES: But in terms of the specific legal 

is ties or lines there it would probably be worthwhile to 
* 

16 ask somebody from our Office of Logistics. 

17 MR. MC FADDEN: Okay. Thank you. 

18 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Is there anything further? 

19 (No response.) 

20 CHAIRMAN TOWER: Bob, there are a couple of 

21 questions that I would like to ask that bear on something 

22 you said earlier that I would like to do with only you 

23 and the three of us in the room, if I may, and excuse 

24 everyone else. ;; 

25 (A discussion was held off the record.) 
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CHAIRMAN TOWER: Ed, did you have a question? 

SENATOR MUSKZE: Yes. You said that we 

recovered our costs, our costs being DOD's quotation. 

MR. GATES: Yes, sir. 

SENATOR MOSRIE: Now how was that price 

transmitted to Iran — directly in some fashion to 

representatives of the Iranian government or through 

Ghorbanifar? 

MR. GATES: My Impression is that the price 

citations, that those contacts were with Ghorbanifar or 

with intermediaries and not directly to the government'of 

Iran, so Ghorbanifar or some of these guys would have 

been in a position to considerably increase the costs if 

they wished. 

CHAIRMAN TQWER: But in fact Ghorbanifar was 

our link, so he would be the natural one. 

MR. GATES: Yes. My suspicion would be most of 

that information, at least up through late summer of '86, 

was conveyed through Ghorbanifar, but that could easily 

be confirmed. 

SENATOR MUSKIE: I think we have been given 

evidence to the effect that the Iranians complained they 

were being overcharged. Did any figure ever come out of 

them in that respect? Do we know? 

MR. GATES: I'm sure that there was some of 
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i that in the special materials that we've talked about. 

2 There was a reference in late June and July that the 

3 officials in Tehran were complaining to Ghorbanifar about 

« the price charged for the H A W K S , the HAWK spare parts. 

5 Tehran was complaining it had been charged six times the 

6 going rate. 

7 For what it's worth, the details of this 

8 running argument were well known to the key CIA officials 

9 involved, but they assumed the problem resulted either 

10 from middleman fees or were part of other arms deals 

ii Ghorbanifar had arranged on the side. 

12 SENATOR MUSKIE: But if it had been six times 

13 the DOD's quotation, it would have been considerably more 

14 than the normal middleman's fee. 

15 MR. GATES:, Yes. 

16 SENATOR MUSKIE: So we really don't know what 

17 quotation, how the quotation to the Iranians compared 

18 with DOD's figures. 

19 MR. GATES: It's possible that through a close 

20 reading of the special materials that Charlie Allen may 

21 know that in a couple of cases. I don't know, but it may 

22 be worth pursuing if you haven't talked to him yet, or 

23 going back to him if you already have. 

24 Re probably had a better grasp of what was in 

25 those materials than just about anybody. 
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MR. DAWSON: Was Charlie actually in charge of 

the CIA and of this, or was it Dewey Clarridge? 

MR. GATES: Actually Dewey played little or no 

role after November. He was basically out of the picture. 

CHAIRMAN TOWER: After November '85? 

MR. GATES: Tes. It fell primarily to the 

chief of our NE Division, our Near East Division, first 

then Tom Twetten, to kind of oversee the thing 

overall. 

MR. DAWSON: But who was the guy, if you could 

put it all together the way the Agency operates, who was 

the guy you would have looked to at various stages? I 

guess you have told me first Dewey Clarridge up until 

November *85, and thereafter^ J then Twetten? 

MR. GATES: Well, there are kind of three 
• 

phases. The first part, up until late November, when 

17 arrangements began to be made for this charter flight, 

18 and then for the El Al flight that got aborted, and then 

19 the use of the proprietary, until that time it was 

» essentially an intelligence collection problem, and Allen 

21 was working that primarily within NSA. So Allen was 

22 really the key guy involved during that period. 

23 When they needed operational support, first to 

M try to get flight clearances, landing clearances in 

[for this El Al flight that was supposed to have 

AioetsoM upotTMC COMPANY, INC. 

10 F H.. H.W.. WASHINGTON. D.C 20001 (202) 42*4300 

1 

2 

3 

i 

i 

t 

7 

I 

9 

<0 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

UNCMSSiflED 



312 

mm® <T • • -
8 000242 . 

i gone on the 2lst of November, that telephone cell came to 

2 Dewey Clarridge from North, is ay understanding, * n 

3 through that period until that plane — through the sort 

« of 25th or 24th, that was Dewey. 

5 But then my impression is that subsequent to 

6 that it fell into the Near East Division and was managed 

7 first by/_ 7and then by Tom Twetten as the 

8 principal figure in terms of having his fingers on what 

9 was going on. 

to MR. DAWSON: It stayed there until — 

ii MR. GATES: Until the end. 

12 MR. DAWSON: Thank you. 

13 CHAIRMAN TOWER: is there anything more? 

14 (No response.) 

15 CHAIRMAN TOWER: I wonder if the members could 

16 remain behind for a moment so that we could do a little 

17 administrative business. 

18 (Whereupon, at 4:44 p.m., the interview 

19 concluded. ) 
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The Chairman. The Committee will come to order again. 

The Committee's next witness is Robert Gates, the Deputy 

Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Gates became 

the Deputy Director on April 18, 1986. Thus he'was not 

directly involved in the Iran operation at a management 

level prior to this time. 

It was to Mr. Gates that lower ranking CIA officials 

m 
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1 first suggested the possible diversion of proceeds from 

2 tne sale of arms to Iran. 

3 Mr. Gates has been very forthcoming in speaking with 

4 tj,e staff and we appreciate his appearance today to provide 

5 hiS insight into this matter. 

6 AS we have for previous witnesses, the Committee will 

7 receive Mr. Gates' testimony under oath. 

Mr. Gates, would you stand and raise your right 

hand. Do you swear or af.'\rn that the testimony you are 

about to give the Committee is the truth, the whole truth 

and nothing but the truth. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You are now sworn. We look forward to 

your statement and you may proceed. 
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Mr. Gates. Mr. Chairman, I thought what would probably 

be most productive is for me to describe the events 

associated with this matter in which I had personal 

involvement, and then obviously would be happy to take 

whatever questions the Committee has. 

The first time I recall becoming aware that there was 

a relationship or an ongTing activity with the Ira.iia.is was 

on the 5th of December, 1985, when then DDCI John McMahon 

convened a meeting in his office that included myself, 

Robert Bath-am-) Director of the DDI's Office of Near East 

and South Asian Analysis; the Associate Deputy Director 

for Operations, Ed Juchniewicz; the Chief of the Near East 

Division,• land the Deputy Chief of the European 

Division,! 

John began the meeting with a series of substantive 

questions, at least based on notes reconstructed by his 

special assistant who attended the meeting and frankly 

my memory of what went on in that meeting is based on her 

notes. 

One of the issues John had wanted explored was whether 

there were in fact Soviet BEAR bombers or reconnaissance 

aircraft that had been overflying either Iran or the 

Iran-Iraq border, and whether the Iranians were seeking HAWK 
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spare parts in order to destroy those BEAR bombers. 

He asked other questions, including information on 

Iranian tank strength, he asked for a biography according 

to these notes of theH land 

several other such questions. For what it is worth, we 

later determined that there had been no such flights by 

3EARS. 

He then turned to a discussion with the operational 

people present and in the course of that discussion 

according to these notes, he was given a report on the plane 

that had flown the weekend of the 23rd and 24th or the 25th, 

but in any event that first plane that had gone at the end 

of November. There was uncertainty expressed according 

to these notes whether there were arms on board and what kind 

of arms. He was told that there were more planes going, 

that there would be more flights, and he was also told 

according to these notes that the Finding had been signed 

and that basically was the end of the meeting. 

We went off, we had answered some of his substantive 

questions during the meeting, and answers were prepared 

or found for the remainder. 

I assume in retrospect that these questions were 

in order for John to prepare himself for the meeting 

that he had with the President and other members of the 

National Security Council on December 7th. It was at that 

I 
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meeting that I am told that John objected to the proposed 

undertaking with Iran. 

The next phase of my participation began after the 

Finding was signed, on the 25th or 24th of January, in a 

meeting again in Mr. McMahon's office that included 

Lt. Colonel North, and several other officials from the 

Agency. At that meeting, the requireement was placed 

on us to prepare some intelligence materials that could 

be used in the contacts with Iran, prepare intelligence 

materials on Iraqi order of battle along the border. 

I objected to the preparation of such materials. While 

I was sympathetic in principle with the idea of preparing, 

of trying to establish a strategic dialogue with the Iranians 

and saw a great merit in that, I felt that particularly 

earlier this year that the situation was so fragile on the 

border that it would be a mistake to provide intelligence 

information to the Iranians».in fact it was not until late 

this summer that our concerns of the possibility of a 

major Iranian breakthrough had eased somewhat. 

In any event, we were directed to go ahead and prepare 

the materials. The one thing I was able to succeed in doing 

was to have the first packet of materials prepared on 

a segment of the border that was Qrnll iw»»-*> —j well away 

from the main battle area in the south. This was an area 

to the north and we can provide those materials, in fact 

TCIP^BSET 
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ccoies of those materials, naps that were prepared, to tht 

2 committee. 

3 (The information referred to follows:) 

COMMITTEE INSERT 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

29 

T < * "1ET IttftHE 



320 

Mr. Gates. I also tried to make the information as 

general as possible, and there was a little "to-ing and 

fro-ing" of just what would be included in these r.aos, 

but they were basically locations of division 

headquarters and other principal military installations. 

It is perhaps worth noting that the next day on the — 

the meeting in which this request was first made was 

the 24th, there was then a meeting with North, with North 

and company taking place en the 25th and it was at that time 

that we presumably showed the materials to North and got 

his comments en them. 

On the 26th — 

Mr. Daniel. Mr. Chairman — are you talking about 1985 

or 1986? 

Mr. Gates. 1986, sir. 

Mr. Daniel. I understand you to have said December 

1985 at the beginning. 

Mr. Gates. That is correct. 

Mr. Daniel. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fates. On the 26th it is worth nothing that 

DDCI McMahon sent a cable to the Director in which he 

noted the opposition of a number of senior Agency officials 

to providing these materials to the Iranians, but said 

"In spite of our counsel to the contrary, we are proceeding 

to follow orders as authorized in the Finding." 

TdillsSiKET 
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The second tranche of materials was prepared and 

provided on the 19th of February. It was for a segment of 

the border south of the first package, again we can 

provide a copy of that. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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Mr. Gates. The third package of materials was the 

only one in the whole undertaking that I enthusiastically 

supported and that was the preparation of materials on 

Soviet forces in Afghanistan and our gaia" against Iran. 

It seemed to me that the more we could warn the Iranians 

of the nature of Soviet threat to them, the greater the 

opportunity for some kind of useful dialogue on a strategic 

basis. 

Those materials were prepared as I recall during the 

spring — during the period February and March, but in any 

event were not used until the meeting in Tehran in May. 

That was the last package that I had anything specifically 

to do with as DDL There was a fourth package of 

materials prepared on both the Iraqi forces behind the 

front lines as well as some Soviet materials that was 

given or shared with the Iranians on the 19th of September. 

The only other thing that I might mention during this 

period worth noting was that I recall seeing — and I 

quite honestly cannot place the exact time but it must have 

been in early February — a scenario that had been 

prepared and I believe worked out jointly by the NSC staff 

people involved, presumably Lt. Colonel North, and the 

Iranian intermediaries. 

There was a scenario of exactly the steps that were 

to be taken in this enterprise. It laid out the dates, 
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proposed dates of the first o£ the series of" weapons 

transfers, when talks would take place in Tehran, when 

certain actions with respect to the hostages would take 

place and so forth. 

The only specific date that r recall because it caught 

ny attention at the time and will give you some flavor for 

the scenario was that as I recall on the 11th of February 

it was annotated that the Ayatollah would step down. 

mhe third phase of my involvement ard perhaps the most 

direct in the entire undertaking betan on the First of 

October when our national intelligence officer for 

counterterrorism, Charlie Allen, came to me and described 

how the NSC was in the process of changing channels to 

the Iranian government, that it was abandoning the 

ceding onTj working with for some 

time and was now going to turn to a channel involving 

I He said that in the course 

of changing channels^ha^ there was a good deal of unhappiness 

on the part of the people involved in the first channel, 

that they had not gotten all their money and there were 

a lot of loose ends left hanging and a lot of unhappiness 

and there were perhaps investors or others that,were 

unhappy. 

And he was particularly concerned about the compromise 

of the operational security of the entire undertaking 
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with Iran. ,r^. 

It was only towards the end of our conversation 

that he then added his speculation — and he said that he 

had no hard evidence, he had no facts, but his readin 

was such that there was so much talk of 

cheating and of overcharging and various other things 

that he suspected there might be some financial 

shenanigans going on and he speculated that these might 

irvclve some furds going to Central .America, to the contra». 

But he stressed that he didn't have any evidence 

or any facts. That was a speculation on his part. 

I found even his speculation troublesome and told 

him that we should bring that information to the Director. 

For whatever set of reasons it was several days before we 

got in to see the Director on this, and on the 7th of October 

Mr. Allen presentedall this information to the Director. 

Again, the primary focus and his primary concern was 

on the operational security of the undertaking. That is 

where he felt he had more to go on and was more worried. 

When the Director heard this information he 

directed Mr. Allen to put all this down on paper. And he 

did so. 

Now, independent of this — and I don't know the specifi 

time of day — but on the same day, the 7th of October — 

and this I only know indirectly — the Director received 

i»"ici ifuvrrn TOP SECRET 
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a telephone call or had received a phor.e call from a 

Mr. RoY Furmark who represented himself as the New York 

representative of Kashoggi, and whom the Director had 

known some years before. Furmark had said he had — said 

he knew something about this operation or had some 

information he wanted to impart to the Director. Frankly 

I don't recall but we can confirm for the record whether 

it was on a telephone call or whether Furmark came down 

on the 7th and talked to the Director. 

In any event he said that Kashoggi was involved with 

a group of Canadian investors who had advanced some money 

to the intermediary for this operation, and that they had not 

gotten their money, that they were very unhappy, that 

they were thinking about going to talk to some 

U.S. Senators and perhaps launching some lawsuits. Again 

the primary thrust of the conversation was in the context 

of operational security. 

So that, combined with Allen's information, was a 

source of concern to the Director. 

According to his records, he called Admiral Poindexter 

that same day and conveyed to him these concerns about the 

operational security of the enterprise. I believe that he 

also told the Admiral that he should have the White House 

counsel look over the whole undertaking. 

On the 9th of October, the Director and I had lunch 
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1 with Lt. Colonel North. North had just returned from 

talks with the Iranians in Frankfurt and wanted to come out 

and debrief us on the course of those talks. In the 

course of that conversation we talked about the unhappines» 

of Gorbhanifar, the Iranian intermediary, about the 

money problems that the first channel was having and again 

about the operational security of the entire affair. 

8 

North made a reference which neither the Director 

9 nor I understood or followed up on abut Swiss bank accounts 

and contras, and that is about all we can recall. 

But in the context of everything else we had been hearing, 

as well as the fact that we were right then in the middle 

of the Hasenfus business, him having been produced by the 

Nicaraguans, I think it was that day, we specifically asked 

North in a very direct way based on your knowledge of the 

private funding efforts for the contras, is there any 

element of CIA, any CIA asset, proprietary or staffer or any 

other kind of asset, directly or indirectly involved in this 

effort with respect to the contras, this funding effort 

or support for the contras. 

He very specifically said that he had worked very 

hard to keep them separate and that CIA was completely 

clean. 

Because of the Hasenfus business and our concerns on, 

our growing concerns in this other area, I made a brief 

T<Hl$8ifcET 
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memorandum of conversation of that statement of Mr. North's 

immediately a f t er the lunch. And the Committee I think has 

that document. 

We received Charlie Allen's memorandum laying out a l l 

of his concerns on the 14th of October. That memorandum 

focused again almost exclusively on the operational security 

being at r i s k , that the whole Iranian a c t i v i t y was going 

to be exposed. 

At one point , however, in talking about the unhappiness 

of Gorbhanifar and some of these other investors , some 

of the others involved, part icularly in the f i r s t channel, 

Allen said in h i s memorandum that i f Gorbhanifar decided 

to go publ ic , he could make a number of a l l egat ions , or he 

would conceivably make a number of statements about the 

U.S. involvement in the Iranian a f f a i r , statements about 

U.S. o f f i c i a l s , and as I recal l the fourth and final 

particular in the memorandum of things that Gorbhanifar 

might say was that some of the money co l l e c t ed from the 

Iranians might have been diverted to other U.S. projects; 

Allen's memorandum did not specify the contras. 

We t r i e d to see Poindexter that day and couldn't get 

in. We saw him the next afternoon a t which time, we handed 

tlnfs A l l en ' s memorandum. We met in the Director's old 

EOB o f f i c e . We had him read A l l en ' s memorandum s i t t ing there 

with us and I bel ieve that the Director again stated that 
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he thought that the White House counsel ought to be involve 

and ought to look over the whole thing. 

Prior to that meeting I had called in our own 

general counsel, had briefed him on as much as I knew at 

that time about the entire undertaking and asked him to look 

it over and be able to assure me that whatever CIA 

was doing was in facr within the law, and he returned to me 

a couple of days later as I recall and said that he did 

r.ot see any problems from our standpoint. 

I was thenH Hfrom the 17th to the 30th" 

of October and when I returned, I believe at our first 

meeting with Admiral Poindexter after my return on the 

6th of November, the Director once again in my presence this 

time urged Poindexter to involve the White House 

counsel. 

The last part of my involvement was that we had been 

pushing for some time for the White House to develop a 

full statement on the Iranian affair and our recommendation 

was that this statement be made public, that the operational 

risks were such that it was basically time to stop and go 

public with the whole thing and describe what all had been 

involved. 

And to that end, I drafted a brief skeleton of a 

statement that the President might use and that was sent 

down to the White House on the 10th of November. 

^^£8»^ 
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The only other thing I might mention in connection 

with the role that I played at the outset of this affair 

as DDI, is something about the finished intelligence, the 

analysis that may have influenced or informed this 

activity. The national intelligence officer for the Middle 

East, Mr. Graham Fuller, on the 17th of May 1985 had drafted 

a memorandum in which he, an informal memorandum to the 

Director and to me as then Chairman of the National 

Intelligence Council, in which he laid out his concerns about 

the paralysis in the U.S. relationship with Iran and the 

worry that the Soviet Union by being much more flexible 

might well be in a position to improve its position in Iran 

at the expense of the United States, frozen in hostility. 

He laid out a number of measures in that memorandum 

that might be considered to try and alter that situation. 

One of the measures was to strengthen — an antagonistic 

one in effect, to strengthen Pakistan and other friendly 

neighbors in the region; another was to try and get 

West European countries to try and take a more active 

role in Iran. The only military gesture that he put in 

the memorandum was that the United States might consider 

withdrawing U.S. Naval forces from the Persian Gulf as just 

a gesture. That was the only gesture the Iranians 

or friendly gesture if you will, that was recommended or put 

forward in the memo. 
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His recommendation ended up being that the course 

we ought to follow was to use the West Europeans as inter

mediaries and let the West Europeans try to improve the 

relationship of the West with the Iranian government. 

Two weeks later there was a pat^&naj. -£) special 

National Intelligence Estimate on Iranian instability 

and the two principal key judgments in that estimate 

were first that it seemed to us there was a chance of real 

instability in Iran before Khomeini's death; and second, 

that it looked like we were on the verge of some 

significant improvement in Soviet-Iranian relations. 

I have no idea what influence either of those documents 

had on the people on the NSC staff or the President or the 

assistant to the President or anybody else. But they are 

two documents that in terms of the timing may have had some 

role. There was throughout the period of the entire 

enterprise a continuing flow of finished intelligence in the 

President's Daily Brief, the National Intelligence Daily 

and in terms — in informal memoranda and finished 

intelligence monographs on Iran, on internal politics, on 

the economic situation and so on as well as on the war. 

I don't know what role any of that materials played 

in the judgments that were made by any of the people involved. 

It was material that was made available. I am not aware 

of at this point of any tasking of our analysts on the 

TCJMMilET 
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1 political aspects of what was going on in Iran that was 

*• associated with this enterprise. 

3 There was during the fall — I can get you the specific 

4 dates if you wish — there were a series of memoranda 

5 prepared by our group of people in the Office of Global 

Issues that follow the international arms market, 

Charlie Allen requested on several occasions papers on 

" Israeli arms activities in connection with Iran and we 

® have copies of those that we could make available. 

But those were specifically tasked by Allen and I 

presur.e in connection with the project. Perhaps to see what 

we were picking up from other intelligence about what 

was going on. 

Finally, in February of 1986 there was another 

special national estimate on instability in Iran and the 

fact is that estimate in a couple of ways significantly 

revised the judgments of the estimate the preceding May. 

I think that the best way to characterize it is that that 

estimate was significantly less alarmist then the one had 

been in May of 1985. 

The Soviet and Iranians had seemed to be on the 

threshold of a number of cooperative ventures, few if any 

of which had actually panned out. And the regime seemed, 

proved more durable in enduring some, in going through 

some of the internal difficulties than had originally been 
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And that basically is the picture in terms of the 

3 finished intelligence associated with the project. 

4 Mr. Chairman, that completes my opening remarks, 
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1 The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Gate». We will proceed 

2 under the five-minute rule. 

3 When did you first suspect that the United States 

4 was selling arms to Iran? 

5 Mr. Gates. I think that the first indication that I 

6 had apart from the very brief discussion on December 5th, 

7 was probably in January when — and perhaps in late 

8 January, when the full scope of the plan was outlined in 

' connection with the intelligence materials that we were 

,0 being provided. That is the first that I recall of it. 

" The Chairman. That is January of 1986? 

Mr. Gates. January 1986, yes. 

The Chairman. When the Finding was issued. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. The Finding was issued January 17th. 

You really did not know prior to that time that arms sales 

had been made by the United States to Iran? 

Mr. Gates. As best I can reconstruct, that is correct. 

The Chairman. When did you first suspect that a 

diversion of funds was occurring to the contras and when 

did you first know it? 

Mr. Gates. We knew obviously throughout the yeark 

that the contras were getting considerable money and just 

by virtue of what they were doing. It was clear that 

they were getting outside funding. There was a good deal of 
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speculation about possible sources for this money, r recall" 

hearing rumors and I cannot even recall who I heard them 

from, but that Taiwan, South Korea, Saudi Arabia, and 

eventually Iran might all be involved. But there was no — 

we-had no specific information. The first time that I heard 

anything that I thought deserved any credence was when 

Allen came to me on the First of October. I did not know 

8 it until the Attorney General's statement on the 25th 

and it struck all of us at the time. All we had at the time 

that the Director came up here on the 21st of November was 

Allen's speculation, and on the 22nd of October Rcy Furmark, 

this representative of Kashoggi in New York, had told 

Charlie Allen who was up there debriefing him, that he 

,4 thought some of the money — that Gorbhanifar believed that 

some of the money had been earmarked for Central America. 

No proof. No evidence. Speculation of a brief by 

a man that everybody believed to be a liar. So we had 

by hearsay and it was on that basis, so we went ahead and 

'* forwarded that information to Poindexter. The fact is we 

didn't have very much. We had no evidence. We had no 

indication, not even speculation, that the Agency was 

** involved. 

As I recall it at that time, we didn't even have any 

2 4 evidence or speculation that the NSC was involved. We just 

had some speculation that some of the Iranian money was 
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1 somehow getting to the contras. So"that the first reaction 

I of some of us on the 25th was that clearly the Attorney 

3 General had found something much more specific and much 

4 more detailed than anything we had ever seen. 

5 The Chairman. The 25th is what date now? 

6 Mr. Gates. November 25th when the Attorney General 

7 announced that there had apparently been a diversion. 

The Chairman. Does the Director's personal knowledge 

9 of the sale of the arms and his personal knowledge of the 

10 diversion correspond, do you think, roughly to your own? 

II Mr. Gates. I think his knowledge of the sale of the 

12 arms, of the enterprise, pre-dates mine. To the best of 

13 my knowledge his knowledge of the diversion, his information 

1* on the diversion is the same. 

The Chairman. When you had that lunch with Colonel 

16 North, in October of 1986 — 

W Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. — he did tell you at that time of the 

diversion? -, - %, . 

Mr. Gates. He didn't — 

The Chairman. I didn't understand your testimony 

there. 

Mr. Gates. Part of the problem is we didn't understand 

what he said. He had been talking about Gorbhanifar and 

these financiers and he spoke of a Swiss bank account and 



336 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

J-.̂ -*»444|i 

than something about the contrasr..^"We*didn't pick up on"*£t̂  

at the time. It was only after the meeting, after the 

lunch that I went back in to the Director and said could 

you make any heads or tails of what in the hell he was 

talking about on that particular issue? 

And he said that he — he didn't understand what he wa« 

talking about nor did I. 

The Chairman. Now, the CIA — my time is up. 

Mr. Ireland. 

Mr. Ireland. Let me just ask quickly, when you talked 

about meeting with, the first meeting with Allen and he said 

that he was concerned about the operational security — 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ireland. — you didn't say what made him — what 

brought about his concern? What was the source of his 

concern about the operational security? 

•*" Mr. Gates. His concern was based on an analytical 

judgment that as best I can tell from talking to him, 

,9 derived from his reading^ | a n d the talk 

about a group, among a group of people that there had been 

2Ï cheating and overcharges and unhappiness about people not 

2 2 getting their money and as he watched this develop — and 

2 3 I don't know over what time frame — I think he drew the 

2 4 judgment from that that you had a group of people 

25 involved in this thing that were increasingly unhappy and 



1 
that there may be a good chance thafc'there might be a: 

good chance that they would go public.. 

Mr. Ireland. Did he say there were references besides 

that, references to funds going elsewhere in that? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir, he didn't. 

Mr. Ireland.I 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. Not in what he described to me. 

Mr. Ireland. And then on two occasions when you and 

' the Director met with Admiral Poindexter, if I recall it 

'0 right you said the Director urged Admiral Poindexter to 

consult the White House counsel. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ireland. And was there any follow-up on that 

at that time or did he — did the Admiral say, no, I am not 

going to do that; in other words did you follow up to find 

out or did the Director find out whether that was actually 

done or not? 

Mr. Gates. My impression from the Director's 

reconstruction was that on the first occasion the Admiral 

said basically that he didn't — the operation was still 

ongoing and he didn't want to do that quite yet. Now, I 

recall and I believe the date was November 6th which would 

have been the second or even perhaps the third time the 

Director had mentioned this to Poindexter, that when the 

Director raised it again the Admiral was very explicit in 
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saying I don't trust Wallace to keep his mouth shut. I w< 

rely on Paul Thompson who was his military assistant and 

according to my understanding, is also a lawyer. 

Mr. Ireland. One last question. When those meetings 

in which that was urged, who was at those meetings, you 

and the Director and the Admiral? Any other officials 

from the White House? 

Mr. Gates. At the meeting on the 15th, in the 

Director's EOB office it was only the three of us. In 

the meeting on the 6th, I don't recall, it may also have 

been just the three of us. His deputy might have been 

there, but I don't recall. 

Mr. Ireland. But no other members of the White House? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Mr. Ireland. Of the staff over there? 

Mr. Gates. No. 

Mr. Ireland. Thank you. 

The Chairman. Mr. Stokes. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gates, the first meeting to which you referred 

in your opening remarks with you and other individuals, what 

was the date of that meeting? 

Mr. Gates. The 5th of December, 1985. 

Mr. Stokes. Are you familiar with a memorandum dictated 

25 by John McMahon dated 7 December 1985? 

[ET TdB LS5H»J1?! 



339 

' Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

2 Mr. Stokes. You are. 

* Let me refer to paragraph 3 of that memorandum. 

I just want to read from the memorandum. 

It says somewhat distressed at this turn of events 

6 I immediately informed our general counsel after confirming 

with Dewey Clarridge our involvement. I instructed the 
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CPN personnel to go over and brief general counsel and 

so advise the general counsel at 5:1.5 the evening of the 

25 November. He informed ne later that night that a 

Finding would be required, not so much from the airlift 

standpoint but from our involvement in influencing foreign 

government officials to assist the mission. The Finding 

was prepared the next day. The Finding was cleared with 

the Director who called McFarlane and Don Regan to ascertain 

that indeed this had Presidential approval and to get 

assurances that a Finding would be so signed. 

After repeated calls to NSC personnel on 27 Nocember 

during the week of 2 December continuously receiving 

reassurances of the President's intent to sign the Finding, 

we were notified on 5 December that indeed the Finding 

was signed. The President directed us not to inform Congress 

for the reasons of the safety and secure release of the 

hostages until he so directed. 

Now, when did you become familiar with this 
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memorandum? 

Mr. Gates. Just within the last couple of weeks as 

we have been compiling documents. 

Mr. Stokes. At the time you had the meeting to which 

we have already referred, was any reference made at that 

time to a Finding? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, the Deputy Chief, according 

to the notes taken by McMahon's assistant, he was told and 

I assume it was in my presence by the Deputy Chief of the 

European Division,H Bthat the Finding had 

been signed. 

Mr. Stokes. Now, to your knowledge have you ever seen 

that Finding? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Mr. Stokes. Do you know today where the Finding is? 

Mr. Gates. My impression — I don't know of any such 

Finding other than these references to the preparation. The 

only thing that I recall hearing about this Finding beyond 

this meeting was that, and I cannot pinpoint the date, 

but that later in December I seem to recall that the 

Finding had been forwarded with a passage in it that in 

effect covered events that had already transpired, that 

provided authorization for events that had already 

transpired, that is the flight that had gone in late 

November, and my memory — and it could be faulty — but nvy 
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i memory was that I heard at the time that the White House 

i lawyers had said that that Finding couldn't be signed, that 

3 it was too broad protection, that it retroactively, that 

i that retroactive protection just wasn't possible. 

5 That is the only thing I heard. 

6 ' I might mention on this Finding business, the Agency 

did not even have a copy of the January 17th Finding until 

well into October of 1986. It was at the luncheon with 

9 North that I insisted that we get a copy of the Finding 

'0 and I told the Director, I said maybe I am being ridiculous 

" and maybe I have read one too many spy novels, but if there 

is one copy of a Finding that exists in somebody's safe 

and it disappears, there are going to be a lot of people 

u in trouble. 

So we insisted that we get a copy of the Finding, 

North said he would help do that, and he did in fact get a 

copy from Poindexter within a few days or a week or so of 

that. 

Mr. Stokes. Then at that time having the concerns you 

had, who in your opinion was authorizing the type of actions 

you were talking about? 

Mr. Gates. My understanding retrospectively, and I 

didn't know of any Agency operations other than the flight 

discussed at the meetings on the 5th, this flight of late 

November, I didn't know of any other Agency operations under 
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way and my understandi.no, even a t t h i s p o i n t , i s that betwee 

tha t f l i g h t in l a t e November and the s ign ing of the Finding 

that t h e r e were no o the r Agency o p e r a t i o n a l a c t i v i t i e s qoina 

on. 

Mr. Stokes. My time has expired. Thank you, 

Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gates, I am curious about the extent to which 

the practices that were pursued here are common, ordinary 

kinds of practices or whether there was a truly unique set 

of circumstances. It seems to me we have an interest as 

a committee obviously into looking into specifically 

the Iranian transaction and why Congress wasn't 

notified and whether or not the President was within his 

prerogatives not to notify us that the funds went to the 

contras. 

18 AS a committees, we do have an interest in the 

I* interaction between the CIA and the Congress. But I am 

20 curious, do you have any knowledge at any other time when 

21 we would have received the kind of markup on weapons sales 

that we did in this case with respect to Iran. ̂ Is that a 

common way to generate cash? 

Mr. Gates. I don't know of any other instance in 

which that has haDoened. 
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U 
Mr. Cheney. This is the only time we have ever sold 

to your knowledge, ever sold weapons to another country 

and taken in more than what we actually throught these 

cost? 

Mr. Gates. It is the only cr.e I know about. But 

I have to admit that I have not been involved with that 

end of the business very long. 

Mr. Cheney. Would there be another place within the 

Agency where we might best direct that question? 

Mr. Gates. I would think that the office within the 

Directorate of Operations that interacts with the Department 

of Defense would probably be the right place to. They 

would have the historical memory. 

Mr. Cheney. Aside from the fact that the President's 

Finding was not made immediately available to the Agency, 

was the transaction handled in a normal kind of fashion, 

was the Iranian part of it, the acauisition of weapons 

from DoD, was normal procedure followed in providing those 

weapons to the Iranians? 

Mr. Gates. To the best of ey knowledge and again, 

I am — I have to betray a little bit my lack of familiarity 

with the historical aspects of the operational world. 

I don't know of any other instance, for example, since 

the signing of the — since the passage of the Oversight 

Act in 1980, where the kinds of, the overall kind of 
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first lack of prior notification, second the lack of 

involvement in a major operation of the analytical side 

in terms of being able to provide some judgments, or whert 

these procedures of the kind that you are describing were 

followed, but that is based on my own knowledge. We 

have — one of the things that I think has represented a 

significant step forward in the last several years is that 

we have instituted procedures in the Agency, beginning 

when I became DOI, where no Finding would be sent to the 

Director without a comment or a judgment by the Directorate 

of Intelligence on the various pros and cons and risks 

involved in the activity. 

This is the only Finding that I am aware of in this 

Administration where that has happened. So to the best of 

my knowledge, the whole thing was a fairly unique under

taking. But in terms of the specific operational transac

tions I really cannot answer the question. I don't know. 

Mr. Cheney. But we could obtain that information 

presumably from someone within the Agency who wasn't 

involved in the Iranian transaction. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cheney. Was it common practice for you or the 

Director to deal with Colonel North. Was he somebody you 

interacted with on a regular basis? 

Mr. Gates. We had fairlv freauent interactions with 

ToiCtifâïïteT 
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t North. Mine were confined until this activity primarily 

2 through the crisis pre-planning group which is in effect 

3 an Under Secretary's group chaired by the Deputy Assistant 

4 to the President that was established in 1982 and included 

5 Mike Armacost, Rich Armitage, the three star assistant 

6 to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and that core group 

7 would deal with planning for various crises or various 

8 problems, Lebanon, Grenada, Suriname, a whole range of 

9 issues. 

10 North was basically the organizer of CCPG and served 

" for the first two or three years of its existence, sort of 

'* as its executive secretary and it was in that context that 

13 most of my dealings with North took place. 

14 Mr. Cheney. Was he involved in any other covert actions 

to your knowledge? 

'6 Mr. Gates. Well, I don't know the answer to that, 

except that I knew that he was deeply involved throughout 

in the NSC's handling of the Nicaraguan problem and it is 

my understanding that he was a member of the small group, 

small interagency group that worked on the Nicaraguan 

problem. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. McCurdy. 

Mr. McCurdy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gates, is it normal operation for a Lt. Colonel 

TdlliffiET 
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on the NSC to be able to t ask d i r e c t l y the CIA for 

s p e c i f i c a c t i o n s ? E i the r the ga the r i ng o f the in te l l iq e n c e 

d i r e c t a n a l y s i s — i s t h a t the normal cha in of command? 

I an t r y i n g to f igu re out j u s t what t he normal flow would 

be. 

Mr. Gates . Well, i t b a s i c a l l y depends — the answer 

i s i t depends, and having spent a f a i r amount of time on 

the NSC s t a f f myself, frankly I tend t o be a l i t t l e 

s k e p t i c a l when an NSC s t a f f e r c a l l s and asks for something, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y i f he asks in the name of t h e President or 

the a s s i s t a n t to the P res iden t . 

Expec ia l ly i f i t involves the l a r g e - s c a l e reallocation 

of r e s o u r c e s . So, for example, i f I would get a ca l l from 

an NSC s t a f f e r , and I was DDI, wanting me t o s e t up a 

whole new u n i t t o work on a problem, I would j u s t basically 

t e l l him to go soak h i s head and i f the a s s i s t a n t to the 

Pres ident wanted i t , I would count on him t o t e l l Mr. Casey 

or c a l l me d i r e c t l y . 

On the o the r hand, 

or 

asking for a specific paper on an issue or that sort of thing 

we yes, we would take tasking from a member of the NSC under 

those circumstances. 

Now, in this thing, my impression, particularly at ts« 

time the whole thing was going to be organized, and here I 

rjaii 
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ao just giving an impression, was that while he was 

doing * fair amount of tasking, there were a number of 

conversations and contacts' with Admiral Poindexter that it 

was pretty clear it must have been pretty clear to the 

Director and t McMahon that in fact North was not operating 

en his own. 

Mr. McCurdy. More as an agent. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCurdy. Ckay. 

Mr. Gates. But that is an impression. 

Mr. McCurdy. Right. 

The statements coming from the analytical side of the 

meetings of October 9th and some other ones, or January 

24th about documents and maps being supplied and meeting 

with McMahon, concerning the Iran-Iraq border, you expressed 

that you had, or stated you had some express misgivings 

about that. There is a memo or a wire cable sent from 

McMahon to Director Casey who wasH | a t t^e 

time. I would like to read parts of this memo to you, or 

the cable to you. 

McMahon says to the Director, a new dimension has 

been added to this program as a result of a meeting held 

in London between North and Gorbhanifar. "We have been 

asked to provide a map depicting the order of battle on 

the Iran-Iraq border showing units, troops, tanks, electronic 
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installations, and what have you. The game plan is for t *"•*'* 

segment of the map depicting a part of the front to be 

passed to show our bona fides and that will start in 

train a series of events. When the movement of the missiles 

takes place the remainder of the map will be passed. That 

will prompt all the reciprocal action on the part of the 

Iranians. Timing is for the first segment of the map to 

be delivered here tomorrow, Saturday, 25 January; then 

on the 9th of February a thousand TOWs with the remainder 

of the map as the first tranche of a 4000 commitment." 

Paragraph 2, "We are to get the TOWs from the U.S. 

Army and arrange transport overseas." 

Paragraph 3, "Everyone here at Headquarters advises 

against this operation, not only because we feel the 

principal involved is a liar and has a record of deceit 

but secondly, we would be aiding and abetting the wrong 

people. I met with Poindexter this afternoon to appeal his 

direction that we provide this intelligence, pointing out 

not only the fragility and ability of the principal to 

deliver, but also the fact we are tilting in a direction 

that could cause the Iranians to have a successful offense 

against the Iraqis with cataclismic results. I,noted that 

providing defensive missiles was one thing, but when we 

provide intelligence on the order of battle we are giving 

the Iranians the wherewithal! for offensive action." 

TdMHfer 
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That is a pretty strcng memorandum cr cable, isn't it? 

Mr. Gates. ves, sir. 

Mr. McCurdy. 3a ycu agree with -he text of this? 

;3 it accurate to ycur knowledge? 

Mr. Gates. To t«ll you the truth, Z have not seen 

that cable. I have this cr.e excerpt frcr. it which I assume 

is frcm it, but I have not seen the full text. 

Mr. McCurdy. Frcm McMahon to Casey, Casey was in 

Mr. Gates. I am sure that in part -he strength of 

his state.-.ents was based en the ebjectiens that I have 

s-ated to providing the intelligence. 

Mr. McCurdy. Well, this is — there are a number of 

questions that arise cut of here, and I understand the 

light is on here, but first of all there is the significant 

question of the judgment of whether to pass this information 

and the type and quality of information; secondly, was it 

sanitized which we don't have any access to at this point; 

third, the reciprocity, it appears from this cable we are 

not talking about just probing contacts with so-called 

-ocerates, we are talking about direct exchange, hostage 

release or whatever. 

I am assuming that within the context of the cable there. 

I guess I will have to wait for the next five minutes 

ts come around, but I think this memo needs to be placée 

mi<mt-
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in the record at this point, Mr. Chairman, and I think it 

is patently obvious that this is an incredible piece of 

paper and that I have to concur with the sentiments expressed 

in it and am somewhat amazed and dismayed even more 

so about this operation. 

The Chairman. Without objection, the memorandum 

will be placed in the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

COMMITTEE INSERT 

TOl^îfefêâffiÈT 
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The Chairman. Mr. McEwen. 

Mr. McEwen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Does the CIA in following shipments of arms around 

the world, Mr. Gates, track Mr. Kashogoi and Gorbhanifar 

and Secord*s activities much? 

Mr. Gates. I don't know if they — well I know they 

don't track an American, a U.S. citizen. Whether they had 

previous tracks on either Kashoggi or Gorbhanifar I don't 

know. I can find out. 

I know they do track arms deals and that there are — 

there is a fairly established group of international arms 

dealers that they watch pretty closely. I would have to 

check though on these two. 

Mr. McEwen. In your judgment would General Secord 

be considered an international arms dealer? 

Mr. Gates. I don't know enough about what General 

Secord does to comment. I just don't know. It sounds like 

from what I read in the newspaper that he sure is but — 

Mr. McEwen. And do we have any information as to 

whether or not he has profited significantly from these 

transactions? 

Mr. Gates. I don't thing we know that. 

Mr. McEwen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Beilenson. 

Mr. Beilenson. Thank you, sir. 

m mmt? 
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To your knowledge who in the VThite House was aware of 

this Iran operation? 

Mr. Gates. The only people that I ever spoke to in 

the White House itself or heard speak about it was 

Admiral Poindexter. 

Mr. Beilenson. He is the only one you have any 

knowledge of? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Beilensor. And was clearly — 

Mr. Gates. Direct knowledge. 

Mr. Beilenson. And our Chairman, Mr. Hamilton, asked 

you about whether Mr. Casey may have known or different 

things from you. As I recall your response was something 

to the effect that his knowledge about arms sales to Iran 

probably predated your own knowledge, but with respect to 

diversion of funds to the contras or other purposes he 

found out about that at the same time you did. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Beilenson. I take it he knew presumably about the 

arms sales, the whole general operation because he is on 

that NSC whatever, he is on that council, I guess as 

Director. So he must have known from the beginning that 

they were reaching out and involved in reaching out to 

Iran with some sales. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. I believe that his, as we have 

TdPHHET 



353 

UlbUfoùirlûi 
sut together our chronology inside the Agency, our own 

factfinding effort, my recollection of it is that he — 

McFarlane raised this with him perhaps in September of 1985. 

Mr. Beiler.son. This is a difficult and perhaps unfair 

question and I am not quite sure r.cw to put it and others 

nay wish to follow up later, but obviously you work for 

Mr. Casey and I guess there are problems perhaps involved 

and when you relate to him or folks in your organization 

relate to him questions or concerns about this whole 

operation in a sense having been part of the operation 

from the beginning, he may not — he has been partially 

co-opted in a sense, I am not sure that is the proper word. 

But I guess I cannot ask you directly, whether you 

have any concerns about whether he — if he were removed 

from that, if he were not part of the original decision

making process to go ahead and deal with Iran, he might 

have been more receptive or more strong perhaps in 

presenting your concerns to the White House, to Mr. Poindexter 

or whoever else. 

You don't have to respond if you don't want to. 

Mr. Gates. Well, just based on our reconstruction of 

the chronology, my memory of it is such that he^ was 

basically informed of these undertakings with Iran through 

Israel in the early fall of 1985. 

Mr. Beilenson. Informed by whom? 

TCJMMET 
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Mr. Gates. By McFarlane. 

Mr. Beilenson. Okay. 

Mr. Gates. I don't see any indication in the 

chronology that he participated in the decision-making 

meeting. 

Mr. Beilenson. In other words — once they decided 

to do it somebody else did it. 

Mr. Gates. That this contact had already started and 

that he was informed about it. I think that the dates are 

in September. 

Mr. Beilenson. You have no reason to believe, perhaps 

this may not be a fair question, that Mr. Casey knew 

about diversion of funds prior to the time that you did? 

Mr. Gates. No, I don't. His reaction when Allen and 

I raised this with him on the 7th, his direction to Allen 

to put it all down on paper and the promptness with which 

he was prepared to deliver that paper to Poindexter as soon 

as we got it, suggests to me that he was disturbed by that 

possibility as well as the operational security. 

Mr. Beilenson. That doesn't prove anything. If he had 

been involved that would be the normal thing he would do 

anyway. And I don't mean to suggest that but there have to 

be people higher than Mr. North and Admiral Poindexter 

who knew about this and were directing it. 

I am just concerned about it. You said in the January 

ToPyBSHkr 
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24th meeting of this year, the CIA was asked to prepare 

intelligence information to be provided to the 

Iranians that you objected, but were directed eventually to 

go ahead anyway. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Beilenson. Who directed you to go ahead anyway? 

Mr. Gates. John McMahon. 

Mr. Beilenson. Directed you all? 

Mr. Gates. To go forward. 

'0 Mr. 3eilenson. You don't know why he did that, do 

11 
we? 

Mr. Gates. I assume based on the cable that Mr. McCurdy 

read, that he had, after making his views known to Admiral 

Poindexter, he was told to go ahead by Poindexter. But 

that is an assumption on my part. 

Mr. Beilenson. You mentioned, and I forgot the date, 

I neglected to note it, that you had seen briefly that 

scenario which had among other things the stepping down 

date of the Ayatollah. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

2' Mr. Beilenson. The whole series about transfers and 

arms sales and meetings and so on. The scenario was shown 

to you all by Colonel North, was it, or do you recall that? 

I am not sure what you told us. 

Mr. Gates. I don't recall how I received it to tell 



356 

you the truty. I remember sitting-down and going over it"T 

with Clair George and it quickly was overtaken by 

events, for example, I think that in the cable that 

Mr. McCurdy just read he referenced a meeting on the 9th 

of February. Things began to slip almost immediately in 

that second meeting for the intelligence materials ended 

up on the 19th. 

So the thing quickly became outdated. In fact to the 

best of my knowledge, not a single — and here I am drawing 

on my recollection — not a single entry in the scenario 

took place on the date that was specified in the scenario 

or in the form specified in the scenario. The piece of 

paper quickly became essentially worthless.. The only — 

in terms of a plan. 

The only reason I mentioned it was that it was the 

first time that kind of the full scope of the thing was 

laid out that I remember, that I read. 

Mr. Beilenson. One more question if I may — 

The Chairman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Beilenson. Charles Allen in early October talking 

about his concern for operational security because of 

the changeover from the first channel to the second 

channel finally and almost as an afterthought perhaps 

speculated with respect to the diversion, possible diversion 

of funds to the contras. 

TdPl$§fi!#ET 
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Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Beilenson. Kind of a dual question, one, do you 

have any idea in the world why he came to the conclusion 

that perhaps the diversion of funds might be for that 

particular purpose, I don't mean did he hear or hear 

something or he figured that out and he figured North was 

involved and he got it intuitively perhaps, with North's 

interest in the contras, but secondly, has he ever told 

vcu apparently we now knew or Mr. Casey told us 

that some money was directed to the contras. Do we know or 

suspect if any of that money was directed to other 

so-called U.S. purposes elsewhere in the world other than 

the contras? 

Mr. Gates. I have been told by our people that 

we can account for every nickel of the money and that 

none of it that was paid into our accounts went to any 

other purpose other than for paying for the weapons. 

Mr. Beilenson. You are talking about the basic 

[million. 

Mr. Gates. Yes. 

Mr. Beilenson. But we know money above that was diverted 

elsewhere. 

Mr. Gates. I am not aware of any of that — not 

aware of any other money allocated to any other projects. 

"Mr. Beilenson. You are not even aware of yourselves 
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that some was diverted to the contras, the money — 

Mr. Gates. I don't know any facts. I know what the 

Attorney General said. 

Mr. Beilenson. Do you know, do you have any idea 

why Mr. Allen came to the conclusion or to the possible 

conclusion that it was going to the contras? 

Mr. Gates. Well, you obviously can and will speak to 

Mr. Allen and be able to get him to repeat his analytical 

orocess, but Ty sense is that it was the movement to the 

second channel and the involvement of Secord both in the 

Iranian arms thing and Secord in the, rumors of Secord and 

the private funding effort for the contras, and if you put 

that together with all of the unhappiness about cheating 

and overcharging and so forth, my impression is that 

it was basically that process that led Charlie to the 

conclusion, the speculation that you conveyed to me. 

Mr. Beilenson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Livingston. 

Mr. Livingston. No questions. 

The Chairman. Mr. Kastenmeier. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. I would like to follow up on a 

couple of sort of general things. I know people would 

like to ask specific questions with specific answers, but 

along the line that Mr. Beilenson was following, given 

your own reservations and that of John McMahon in the policy 

I 
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itself, my question is a general one, the senior 

officers in the Agency, do they feel a freedom to express 

reservations about policy? Is there an understanding 

for example where we are in terns of our national policy 

with respect to Iran and Irao, therefore if you get a tasking 

which seems to contradict what your understanding is of our 

general policy you or Mr. McMahon can raise questions about 

whether this is desirable or not? 

Mr. Ga*-.es. Absolutely. We do it all the time. 

Perhaps the starkesr example is on Lebanon. 

Mr. Kastenneier. Thank you. That is right. I want 

to get clarification on a detail with respect to the Finding. 

You indicated that on December 5 that Mr. McMahon in a 

discussion with you had said that there was a Finding, you 

needed a Finding and that they were informed such a Finding 

existed at that time? 

Mr. Gates. In the meeting on the 5th the Deputy Chief 

of the European Division,H H told McMahon 

according to these reconstructed notes, that the Finding had 

been signed. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. You then referred to a January 24, 

1986 event and you described it as after the Finding was 

signed. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. But then if we are to believe — 

nr4HiM. WialHHi TI i . m i 
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1 You do not believe there was a Einding- signed as of 

2 December 5th? 

3 Mr. Gates. That is correct. When the rinding was 

4 signed on January 17, I know that the Deputy Director of 

5 Operations, and I think one or two others of our officers 

g including one of our attorneys, went down to the White House 

j and read the Finding so we had people in the organization 

Q who had themselves read the Finding of the 17th of 

g January. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. Another question — 

Mr. Gates. Even though we didn't have a copy. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. Yes. I appreciate that. 

Another question I have goes to the meeting, the lunch 

you had with the Director and Mr. North, Colonel North. 

You made an allusion, you discussed a number of things, 

Swiss bank accounts, contras, and you apparently asked 

North about whether any of your assets, CIA assets were 

used by the contras because of the Hasenfus case that had 

just broken. 

My question has to do with command and control. Are 

you not fully aware at all times of command and control of 

CIA assets. Would you have to learn from Mr. North whether 

your assets were used or not? Would you not necessarily 

know yourselves? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir, I would regard it more as a 
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double check. Our officers were very explicitly instrw 

on several occasions once the Boland amendment was passed, 

to stay away from the contras and in consonance with the 

law, those directions were sent to Central America, our 

officers at Headquarters were told of it and they were 

reminded on several occasions of those restrictions. 

But in light of the downing of the Hasenfus plane and 

all of the speculation in the press, it seemed to_me at least 

worth asking a fellow we assumed was basically the one 

fellow on the NSC who knew something about the contra 

funding, just double checking and making sure that in all 

of his, whatever his wide-ranging activities were, that he 

has not somehow gotten any of our assets involved. 

We had no reporting from our own chain of command that 

that had happened. In fact we were receiving assurances 

to the contrary, but it seemed not an imprudent thing to 

do to check with him. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. But you are saying it was theoretically 

possible that Colonel North could have obtained the use of 

CIA assets and employed them theoretically, presumably it 

did not happen — and employ them without your knowledge? 

Mr. Gates. Theoretically yes, that he had at some 

point, might have or one of the private benefactors might 

somehow have used one of our proprietaries without anybody 

knowing about it, including the proprietary or anything else. 
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It was in that context that I addressed that question 

to him. But again, it is in the context of what I would 

regard as a pretty rigorous effort, a rigorous effort on 

the part of the Directorate of Operations to make sure 

that its officers obeyed the Boland amendment. 

Mr. Kastenmeier. Thank you. 

The Chairman. Mr. Daniel. 

Mr. Daniel. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gates, this is not a hostile question but it is 

a concerned question, and concern has been heightened by 

your statement that you had not read the cable which was 

just read into the record by Mr. McCurdy. 

Are you concerned that through your various channels 

that you didn't pick up more information about this operation 

than you did? 

Mr. Gates. About the Iranian arms deal or diversion 

of the funds? 

Mr. Daniel. All of it. 

Mr. Gates. With respect to the diversion of funds, 

I think what is at work here is in part something that 

grows out of an attempt to — and I believe a 

successful attempt — attempt to fully comply with the 

Boland amendment. As we have told various members of 

both oversight committees at the time of the Hasenfus 

affair, I believe our officers actively worked not to inform 

T(SBllSfi8StET 
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themselves. We knew money was going-to the contras and 

w e could have probably found out a lot more about it had we 

pursued those channels and had we asked questions, but the. 

ooint was that our people were concerned about crossing the 

line with respect to the Boland amendment and so actively 

shunned opportunities to go find out more. 

Mr. Daniel. My concern, Mr. Gates, is more general than 

that. You have contacts, agents, overhead pohtography all 

over the world. My concern is why you didn't find out 

more of this operation over this extended period of time 

that it had been going on. 

Mr. Gates. If we had not — suppose this entire 

operation were going on between Canada or some other country 

and Iran. We would have known a great deal about the arms 

deall 

So we did have a fair amount of knowledge about this 

thing. In fact one of our concerns on the operational side 

is under our sharing agreements, it is my impression that 

theH Iknew. 

Mr. Daniel. Did you also say that you had not seen 

the document that Mr. McCurdy read? 

-1HOTU 
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Mr. Gates. That is correct. 

Mr. Daniel. Is that unusual? 

Mr. Gates. No, not particularly. A private communica

tion from the DDCI to the DCI at a time when I was a 

subordinate official, no, no. Frankly as we have put 

together an enormous number of materials over the past 

two weeks for passage to the oversight committees and the 

Justice Department, I have read a lot of documents I had 

not seen before. That is one I had not seen and have not 

read. 

Mr. Daniel. Can you tell us what you know about 

Israel's participation in this activity? 

Mr. Gates. Only to the extent that I know that 

Israel played a very active role, it is my belief based 

on what I have read that Israel played a significant 

role in getting the operation started in the first place 

in attracting the interest of the White House to the 

possibility of contacts with the Iranians that could 

both lead to a strategic dialogue and to getting the 

hostages back. 

Mr. Daniel. Do you know of any participation by any 

other country? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Mr. Daniel. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Roe. 

iWlfflRET 
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Just for the record, Mr. Gates, going back a bit, 

you mentioned in the one meeting with North I believe it 

was, on January 25th, you mentioned you used the words 

"North and company". You didn't elucidate who was the 

"company", was it just North or who else was there? 

Mr. Gates. Let me see if I have a recollection of 

who was there at that meeting. Deputy Director for Operations 

Clair George; NIO Charles Allen; and Chief of then I guess 

it would have been then Deputy Chief of the Near East 

Division, Tom Twetten. 

Mr.Roe. Let me just be a little bit general, too, and 

this puzzles me more than anything else, you made a strong 

point and I think rightfully so from my perspective, of the 

concern you have in relationship to providing the Iranians 

with the battle plans. I think Mr. McCurdy spoke to that 

issue. You mentioned you were very much concerned about that. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roe. But ultimately because of decisions that 

were made that information apparently was gathered. Was it 

given to the Iranians? 

Mr. Gates. The information on order of battle — let's 

see, I have a note here. The first information was briefed 

and I believe the annotated map given to Gorbhanifar as 

I recall at the end of January 1986. The package of the 

T(SMI§ffiT 
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17th of February — most of these mark as I recall and as 7 

say we can provide these to the Committee, but mark the 

location of principal units, physical barriers, roads, that 

sort of thing. The next package on the 19th of February 

also included annotated satellite photography. That was 

not given to the Iranians, it was shown to the Iranians 

but not given to them. 

In the package cf Soviet materials on the 13th, 

prepared on the 13th of Mav or made available on the l?th 

of May, Mr. Cave has told me when they were in Iran that 

package also included a couple of annotated satellite 

photographs showing Soviet forces and he told me that 

13 || basically in their conversations he kind of flashed these 

14 at one of the Iranians and said if you guys can get 

15 your act together, maybe we can have a greater sharing 

16 of intelligence on subjects like this, and then he immediately 

17 put them away. 

18 And there was no other sharing. 

19 Mr. Roe. But in the first instance the information, 

20 was it given directly to Gorbhanifar? 

21 Mr. Gates. My impression is that Allen gave the 

22 annotated map to Gorbhanifar. 

23 Mr. Roe. Not to any other Iranians? 

24 Mr. Gates. But not to another Iranian. 

25 Mr. Roe. So he had t h e map. 

TdHHHlET, 
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Mr. Gates. Let ne double check that 

Mr. McCurdy. Mr. Chairman, while he is searching, 

can we just make sure., I want to have it in the record, 

that we be delivered copies of everything provided as 

related to that memo and others to the Iranians. I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 

The Chairman. Mr. Gates, can you assure us that we 

will have those copies? 

Mr. Gates. ves, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

COMMITTEE INSERT 
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Mr. Gates. I don't know the 

Mr. Roe. Time is so desperately short here, what I a* 

trying to get at is if Gorbhanifar was such a creep and 

thief and liar and so forth, do we have any assurance 

that Gorbhanifar gave the information to the Iranians or 

did he sell it to somebody else, did he sell it to the 

Iraqis? I am not being facetious. 

Mr. Gates. I don't know that we have that assurance, 

no. 

Mr. Roe. So there was a change in pace that took place 

where the contact was different later on. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roe. You mentioned some Iranians being at that 

meeting. We assume that at that point there must have 

been Iranian officials or somebody there at that point. 

Do we know who they were? I am leading to a point. 

Mr. Gates. My impression from the chronology that I 

have is that Allen provided the order of battle intelligence 

to Gorbhanifar in London on the 26th of January. On the 

19th of February the Chief of our Hear East Division, 

Tom Twetten, provided the second package also to Gorbhanifar. 

Mr. Roe. So we don't know — what we are saying 

is just because I have to ask it, the fact is as far as 

you know some of the information was directly provided to 

Gorbhanifar but we don't know what that course was and 
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there or not? 

Mr. Gates. That is right. It may be that Aller. knows 

from his readingH H t hat in fact Gorbhanifar 

delivered the stuff to some other Iranians. 

Mr. Roe. In view of your extraordinary concern 

personally of providing that information, do you feel 

comfortable to suggest to the Committee why you were so 

concerned? 

Mr. Gates. 3asically for the reasons that 

Mr. McMahon expressed in his cable to the Director. We 

have been concerned all year about declining and were until 

actually August or September of this year, sorry, of this 

year, yes, about the fragility of the Iraqi position. We 

have known for some time that the Iranians were preparing 

a significant offensive. We were concerned about the 

declining Iraqi morale. We were concerned by the successful 

Iranians' offensive at Al Fau in the south. So there were 

a variety of things going on that appeared to put the military 

momentum on the side of the Iranians. 

Now that has changed since August or September, but 

at the time this was all going on these were the sources of 

my concern. 

Mr. Roe. Well, what I am trying to get at is, in 

I other words, it appears to me that above and beyond the 

_m it 
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transfer of money, you know? 

relationship between Iraq and Iran -you could consider 

was materially compromised at rnat point as far as national 

policy would have been concerned. 

We were supposed to be taking an even-hand as I under

stand it, and we were supposed to try to solve it, that 

was one of the things the President said, we wanted to bring 

this to an end. 

But here we were willing to give them in your own 

concern extraordinary information that could unbalance 

the whole situation. Is that a reasonable assumption to 

make? 

Mr. Gates. Well, only to the extent that the informa

tion was useful to them. Frankly we did what we could to 

make it as unhelpful and still get away with it. 

Mr. Roe. I understand that but I am just saying 

that nevertheless the level of determination, whoever 

decided this, obviously I hope should have been aware of 

that. 

Mr. Gates. I am sure they were. 

Mr. Roe. That leads to the point that Mr. McCurdy 

made, the idea of moderates involved, I cannot possibly in 

credulity favor dealing with moderates, what good is everything 

if the Government of Iran who is conducting a war with 

Iraq isn't going to use this information? What good would 

TCPUSBBET 
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i t have been? Well, that i s a l l r igh t . You cannot' 

that. 

The Chairman. Do you want to finish another question? 

Mr. Roe. I have one short one. 

The Chairman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Roe. Time gets away. I think this might be 

helpful to the Committee. We have all kinds of situations 

going on with the contras. Congress has been battling that 

for the last 2 or 3 years, the Boland amendment, the 

S32 million that went for the humanitarian aid, then the 

Ithat now is being allocated supposedly 

for other aid. It puzzled me when you say, and I don't mean 

this offensively, that you say that you were aware or some 

folks in your operation were aware there was considerable 

funding going to the contras, that could have come from 

all these different places. 

How do we determine as a policy position, how does the 

CIA determine if the votes are there to support the 

contras, how do they determine the qualitative needs of 

the contras if money is coming in — is there no — how 

do you figure out how many shells they need, how many 

missiles they need, what is reasonable in the 

[so forth. 

Do we keep an ongoing track of what they were doing? 

Is there somebody that monitors that situation as far as why 

w#m* 
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X do we suggest 

2 H I am just wondering if there is any coordination* 

3 or continuity z.t ail? 

4 Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, there is but I think that the 

5 honest answer to your question is that the amounts are 

6 basically — 

-, Mr. Roe. Inconsequential? 
7 ^ 

a Mr. Gates. No, first of all I probably shouldn't have 

« used the word "considerable". We knew there was private 

money going to the contras and it was keeping them going. 

One of the concerns about, that was in terms of the future 

of the contras, was whether it was regarded by I think most 

people as essentially a short-term undertaking that couldn't 

be sustained for very long certainly. 

Mr. Roe. If the Secretary of State and other people 

had chatted with different countries and suggested they 

needed help in-between while Congress is making up 

its mind — I don't want to pursue it. I will pursue it 

later but that is where I am coming from. It seems to 

me if we have got a policy that relates to Central America 

and relates to the contras and then we don't know 

ourselves what is coming in and out of there, I find that 

extraordinary to accept. 

Mr. Gates. We do collect intelligence on contra 

activities and to the extent we can there military activities 

-JMMU 
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inside the country and what the Sandinistas are doing- ' '- © 

against them so we can have a reasonable picture of military 

action. 

Mr. Roe. They are getting all this money frcm 

other sources, maybe we should get some back on the 

11 am talking about. I don't mean to be 

facetious. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Brown. 

Mr. 3rown. Just to follow up briefly on this. We have 

asked you before with regard to the Agency's intelligence 

with respect to the supply operation and I think the 

testimony was that you were aware that they were receiving 

arms and that there was an air drop situation. 

I think we asked you if you could monitor the over 

flights and I think your response was yes. Is that your 

recollection or am I making this up? 

Mr. Gates. I don't know that you — 

Mr. Brown. I am not s u r e — 

Mr. Gates. I am not sure you got that testimony 

from me, but yes, I think the answer to that is yes. 

Mr. Brown. As a matter of fact, I think we asked for 

a log of the actual supply flights as far as that 

information — if it was available through CIA intelligence 

channels. 

^^.^TITTT»? (IT?1.!I^^T^ "î^^n 
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Does the Committee staff know if we ever received"1 

that information? 

Mr. O'Neil. We have not received a log. We have 

received a number of the other things that were requested 

Mr. Brown. You have made reference to the fact that 

you knew that money was coming in. You don't actually 

mean you knew the money was coming in, you knew? 

Mr. Gates. They were getting outside help. 

Mr. Brown. They were getting outside help. 

Mr. Gates. That is a better way to put it. 

Mr. Brown. It is the public statement of some contra 

leaders that they didn't see any money. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, we just knew they were getting 

outside help. 

Mr. Brown. And you feel that you had some indication 

of the gross magnitude of that help? 

Mr. Gates. I think so, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. 

Is that a correct assumption? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. But it is your testimony that you made 

valiant efforts to avoid acquiring any more information 

than necessary about that? 

«PA 
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Mr. Gates» Yes, sir. That is what L have been 

and I believe. 

Mr. Brown. You would deliberately avoid knowing that 

say the embassy's military advisor was in contact with 

this group and perhaps giving them advice and guidance from 

time to time? 

Mr. Gates. I would have to go back and ask people 

that specifically. I don't know of my own — 

Mr. Brown. There is nothing wrong with this, of 

course, but I am trying to probe into the role that you 

oerceivec. You would not perceive it as a part of your role 

to determine if embassy staff, the military advisor, whoever 

else, was in contact doing something that you had been 

prohibited from doing. You would not be responsible for 

policing that? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. You know, again, I would have 

to check in terms of whether one of our people might have 

inadvertently learned that or just learned it. But I don't 

<now. 

Mr. Brown. Certainly it wouldn't be your responsibility 

if a former CIA contract employee, former CIA proprietaries, 

former retired military who have done CIA missions were 

involved in that. You would not feel it was pa'rt of your 

responsibility to police that kind of activity? 

Mr. Gates. Again, part of it — it seems to me part of 

TotmeaBHiET 
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the issue was an effort not. 

2 Mr. Brown. I don't think there was anything in the 

3 Boland air.ar.cir.ant that prevented you from seeking to know. 

4 It was preventing you from seeking to engage in certain 

kinds of activities. 

6 Mr. McHugh. I would like to be clear on some facts 

_ we have not touched on in your testimony. 

As I recall the CIA provided to the NSC the use of 

Mr. Cave who was a CIA retiree for the purpose of facilitating 

some of the meetings that took place to negotiate these 

arms transactions; am I correct? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, we felt it would be useful for 

the NSC to have somebody on its own team that spoke Farci 

and knew something about Iran. 

Mr. McHugh. I presume Mr. Cave would report then to 

the CIA with regard to any meetings he participated in. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, I think he did. 

Mr. McHugh. I would also like to be clear on the 

Swiss bank accounts that CIA provided to the NSC for 

purposes of funneling money as part of this transaction. 

This was as I understand it, a CIA account which had 

been used for other purposes previously. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gates. My understanding, and I invite you to, 

the Committee staff or Committee to talk to our controller 

who knows the intimate details of this better than I 
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i my understanding is that for reasons of" expediency*^ 

the first several'payments, first couple of payments for 

tne weapons were deposited in an account which was also 

used to, used for the Saudi money associated with the 

Mr. McHugh. In the interests of time, the thrust of 

my question here is that it is our understanding that all 

payments received from Iran for the arms that had been 

-.hi?Fea" t o I r a n which payments were to be reimbursed to the 

State — or to the Defense Department, went through CIA 

account or a number of CIA accounts at different times. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McHugh. I presume therefore that the CIA 

monitored the deposits and expenditures from those accounts. 

Mr. Gates. Into and out of those accounts, yes, sir. 

Mr. McHugh. All right. 

Now, it is my understanding further that on somewhere 

around October 26th the meeting took place in West Germany 

which was attended by Mr. Cave, Mr. North, General Secord 

and his associate, as well as an Iranian representative 

at which the Iranian representative delivered to the 

American side $4 million in payment of a prior ̂ arms shipment 

to Iran. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gates. That is not what I have here, sir. I have 

that North, Cave, Secord, and Hakim met in Mainz with a 

:? *:i,~\r\ 
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senior Revolutionary Guard official for further discussions* 

on 29 October, 500 TOW missiles were flown to Iran from 

Israel; on 2 November American hostage Jacobsen was 

released. 

On 28 October, $2.037 million was deposited into a 

CIA account to cover the cost of 500 TOWs. 

Mr. McHugh. It is our information, and perhaps the 

staff can correct rr.e if I am wrong, that at the meeting 

which we have described in West Germany, $4 million was 

handed by way of check, handed to the American side by the 

Iranian side and that subsequent to that, $2,037,000 was 

deposited into the CIA account. 

Now, I would like to have those facts confirmed. 

Because if they are in fact true there was a shortfall of 

$2 million which was or should have been evident to the 

CIA by virtue of the fact that Mr. Cave was at the meeting 

and reported $4 million having been transferred and the 

CIA has control of the account into which $2,037,000 was 

deposited, there was an immediate, there is clear evidence 

if those facts are true, wholly within the knowledge of the 

CIA, that $2 million got lost someplace. 

It is also our information and perhaps you can confira 

this at least as a general understanding on your part, that 

Mr. Secord was much involved as well as Mr. North in the 

provision of aid in one form or another to the contras. 
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' Now, these facts as I understand them trouble me if 

2 trUe, because if true they clearly indicate that the CIA 

n̂ew at least at that point that there was a diversion 

I of approximately 50 percent of the money paid by Iran to 

5 another purpose, and I would appreciate any response 

* you have to that and if you are not sure, I would certainly 

7 want the Committee to know specifically what the CIA 

says about that. 

Mr. Gates. We will — frankly this is the first I have 

'" heard of that. I will take that information back and 

get you an answer. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

COMMITTEE INSERT 
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Mr. McHugh. I am also troubled I must say generally ' 

and I invite your response to this, and it relates to the 

same problem, by the train of events which preceded this 

meeting and transfer of funds which I have referred to and 

correct me here if I am wrong about the train of events. 

As I understand your testimony, you have said that on 

October 1st Mr. Allen mentioned to you for the first time 

that he speculated to you for the first time, rather, that 

some, funds might have been diverted to the contras. 

If this speculation proved to be true obviously it was 

a serious matter. I presume you agree that that would have 

been illegal if participated in by any O.S. officials. 

Correct? 

Mr. Gates. I don't know the answer to that. I assume 

so. 

Mr. McHugh. Secondly, the second reference was on 

October 9th when Mr. North made 3ome if I understand you 

correctly, obscure reference to Swiss bank account and 

contras. You were not sure precisely what he meant, you 

spoke to the Director about it and as a result specifically 

asked Mr. North whether the CIA or any of its assets were 

involved in support for the contras. 

And he responded the CIA was clean. 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McHugh. Then on October 14 Mr. Allen formalized 

TOÏ^SEŒHET 
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in a memorandum his concerns about the security being 

compromised and also mentioned that if Mr. Gorbhanifar 

went public ho could say that some of the money from 

Iran could have been diverted to other projects. 

In other words, there was a series of references, 

albeit some perhaps more obscure than you might have 

liked, but nonetheless there were a series of references 

to the diversion of funds as part of the arms transaction 

in which to some extent the CIA was involved and then of 

course we have the October meeting which I referred to 

at the beginning where there was a $2 million shortfall 

somehow. 

It seems to me that bells should have gone off in the 

CIA, not only by going to Mr. Poindexter and having him 

read a memo in your presence and suggest to him that he 

should talk to the White House counsel, but that there might 

well be some significant evidence now of, or suggestion of 

illegality and that perhaps the Committee should have 

been at least alerted. 

Since my time is up I would simply ask if you have 

any comment on that, and first have I misstated any of the 

facts; secondly, do you have any comment as to why more <. 

affirmative, concrete action was not taken beyond alerting? 

Mr. Poindexter and suggesting a meeting with the White 

Rouse counsel? 

TdPSMlET 
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Mr. Gates. First of all, Z don't know whether the 

facts regarding the meeting and transfer of the $4 million 

are correct, but that said, it seems to me that there 

are considerations that need to be taken into account. 

First of all, neither Allen nor Furmark when he later 

talked to Allen on the 22nd of October, ever adduced any 

evidence or even speculated to the fact that the NSC was 

involved. Never adduced or mentioned that CIA was 

involved. 

We were fundamentally ignorant of the funding mechanisms 

for the contras and so on that the White House was aware 

of so what we had was an analytical speculation in the 

context that this is something Gorbhanifar might say if he 

went public in the context of Allen's memo, and we had a 

businessman from New York saying that Gorbhanifar, 

a kncwn liar, had told him that he believed that some of 

the money was being -- had been earmarked for Central 

America. 

Now, that is all we had. 

Mr. McHugh. Mr. Gates, ray time is up and therefore 

I will not debate it with you but on October, as early as 

October 9th you had Lt. Colonel North making reference — 

Mr. Gates. But it was — 

Mr. McHugh. — to this which was, which you had been alerted 

to by Mr. Allen, albeit by way of speculation. 
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1 This is not the time to debate the issue. And 

2 therefore I will yield back the balance of my time but I do 

^ think that there is a series of suggestions or hints at 

4 least that there was something amiss here and there is a 

' question in my mind at least about whether the CIA, which 

8 was very much involved in the whole transaction of arms 

^ out of which this diversion took place, should have been 

8 nore aggressive. 

Mr. Gates. Well, if I rr-ay, Mr. Chairman, I would 

'" like to make two brief comments, the first is that 

even in the session with North, in this very brief and 

very cryptic comment that perhaps occupied one minute of 

an hour-long lunch, there was no mention that any U.S. 

persons were involved in any of that. 

And second, I think that the very shakey nature of 

the tip-offs if you will that we received need to be seen 

in the context that we still had an operation going on in 

,8 which the White House believed and told us that they had 

considerable hopes of still getting the release of two 

hostages. 

We were still maintaining our internal compartmentali-

zation. 

On the basis of those things, it seems to me bearing 

in mind all of these activities and the nature of 

what we had been told, that a decision to have the CIA 

•HliiSWPT 
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counsel look over the whole thing and make sure that 

there were no problems, getting an assurance from North, 

and informing Poindexter of all of these problems and 

recommending that Poindexter bring in the White House 

counsel in the context of an operation that was looking 

towards a «dai nuaaujt- within a couple weeks were prudent 

actions in light of the shakey nature of the information 

we had. 

Now, if things had developed otherwise or we had gotten 

more information, more concrete information, then I think 

we would have had to consider very seriously whether to go 

either to Justice or to the President. 

rWWhr 
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• The Chairman. Mr.. Dwyer> . ' >- ' "-'̂ F̂ 

Mr. Dwyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You told the Committer staff when they talked to you a 

week or so ago, Mr. Allen came to you with concerns that 

the Iran operation was about to be exposed and proceeds from 

the operation may have been diverted for these purposes, 

is that the discussion you had with the staff? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dwyer. There was also some apprehension about 

this Iranian situation? 

Mr. Gates. I think that people in the Agency, and I 

wouldn't presume to speak for anyone else, but even for 

those who agreed with the strategic objective of establishing 

a dialogue with Iran, arms transfers apart, were disturbed 

by the character of some of the people that were involved 

in this whole thing. These people are not unknown to us, 

particularly Secord, and we also were concerned about the 

operational security of the thing, so I would say that, 

particularly on the question of the security of the 

operation, we were, we were concerned, especially when we 

began getting evidence that a large body, that a growing 

body of people involved in the thing were getting unhappy. 

Mr. Dwyer. You mentioned General Secord. ~ You mentioned 

the fact that you don't keep tabs on him because he is an 

American. Is that because you are precluded by law from 

doing that? 
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Mr. Gates.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dwyer. How about an American operating outside "of7 

the limits o£ i-iie Uni Led States? 

Mr. Gates. Can't do it then except in a\Q*M.uf^-> 

- intelligence context. 

Mr. Dwyer. Is there enough suspicion about him that you 

night want to do it in that context? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Mr. Dwyer. You mentioned a lunch in January of 1986. 

Mr. Gates. A meeting with North. 

Mr. Dwyer. Yes, sir, and he laid out all of the dates, 

apparently laid out in some agenda form the entire 

operation of arms going to Iran, weapons, dates, payments, 

things of that nature? 

Mr. Gates. I think the meeting was more to lay on the 

preparation of these intelligence materials. I don't recall 

that he did that at that meeting. I just recall seeing 

a piece of paper that laid out the scenario, and it may 

have been subsequent to that meeting. 

Mr. Dwyer. At that particular meeting, with that 

particular layout, was the CIA-controlled bank accounts 

mentioned? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir, I don't believe so. 

Mr. Dwyer. When did you first have knowledge of the 

CIA bank account was being used? 

TftfiHiaM^ 
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Mr. Gates, r don't, think thatr^Bad! specific ̂ Sf^g 

knowledge of that until this entire affair was exposed • 

in the middle-to-late part of November. 

Mr. Dwyer. You are the Director of Operations. 

How many Swiss banks accounts do the CIA have going at 

any given time, it would seem to me that would be an impor

tant undertaking of the Agency? 

Mr. Gates. My impression is that we have a number of 

Swiss bank accounts. 

Mr. Dwyer. Do you have any idea what the activity 

is in those bank accounts? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Mr. Dwyer. Who does that? 

Mr. Gates. The Deputy Director for Operations, the 

Office of Finance, the Controller, there are a number of 

different organizations that have responsibility for 

monitoring those accounts. 

Mr. Dwyer. You have not been curious enough about 

those accounts to ask who might have drawn checks, or 

drafts on those accounts? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Mr. Dwyer. Do you think you should have been curious 

in that direction? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir, I would regard that as a degree 

of micro management in a 
It IC™ 

peration that we 
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hold the Deputy Director for Operations and the Director 

of the Office of Finance responsible. 

Mr. Dwyer. Sort of like the bank president fiddling 

with the books and no one knew it. 

Mr. Gates. No, sir, not quite like that. 

Mr. Dwyer. During the month of October, Director 

Casey heard of other things which complemented what 

Charles Allen had said in his memory of the 17th 

concerning the possibile diversion of fund"» from the 

Iran operation. 

Would you want to elaborate on what other things 

Mr. Casey might have heard? 

Mr. Gates. When I talked to staff, I may have been 

confused in my own mind. My impression had been in the 

initial conversation with this businessman, Roy Furmark 

on the 7th of October, that that was the time which 

Furmark mentioned the possibility that Gorbhanifar, 

he believed some of the money may have been earmarked to 

Central America. 

The fact is, that did not come up in the conversation 

of the 7th but rather when Charlie Allen debriefed Gorbhanifar 

on the 22th in New York so I was mistaken when X talked to 

the staff in terms of the chronology. 

Mr. Dwyer. Go back to the statement Director Casey 

heard of other things. 

TnPl̂ RWttTPP 



389 

Mr- Gates. That was what r had in'raind, this repoî 

from Furmark. < • 

Mr. Dwyer. The fact that the diversion of funds 

became the subject of brief discussion, wouldn't that 

prompt you to take a look in the traffic in the Swiss 

bank accounts? 

Mr. Gates. We had no indication that there were any 

irregularities in any respect with the bank accounts, 

the Swiss accounts that were receiving the monies for the 

weapons, and people in our Office of Finance knew how 

much money was in the account, how much we had been billed 

by DoO, what was still to come and so on. 

Mr. Dwyer. Thank you. My time is up. 

The Chairman. Gentlemen, I am sure you all have 

additional questions for Mr. Gates. 

We do have Mr. McFarlane waiting, and he has been 

waiting now for about 40 minutes. 

The Chair is goinq to suggest after we have Mr. Casey 

and the other CIA witnesses, that we submit in writing to 

the CIA a number of questions that come to your mind and the 

staff's mind as a result of Mr. Gates' testimony and the 

subsequent testimony by the other CIA officials, 

including the Director. I would like to suggest that we 

move on with Mr. McFarlane right away. 

Are there any questions that you feel you would like 

in 
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to give ta- Mrv Gates 

Mr. Gates, we are deeply appreciative of your --•-»< 

willingness to come in andtestify this afternoon. ' Your** 

statements have been very helpful to us, and you"^re 

excused. 

Mr. Gates. Mr. Chairman, thank you, and I might just 

say both Mr. Casey and I are grateful to the Chairman 

and to the Committee for your courtesy in allowing us to 

reschedule our appearance. 

The Chairman. The Committee will take a five-minute 

break and we begin with Mr. McFarlane. 

ft 
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Chairman BOREN. It is now my privilege to turn for opening com
ments to the Vice Chairman of the Committee. As I've indicated, 
this is a Committee that has operated in a uniquely bipartisan way 
in keeping with our trusteeship responsibilities in this sensitive na
tional intelligence area. It has been my privilege to work with him. 
I could not have a more effective working partner and one that 
takes his responsibilities more seriously. 

So I turn now for his opening comments to my colleague, the 
Vice Chairman, Senator Murkowski of Alaska. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman and colleagues, no government appointment is of 

greater sensitivity or importance for national security than that of 
Director of Central Intelligence. Because of recent international 
events, the nomination before us takes on a particular significance. 

In my 10 years in the Senate, I have never see a time in U.S. 
foreign relations that present greater opportunities or, if we fail to 
take advantage of those opportunities, greater long-term difficul
ties. Some years ago, former Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
wrote a book entitled "Present at the Creation," describing the for
mation of U.S. foreign policy at the outset of the Cold War. Now 
the Cold War is over and we are present at the creation of the post-
Cold War era. These are extraordinary times. Just within the last 
year we have seen Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait, and a vic
torious and powerful U.S. military response. We've seen the final 
collapse of the Soviet Communist empire within Russia itself. This 
August, a coup, led by supporters of faded and outmoded ideology, 
failed, leaving in its wake an outlawed Communist party. This 
event was the final trigger releasing the forces of reform. Now we 
find a stunning situation in what used to be called the Soviet 
Union where republics are now declaring independence and either 
leaving or attempting to reformulate a confederation—leaving in 
some disarray the control of Soviet weaponry. These staggering 
events will have profound impacts on the future of U.S. intelli
gence. 

We have been fortunate to have President Bush, Secretary 
Baker, Secretary Cheney and General Scowcroft in positions of 
leadership during these incredible times. 

However, the President's team is not complete. He needs at his 
side his choice as Director of Central Intelligence. The President 
sent his nomination to the Senate in June, and we had hoped to 
hold our confirmation hearing prior to the August Recess. Yet, as a 
consequence of waiting until now, we will be able to hear from 
more key witnesses, including persons who have been involved 
with the Independent Counsel. 

Mr. Chairman, the nominee before us, Robert M. Gates, enjoys 
President Bush's unconditional support. I have personally met with 
the President as recently as last week and he reaffirmed his com
mitment to this nomination in no uncertain terms. 

Having come to know Bob Gates for several years now, I can un
derstand why the President has selected him. From the time of his 
graduation from the College of William and Mary, he has dedicated 
his career to intelligence and national security issues, either at the 
National Security Council or at the Central Intelligence Agency. 
His original expertise is in Soviet analysis—a vital skill at a time 
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when the Soviet Union, with thousands of nuclear weapons, is un. 
dergoing a convulsive and unpredictable transformation. Perhaps 
more importantly, Dr. Gates has accumulated broad experiences 
along the breadth and depth of national security and foreign policy 
issues. He is a trained analyst—the first Director with this back
ground. All this makes Bob Gates uniquely qualified to lead the In-
telligence Community at a time when the most basic assumptions 
about this world must be re-examined and the entire role of intelli
gence must be redefined. 

This Committee has a serious obligation to the United States 
Senate to insure that we develop a complete record on the fitness 
of Dr. Gates to assume this critical post. Chairman Boren and I and 
all the Members of this Committee take this obligation very seri
ously. We have directed our staffs to look into each and every 
matter of concern that has been expressed about this nomination. 
When our resources were limited, and when it was appropriate, we 
have asked the FBI to investigate specific allegations. 

The Chairman has already outlined the areas of inquiry that we 
will pursue in this nomination and the confirmation process, and I 
need not repeat what he has already said. I will say that my review 
of the Committee's work, and that of the FBI, has convinced me up 
to this point that allegations against this nominee have little or no 
merit. 

The Intelligence Committee, as the Chairman has indicated, is by 
tradition, non-partisan, inasmuch as we are limited to eight years 
of our Senate careers, unlike other Committees. 

Our deliberative process, when necessary, has been somewhat 
frustrating, however. We have been confronted with serious con
cerns raised about the nomination, but we have also been exposed 
to frivolous or far-fetched allegations from persons of questionable 
background who apparently see nothing wrong in creating wild as
persions in an effort to generate headlines or protect themselves 
from prosecution. While I can express irritation at this process, I 
know that the nominee and his family has even more frustration 
in having to silently endure four months of an endless stream of 
allegations. I know Mr. Gates looks forward to being able to re
spond now and to set the record straight. 

This nomination has rekindled old issues surrounding the Iran-
Contra affair, and questions about when Dr. Gates knew about the 
diversion of funds to the Contras. Some wonder how Bob Gates 
could not have known all along, since his immediate boss, Director 
Bill Casey, may have known about the diversion. 

Well, I expect to explore the management of style of Bill Casey 
in these hearings, for it has a bearing on whether Dr. Gates should 
have been made aware of certain events. From my review, thus far, 
it is clear to me that Bill Casey reached out to and personally di
rected the actions of CIA personnel, no matter where they ap
peared in the organizational chart. From what we've heard in our 
interviews, it was widely known that Casey cared very little for the 
layers of administrative bureaucracy. It is no surprise to me that 
certain employees, such as Alan Fiers, may have reported directly 
to Bill Casey, without going through their supervisors. In fact, Bill 
Casey was known to be no slave to any organizational chart. He 
kept certain things to a very few person—perhaps in an effort to 
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eventually insulate the Agency from criticism and perhaps to 
accept personally the risk. Further, it appears that Casey followed 
these procedures on numerous CIA assignments. 

I look forward to hearing from Dr. Gates about his relationship 
with Mr. Casey. 

Some may wonder why Dr. Gates has been the subject of so 
much interest. The answer partly lies in the fact that he has a 
spectacularly successful career. Bob has a sharp and directed intel
lect and has risen quickly to positions of responsibility both at the 
National Security Council and in the Central Intelligence Agency. 
After having been a principal assistant to Director Bill Casey, Bob 
Gates was tapped for the important position of Director of the Di
rectorate of Intelligence, the side of the Central Intelligence 
Agency that produces analysis for policymakers. His capabilities 
were further recognized in April 1986 when he became the Deputy 
Director of Central Intelligence Community's analytical arm, he 
made it clear that he intended to make intelligence analysis more 
timely and more useful for the President and for senior policymak
ers. Under him, the analytical output of the CIA grew dramatical
ly. Dr. Gates is not a person who like the status quo. By all ac
counts he demands accountability from subordinates. 

There are some who react well under his strong management 
style, and there are others who resist and resent it. In the context 
of our work on this nomination, there are even some who say that 
Dr. Gates intentionally slanted intelligence to make it agree with 
the preconceived views of policymakers. Dr. Gates will have an op
portunity to tell us how he ran the analysis side of the CIA, and 
whether his firmly held views on a number of subjects influenced 
analysis under his leadership. 

Since 1988, Dr. Gates has worked directly for President Bush on 
the National Security Council, and has gained the President's com
plete confidence in the process. It is not trivial to say that one im
portant attribute of an effective leader of the Intelligence Commu
nity is that person's ability to gain the respect and attention of the 
President. Clearly Dr. Gates enjoys such a close relationship with 
President Bush. It is also not trivial to note that Dr. Gates has 
been a frequent and effective witness before this Committee. The 
ability to master complex intelligence programs and issues and ar
ticulate them to the Congress is a rare and valued skill. 

Bob Gates will face enormous challenges not merely in providing 
guidance to the President, but in managing the Intelligence Com
munity. I believe that he is the right person at the right time in 
our history to become Director of the Central Intelligence Agency. 
He is of a generation that understands the uses and limits of ad
vanced technology, while retaining a firm grasp of the need for 
human intelligence resources as well. He fully understands the full 
complexity of the Intelligence Community as it exists today, and 
I'm sure through these hearings will enlighten us as to how he 
could propose changing certain aspects of the Community to make 
it more responsive to the nation's needs. He has been at the vortex 
of the highest level of foreign policy decision-making for the past 
several years. 

We on this Committee will do our job thoroughly, as the Chair
man has said, and we will of necessity review the past. There are 
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some who may suggest that we should delay this nomination until 
all aspects of the past, including work now underway by the Inde
pendent Counsel, is completed. Well, I believe we must move ahead 
now. We cannot predict when the Independent Counsel's work will 
be done. It's gone on now for four years already, and there is no 
clear end in sight. We will have testimony from some key wit
nesses, but we will not be able to penetrate the secrecy of the 
grand jury. Yet, we will hear sworn testimony from the nominee 
and we have developed our own, exhaustive record on any number 
of issues. It is time to take action on this nomination. The Presi
dent needs his team in place at this critical time. We have a duty 
to act, not a duty to delay. 

I am confident the President has submitted a highly qualified 
person to be the next Director of Central Intelligence, and I know 
that Dr. Gates looks forward to this opportunity to finally meet 
with us at this confirmation hearing. Dr. Gates we welcome you to 
the Committee. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Murkowski. I 
now turn for his opening statement to Senator Nunn. 

Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time and with 
the hope of establishing some precedent I would ask that my excit
ing, witty and brilliant statement be admitted to the record. 

Chairman BOREN. Without objection that will be accepted. And 
you may set dangerous precedents indeed if you move us along that 
quickly. 

[The opening statement of Senator Nunn follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SAM NUNN (D-GEORGIA) 

HEARING ON THE NOMINATION OF 

ROBERT M. GATES TO BE 

DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I JOIN YOU IN WELCOMING ROBERT GATES BEFORE OUR 

COMMITTEE THIS MORNING. 

THE ROLE OF THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE (DCI) IS ONE 

OF THE MOST IMPORTANT POSITIONS IN OUR GOVERNMENT. THE DIRECTOR 

OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE IS BOTH THE DIRECTOR OF THE CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY AS WELL AS THE HEAD OF THE UNITED STATES 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. AS SUCH, THE DCI IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 

COLLECTION, ANALYSIS AND DISTRIBUTION OF INTELLIGENCE; FOR THE 

CONDUCT OF COVERT ACTION; AND FOR THE OVERALL MANAGEMENT OF THE 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. THOSE ARE MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES, THE 

PERFORMANCE OF WHICH HAS A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE NATIONAL 

SECURITY OF THE UNITED STATES. 

WITH THE RECENT DRAMATIC CHANGES IN THE GLOBAL SECURITY 

ARENA, THE COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF INTELLIGENCE HAS BECOME AN 

EVEN MORE IMPORTANT MISSION THAN IT WAS HERETOFORE. ADDITIONALLY, 

THE MISSION MUST BE PERFORMED AT A TIME OF DWINDLING BUDGET 

RESOURCES. RECENT CRITICISMS OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY, 

PARTICULARLY IN CONNECTION WITH SUPPORT TO THE FIELD COMMANDER 

DURING OPERATION DESERT STORM; A FAILURE TO ANTICIPATE MAJOR 

CHANGES IN THE WORLD; AND THE JUST REPORTED INTELLIGENCE FAILURE 
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IN THE FORMER EAST GERMANY WARRANT CLOSE EXAMINATION. THIS 

COMMITTEE IN PARALLEL WITH THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE Is 

EMBARKED ON AN EFFORT TO ASSESS THE APPROPRIATE ORGANIZATION AND 

FUNCTIONS OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. THAT EFFORT WILL REQUIRE 

THE CLOSE AND CONTINUING COOPERATION OF THE NEXT DCI. 

THE AREA OF COVERT OPERATIONS PRESENTS AN ENTIRELY DIFFERENT 

SET OF PROBLEMS. THE RECENTLY ENACTED INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 

ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1991 PROVIDES A USEFUL CODIFICATION OF THE 

DEFINITIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF COVERT ACTION. BUT THE ISSUE OF 

TIMELINESS OF NOTIFICATION TO THE CONGRESS HAS NOT YET BEEN 

FINALLY SETTLED, NOR IS THERE TOTAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CONGRESS 

AND THE PRESIDENT ON ALL ASPECTS UF COVERT ACTIONS. THE CONGRESS 

MUST BE ABLE TO RELY ON THE INTEGRITY AND WATCHFULNESS OF THE DCI 

IF THAT LEGISLATION IS TO WORK AND IF MISTAKES OF THE PAST ARE TO 

BE AVOIDED. 

MR. GATES HAS A DISTINGUISHED RECORD OF PUBLIC SERVICE WITHIN 

THE CAREER INTELLIGENCE FIELD AS A PROVIDER OF INTELLIGENCE 

ANALYSIS AND MANAGER AND WITHIN THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL AS A 

POLICY ADVISER. THIS HAS GIVEN HIM EXTRAORDINARY EXPERIENCE ON 

BOTH THE INTELLIGENCE PROVIDER AND INTELLIGENCE CONSUMER SIDES OF 

THE EQUATION. THAT EXPERIENCE WILL SERVE HIM WELL IF HE IS 

CONFIRMED AS THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE. THERE ARE, AS 

WE ALL KNOW, SOME TOUGH QUESTIONS THAT MR. GATES MUST ANSWER WITH 

RESPECT TO HIS PAST ROLE IN THE AGENCY AND I LOOK FORWARD TO HIS 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COMMITTEE. 
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Chairman BOREN. Senator Chafee? 
Senator CHAFEE. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

first I want to say to you Mr. Gates that it's a tribute to you that 
President Bush, who of course is a former Director of Central Intel
ligence, has nominated you for this job. I think it's also a tribute to 
president Bush that he put substance above politics in submitting 
vour name to the Senate. I think it would have been easy for the 
president to have said, "Well, I know that Bob Gates is the best 
man for the job and I know that he wasn't guilty of wrongdoing in 
the Iran-Contra affair, but his nomination is going to raise this 
issue once again, so why go through that struggle?" 

But the President didn't take that route and I commend him for 
it and I think he's right. I think there are others whom he could 
have nominated if his only objective were to avoid polemics. But I 
share the President's view that in a period of profound political 
change, declining budgets and changing missions, the Intelligence 
Community requires a leader who is intimately familiar with the 
mechanics of the institutions involved. Someone who knows how 
the different parts of the U.S. Intelligence Community are connect
ed and how much stress they can bear, each of them, because an 
overhaul of the system is clearly going to come about as we work 
with reduced expenditures in the years ahead. 

I think we all agree that the Intelligence Community is an 
arcane system of arcane systems. It's got a Rube Goldberg wiring 
diagram connecting everything from moles that have gone under
ground to satellites in space. I'm not sure how many Members of 
this Committee could explain the difference between ELINT and 
MINT and COMINT and SIGINT and MASINT, or the relative 
merits of multispectral versus signal-band imagery. The DCI has to 
have a grasp of these and a thousand other details in order to effec
tively manage the Intelligence Community, and I think it's impor
tant to remember we're talking the entire Intelligence Community 
here. Sometimes people think you're just being nominated to head 
the CIA. It's far more than that. 

As a former Air Force intelligence officer, CIA analyst, Deputy 
Director for Intelligence, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, 
and Deputy National Security Adviser, you have acquired over 
many years the depth and range of experience necessary to effec
tively lead the Intelligence Community during this period of pro
found change. 

I think it bears repetition, however that integrity is as important 
as expertise in examining your fitness for this very sensitive posi
tion. And the Committee clearly has an important obligation to 
msure that you will faithfully uphold the law. After reviewing the 
record and your responses to the battery of questions submitted to 
you by this Committee, I have yet to see any evidence of wrongdo-
mg on your part. It appears that you promptly notified your superi
ors when you received information, even though it was speculative, 
indicating that funds may have been illegally diverted to the Con
tras. 

You have stated that in hindsight you wish you had done even 
toore and that's a laudable sentiment. And I assume that if such 
situation ever arose again you would do more. 
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However, it's also fair to say that there are some legitimate and 
still unresolved areas of concern regarding your actions during ft 
Iran/Contra affair and hours will be spent grilling you on tW 

It's my strong hope that your responses on those issues will 
solve any lingering doubts that Members of the Senate or tk 
public may have regarding your past conduct and your qualify 
tions for this extremely important position. 

You clearly enjoy the trust and the confidence of the President 
and that is a very, very important asset. You have, by all accou^ 
performed with remarkable diligence and competence during j 
series of crises during your tenure at the NSC, including the war 
with Iraq and the invasion of Panama. 

But just as important is the future, and I hope we can spend 
some time in these hearings on the future. What are your visions 
for the CIA in the overall Intelligence Community? The principal 
threat that's dominated our intelligence services for the past forty 
six years has been greatly reduced and everybody knows that 
Therefore, can our intelligence budgets be substantially cut? Where 
should these cuts be made? Must we switch our intelligence gather 
ing techniques dramatically? Are satellites far less useful as has 
been suggested here, and human collection far more important 
than formerly? 

There is a good deal of talk of industrial espionage. Should our 
U.S. government intelligence agencies be commissioned to ascer 
tain, for example, whether a foreign industrial competitor of the 
U.S. has developed a more powerful computer chip, one that repre
sents a significant leap forward? Or should U.S. intelligence agen
cies be involved in industrial counter-espionage, ascertaining 
whether other nations, or companies from other nations, are at
tempting to steal U.S. proprietary information? Should the CIA be 
the organization that would alert us that, for example, China is ex
pected to have a massive drop in grain production? And that we in 
the U.S. may have lucrative sales if we increase our own produc
tion? Now is this a duty of the CIA, for example? 

In brief, Mr. Gates, I don't believe that these hearings should 
focus exclusively on what you did or didn't do in 1985 and 1986.1 
want to hear your views on the future of the entire U.S. Intelli
gence Community, which encompasses far more than just being 
head of CIA. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
' Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Chafee. I want 
to turn now to Senator Warner for his opening statement. Senator 
Warner, of course, serves as the ranking minority Member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee as well. I've talked about the re
lationship of the work between that Committee and this Committee 
and he has certainly served us well and importantly in his capacity 
making sure that the work of the two Committees was cooperative 
and consistent. 

Senator Warner. 
Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman P^ 

haps you'd want to alternate and I could follow Senator HolM 
and thereby keep your order. I always want to follow Sena* 
Chafee since I was his Deputy and will be for the rest of my ^ 
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Chairman BOREN. I think Senator Hollings is willing for you to 
g°Senator WARNER. I'm going to take a note from Senator Nunn 
nd file m v statement; but I do wish to say a few things to my good 

Send, and I say that with great respect, because we worked to
gether for a decade. Furthermore the CIA is based in my state, Vir
ginia and I'll have the privilege of joining other colleagues in intro
ducing Robert Gates. 

But, Mr. Chairman, you have noted that the world is looking at 
this hearing. Unlike the advise and consent procedure for Judge 
Thomas which is primarily of interest within the domestic borders, 
this hearing projects beyond our borders. The decisions that the 
next Director of Central Intelligence will make, the advice that he 
will give the President and his Cabinet, has an effect on every for
eign capital in the world. Furthermore, the degree to which you 
can establish trust and confidence with your counterparts among 
our friends and allies is the degree to which our intelligence can be 
improved. 

And this is why it is so important that our President has chosen 
you, Bob Gates, a man of 25 years of experience. Because he recog
nizes, and I think this Committee will eventually recognize, that 
you are the man best qualified to reach out beyond the borders of 
this country and form those bonds with your counterparts in those 
other countries and thereby improve our own intelligence. 

This is not an adversarial proceeding, as you said Mr. Chairman, 
to those from abroad who watch. It is not a trial, it is not a politi
cal exercise. It is a function that we perform under Article II, 
which incidentally is the article of the Constitution which deals 
with the powers of the President. He's given the primary authority 
to pick and choose those advisers whom he feels can best advise 
him in the Cabinet. And our judgment as a Senate, while equally 
important, is to determine only if he's erred in that judgment. In 
my judgment he has not. 

And I also, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, would 
like to point out that, if confirmed, Bob Gates will become a 
member of a team, which includes the Secretary of State, the Sec
retary of Defense, the National Security Adviser, and the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs. And that chain can be no stronger than its 
weakest link. And each of those individuals have put their reputa
tions on the line in a sense when they jointed the President in rec
ommending to the Senate that you be the next Director of Central 
Intelligence. 

So I view this nomination as the end product of a team effort, a 
team that we here in the Congress have great respect for, and a 
team that has earned the respect and confidence of the world. 

Mr. Chairman, we still face an uncertain and a dangerous world. 
We face proliferation of weapons of mass destruction which, to this 
Senator, is one of the most serious things that will have to be ad
dressed by the next Director. And you, Mr. Gates, have had a good 
fleal of experience and you have spoken out very forcefully on this 

We have before the Congress now vital decisions as to how we 
reorder the priorities of our defense budget. In particular whether 
or n o t we're going to move forward in this country with devising 
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the technical means to defend ourselves against an accidental 
launch or an unintentional launch of a single, or maybe, more nu 
clear weapons towards us. And you have a knowledge in this ar& 
and you have spoken out and supported the fact that this country 
should move forward. 

Certainly if there is anything we learned from the coup in tne 
Soviet Union it was that we cannot just simply rely on the fact 
that no matter what happens in the Soviet Union there are going 
to be men of strong minds that are going to make the decisions 
Wrong. There were times during this coup when the codes relating 
to nuclear systems fell into the hands of individuals, many of 
whom were highly intoxicated in those few hours and days in 
which they thought they had some authority. And some of whom 
became so unstable mentally as to take their lives. 

And that's why I feel it's so important that we have a man with 
your background and your training that will step into this position. 

Lastly, I want to pick up on a note by my distinguished colleague 
Senator Chafee. As we look at the reorganization of the CIA, the 
emphasis placed on the Soviet Union in the past can be scaled 
down in some measure. And those assets and that emphasis I 
strongly suggest be shifted to the economic side of the house, and 
that you develop and augment the staff that can support your con
stituency and the departments of Treasury, Energy, Commerce, as 
well as Customs, and work on this question of stealing our technol
ogy. 

Unlike matters of national security where you can deal with 
your counterparts on an equal basis throughout the world on na
tional security, when it comes to trade and commerce, we have 
very few friends in the world, if any. It's everybody for himself in 
this world economy. And I think we've got to strengthen that side. 

Mr. Chairman, if confirmed, we'll have a new CIA Director who 
needs no on-the-job training. Good luck. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much Senator Warner. I'm 
now going to turn to Senator Hollings of South Carolina for his 
opening statement. Senator Hollings chairs the Commerce Commit
tee and chairs the Subcommittee on Appropriations which deals 
with many sensitive national security programs and brings that 
perspective to the work of our Committee. 

Senator Hollings. 
Senator HOLLINGS. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. I will 

ask that my prepared statement be included. 
Chairman BOREN. Without objection. 
[The opening statement of Senator Hollings follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT II. GATES TO BE DIRECTOR OF 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

SEPTEMBER 16, 1991 

THANK YOU, MISTER CHAIRMAN. MISTER GATES, I JOIN MY COLLEAGUES 

IN WELCOMING YOU TO THESE PROCEEDINGS. 

THERE WILL BE SUBSTANCE IN THESE HEARINGS BECAUSE, UNLIKE SOME _ 

NOMINEES TO HIGH POSITIONS, YOU HAVE A RECORD IN THE AGENCY AND 

FIELD WHICH YOU HAVE BEEN CHOSEN TO LEAD. IT IS A RECORD OF SOLID 

ACCOMPLISHMENT, OF EXPERTISE AND ABILITY THAT HAS BEEN RECOGNIZED 

BY SENIOR OFFICIALS OF BOTH REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC 

ADMINISTRATIONS AND BY THE TOP PROFESSIONALS IN CIA OVER THE PAST 

TWENTY YEARS. IT IS A RECORD OF SERVICE, AND I SALUTE YOU FOR THAT 

RECORD AND FOR THE REPUTATION YOU HAVE ACHIEVED. 

IN LOOKING AT YOUR RECORD IT OCCURS TO ME THAT IF YOU ARE 

CONFIRMED FOR THIS POSITION, WE WON'T HAVE TO SET ASIDE A PERIOD 

FOR YOUR ON-THE-JOB TRAINING. I AM CONFIDENT IN YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF 

THE BUDGETS AND STRUCTURES AND MISSIONS NOT JUST OF CIA BUT OF ALL 

THE AGENCIES THAT COMPRISE THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. YOUR RECORD 

SUITS YOU WELL, IN MY VIEW, TO LEAD THE REORGANIZATION AND 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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REDIRECTION OF THE COMMUNITY THAT MUST COME OUT OF THE CHANGES 

THAT HAVE OCCURRED IN THE WORLD. AT THE SAME TIME, YOUR RECORD 

SHOWS STRONG EXPERTISE IN SOVIET AFFAIRS, A SUBJECT THAT WILL 

CONTINUE TO BE ESSENTIAL TO OUR SECURITY AS THAT COUNTRY CONTINUE 

ITS LONG-OVERDUE REVOLUTION. 

YOUR RECORD ALSO INCLUDES SERVICE AS DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR 

INTELLIGENCE AND AS DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE ENTIRE AGENCY DURING 

THE IRAN-CONTRA EPISODE. I MUST TELL YOU THAT THIS IS THE PART OF 

YOUR RECORD THAT TROUBLES ME THE MOST. I NEED TO UNDERSTAND WHAT 

INFORMATION WAS AVAILABLE TO YOU CONCERNING THE DIVERSION OF FUNDS 

FROM THE IRAN PROGRAM TO THE CONTRAS, WHEN YOU LEARNED OF THE 

DIVERSION, AND WHAT YOU DID WITH THE INFORMATION. FRANKLY, I HAVE 

DIFFICULTY BELIEVING THAT AN INTELLIGENCE OFFICER OF YOUR 

EXPERIENCE, SITTING IN THE NUMBER TWO POSITION IN THE AGENCY, 

COULD NOT HAVE KNOWN, BUT I WANT TO HEAR YOUR SIDE OF THE STORY. 

IF, AS YOU HAVE SAID, YOU WERE EXCLUDED FROM THE EVENTS OF THAT 

EPISODE, I WILL NEED YOU TO HELP ME UNDERSTAND HOW THAT COULD 

HAPPEN AND WHAT LESSONS ABOUT MANAGEMENT AND LEADERSHIP YOU DRAW 

FROM THE EXPERIENCE OF BEING KEPT IN THE DARK ABOUT THESE 

ACTIVITIES. I WANT TO KNOW HOW YOU WILL USE THOSE LESSONS OF 1986 

TO RUN THE AGENCY IN 1991 AND BEYOND. I WANT TO LEAVE THESE 

HEARINGS CONFIDENT THAT IF YOU ARE CONFIRMED AS DCI, YOU AND YOUR 

DEPUTY WILL NEVER AGAIN BE SIMILARLY ISOLATED FROM THE ACTIVITIES 

OF YOUR SUBORDINATES. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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YOU STARTED OUT AS AN ANALYST, AND ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE BEEN A 

SUPERVISER AND POLICY-MAKER IN THE LATTER PART OF YOUR CAREER, I 

BELIEVE YOU STILL TAKE PRIDE IN THE TITLE "ANALYST", AS WELL YOU 

SHOULD. THE HIGH QUALITY OF YOUR ANALYSIS OF SOVIET AFFAIRS IS 

PART OF YOUR RECORD. I THINK IT MAY BE ABOUT TIME THAT SOMEONE 

FROM THE ANALYTICAL SIDE OF THE COMMUNITY BECAME DCI. I HAVE BEEN 

DISAPPOINTED IN THE QUALITY AND RELEVANCE OF ANALYSIS IN RECENT 

YEARS AND AN ANALYST OF YOUR DISTINCTION IS EQUIPPED TO MAKE THE 

IMPROVEMENTS WE NEED. AT THE SAME TIME I RECOGNIZE THE 

SUB-CULTURES THAT EXIST IN THE COMMUNITY, AND SO I WILL WANT TO 

HEAR FROM YOU HOW SOMEONE WITH AN ANALYTICAL BACKGROUND CAN LEAD 

THE OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY, ESPECIALLY THE OPERATIONS 

PEOPLE. I WILL WANT TO HEAR YOUR STRATEGY FOR GAINING THE SUPPORT 

AND CONFIDENCE OF ALL THE AGENCY'S PERSONNEL, INCLUDING THE 

OPERATORS. 

I WILL ASK SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW YOU PLAN TO DEAL WITH BUDGET 

REDUCTIONS, BECAUSE I SEE THEM AS INEVITABLE. FIRST, MONEY IS 

SCARCE AND GETTING SCARCER. SECOND, THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 

GREW LIKE TOPSY DURING THE 1980'S, TO THE POINT THAT YOU HAD TO 

CLONE YOUR HEADQUARTERS AND YOU STILL DON'T HAVE ROOM FOR ALL YOUR 

PEOPLE. LALLY WEYMOUTH TOLD US IN THE WASHINGTON POST LAST WEEK 

THAT THERE ARE NOW MORE THAN 800 SENIOR EXECUTIVES AT THE CIA. I 

CAN TELL YOU THAT THE INTELLIGENCE HASN'T GOTTEN ANY BETTER 

BECAUSE ALL THOSE EXECUTIVES ARE WORKING ON IT. IN FACT, IT HAS 

GOTTEN LESS USEFUL. SO I PREDICT THERE WILL BE MAJOR CUTS IN THE 

NOT TOO DISTANT FUTURE, AND I WANT TO HEAR WHAT YOUR PRIORITIES 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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WILL BE IN ALLOCATING THOSE CUTS IN THE COMMUNITY. 

FINALLY AND MOST IMPORTANTLY, I WANT TO SOUND OUT YOUR VIEW OF 

THE FUTURE. TO WHAT EXTENT SHOULD WE DIVERT COLLECTION ASSETS FRO* 

THE FORMER SOVIET UNION TO OTHER TARGETS, AND WHAT ARE THEY? WHAT 

ARE THE EMERGING THREATS TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY? HOW CAN 

INTELLIGENCE BECOME PART OF AMERICA'S COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE IN THE 

TRADE WARS THAT LOOM AHEAD? WHAT MORE CAN INTELLIGENCE DO IN 

MEASURING ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE, OR IN MONITORING THE PROLIFERATION 

OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION? 

IT'S A NEW WORLD, AND I WANT TO HEAR HOW THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY, WITH FEWER DOLLARS AND PEOPLE, CAN CONTINUE TO KEEP US 

FOREWARNED AND CAN INSURE THAT EVERY POSSIBLE ADVANTAGE IN THIS 

NEW WORLD ACCRUES TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. IT'S A TALL 

CHALLENGE, BUT IT'S ONE THAT MR GATES HAS AGREED TO TAKE ON. 

I LOOK FORWARD TO MR GATES' TESTIMONY AND I THANK THE CHAIR. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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Senator HOLLINGS. And, Mr. Gates, it has been suggested that 
fhp Committee should be more interested in the future rather 
San what happened back in '85 and '86. I would appreciate the re-
Kl i ty znd credibility of what you intend in the future if you can 
onvince us of the reliability and credibility of what you stated in 

?986 That was at the end of the marathon cat and mouse game 
between the White House and the Congress relative to Iran-Contra. 

Everyone knew that aid was getting to the Contras down in Nica
ragua. And Congressman Boland over on the House side put his 
famous Boland Amendments, one after another, first that you 
couldn't give aid, under that particular Defense Appropriations 
bill, to the Contras. Then seemingly, since it was reasoned that 
maybe it wasn't for the Contras, but really for our own intelli
gence, the prohibition was that you couldn't use the money for in
telligence directly or indirectly in Nicaragua. That didn't catch 
them or stop it, and then they put another amendment on that you 
couldn't use the CIA directly. Any monies that were appropriated 
to the CIA would not be used for Iran-Contra. 

Now you came on board at the end of this thing, but it was still 
ongoing, and before its exposure and in your confirmation as 
Deputy Director for Central Intelligence, you said, "Mr. Casey and 
I have consulted extensively," I am quoting, "consulted extensively 
even in my present position in all areas of intelligence policy, in
cluding, not just analysis and estimates, but also organization, 
budgeting, the requirements process, decisions of technical collec
tion systems, covert action, Congressional relations, and the others. 
I will now have a formal role in all of these areas. Director Casey 
and I have discussed my forthcoming duties, and we intend to inte
grate our offices so that I will be involved in all areas of decision
making." 

So the question is, with that pledge to the Congress, how do you 
not become involved in all areas, or specifically, Iran-Contra. As I 
understand, I have been told by several White House representa
tives that you are highly intelligent, and we know it. Of a high in
tegrity, we know that. And yet, they said a person of that integrity 
and intelligence wouldn't dare come to this process if there was 
any vulnerability with respect to this question. I have yet to hear a 
good logical answer. You have Mr. Casey who said he knew noth
ing about it, we now know he knew all about it. Mr. North saying 
that he knew all about it, and Mr. North saying that he misrepre
sented to the Congress. And the two down underneath, Fiers and 
George, seemingly knowing something about it and you right in the 
middle and not knowing. 

So I would like to know and the public would like to know about 
that specifically. 
. Secondly, with respect to the character and reliability of our own 
intelligence. I served on the Hoover Commission back in 1954 and 
55, investigating the intelligence activities of the CIA and all intel
ligence of this government. And I can tell you categorically back 
then we found much better briefings, better information, produced 
jy a staff of less than 800. Now, Lally Weymouth writes in the 
Washington Post that we have got over 800 supergrades, Senior 
grade pay employees. That caused me to put in an amendment 
nere in this Committee to cut this blooming thing a couple of bil-
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lion dollars, just to get it down to size. If I took over your job in «. 
next 10 minutes, let's say, as the Director of CIA, I would » 
that kind of excuse or mandate, just to clean out, cut-back ^ 
shorten somehow the actual field intelligence report to the ^ 
lyzed report given us in Washington. Specifically, General Schwa 
kopf said he couldn't depend upon it. He had to depend upon fn 
intelligence, otherwise he would have never gone forward in tiT 
Gulf. ^ 

So we have got to do some cutting back there and we have got tn 
cut out the over-analyzing. And in that light, finally, since you aï! 
the analyst, there is a tremendous difference between the field or> 
erative and the analyst and in fact I have found our field folk 
very, very reliable. I travel, I see, I go ask for the Agency repre-
sentative as I travel. And as I talk to them, they are on the ball 
they are up-to-date, they know what they are doing, but somehow 
it is not coming through to us here in Washington. And I want to ' 
know as an analyst who grew up on that side, how you intend to 
really instill the confidence and the enthusiasm and loyalty of the 
field operatives in the Central Intelligence Agency? 

That will be one big task you will have at the very beginning, 
should you be confirmed. Keep these things in mind as we go for
ward with the questions. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Hollings. 
Next I will turn for his opening statement to Senator Cranston 

from California. Senator Cranston. 
Senator CRANSTON. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I would like to 

join in welcoming Dr. Gates to the Committee. 
I have known Bob Gates for a number of years, and while we 

have not always agreed on policy issues, I have found him to be a 
highly competent and qualified professional. It is a measure of his 
accomplishments that again he has been nominated to be Director 
of Central Intelligence. 

There are a number of issues that must be aired fully before this 
hearing process is complete. The unsettling questions raised during 
Dr. Gates' nomination hearing in 1987 concerning his role and 
knowledge of the Iran-Contra affair must be put to rest to the best 
of our ability and the ability of Dr. Gates. 

Other questions have been raised about whether the nominee dis
torted the content of intelligence analysis to promote preconceived 
policy questions, his role in the arming of Iran during the Iran-Iraq 
War, and other alleged actions. These are important questions. As I 
look around this Committee, I see a wealth of expertise, including 
yourself, Mr. Chairman, concerning the Iran-Contra affair. And! 
am confident these subjects will be thoroughly covered. But there 
are other non-Iran-Contra issues that are equally important as we 
consider the future roles, missions, and functions of U.S. intelli
gence. It is this area where I intend to focus much of my question 
ing. 

There are two primary factors that will change the conduct °i 
US intelligence activities. The end of the Cold War and a declining 
budget environment. It's become a cliche to say that the world is 
changing. It has changed. It changed dramatically as recently a8 8 
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nth ag° when we witnessed the aborted coup in the Soviet 
Snion and the dramatic aftermath. 

This raises important issues for the future of US intelligence. 
For decades, the Soviet military threat has been the central defin-
. faCtor influencing US intelligence activities. That threat is rap-
Pj? fading. Indeed, perhaps it has already vanished. And US intel
ligence m u s t respond to a world situation that is fundamentally 
]§wpnt from what it has been for the past 50 years. 

The questions are obvious and they are fundamental. What are 
the principal threats to national security with which US intelli
gence must concern itself. And to what extent is US intelligence 
postured for the responsibilities that lie ahead. 

Ironically, in many ways we face a less predictable world. The 
growth in chemical, biological, nuclear and missile proliferation 
throughout the world attests to this fact. Terrorism and hostage 
taking are new threats requiring close attention. We must also re
define friend and foe. Closer cooperation with other countries is re
quired. We must reassess the nature of our relationship with other 
countries. 

The growth in the Intelligence Community since World War II, 
in terms of dollars and people, has been truly phenomenal. In the 
current budget climate, it is clear that US intelligence will have to 
get along with fewer resources. And it is important that the deci
sions made in this new climate are the right decisions. I believe 
there will be an inevitable down-sizing of the Intelligence Commu
nity. And I belive that while this process will inevitably be a pain
ful one, it is nonetheless one that will create an opportunity for re-
vitalization and renewal. 

Budget constraints have a way of focusing attention on this ques
tion. What are the essential activities of the US intelligence serv
ice. At this critical junction in world history it is necessary that we 
search with great care for the wisest answer to that question. 

This is a critical moment for the Intelligence Community. The 
individual nominated to serve as Director of Central Intelligence 
must have the judgment, experience, character, leadership and 
vision needed to chart the course for the Intelligence Community 
for the decades to come. 

I have thought a lot about the task that the President faces in 
making appointments. I thought a lot about it when I was running 
for President. It seemed to me then, and it seems to me now, that 
the CIA Director is the most difficult post for a President to fill. It 
is totally different from nominating a Supreme Court Justice. That 
œ an appointed power shared with the Senate and it's an appoint
ment to a third branch of our government. Appointing the CIA Di
rector is really different in a fundamental way from other appoint
ments within the Executive branch that require Senate confirma
tion. 

A President must have absolute, total confidence in the individ
ual he chooses to run the CIA. If he doesn't, he can't be confident 
ne knows what is going on. The President must have a close and a 
very intimate relationship with the CIA director. President Bush 
nas ^ a t confidence in Robert Gates. President Bush has that rela-
«onsMp with Robert Gates. For that reason, along with the obvious 
qualifications of Robert Gates, I start out inclined to support his 
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nomination. Of course, I will reserve final judgment on the u 
nation until we have reviewed the entire record. It is my hope th 
this confirmation process will be comprehensive, thorough and co 
structive, Mr. Chairman, and I thank you for your leadership ?" 
seeing to it that that is the way we proceed. 

Thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Cranston. I ai> 

predate your comments. I am going to turn now for his opening 
remarks to our colleague from the State of Washington, Senator 
Gorton. 

Senator Gorton. 
Senator GORTON. Thank you Mr. Chairman. The world is an es

pecially fluid and challenging place today. Yesterday's status quo is 
history today and an anachronism tomorrow. Five years ago, who 
would have predicted that communism would end so abruptly? Or 
that the Soviet Union could fracture into a dozen or more inde-

gendent nations in all possibility? The triumph of the United 
tates in the Cold War and of democracy and free markets as a 

way of life to be sought everywhere, simply presents us with new 
challenges and problems which have never been more varied and 
complex. 

Intelligence will play a central role in addressing successfully 
many riddles facing the United States. In battle, intelligence is 
called a force multiplier. It is the equalizer for the overmatched, 
the insurance for the strong. 

Today, we face many challenges and need as never before a force 
multiplier. Even with the experience, knowledge, vision and leader
ship we already possess, accurate information will be the key to 
success. That is the role of intelligence—to be stars for the sailor 
and to assist the leaders of our nation in navigating treacherous 
seas. 

The Intelligence Community will face innumerable challenges 
during the next decade. The once dominant Soviet threat has re
ceded but has been succeeded by a mixed bag of concerns. More na
tions are capable of building and delivering nuclear, biological and 
chemical weapons today than ever before. International conflicts 
may be diminishing, but the potential for domestic unrest, and in
ternal conflict in both the second and third worlds is perhaps even 
greater. 

Narcotics continue to plague societies throughout the world, de
stroying lives and controlling governments. Terrorism is a continu
ing menace. And finally, economic espionage is becoming a more 
common topic of concern within and between governments. 

To meet all these perils, the Intelligence Community must adapt. 
As much as anything though, the reality of changes at home will 
alter our intelligence gathering network. A shrinking budget nee» 
sitates change and with fewer dollars, our next DCI will be expect 
ed to do more. At the same time, a cumbersome intelligence organi 
zation must reorganize and restructure to become a more efficient-
streamlined machine. 

Finally, as Mr. Gates knows only too well, our intelligence must 
be more focused and responsive to the needs of its consumers--
military, political and otherwise. These demands will surely W 
our next Director of Central Intelligence. 
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Mr Gates, your record as a government servant is long, distin-
cnnshed and commendable. Your devotion to public service is clear. 
You have served five Presidents, Republican and Democratic alike, 
. a wide selection of posts. You have been recognized publicly and 
JJv your peers as one of the best analysts in the intelligence busi
ness Twice you have received the CIA's highest honor. Predictions 
vou made years ago have been justified by events. You have experi
ence as an analyst and a consumer and would be the first analyst 
to rise to DCI. 

You have worked closely with both the Executive branch and 
with Congress and always have stood up for what you believed. 
Clearly, you have the experience to be DCI. 

Mr. Gates, as I am sure you know, I once came back from a dis
appointing political defeat. After considerable introspection, I re
turned wiser, I hope, with a greater understanding of my convic
tions and goals as well as of my role in this world. Like you, my 
return was undertaken for and rooted in a love of country. Your 
love of country, your enthusiasm for this job, are reflected in your 
willingness to subject yourself to the rigors of this hearing process 
and to seek confirmation a second time. 

Welcome, and good fortune. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Gorton. 
Now to turn to our colleague from Ohio, Senator Glenn. I might 

indicate also that Senator Glenn has the responsibility of chairing 
the Government Operations Committee and in that capacity has 
worked closely as a Member of this Committee on a number of leg
islative items including the creation of the position of a statutory 
independent Inspector General at the CIA. So he has been very 
much involved in the work of this Committee. 

Senator Glenn. 
Senator GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Because Congressional oversight of intelligence must necessarily 

be conducted in the black box of secrecy, a unique burden is im
posed on this Committee. We serve as surrogates not only for the 
Senate as a whole, but for the American people as well. 

As members of the U.S. Senate, we are subjected to a confirma
tion process before the electorate every six years—and it is a rigor
ous and thorough process. 
• As representatives of the American people, we have an obliga

tion to be just as rigorous and thorough in our assessment of Presi
dential nominees for positions of high public trust. Of the more 
than 1,000 positions in the Executive branch requiring Senate con
firmation, there is no higher position of public trust than that of 
UCI—the custodian of our nation's secrets. 

I was not a member of the Senate Select Committee on Intelli-
S£nce when Mr. Gates was a senior official at the CIA, nor was I on 
this Committee four years ago when Mr. Gates' nomination for DCI 
was being considered. So I approach these hearings with no precon
ceived notions about Mr. Gates, or his suitability for this position. I 
Jful make up my mind about this nomination after the confirma
tion hearings have concluded. 

Uur Committee's consideration of this important nomination 
omes at an extraordinary time. For almost half a century, Ameli
as foreign policy, defense, and intelligence infrastructure have 
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been focused primarily on the Soviet threat. During this period 
have viewed most national security issues—justifiably or no? 
through that narrow prism of the U.S.-Soviet competition. 

This can no longer be the case. With the overwhelming rejecti 
of Communism in the Soviet Union and elsewhere, the dissolu!!11 

of the Soviet empire, and the forces of democratic reform flourish 
ing in the Soviet Union in the wake of the recently failed coup at 
tempt, America's national security bureaucracy must be prepared 
to come to terms with a rapidly changing world. And having! 
robust and effective Intelligence Community is the most importL 
means to attain that end. 

Indeed, timely and accurate intelligence forms the foundation of 
our foreign policy and defines the threat to U.S. national security 
that is the basis of our defense spending. The need for intelligence 
collection assets to monitor rapidly changing developments within 
the Soviet Union remains significant. Because like it or not, the 
Soviet Union is the only power in the world right now which poses 
a potential direct threat to the United States. Their missiles are 
still in silos targeted at the U.S. I am not saying we have the same 
threat now as we did in the past, but it is something that we must 
continue to monitor. For instance, do we know what kind of control 
the Soviet central authority has over their nuclear weapons? 

We must also focus more attention on other areas of concern, 
such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction—such as 
chemical and biological weapons—what's been referred to as "the 
poor man's nukes." More intelligence resources must be targeted at 
trade, foreign economic developments, environmental change, drug 
smuggling, terrorism, low-intensity conflict in the Third World, and 
the illicit export of high-technology items. That is really the future 
of our Intelligence Community. 

Yet with the decline of the Soviet threat, some have argued that 
it is safe to decrease the intelligence budget and significantly 
reduce our intelligence capabilities. And some have even suggested 
that the CIA is a Cold War relic which has outlived its usefulness, 
and we should do away with it. I strongly disagree with such views. 
In this unprecedented time of enormous change and uncertainty in 
the world, our need for the CIA and a robust intelligence budget is 
greater than ever before. As we reduce our military strength over 
the next few years, the need for a substantial intelligence base has 
increased. Because if we ever have to expand our defense again, 
then we need to do it from the best information and intelligence 
base possible. We need to reorganize intelligence, as has already 
been mentioned this morning, but not just cut intelligence on the 
misguided basis that we no longer need intelligence around the 
world. 

So I am anxious to hear Mr. Gates' views on these matters as 
well as learning where he intends to lead the U.S. Intelligent 
Community. 

Also of great interest to me are the nominee's views on the fĵ  
portance of Congressional oversight and the need for accountable 
of the CIA and the rest of the Intelligence Community. 

In his response to our Committee's questionnaire, Mr. Gat* 
stated: "Accountability, with respect to adherence to the law, «* 
vant Executive Orders, guidelines, and regulations, as well as en*" 
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tive management and performance is, in my judgment, the funda
mental purpose of Congressional review of intelligence activities." 
Sf. Gates, I strongly agree with that statement. I am convinced 
that the confirmation process is a constructive means of demand
ing that kind of accountability. It enhances public and Congression
al confidence in the senior leadership of the CIA. 

Because of my belief in the need for accountability, I, along with 
Senator Specter, introduced a Senate Bill, S. 1003, legislation which 
would require Presidential nomination and Senate confirmation of 
the CIA's General Counsel and the five Deputy Directors of the 
CIA. Now, let me hasten to add this was not an effort to politicize 
the CIA—it is exactly the opposite. It is an effort made to do every
thing possible to make certain that CIA operates without political 
bias and without fear or favor in making intelligence assessments 
out at Langley. We want to avoid appointments made solely for po
litical purposes. The CIA should be the last place in our whole gov
ernment where we do such things. And that's the purpose of this 
legislation. 

And so I am anxious to hear Mr. Gates' views on this proposal to 
enhance CIA's accountability. I would also note that this Commit
tee will conduct an open hearing on this legislation on September 
26th, next Thursday at 2:00 p.m. in this room. 

Also of concern to this Committee will be its assessment of the 
nominee's commitment to the integrity of the intelligence process. 
There are few greater shortcomings in an intelligence officer than 
"cooking the books"—deliberately distorting or misusing intelli
gence information and analysis in order just to please policymakers 
or superiors in an organization. 

Intelligence collection systems are extraordinarily expensive. 
Human intelligence sources even place their lives on the line. But 
if the data collected by these systems is not fairly and thoroughly 
analyzed and presented to policymakers in an objective and a bal
anced manner, these systems become virtually worthless, and the 
intelligence process becomes nothing but a sham. 

This Committee must determine whether Mr. Gates, by his past 
conduct as a senior CIA official, is committed to the integrity of the 
intelligence process and is sufficiently independent of policymak
ers. 

The Committee is also compelled to examine Mr. Gates' involve
ment in the Iran-Contra affair. The errors and misjudgments made 
by senior officials at the CIA during Iran-Contra were deeply dam
aging to the Agency's credibility morale, and overall effectiveness. 
And I am firmly convinced that it will be difficult for the CIA to 
fully restore its credibility and effectiveness in the near term 
unless it is able to successfully place Iran-Contra in the past once 
and for all. 

Recent indictments of former CIA officials and the on-going in
vestigation of the Special Prosecutor raise continuing concerns 
about what senior Agency officials knew and didn't know about the 
Iran-Contra affair, and whether there was deliberate misleading of 
the Congress. 

These uncertainties could remain for months, if not years. This 
Committee must certainly review Mr. Gates' involvement in the 
Iran-Contra affair, and ultimately determine whether he is the 
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right person to place Iran-Contra in the Agency's past, as it ^ 
turn to confront a challenging future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Glenn. 
The Chair now recognizes for his opening comments the Senate 

from New York, Senator D'Amato. 
Senator D'AMATO. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Let me welcome 

Bob Gates to the hearing. So that we might have an opportunity to 
hear him some time today, I'm going to ask that the full text of my 
remarks be placed in the record as if read in its entirety. 

Chairman BOREN. Without objection. 
[The opening statement of Senator D'Amato follows:] 
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16 September 1991 

Senator Alfonse D'Amato 

Opening Statement 

Select Committee on Intelligence 

Confirmation Hearing 

on 

Robert M. Gates 

Mr. Chairman: 

This Committee seldom has the opportunity to give its 

advice and consent to the President's nomination of a 

Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Robert M. Gates comes 

before us now for the second time as a President's selection 

to be DCI, this nation's senior intelligence official. 

Our responsibility in the confirmation of intelligence 

officials is substantial, both because so few require 

confirmation and because the work they do is so important to 

our nation. Also, their work, by its nature, must be secret 

to be successful, so they are free of much of the daily 

public scrutiny other government officials must face. We, on 

the Intelligence Committee, must be doubly watchful to make 

certain that high intelligence officials are managing well 

those under their authority, and that their organizations are 

engaged only in properly authorized activities. 

53-019 0-92-14 
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I support confirmation of Mr. Gates as Director of 

Central Intelligence, unless our confirmation hearings should 

reveal disqualifying information. I stress that, at this 

time, I am not aware of any information that I would consider 

disqualifying, and I do not expect that any such information 

will come to light during these hearings. 

While some of my colleagues will use these hearings to 

replow old ground, I am most interested in learning what Bob 

Gates' views are on the future and how the United States' 

intelligence agencies should be preparing to meet it. We 

face such issues as the end of world communism as we know it, 

the end of the Cold War, the upsurge in narcotics trafficking 

and in associated narco-terrorism, general political 

terrorism, low-intensity conflicts, the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction, and economic competition. 

I am also interested in Mr. Gates' views on his 

relations with Congress. What does he think about 

Congressional oversight of intelligence? To what extent will 

he cooperate with this Committee's oversight activities? 

This Committee last year began an initiative to review 

the structure of the U.S. intelligence community and to 

reorganize it to increase its efficiency and decrease its 

cost. This initiative is even more important now, in light 
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of recent revolutionary change in the Soviet Union. I want 

to know what Bob Gates thinks about the structure of U.S. 

intelligence, what its priorities should be, and what savings 

can be found for the taxpayer as a result of these dramatic 

changes in the world. 

As Senators, we again face the question of what standard 

to employ to decide whether or not a President deserves 

confirmation of his nominee to a very important post in his 

Administration. In my view, the proper standard is that a 

nominee should be confirmed if he or she is qualified for the 

position for which he or she is nominated. The question of 

qualification should be decided upon the basis of the 

nominee's character, integrity, experience, education, and 

past performance. A nominee should not be confirmed if 

substantial, credible disqualifying information is found. 

What does this mean? Disqualifying information is not 

proof that the nominee holds policy or ideological positions 

contrary to mine. Neither is it evidence of small errors of 

judgment in personal or professional matters. It certainly 

is not evidence that a nominee took controversial positions 

in good faith on certain issues. 

Disqualifying information is negative information that 

bears upon a nominee's character, integrity, or competence so 

strongly that, when weighed against the totality of the 
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nominee's personality, career, and accomplishments, it casts 

serious doubt on the nominee's ability successfully to 

perform the duties of the office to which he has been 

nominated. This is the standard I will employ in judging the 

allegations against Bob Gates. 

As an attorney, I learned that one of the basic tests of 

a proposition is to assume it to be true and then ask, "what 

difference does it make?" At the outset of these hearings, i 

have reviewed the allegations against Bob Gates. Without 

prejudging the outcome of these hearings, I find that some of 

the allegations fail this simple test. Even if they were 

true, they would not be disqualifying. 

There are some serious matters that require 

clarification. Bob will be probed hard on a variety of 

issues. I am confident that he will have good answers to the 

questions he will be asked and, at the end of it all, I am 

confident that I will feel comfortable voting for his 

confirmation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator D'AMATO. I would like to make one observation. I think 
Senator Glenn touched on something that is most important. I'm 
interested in learning what Bob Gates' views are on the future and 
on how the U.S. intelligence agencies should be preparing to meet 
the challenges of the future. 

I want to know what he thinks about the structure of U.S. intel
ligence and what its priorities should be. And I share Senator 
Glenn's concern that there are some who believe that this is an op
portunity to cut back on our intelligence efforts. I'm concerned 
about that. I want to hear the prospective new Director's views. 

I think Bob Gates will be confirmed, I intend to support him, 
barring unforeseen developments, and I'm confident that Bob is 
going to be able to answer the tough and probing questions that 
are going to be put to him. 

But I'm most concerned about his views where we should be 
going and what our emphasis should be on. Also, with some partic
ularity, I wonder if we can afford to make the kinds of cuts that 
some have suggested. Is this the time to cut back on our human 
intelligence efforts? Is there a need to expand upon them, given 
what I would characterize as poor performances in certain areas? 
The collapse of the Soviet Empire, the Middle East and the fact 
that it seems that in many cases, like the Iraqi situation, that 
we're behind the curve. The fact that we've heard on this Commit
tee and from each and every Member, time after time, that we 
don't have the HUMINT resources, that we get the technical equip
ment but we don't have people in place to give us the kinds of in
sights that are most necessary. 

What does this portend for the future? What about the poor 
man's A-bomb, chemical and biological weapons? What do we know 
about the kinds of problems that will emerge from these unstable 
areas? So that's what I hope we could be focusing on. 

I thank the Chair. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator D'Amato. 
And now I'll turn to the Senator from Arizona, Senator DeCon-

cini, for his opening comment. 
Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 
Mr. Gates, I'm sure you're wondering how long this torture will 

go on. But I think it's important to note the interest of this Com
mittee, that so many Members are here, number one, and want to 
express to you their confidence, their quandaries, their questions 
about you, but indeed their respect that they have for you. 

I first want to commend the distinguished Chairman, Mr. Boren, 
Senator Boren and also the Vice Chairman, Mr. Murkowski, for 
their tireless efforts to ensure that each of us on this Committee 
had a voice in the process of putting together these hearings. I ap
preciate that immensely, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Vice Chairman. The 
process is important and though it's laborious at times and may be 
right now most laborious, in my judgment it has been fair and will 
°e a fair hearing, and Mr. Gates will have an opportunity to clear 
the air, perhaps once and for all regarding all these questions that 
have been raised. 

I was one of the Senators on this Committee who took great ex
ception to President Bush's criticism of the Committee for the han
dling of the nomination. I believe the President's statement that 
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was something to the effect, and I believe it's correct, qUo+p 
"They," meaning us, "ought not to panic and run like a covey of 
quail because somebody has made an allegation against a man 
whose word I trust," was truly out of line. 

I trust Mr. Gates' word. He's going to be under oath and I have 
no reason to doubt what he tells us when he tells us. The President 
needed only to review the stacks and stacks of documents and testi
mony that I've looked at involving Mr. Gates and other CIA per. 
sonnel, to understand the enormous task faced the Committee in 
its efforts to provide Mr. Gates with a fair hearing. 

I understand the importance of this position to the President. I 
realize his confidence in you, Mr. Gates, is unsurpassed, and that 
to me bodes very well for your confirmation. I start from a pre
sumption favoring nominees sent by the President for our confir
mation process, because I know that he would not purposely, any 
President, send someone who is unqualified. 

But here there are allegations, lingering ones, maybe unfair 
ones, but that's what the process is all about. In the end, I think 
the delays somewhat rest with you, Mr. Gates, in that you can't 
help it but with these allegations hanging out there, there had to 
be ample time to review them and to prepare. For you and for 
Members of the Committee and the staff. 

Your involvement or non-involvement perhaps in the Iran-
Contra scandal has been touched here numerous times. The accusa
tion of the politicizing of intelligence reports, the President's strong 
view in his own autobiography about, biography rather, about non-
politicizing the reports. Your statements that I've read over the 
years of the importance not to do that, the sharing of information 
with Iraq, the numerous issues that have been brought to the at
tention to the Committee must be gone into. 

It is Mr. Gates memory loss that has this Senator concerned. 
Meetings, briefings, conversations that led to some of the delay. It 
has been this lack of memory, Mr. Gates, that fact that you could 
not remember meetings and what have you, but I understand that, 
time passes and you're a busy man, you have been deeply involved 
in other national security efforts and briefings of the President and 
perhaps the time will work in your benefit to be able to pursue and 
to explain to us some of these discrepancies. 

I find it hard to believe that an individual who personally said 
five years ago that Director Casey and I have discussed my forth
coming duties and intend to integrate our offices so that I, meaning 
you Mr. Gates, will be involved in all areas of decisionmaking, and 
that you could not know or care to know about critical issues that 
those above and below you were will aware of. I think that is the 
opportunity, Dr. Gates, for you lay the record clean and to convince 
us. I believe you can do that, based on your past experience. I've 
had numerous calls from members of the Administration who I 
have had a working relationship with and great respect, compli
menting you. I was in Boston last night came across Cardinal Law 
who is a big fan of yours. And he said don't forget my friend Bob 
Gates. And I don't know how well you know him, but those are the 
kind of people you have speaking up for your integrity and ability. 

You have an opportunity to be totally truthful and to demon
strate what your leadership qualities are going to be. The Director 
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of the American Intelligence Community in the 1990's, I can think 
of no more important job for the well-being of this nation and of 
course the advice to the President and others in the Cabinet. 

In addition to the Iran-Contra issues that will be focused on this 
week, I plan to question you, Mr. Gates, on accusations that have 
been brought to the attention of this Committee concerning the po-
liticization, your efforts in the area of the Papal paper and back
ground, done in 1985,1 believe. 

I have no hidden agenda or any bombshell I intend to lay upon 
you. These are questions. I think you can probably explain the 
BCCI and the sharing of intelligence with our "allies" as tempo
rary as they may be. 

And finally, I need to know how you, Robert Gates, would 
streamline and make more efficient an Intelligence Community 
that I believe needs real strong leadership at this particular time. 
When I look at the U.S. Intelligence Community, it reminds me of 
the U.S. auto industry at the start of the 1980's. The next Director 
of the CIA is going to have to restructure and to make some very 
difficult decisions in this Senator's judgment. These Committees 
that oversee the CIA can play an important role and your past 
statements regarding oversight is very encouraging. I don't think 
there is anybody on this Committee who wants to be destructive in 
our oversight. 

But there are legitimate questions as to what the CIA does with 
its taxpayers funds and what do we get from it. I look forward to 
the testimony that you're about to give. I'm hopeful, that you, Mr. 
Gates, that your memory has improved since the last time you ap
peared before the Committee in order to sufficiently address the 
many unanswered questions that hang over this nomination. 

In this Senator's mind we have an extremely bright and capable 
man that has the confidence of the President and that is very im
portant and will influence this Senator. Nevertheless, you must 
answer questions which have been raised regarding the lack of 
judgment and leadership in order to be considered for the Direc
tor's position. I have an open mind. I've not decided how I'm going 
to vote and the presumption favors you at this moment in my 
mind. But I do have questions that I'm sure you will address. 
Thank you Mr. Gates and thank you Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator DeConcini. 
Senator Metzenbaum was there at the beginning of these hear

ings this morning. He also has responsibilities in the Judiciary 
Committee at this moment in the confirmation hearings and pro
ceeding there. He's rejoined us and I recognize the Senator from 
Ohio for his opening comments. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you very much, Senator Boren, 
and I do want to apologize to my colleagues whose opening state
ments I didn't hear and also indicate to you that my failure to be 
here full time is not from a lack of interest, but I don't have a split 
Personality that can be at two Committees at the same time. 

Mr. Gates, as you know, I have expressed misgivings about 
moving forward with this confirmation process today. While I am 
sure that both you and the President feel strongly that you have 
waited long enough, I honestly feel that we are gathered here pre
maturely. 
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Nevertheless, we will proceed to ask questions and to seek an 
swers. But throughout, I believe we will be hobbled in our efforts 
because I know that there is and will continue to be a body of in 
formation to which we have no access. I am referring to files and 
records of the ongoing Special Prosecutor's investigation. 

You are a subject, but not a target of that investigation, as I am 
informed. I am not suggesting that the prosecutor's files include in-
formation which, if known, would persuade us to vote against you 
I don't know that to be the case. I simply believe that in order for 
the Members of this Committee to make an informed and well con
sidered decision in voting for or against your nomination, we 
should know all the facts. 

The Special Prosecutor, Mr. Walsh, has now spent several years 
investigating the activities stemming from our country's illegal in
volvement in Iran and Nicaragua. That involvement was first re
vealed to the people of this country in November 1986, while you 
were Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Walsh considers 
your role in those activities to be worthy of inquiry. His office has 
so far brought indictments against two CIA officials who reported 
to you, at least one of whom I understand we will be questioning in 
the course of these hearings. 

Your superior at the CIA, the late Mr. Casey, was also deeply in
volved in those illegal activities. I am frank to say to you that 
many of us wonder how, in an organization whose motto boasts 
"know the truth," you, as a top official, could know so little of it. 
The CIA's very mandate is to gather and analyze information. You 
were well trained to carry out that mandate. Now we are left to 
believe that you failed in that responsibility. You failed to know 
what everyone around you knew so well. 

You have also said you didn't want to know. The questions raised 
by these circumstances are painfully obvious. You were the 
number two official in the CLA at the time of Iran-Contra. Number 
one, Director Casey, knew and perhaps engineered the affair. 
Number three, Clair George, knew it was happening when it was 
happening. At least one CIA official who reported to Mr. George 
knew as well. Mr. Dick Kerr, who was at the time Deputy Director 
for Intelligence and is now Acting Director of the CIA, says he told 
you of suspicions about illegal activities months before they were 
revealed. 

You were absolutely surrounded by the truth. The question is: 
How could you possibly not know? As you were the number two 
man at the Agency, willful ignorance is inexcusable. Perhaps we 
will learn the answer to this improbable puzzle when you testify 
and in the course of these hearings. I hope so. I hope you offer us a 
cogent and believable explanation for why or how Robert Gates 
could be unaware as the CIA and members of the National Securi
ty Council staff defied stated US policy on Iran, broke laws restrict
ing their activities in Central America, refused to inform the Legis
lative branch of this government, and then lied to Congress and 
grand juries seeking to learn the truth about those activities. 

If you can satisfy me with an explanation as to how you didn t 
know, why you didn't want to know, I expect I will vote for you. 

I must admit, however, that I am skeptical about your ability to 
give us such an explanation, because you seem to have great dirn-
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culty in recalling events. And this is particularly disturbing. In the 
written questionnaire you completed for this Committee this 
summer, I counted no fewer than thirty-three instances in which 
vou failed to recall your role in Iran-Contra related events. 

Mr. Gates, you are a very intelligent man. Your failure to recall 
the answers to thirty-three questions posed to you by this Commit
tee frankly is not credible. 

I hope your memory improves during the course of these hear
ings, and I notice Senator DeConcini also mentioned that point. 

Additionally, there are certain events that we haven't asked you 
about, simply because we only learned about them in the wake of 
recent indictments brought by Mr. Walsh's office. Over and above 
this failure to recall, more than 40 of your answers were not that 
you didn't recall, but that you never knew. Or better stated, that 
you never sought to know. For example, I understand that you 
never reviewed Oliver North's notebook pages which refer to you 
on several key dates. Frankly, that's hard to understand and diffi
cult to believe. Oliver North's trial could not have had more public 
attention. The notes were available if you would ask to see them. 
It's unbelievable that you would not have made an effort to review 
that portion which referred to you. It suggests an unwillingness to 
learn the facts as reported by Oliver North to himself in his own 
diary. 

Furthermore, when the Committee asked you questions about 
references to you in Oliver North's notebooks, your answer was 
that you had never seen the notebooks. Whether or not you had 
seen the notebook pages before the Committee submitted its ques
tions to you, why didn't you look at them when you received our 
written questions? It would have been the logical and straightfor
ward approach. 

Now, Mr. Gates, our questions will not be limited to your role in 
Iran-Contra, or even to other CIA activities under your watch that 
people have alleged were against U.S. laws. I will also have ques
tions regarding the future of U.S. intelligence. For example, we 
now find ourselves with an intelligence service largely designed 
and developed to combat an enemy which may no longer threaten 
us. You came up through the ranks of the CIA as an analyst whose 
expertise is in Sovietology. In today's world, that may have the 
equivalent currency of a U.N. interpreter specializing in Latin: in
tellectually fascinating, but all but useless in a practical sense. 

We will want to hear how you plan to re-tool U.S. intelligence to 
deal with a newly drawn map with many more countries, and a 
foreign policy with new and different challenges. I want to know 
what your views are on the limits or far reaching intent of econom
ic intelligence. I would ask how you would acquire it and protect it 
so it would not benefit one American company over another. We 
will also want to hear about your efforts and intentions to preserve 
the integrity of the intelligence estimates and other analysis pro
duced by the Agency. As you know, we base much of our foreign 
Policy decisions, as well as covert operations, on this type of intelli
gence information; and the purity and objectivity of this analysis 
should be above reproach. 

I was interested to read in the morning paper that the Chairman 
nas indicated he believes that the intelligence budget can be cut. I 



422 

will look forward to hearing from you as to your views on that sub. 
ject and, if you agree with him as to the manner in which y0u 
would cut it. 

I want assurances that the highly qualified CIA experts writing 
intelligence estimates and reports—those men and women who <£ 
cipher Middle East factionalism, make projections on power shifts 
in Africa, monitor the tumult generated by the collapse of the 
Berlin Wall, interpret flutters in the Bamboo Curtain, and catalog 
the erratic climate in the nations to our south are allowed to evalu
ate data in the most informed and impartial environment possible 

I will want you to resolve questions that have arisen suggesting 
that in the past, analysis was influenced by partisan politics, or tai
lored to correspond with policymaker objectives or to conform to 
your personal biases. 

In short, Mr. Gates, we will want to know how you intend to run 
the shop. And to help us to make that determination, we will want 
to examine the manner in which you carrried out your duties as 
the head of analysis, as Deputy Director, and as Acting Director at 
the agency which the President now wants you to head. 

The position of Director of Central Intelligence is one that affects 
every American. The Director's decisions on analysis and on covert 
and clandestine operations can vitally affect U.S. foreign policy. 
The Director's decisions on intelligence operations directed at 
Americans can potentially affect the freedoms of each of us. And 
no matter how well this Committee does its job, the vast majority 
of these decisions will be made with no Congressional input and 
often without our knowledge. 

So our decision on whether to recommend confirmation of this 
nomination is a crucial one. We cannot shirk this duty and we will 
do the American people a great disservice if we take this step 
thoughtlessly or based on incomplete information. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Metzenbaum. 
I might say that just for information for those involved today 

that it would be my intention to next recognize Senator Bradley for 
his opening comments and then Senator Moynihan. After that we 
will have an introduction of the nominee by the Senators from his 
home state, and then it would be my intention to hear the opening 
statement of the nominee before we recess. We will commence 
again later this afternoon. 

The final opening statement by a member of our Committee will 
be given by the Senator from New Jersey, Senator Bradley. 

Senator Bradley. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman, and let 
me thank you for your continuing effort to make sure that we get 
all the information from the CIA and the intelligence agencies that 
we need in order to do a thorough job pursuant to our constitution
al responsibilities. We are still waiting for some information and I 
know you are actively pursuing that and I hope that we'll be able 
to get all the information so that we may make a judgment. 

Let me welcome Mr. Gates to the Committee once again and let 
me begin by saying that I think these hearings are not just an oc
casion to re-examine Mr. Gates' role in Iran-Contra. In other 
words, what he knew, when he knew it, why he didn't find out 
more sooner and what he did or did not do as a result. These hear-
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^gs are an opportunity to open new debate on the future of the 
rofe of intelligence in protecting not just American interests 
against foreign dangers, but also U.S. taxpayers against unneeded 
defense spending. 

The U.S. Intelligence Community annually spends many billions 
of dollars and employs tens of thousands of people to avoid the cost 
of false alarms while keeping us alert to the real dangers. The DCI 
leads the Intelligence Community, manages its vast resources and 
advises the President and the Congress on these critical issues. 
That is why we have to appraise Mr. Gates' past record as CIA's 
former Deputy Director for Intelligence, former Chairman of the 
National Intelligence Council, former Deputy and Acting DCI, and 
as the current Deputy Assistant to the President. 

We have to appraise all these to ensure that he meets high 
standards of integrity, judgment and leadership. In addition to 
Iran-Contra we have to evaluate his performance on the two issues 
that have been central to American security in recent years, the 
Soviet Union and Iraq. 

But based on our past investigations, the moment needs to go to 
Iran-Contra. The Iran-Contra scandal began with an error of judg
ment. In 1985 the National Intelligence Council which Mr. Gates 
headed produced a badly flawed estimate that overestimated Irani
an vulnerability and provided the Administration with a strategic 
rationale to help Iran get arms. A few months later the CIA gave 
unauthorized support to covert Israeli shipments of U.S. arms to 
Iran. When Mr. Gates found out about them afterwards, he not 
only failed to object but also neither reviewed nor disclosed them to 
the congressional oversight committees for a year. Moreover, 
during the summer of 1986 he ignored growing signs that profits 
from selling arms to Iran were being diverted to the Nicaraguan 
Contras contrary to law. Despite his promises to supervise and 
report all covert activities, he was instrumental in misinforming 
the Senate Committee about the CIA's role in this scandal. 

The Committee will have to decide whether these lapses of judg
ment were isolated mistakes or part of a pattern in which Mr. 
Gates tailored intelligence to suit policymakers or his own biases; 
failed to prevent, protest, or at least warn of improperly authorized 
activities; or even suppressed damaging information. 

The reason these questions—whether isolated incidents or a pat
tern—is important to decide is because upon confirmation, the Di
rector of Central Intelligence disappears behind a veil of secrecy, 
accountable to the public only through the congressional oversight 
committee. If we confirm someone whose past lack of candor has 
hidden poor judgment and his own failure to exercise leadership, 
how can we be confident that the CIA will do a good job under his 
direction in the future? That is a basic question in these hearings. 

Assuming Mr. Gates satisfies the Committee on Iran-Contra, I 
think he must still explain his persistent overstatement of Soviet 
strength and insufficient attention to Iraqi threats. His weak 
record on these crucial issues raises questions about his strategic 
judgment. 

First, the USSR. Mr. Gates' slowness to recognize the powerful 
movements toward democratic and nationalist revolutions in the 
former Soviet Union is cause for concern—especially in view of the 
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data and insights he was getting from intelligence analysts. While 
he might be excused for belittling the fundamental changes taking 
place as early as 1986, it is hard to excuse his blindly fataUsSc 
view in 1988 that, in his words, "The dictatorship of the Commu-
nist Party remains untouched and untouchable' or that, in hfe 
words, "a long competition and struggle with the Soviet Union lie 
before us." Today, both the Communist Party and the former 
Soviet Union are rapidly fading into history. There is no question 
that Mr. Gates got it wrong. The question is why. 

The Committee has to decide whether such mistakes were truly 
impartial errors of judgment or the result of systematic biases to 
support the bloated defense budgets of the 1980's. 

For instance, in November 1986, he publicized highly alarming 
estimates of Soviet strategic laser developments and warned that, 
in his words, "The failure to proceed with an American strategic 
defense would hand the Soviets a unilateral military advantage of 
historic consequence—with awesomely negative implications for 
strategic stability and peace." 

This was simply a false alarm. Yet, it supported a costly and 
fruitless quest for wonder weapons and squandered resources that 
would have been better spent, for example, on ensuring that Patri
ot missiles were improved to knock out all SCUD warheads in case 
of conflict in the Persian gulf. These and other alarmist messages 
about the Soviet Union that Mr. Gates publicized during the 1980's 
were embodied in intelligence estimates that he provided to policy
makers serving two Administrations. 

Now, let's turn to Iraq. In the mid-80's, even as the Iran-Contra 
operation was playing out, the U.S. tilted more and more forcefully 
toward Iraq. The things that we know that are on the public record 
are the following: 

The Reagan and Bush Administrations approved $1.5 billion in 
export licenses for dual-use items, in other words, items that had 
military applications such as helicopters, not unlike the ones used 
to invade Kuwait, or equipment that could be used and could help 
the Iraqi nuclear program. 

Two, muffled criticism of Saddam Hussein's gassing of the Kurds. 
Three, hundreds of millions of dollars in EM-IM and agricultural 

loan guarantees. 
And then in 1989, the Bush Administration opposed naming Iraq 

a terrorist state and when Congress did so, the President waived 
the restrictions on agriculture and EX-IM credits. 

In this atmosphere of cozying up to Iraq and remaining fixated 
by the Soviet specter, Mr. Gates did not refocus sufficient intelli
gence resources on the emerging Iraqi threat. Specifically, after 
Iraq routed Iran unexpectedly in 1988, it clearly increased its mili
tary advantage over all its neighbors and intensified its pursuit of 
technology for strategic and nuclear weapons. Notwithstanding 
these danger signs, Mr. Gates did far too little to ensure that U.S. 
policy would be well informed of Iraqi strategic activities, including 
ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction—the develop
ment of both. 

As a result, when Saddam Hussein began making more belliger
ent and specific threats against Kuwait in 1990, the Administration 
had no good alternative to the unreliable reassurances of Arab orn-
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cials whose interests differed from ours. Fortunately, this failure of 
intelligence was not catastrophic for the United States, but only be
cause Saddam Hussein had provoked the U.S. prematurely, before 
he had acquired an effective chemical or nuclear deterrents. 
Enemy stupidity is not a reliable substitute for astute guidance. 

In addition to Mr. Gates' role in the Iran-Contra scandal and his 
role in failing to refocus U.S. intelligence resources to the emerging 
Iraqi threat, his involvement generally in U.S. ties with Iraq since 
1985 also needs to be examined critically. These ties include not 
just direct official relationships between governments, but also con
nections that were the responsibility of the CIA to monitor and to 
maintain. Indeed, unless all his activities in this regard were au
thorized under law, I would seriously question his candor and com
mitment to upholding the law, and therefore his fitness to serve. 

We have been pleasantly surprised by the early endings of the 
Cold War and the Persian Gulf War, but more diverse challenges 
to our security and new opportunities to support democratic 
change in the world lie on the horizon. The basic question is does 
Mr. Gates have the record, the vision and the independence needed 
to revamp our Intelligence Community to address these new ques
tions? The floor will be Mr. Gates'; he will either answer those 
questions to the satisfaction of the Committee and the American 
public, or he won't. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Bradley. Senator Danforth 
has been able to join us from responsibilities in another Commit
tee. Senator Danforth, we would be glad to receive your opening 
statement or any opening comments you would like to make at this 
time. 

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I am 
tempted to ask the witness what his position is on the Clarence 
Thomas nomination but I won't do so. 

Mr. Gates, I join my colleagues in welcoming you to these confir
mation hearings. You are very well known to this Committee and 
to many Members of the Senate as a man with an excellent record 
of service to our country. 

Since your nomination by the President, most attention has been 
focused on your knowledge of and testimony about the Iran-Contra 
affair. That, of course is the threshold question which will be ad
dressed by the Committee. But I hope that question does not ob
scure the more global concerns of where we are heading in a post 
Cold War era and the ability of our Intelligence Community to 
relate comprehensive analysis to policymakers in an objective 
manner. 

One of the things for which you are well-known is your skeptical 
view of change and reform in the Soviet Union. You have been 
known to be the Administration's resident pessimist on the pros
pects of reforms over the past five years. 
. But even when minds don't readily change, times change, and 

times have never changed more rapidly than in the past two years. 
For 45 years, America and its allies have been competing head to 

head with the Soviet Union. We believed that it was a competition 
of military might, pitting missile against missile, division against 
division. Military competition consumed our attention and our 
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budget. In the end, it turned out of be a contest not between 
armies, but between ideas. 

A free political system was pitted against a totalitarian political 
system. A free market economic system was pitted against a cen
trally planned economic system. And our side won. 

We should have seen the victory coming years ago. Germany was 
the great test case. One country defeated in war, divided in half 
and acting as two huge laboratories testing the theories of freedom 
and of Marxism. 

The free world was not a judge in that contest. The judges came 
from Gdansk and Leipzig and Budapest and Prague. From Moscow 
and St. Petersburg. One after another, they pronounced their ver
dict. Communism was a failure. Communism did not work and 
could not be made to work. Communism had lost and freedom had 
won. All of this has happened in the past two years. 

After World War II, America led the redevelopment of the free 
world. We did it initially through Marshall Plan growth, through 
international institutions like the World Bank and the IMF, by en
couraging the free and open system of trade, and ultimately by be
coming the most powerful engine of economic growth in history. 
We also did it by adopting a policy of containment, by creating 
NATO, and by creating a national security establishment with the 
Central Intelligence Agency at its center. 

Some are now calling for the dissolution of the structures we 
built during the Cold War, particularly the CIA. Of course, we still 
face threats. Terrorism, the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and 
the breakup of an empire which still has 30,000 nuclear warheads. 
To be rid of one threat does not make the world safe. But with the 
collapse of the Soviet empire, the great threat we faced since 1945 
is no longer real. So I am interested in Bob Gates' vision of the 
future, Bob Gates' view of the post-Soviet world. I am interested in 
what Bob Gates proposes to do with this extraordinary opportunity 
at the beginning of a new era. 

The other principal issue I want to discuss has to do with the re
lationship between policy and intelligence analysis. For example, 
during the period leading up to the war in the Persian Gulf, did 
the Intelligence Community effectively communicate its analysis of 
whether sanctions would work? 

At the time of the debate on the Gulf War vote, some claimed 
that Director of Central Intelligence Webster had changed his as
sessment of sanctions to conform with the President's policy. My 
personal conclusion was that Director Webster testified consistent
ly that sanctions by themselves would have no chance of expelling 
Iraq from Kuwait. But others charged that Director Webster, under 
pressure from the President, had slanted his analysis to fit the 
President's policy goal. Some have said that Bob Gates, during his 
years at the CIA, slanted the Intelligence Community's assessment 
of the Soviet Union to support his own hard line views. So my first 
question is this, can the CIA be truly independent in its analysis? 

Second, can the Intelligence Community be clear and direct in its 
assessments? I have attended too many briefings in which it 
seemed that the objective of the analysts was to cover themselves 
for any number of possibilities. We don't need the CIA simply to 
give us the news and the options, we have CNN for that. The issue 
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I would like to address is, how do you make intelligence analysis 
bold enough to be clear and independent enough to be forthright? 

Mr. Gates, you have a wealth of experience to share with us on 
these matters, and I look forward to your testimony. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Danforth. 
I think that our guests today having had an opportunity to hear 

the views of the Members of this Committee will understand why I 
now say and have said very often that our Committee represents a 
broad spectrum of views and thoughtful positions. We have been 
able to listen to each other—often because of the nature of our 
work it has to be behind closed doors—with respect for each other. 

As I have indicated in my opening statement, we have proceeded 
in a non-partisan fashion in the past. We have never had a party 
line vote. And most of our decisions have represented a broad con
sensus once they are reached. 

But in the course of reaching those decisions, we have listened to 
various points of view. It's a healthy thing, especially on a Commit
tee like this that a broad range of view points are represented be
cause we are asked to do something that other Committees are not 
asked to do. 

We are asked to not simply put forward our own views and our 
own positions, but to act as trustees for the American people be
cause we have to sit in private, often in secret, and try to help the 
Intelligence Community of our government and others reach deci
sions that are very important and try to bring to bear the values 
and the principles of the American people, not only a concept of 
our national interests in doing so. 

So I welcome the opportunity that we've had today to introduce 
to the American people the viewpoints of my colleagues on this 
Committee from both sides of the aisle, and to give the people a 
glimpse into the kind of deliberative process that we have tried to 
follow day in and day out in the Senate Select Committee on Intel
ligence. 

A final opening statement will be made this morning before we 
turn to the introduction of our nominee by a former distinguished 
Vice Chairman of this Committee. Senator Moynihan of New York 
served long and ably as a Member of this Committee and has cer
tainly strong conclusions of his own and judgments about the Intel
ligence Community and where it should go. We always value his 
counsel and his advice. We value the continuing relationship that 
we have had with him as Members of this Committee even as he 
has retired from full membership. 

So we welcome you back, Senator Moynihan, and would welcome 
any opening comments that you would like to make before we turn 
to our nominee this morning. 

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman? 
Following Senator Moynihan's statement I have one request I'd 

like to make of you before we go on. 
Chairman BOREN. We'd be glad to receive it. 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman? Also I don't know what Sena

tor Moynihan is going to say but I'd like to ask him maybe one 
question? 

Chairman BOREN. That will be fine. 
Senator Moynihan? 
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of 
the Committee. I am back here as an alum, Mr. Gates. 

I am sorry that Senator Danforth had to get back to the other 
hearings because I was going to say that in his very able remarks 
he spoke of the contest of ideas that was involved in the Cold War 
and he spoke specifically of the laboratory of Germany—East Ger
many and West Germany—and Gdansk and such. 

And the point I would like to make is simply this: In 1986, the 
Central Intelligence Agency published data that showed that the 
per capita GNP in East Germany was higher than West Germany 

Now any taxi driver in Berlin could have told you that wasn't so! 
And yet a large institution not only thought it was so, but puk 
lished it and didn't even see that there was something incongruous. 
Institutions get into problems like that. We all can think of those 
who have done. And I would like to speak briefly about that. 

If this is a little abstract, may I say that the subject is intelli
gence and it is supposed to be brainy work. At the beginning of this 
Congress I introduced a bill called the End of the Cold War Act of 
1991. It divides the Agency up as between the military intelligence 
and political, economic intelligence to go to the State Department. 
I have no brief for that particular proposal. It was meant to raise 
the subject. Are the present arrangements the ones that best serve 
us best? And it now begins to appear that as recently as 10 months 
ago you could talk of whether the Cold War was over. It was not 
yet agreed to in this city. 

Just a little narrative. I came on the Committee in 1977. And by 
the late 70's it seemed to me that the evidence was pretty strong 
that the Soviet Union was about to break up. And in 1979 I wrote 
that the Soviet Union would break up in the 1980's. I said it on the 
floor, I said it here and there, and I argued it in our Committee, up 
in the Dome where we used to be. 

And the proposition was two-fold, because the Marxist-Leninist 
system was based upon two predictions. The first was the superiori
ty of socialist production over capitalist production. And the second 
was the disappearance of ethnicity, of nationality as they would 
say, of the attachments of religion, of language, of race, what you 
like. These were very fundamental predictions. New Soviet man 
would not have any of those latter things. And it was very clear to 
me that both those predictions were failing. 

My first clue on the economy was in 1976, when Murray Fesh-
bach over at the Bureau of the Census found that male life expect
ancy in the Soviet Union was dropping. Well, that meant that 
Khrushchev had got it wrong. They had not overtaken and sur
passed us by 1970. You collect so much information in life expect
ancy data. Demography is destiny and that destiny looked back. 

Simultaneously, ethnic attachments grew and grew. The Mur-
kowskis did not think they were Russians yet, and they never were 
going to think they were Russians and there is nothing to do about 
that. And the Metzenbaums, they would just as soon leave the 
place. And so forth. 

Now, when two central ideas like that fail, you are going to get a 
crisis of belief. Often that belief disappears just under the surface. 
People don't know they share what they now think, until suddenly 
someone says it and then everyone says it. A crisis of belief would 



lead to the crisis of the regime which would lead to the break-up in 
thel980>. 

Agency. 
yOU gOt 
Jay, "they couldn't access that file." They just didn't hear you. 
partly it was because their estimates of the size of the Soviet econ
omy were so incredibly wrong. As late as the late 1970's the 
Agency had the Soviet economy at 62% of American GNP and 
rising. This was not something that just happened. It goes back to 
the 1950's. The Gaither Report. The algebra of the Gaither Report 
would have the Soviet GNP surpassing our's next year. 

In 1959 Allen Dulles would testify that the Soviets were growing 
at 8 to 9% a year. That doubles every decade. They would be ahead 
of us by now. And the Agency could never break out of that. Nor 
could they ever bring into their calculations something abstract— 
some of the things you talked about in Paris—like ethnicity, and 
things like that. And so there was just no response. 

And Presidents kept being told the Soviets are gaining. If the 
President of the United States was told, Mr. President, the econo
my of the Soviet Union is one-fifth that of the United States and 
dropping, I think the 1980's, the 1970's, the 1960's, would have been 
different. But instead they said it is two-thirds and closing. 

Now, Admiral Turner has an article in the current issue of For
eign Affairs. I am not going to say much more but you know, cite 
authority when in doubt. He speaks of this. He says that the qual
ity of intelligence and analysis has never met our expectations. He 
cites a remark by me that, "For a quarter of a century the CIA has 
been repeatedly wrong about the major political and economic 
questions entrusted to its analysis." Repeatedly wrong. He says, 
"Note that significantly the Senator cited on the political and eco
nomic analysis, not military." That is an important fact. We got 
military I think very well. We took pictures. But these other things 
we missed. 

He asks, if you know their economy is weak and their military is 
rising, isn't that going to lead to a crisis? He says, "Neither I or 
the CIA analysts reached the conclusion that eventually something 
had to give." At a time we were arguing in this Committee that 
something was going to give. And something did give. 

He said in the current issue of Foreign Affairs: "We should not 
gloss over the enormity of this failure to forecast the magnitude of 
the Soviet crisis. . . . Today we hear some revisionist rumblings 
that the CIA did in fact see the Soviet collapse." He says no, on 
this one "the corporate view missed by a mile." 

And here is my very simple proposition: If the Agency can't con
front this and live with it and say, well, all right, pencils have eras
ers, we really did miss it, then they, as an institution, are doomed. 
And I don't know the answer. 

Last year, in July, we held a full day's hearings in the Foreign 
gelations Committee on estimating the size and growth of the 
soviet economy. We asked the Soviet expert from the Agency. And 
ne said, "In my statement I plan to review for you our methodolo
gy, and cite previous public testimony that I believe will show that 
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essentially we were right in our descriptions of the Soviet econom 
over time and in its prospects." 

Now, Mr. Chairman, they weren't. And you know, it is not that 
" ecause, I later received a lette 

School, and he wrote we all got it wrong. He said, and I quote/lt 

they have to be that defensive because, I later received a letfe 
from Dale Jorgenson who is professor of economics at the Kennedv 

has to be one of the great failures of economics, right up there with 
the inability of economists to find a remedy for the Great Deore*. 
sionofthel930's." 

You can say you're wrong. But if you can't do that, you have 
ceased to be an intelligence organization. And I simply want to say 
where that will bring you. If you love that Agency—and I do al
though I couldn't even begin to do as you do, Mr. Gates—you don't 
want that to happen, sir. 

What will happen is very simple. Three President's from now, a 
President is going to come along and say—Central Intelligence? 
Let's see, now, we've finished up the Small Business Administra
tion. What's next? We're finding jobs for campaign workers. Okay. 
We've got SBA, what's this other one? CIA? Oh, yeah, they're the 
people who missed the Soviet Union's collapse completely, aren't 
they? Well, fine. Wasn't there a fellow who ran the campaign in 
Western Pennsylvania? We didn't carry Pennsylvania, but he did a 
good job; give it to him. 

And that can happen, sir, but it need not. But an institutional 
renewal is not easy and it has to begin with acknowledgment of 
problems. And that is all I wish to say to you, sir. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Moynihan. 
Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I had a question I wanted to ask 

at the proper time. 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. Did Senator Bradley have a question of 

Senator Moynihan before Senator Moynihan departs. Let me enter
tain that question and then I will entertain the question from Sen
ator Chafee. 

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Moynihan, thank you very much for your comments. I 

wonder if you would share with us your thoughts about the propo
sition that we would deny reality, as you are saying the Agency es
sentially did. There is a connection between denying that you actu
ally did something when in fact you did, and denying reality. The 
Agency from time to time has denied that it has in fact done cer
tain things. One instance which comes to mind, the mining of the 
Nicaraguan harbors, occurred during your tenure as Vice Chair
man. As I recall, the Agency's denial of the mining was just as en
trenched a denial as that which you have just described as the non-
reality of the Soviet Union. Could you tell us what happened? Did 
they just deny it? And share with us, because I think it is very im
portant that we understand the culture in addition to what the 
changes are substantively. 

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, that is not an easy thing to talk about, 
but I will. I never have in this or any such setting. 

Among the things that I don't think should be forgiven is the 
effort to discredit Barry Goldwater by the Central Intelligent 
Agency. It should not be forgiven and it should be acknowledged-1 
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believe in forgiveness, but on condition of confession. They set out 
to destroy the reputation of Barry Goldwater. 

It came very simply. I don't have the exact dates at hand but 
they are very easily brought up. Barry was Chairman, I was Vice 
Chairman. God, he loved that Agency. Only this side of TACAIR 
did he love that Agency. [General Laughter.] 

Senator MOYNIHAN. And he would do anything for it. And he 
and I got along very well. We spent an awful lot of time, just the 
Chairman and the Vice Chairman, being briefed. A bipartisan 
Committee, just as you run, sir, and Mr. Murkowski runs. 

We suddenly discovered that the CIA had been mining harbors 
in Nicaragua. And we knew immediately that we had not been told 
about this in advance. And it had to be a "significant anticipated 
activity," as the statute then read and we had been told of enough 
things that we knew when we were not told. We were told the triv
ial things and we got sometimes overwhelmed by that. And he 
couldn't believe it. 

He wrote a letter to the then-Director Mr. Casey, saying this is a 
violation of international law. I can't understand what is going on. 
And frankly, I am expletive deleted-off. And that letter got into the 
papers a few days later. 

There proceeded what in the tradecraft—and I have been an am
bassador abroad, I have been involved in these things—is called 
disinformation. The words was put out, very simply, that Barry 
Goldwater, who on a slow day was faster than anybody else in our 
Committee and anybody else I know—had just missed this. They 
put it out that, well, of course he had been told, but you under
stand, he is getting old and he can't remember and maybe he 
wasn't paying attention. 

Posters were put up all around Langley saying, of course he the 
Committee was told. 

Bud McFarlane, the National Security Advisor, was sent to the 
Naval Academy—and that's consecrated ground, the Naval Acade
my, Senator Warner, Mr. Secretary. And he told the midshipmen 
that the Chairman and the Vice Chairman had been briefed. Lied 
to them. Mr. McFarlane later said under oath to Senator Sarbanes, 
yes, sir, I said it; yes, sir, it was not true. You don't lie to midship
men. They did. About Barry Goldwater. 

And he wouldn't take it. He knew damned well it wasn't true 
and he wouldn't take it. But the columns and the editorials kept 
saying, well, of course, he won't take it because he can't remember 
that he was briefed. Not true. Okay if you do it to a Pakistani poli
tician you are mad at, but not to Barry Goldwater. 

Well, the Director did, sir, come up to the Committee and in the 
secrecy of the Dome the DCI apologized. He said, I apologize. 

But it needs to be part of the record so that it will never happen 
again. Never lie to Naval cadets. Never lie about Barry Goldwater. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Moynihan. I appreciate 
your comments and appreciate you taking time with us. We are 
dedicated, as you know, to establish a relationship and a process 
between this Committee and the Agency that will assure the kind 
of candor in the future that should always be there, and we appre
ciate your comments very much. 

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman BOREN. Thank you. 
Senator Chafee, you had one question to direct before we 
Senator CHAFEE. Yes, a question of you, Mr. Chairman. It seerm 

to be accepted in the statements here—and I am referring, if I j ^ 
it correct, to the statement by Senator Metzenbaum, that Director 
Casey knew of the diversion of the funds to the Contras. No queg. 
tion about it, this is a given. Now, I have studied this record pretty 
clearly and the only evidence that I know of to date that Director 
Casey knew of the diversion of the funds came from OUie North 
And what I am asking you, Mr. Chairman, that if I am mistaken 
and if there is evidence, other evidence beside that of Ollie North— 
and Ollie North's evidence, as I understand it, was given after 
Casey died—if there is other evidence, I would appreciate if the 
Chairman or counsel could refer me to that evidence. I haven't 
found it and yet there seems to be a general thrust here in the 
presentations that the nominee was below somebody who knew and 
now there is a suggestion that those below him knew—namely 
George, and he's a rose between two thorns, however one wants to 
describe it, so clearly he should have known. 

Now, if I am incorrect, I would like to have a correct to that. 
Chairman BOREN. Senator Chafee, I, to the best of my memory, 

believe that you are correct. In terms of any statement in the 
record, any sworn testimony in the record of either this Committee 
or earlier the Iran-Contra Committee or other legal proceedings, I 
believe that the only direct testimony, sworn testimony in the 
record directly to the point as to whether Director Casey knew of 
the diversion was the testimony given by Colonel North. I don't 
know of any other testimony. 

I would have to say that of course it is possible in the course of 
these hearings there could be other testimony that might come for
ward. We certainly, as you know, will be hearing from Mr. Fiers. 
We have already taken the sworn testimony of the former Chief of 
the Latin American Division of the CIA. We are still requesting 
testimony from Mr. George, which to this point in time, there has 
been no agreement that he would give such testimony absent im
munity, which the Committee cannot provide because of the ac
tions of the Independent Counsel. Although it is clear at least from 
the response that Mr. George has made to the indictments re
turned against him that he has denied his own knowledge. So it 
would probably follow that he would deny, therefore, having im
parted knowledge or known of knowledge on the part of others. We 
can only surmise what his testimony might be if he doesn't give it. 

So I believe the Senator is correct, to the best of my knowledge 
he is correct and searching my memory back during the time that I 
was a Member of the Special Committee as well, that the only 
sworn testimony to the knowledge of Director Casey was that given 
after Director Casey's death by Colonel North. 

Senator WARNER. On that note Mr. Chairman, we now have 
during the course of the proceedings here this morning, informa
tion that perhaps Colonel North's status before the Special Pros
ecutor has changed. 

Chairman BOREN. There is an Associated Press report that the 
Special Prosecutor's office has said today that it has dropped its 
case against Oliver North on Iran-Contra. 
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Senator WARNER. Well that might give rise to the ability of this 
çlommittee then to receive his testimony directly on that crucial 
ooint. Would the Chairman and the counsel and the Vice Chair
man entertain that 

Chairman BOREN. Well certainly. Let me take that under advise
ment. I have not had a chance to think, since this report was only 
handed to me a few minutes ago, what the implications might be. 
Something we would want to discuss with the Special Counsel as 
well because he has other matters ongoing that might be impacted. 
We have tried to cooperate in every way, but I'll certainly take 
that up. 

Senator WARNER. I certainly thank the Chair, and I think it is 
one that should be explored. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me just ask the General Counsel, Mr. 
Snider, as far as he knows is my statement correct as far as 

[Pause.] 
Chairman BOREN. The General Counsel indicates that he believes 

my statement is correct, that in terms of the sworn testimony in 
the record, as to Director Casey's knowledge, that it is only that of 
Colonel North, given after Director Casey's death. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I think it is an interesting suggestion that 
the Senator from Virginia makes and maybe the Committee ought 
to discuss that at a later point. 

Chairman BOREN. I think it would be appropriate for us to have 
that discussion again after we have had some time to think about 
it. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, while it is not relevant to 
sworn testimony, the statement made by Mr. Casey at his death 
bed to the reporter may have some bearing, but certainly is not 
sworn testimony. 

Chairman BOREN. It would not be sworn testimony. 
Senator WARNER. Well I would enjoy getting that reporter up 

before this Committee, Mr. Chairman, that would be a 
[General Laughter.] 
Chairman BOREN. I am going to proceed with the introduction of 

the nominee I think at this point. I would like to ask our col
leagues from the home state of the nominee to please come forward 
and join the nominee at the witness table. 

The nominee will be formally presented by the distinguished Mi
nority Leader of the Senate, Senator Dole, and his colleague, Sena
tor Kassebaum. As we all know Mr. Gates is a native of the state of 
Kansas. He will also be joined in that presentation by Senator 
Robb and Senator Warner of Virginia as Mr. Gates currently re
sides and has resided for some time in the state of Virginia. 

Let me say that after that we will have the opening statement 
from the nominee and then we will have a recess. The questioning 
from the Committee will proceed in the afternoon and follow in 
order of seniority because of the responsibilities of Members in 
other Committees and on the Floor. So that will give Members of 
the Committee a notice of the order in which they will be called 
upon to ask their questions. 

It is a pleasure to have our colleagues with us this morning and I 
would be happy to recognize first the distinguished Minority 
deader, Senator Dole to present the nominee. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT DOLE, A U.S. SENATOR PROM Tin? 
STATE OF KANSAS ** 

Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate it verv 
much. If anybody has a real time conflict, I will be happy to yield 
to any other person first. 

I consider this an honor and a privilege to be here this mornW 
with my colleague from Kansas, Senator Kassebaum, with our two 
colleagues from Virginia, and our fellow Kansan, Bob Gates. 

Bob, I talked to your brother Jim this morning, who wished you 
Good Luck. He said you had talked to him yesterday. 

I'd ask consent that my entire statement be made a part of the 
record. 

Chairman BOREN. Without objection. 
[The statement of Senator Dole follows:] 
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U . S . S E N A T O R F O R K A N S A S 

S E N A T E R E P U B L I C A N L E A D E R 

F0R IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
cPPTEMBER 1 6 , 1 9 9 1 SEPTEMBER 

CONTACT: WALT RIKER 
(202) 224-5358 

DOLE INTRODUCES GATES 
REMARKS OF SENATOR BOB DOLE INTRODUCING 

CIA DIRECTOR-DESIGNATE BOB GATES 
IT rnWPIRMATION HEARINGS BEFORE SENATE TNTKT.T.TrrENCE COMMITTEE 

IT IS A GREAT PRIVILEGE FOR ME TO FORMALLY INTRODUCE BOB 
GATES TO THIS COMMITTEE. 

A GREAT DEAL HAS BEEN WRITTEN AND REPORTED ABOUT THIS 
NOMINATION SINCE PRESIDENT BUSH ANNOUNCED IT A LITTLE OVER FOUR 
MONTHS AGO. UNFORTUNATELY, MOST OF THAT HAS BEEN BASED ON A 
WHISPERING CAMPAIGN OF RUMOR, INNUENDO, AND SPECULATION. 

FOCUS ON FACTS. GATES RECORD 
TODAY, AT LAST, THE COMMITTEE WILL START PUTTING THE FOCUS 

ON SOMETHING A LITTLE BIT DIFFERENT AND MORE IMPORTANT—THE 
FACTS. THAT'S WHERE THE FOCUS OUGHT TO BE. THE RECORD OF BOB 
GATES—HIS EXPERIENCE, HIS ACCOMPLISHMENTS, AND, YES, THOSE AREAS 
WHERE THE COMMITTEE, AND THE SENATE HAVE LEGITIMATE QUESTIONS. 

_MAKE NO MISTAKE ABOUT IT, BOB GATES IS READY TO ANSWER THOSE 
QUESTIONS. 

THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT NO PERSON IS MORE QUALIFIED TO SERVE 
AS CIA DIRECTOR IN THESE CHALLENGING TIMES THAN BOB GATES. 

BEING BORN IN KANSAS, IN AND OF ITSELF, MAY NOT BE REASON 
ENOUGH FOR THIS COMMITTEE TO VOTE TO CONFIRM BOB, BUT IT IS 
CERTAINLY A GOOD START. 

BOB ALSO EMBODIES THE VALUES AND BELIEFS OF KANSAS: VALUES 
OF HARD WORK AND SERVICE TO YOUR COUNTRY. AND A BELIEF THAT A 
MAN'S WORD IS HIS BOND. 

BOB'S UNPARALLELED RECORD OF SERVICE TO HIS COUNTRY IS WELL 
KNOWN TO MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE. BUT I DO WANT TO TAKE A FEW 
MINUTES TO SUMMARIZE SOME OF THE HIGHLIGHTS OF HIS REMARKABLE 
CAREER. 

SERVICE TO AMERICA; BXPRttTKNCB. INTELLIGENCE. INTEGRITY 
BOB'S FIRST TOUR OF DUTY AT THE CIA BEGAN IN 1965, WHERE HE 

FIRST SERVED AS AN INTELLIGENCE ANALYST, AND ONE OF TWO ASSISTANT 
NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS FOR STRATEGIC PROGRAMS. DURING 
THIS PERIOD, BOB FOUND TIME TO EARN A DOCTORATE IN RUSSIAN AND 
SOVIET HISTORY FROM GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY. 

IN 1974, BOB WAS ASSIGNED TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL, 
WHERE HE SERVED PRESIDENTS NIXON, FORD, AND CARTER. 

BOB RETURNED TO THE CIA IN LATE 1979, AND HE WAS 
SUBSEQUENTLY APPOINTED TO A SERIES OF INCREASINGLY RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGEMENT POSITIONS, INCLUDING NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICER OF 
THE SOVIET UNION. 

IN JANUARY OF 1982, PRESIDENT REAGAN APPOINTED BOB AS DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE, A POSITION IN WHICH HE SERVED FOR 
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NEARLY FOUR AND A HALF YEARS. FOR MUCH OF THIS TIME, BOB ALsn 
SERVED AS CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL, WHERp 
DIRECTED THE PREPARATION OF ALL NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMAT**^ 
FOR FIVE MONTHS, BOB ALSO SERVED AS ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE CIA 
I THINK HIS WORK IN DRAMATICALLY IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF THE 
AGENCY'S INTELLIGENCE REPORTING IS WELL KNOWN TO THE COMMITTEF 

IN AUGUST OF 1989, PRESIDENT BUSH APPOINTED BOB AS ASSISTIM™ 
TO THE PRESIDENT AND DEPUTY FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, WHERE HE HAS 
TEAMED WITH BRENT SCOWCROFT AND THE PRESIDENT ON VIRTUALLY EVER? 
CRITICAL NATIONAL SECURITY ISSUE AMERICA HAS FACED—MOST NOTABLY 
THE GULF WAR. 

DURING HIS CAREER BOB HAS TWICE RECEIVED THE CIA'S HIGHEST 
AWARD, THE DISTINGUISHED INTELLIGENCE MEDAL, AS WELL AS RECEIVTMP 
THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE DISTINGUISHED SERVICE MEDAL. 

ALONG WITH WINNING AWARDS, BOB HAS ALSO WON THE CONFIDENCE 
AND RESPECT OF MEMBERS OF THE INTELLIGENCE AND DIPLOMATIC 
COMMUNITY AROUND THE GLOBE. 

HE'S WON A REPUTATION AS ONE OF THE PREEMINENT ANALYSTS OF 
THE SOVIET UNION AND EASTERN EUROPE. AND PERHAPS MOST 
IMPORTANTLY, HE'S ALSO WON THE ABSOLUTE FAITH AND CONFIDENCE OF 
PRESIDENT BUSH, WHO BELIEVES, AS I DO, THAT NO ONE POSSESSES BOB 
GATES' BREADTH OF EXPERIENCE. 

SIMPLY PUT, NO ONE HAS SO MUCH EXPERIENCE IN GATHERING, 
ANALYZING, AND RECEIVING INTELLIGENCE. 

UNIQUELY QUALIFIED TO LEAD CIA 
MR. CHAIRMAN AND COLLEAGUES, THAT'S THE RECORD. IT'S A 

RECORD OF ACCOMPLISHMENT. . .A RECORD OF INTELLIGENCE. . .A RECORD OF 
INTEGRITY. 
•> IT'S A RECORD THAT HAS EARNED THIS NOMINEE A FAIR AND 
EXPEDITIOUS HEARING FROM THIS COMMITTEE. NO ONE IS SEEKING TO 
DENY MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE AND MEMBERS OF THE SENATE FROM 
ASKING MR.'GATES'WHATEVER QUESTION THEY DEEM IMPORTANT. BUT ONCE 
THE QUESTIONS ARE ASKED, AND ANSWERS ARE GIVEN, THAT SHOULD BE 
THAT. 

EITHER YOU BELIEVE BOB GATES HAS THE EXPERIENCE TO RUN THE 
CIA, AND THAT HIS TESTIMONY HIS TRUTHFUL, OR YOU DON'T. THIS 
NOMINATION, AND THE DIRECTION OF OUR INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITIES 
MUST NOT BE DELAYED OR ALLOWED TO TWIST IN THE WIND ANY LONGER. 

AND WHEN ALL IS SAID AND DONE, MR. CHAIRMAN, I AM CONFIDENT 
THAT THIS COMMITTEE AND THE FULL SENATE WILL COME TO THE SAME 
CONCLUSION I HAVE: THAT BOB GATES IS UNIQUELY QUALIFIED BY 
EXPERIENCE, BY INTELLIGENCE, AND BY INTEGRITY, TO SERVE AS 
DIRECTOR OF THE CIA. 

### 
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Senator DOLE. A great deal has been written and reported about 
this nomination since President Bush announced it a little over 4 

onths ago. Unfortunately a lot of that has been based on a whis
tling campaign of rumor, innuendo, and speculation. But today, 
t last, the Committee will start putting a focus on something a 

fttle bit different, and more important. The facts. That is where 
the focus ought to be. The record of Bob Gates, his experience, his 
accomplishments, and yes, those areas where the Committee and 
the Senate have legitimate questions, which obviously should be 
addressed. And make no mistake about it, Bob Gates is ready to 
answer those questions. 

The bottom line is that no person is more qualified to serve as 
CIA Director in these challenging times than Bob Gates. Being 
bom in Kansas, in and of itself, may not be reason enough for this 
Committee to vote to confirm Bob Gates, but it is certainly a good 
start. 

Chairman BOREN. It is as close to Oklahoma as you can get. 
[General Laughter.] 

Senator DOLE. Right, Wichita is very close. 
Bob Gates also embodies the values and beliefs of Kansans, that 

is, of hard work and service to your country, and a belief that a 
man's word is his bond—and that is very important in this Com
mittee. I have listened to a number of Members and I am certain 
that that is going to be a very key issue. 

His unparalleled record of service to his country is well known to 
Members of this Committee. But I want to emphasize it, and to 
summarize it, because I think it is important. It is a very remarka
ble career. 

I have listened with great interest to all of the opening state
ments. Bob Gates cannot possibly know everything, now or in the 
past, or any other time. None of us could take that test either. 

But Bob s first tour of duty in the CIA began in 1965, when he 
served as an intelligence analyst, and one of two Assistant Nation
al Intelligence Officers for Strategic Programs. And during this 
period, Bob found time to earn a doctorate in Russian and Soviet 
history from Georgetown University. In 1974 he was assigned to 
the National Security Council, where he served Presidents Nixon, 
Ford, and Carter. He returned to the CIA in late 1979 and was sub
sequently appointed to a series of increasingly responsible manage
ment positions, including National Intelligence Officer for the 
Soviet Union. In January of 1982, President Reagan appointed Bob 
Gates as Deputy Director of Intelligence, a position he held for 
nearly four and a half years. 

For much of this time he also served as Chairman of the Nation
al Intelligence Council, where he directed the preparation of all 
National Intelligence Estimates. For five months, he also served as 
Acting Director of the CIA. 

I believe his work in dramatically improving the quality of the 
Agency's intelligence reporting is well known to the Committee. In 
August of 1989, President Bush appointed Bob Gates as an Assist
â t to the President and Deputy for National Security where he is 
teamed with Brent Scowcroft and the President on virtually every 
critical national security issue America has faced, most notably the 
^ulf War. And the point I would make is he has been on both 



sides. He has been an Intelligence Officer, and he has also been on 
the receiving side as Deputy to Brent Scowcroft. 

He has twice received the CIA's highest award—the Distin 
guished Intelligence Medal—as well as receiving the National In 
telligence Distinguished Service Medal. Along with winnW 
awards, he has also won the confidence and respect of members^ 
the intelligence and diplomatic community around the globe, and 
obviously of the Members of this Committee. 

He has won a reputation as one of the pre-eminent analysts of 
the Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe. And perhaps most impor. 
tantly, he also won the confidence and respect of President Bush 
who believes as I do that no one possesses his breadth of expert! 
ence. In sum, Bob Gates is well qualified for the job he has been 
nominated. 

Simply put, no one has had more experience in gathering, ana
lyzing and receiving intelligence. Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, 
that is the record. It is a record of accomplishment, a record of in! 
telligence, and a record of integrity. It is a record that has earned 
this nominee a fair and expeditious hearing from this Committee. 

No one will seek of course to deny Members of this Committee 
and Members of the Senate from asking Mr. Gates whatever ques
tions they deem important. But once the questions are asked and 
answers are given, that should be that. Either you believe Bob 
Gates has the experience to run the CIA, that his testimony is 
truthful, or you don't. 

This nomination and the direction of our intelligence capability 
must not be delayed or allowed to twist in the wind any longer. 
And when all is said and done Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Vice Chair
man, I am confident that this Committee and the full Senate will 
come to the same conclusion that I have. That Bob Gates is unique
ly qualified by experience and by intelligence and by integrity to 
serve as Director of the CIA. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee for al
lowing me to appear this morning. 

Chairman. BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Dole. 
Senator Kassebaum. 

STATEMENT OF HON. NANCY KASSEBAUM, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'll be quite 
brief, because there has been already much said. And I would just 
like to say why I believe Bob Gates will be a most successful Direc
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

There are two reasons. One, given the breadth of his experience 
in the Intelligence Community and also with the work that he has 
done in relating the Executive and Legislative branches to the In
telligence Community, this will stand him in good stead in the ob
vious need to bring great intelligence, competence, to the reorgani
zation of the Intelligence Community. 

Much has been said here in opening statements about the dram» 
of changing times. And it will mean changing the Intelligence 
Community to fit the changing times, just as it will the defense 
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nmmunity and the foreign aid community, and everything else as 
e adjust our leadership to these dramatic changes. 

^Secondly, and I think perhaps in many ways most importantly— 
ond Senator Dole touched on this—it's Bob Gates' relation to Presi
dent Bush. President Bush has great confidence in Bob Gates. 
president Bush is a former Director himself of the Central Intelli
gence Agency and he knows what he expects in a Director and he 
has the highest confidence in Bob Gates. 

I think in the trade that is called a valuable asset. Is it? And I 
certainly believe that indeed this is the most valuable asset. I have 
great confidence and I know that this will be confirmed to us all as 
Bob Gates gets to be able to testify and make his own case. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Kassebaum. 
I will now call on the senior Senator from Virginia, Senator 

Warner. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN WARNER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

Senator WARNER. Well thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And I will just follow on Senator Kassebaum's statement in 

saying that by having that full confidence of the President, that 
gives you an enhanced stature as you deal with your counterparts 
throughout the world and other governments. Because therein is 
one of the most fertile sources of intelligence collection. And to 
have that full confidence of the President enables you to sit at the 
roundtable in the White House and bring CIA and the other ele
ments of the Intelligence Community in as a full partner in dealing 
with the Secretaries of State, Defense, Energy and others who are 
constantly working on our security problem. That's invaluable. 

Mr. Chairman and others, as this world is faced with the prolif
eration of weapons of mass destruction which know no borders 
now, the ramparts of defense become really intelligence which can 
provide the early warning such that we can utilize to the extent 
possible whatever we have to deter and defend against those weap
ons. 

And lastly, Mr. Chairman, as I spoke earlier this morning, we, 
the United States, are being encircled by economic competition 
throughout the world. Unlike the sharing of intelligence on securi
ty and military matters, we have no friends and no sharing in this 
area. And we need a man who does have the confidence of the 
President, who does have the experience, who understands now as 
we reorganize the Central Intelligence Agency to shift those assets 
once devoted to the Soviet Union to the extent we can, to quickly 
pick up, and I emphasize quickly, the capabilities needed to defend 
this country economically. Our economic security is just as impor
tant as our military security. And for that reason, the President 
Chose a man who needs no on the job training and can pick up that 
Jobtomorrow and do it. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Warner. 
It is a pleasure to welcome to the Committee Senator Robb of 

t r ? i a w ^ ° k ^ ^ J ° m m g m introducing the nominee today. Sen
ator Robb, we are happy to have you. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES ROBB, A U.S. SENATOR FROM Tm, 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

Senator ROBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Murkowski 
other Members of the Committee. ^ 

Introducing Bob Gates to the Intelligence Committee is probably 
as unnecessary as any particular act that can be done but as a ret). 
resentative of his adopted state, I am pleased to join at least in fa 
mally presenting him with my senior colleague and our two col
leagues from Kansas. 

We take great pride in the fact that the Central Intelligence 
Agency headquarters and many of those who serve professionally 
in that organization are in Virginia. I count it as a near neighbor 
As a matter of fact, almost twenty years ago when we were com
pleting our current house, we lived literally on the wire of the pe
rimeter security for the Central Intelligence Agency. 

I would also note that Mr. Gates had the good fortune of spend
ing some of his most important informative years in higher educa
tion in one of the very fine institutions of higher learning in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, the College of William and Mary. 

Judging from the opening statements, it is clear that, Mr. Chair
man, that you and the other Members of the Intelligence Commit
tee are going to conduct a very thorough investigation. And I think 
given the sensitivity of the post and the secrecy under which it 
must operate for most of its existence, that this is entirely appro
priate. 

I look forward to the completion of that process and I hope very 
much that Mr. Gates will be able to respond to those important 
questions that are raised in a way that will enable all of us to vote 
for him—to confirm him as Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. But I am very pleased to join my colleagues at this time in 
presenting him for a formal confirmation process, Mr. Robert 
Gates. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Robb, Senator 
Dole and your colleagues. 

Senator Dole and others, as you have said in your statements 
that your hope is our process will be thorough, that it will be fair 
and that it will render a decision as is the obligation of this Com
mittee to render upon conclusion of hearing all of the evidence. 
That is exactly the way we intend to conduct ourselves and we ap
preciate you and other colleagues being here to present the nomi
nee to us. 

Senator Rudman has joined us but he has indicated to me to 
waive his opening statement. We will put your opening statement 
in the record. Any additional remark you would like to make? 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. I was delayed 
on a matter concerning New Hampshire this morning and I am in
formed that the opening statements are so thorough and so bril
liant that there is nothing constructive that I could add, so I will 
waive it., 

Chairman BOREN. I would appreciate that, and I am sure that 
the nominee and others present will appreciate that. Some have 
suggested that perhaps the most challenging job of any nominee is 
to be able to have the perseverance to sit through the opening 
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tatements of the Members of the Committee. And we have put Mr. 
fates to that daunting task today. 

We now will turn to the opening comments of our nominee. And 
again, Mr. Gates, let me welcome you back to this Committee. As 
uL already been indicated, we have a long relationship between 
the Members of this Committee and you in the various capacities 
• which you served the national security responsibilities of this 
country. 

1 would ask that you stand at this time and be sworn before you 
present testimony for the Committee. 

Would you please raise your right hand. 
Do you, Robert M. Gates, solemnly swear that the testimony that 

you are about to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and noth
ing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. GATES. I do. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you. You may be seated. 
Mr. Gates, we would welcome your opening comments at this 

time. 
TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. GATES, NOMINEE, TO BE DIRECTOR 

OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. GATES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, it is a great honor to 

appear here before you as President Bush's nominee to be Director 
of Central Intelligence. 

I want to thank him for his confidence in me and for the honor 
of this nomination. I am humbled by it. 

I welcome these confirmation hearings to address the many 
issues that I know you will raise. Mr. Chairman, here at the outset, 
I want to thank you and the Committee for the fair and profession
al treatment of my nomination. I also want to thank Senators Dole, 
Kassebaum, Robb, and Warner for their kind introductions. 

I have been in public service for 25 years. I arrived in Washing
ton 25 years ago this summer with everything I owned in the back 
of a 1965 Mustang and no money. The Mustang is long gone—sold 
before it became a collector's item—and I still have no money. But 
I am enriched by a wonderful and patient wife and two great kids. 

I believe I still have the idealism that I brought with me from 
Kansas a quarter of a century ago. A deep conviction in the great
ness of this country, in the uniqueness and wonder of its Constitu
tion, and in its mission as a force for good in the world. 

My decision to commit my life to national service springs from 
these beliefs. I also still have the values that I brought with me 
from Kansas. Family. Hard work. Candor and truthfulness. Integri-
v-Obeying the law. And a basic optimism about life. 

During these 25 years, I have worked for six Presidents, Republi
cans and Democrats alike. I served four of them in the National 
Security Council. I have served eight Directors of the CIA. I have 
forked closely and harmoniously with this Committee and its 
House of Representatives counterpart for more than ten years as 
UA s Deputy Director for Intelligence, Chairman of the National 
intelligence Council, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, 
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Acting Director of Central Intelligence, and Deputy National Secu. 
rity Advisor. 

I have appeared before this Committee more than fifty t w , 
during that period. So we are not strangers to one another, l 
short, I do not come before this Committee as a new face but 
rather as a nominee with a long track record. 

I anticipate that the Committee will want to examine both that 
record as well as my view of the future course of CIA and U.S. ûv 
telligence. 

I think all of the opening statements point to that. 
The Committee has appropriately been looking at the future of 

U.S. intelligence, its structure and mission, in the aftermath of the 
Cold War and now most recently, after the revolution in the Soviet 
Union. Who would have thought that just five years ago we would 
stand where we are today. Certainly not the intelligence analyst 
sitting before you. Talk about humbling experiences. 

The old verities that guided this country's national security 
policy for forty-five years and thus its intelligence service have dis
appeared in an historical instant. Communism is dead or dying, a 
number of long-standing regional conflicts are coming to an end, 
the Cold War is over, the Communist Party lies mortally wounded 
in the Soviet Union, wounded by its own hands, and the forces of 
real reform are at last ascendant in the Soviet Union. 

Still, as ever, there are challenges, concerns, and risks. The col
lapse of the Soviet and Russian empire offers the promise of democ
racy and economic transformation. But, it also contains the seeds 
of grave instability, chaos, and civil war in a country possessing 
nearly thirty thousand nuclear warheads, the most powerful of 
which are still aimed at us. We cannot yet divert attention from 
the Soviet Unions, but clearly our priorities and our concerns have 
changed. 

Meanwhile, a growing number of nations have or are developing 
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, together with the ballis
tic missile technologies to deliver them. Some of our allies in that 
long Cold War are now at times serious adversaries in that global 
marketplace. Political instability in the Third World spawns con
flict, famine and chaos, challenging us politically, economically, 
sometimes militarily and always morally. International narcotics 
cartels not only feed growing global demand, they increasingly 
have the capability to buy governments and rule countries. Region
al conflict and its terrorists stepchildren, as in the Middle East, 
remain a reality despite our best efforts. 

I have been deeply engaged in dealing with all of these problems. 
I have been by the President's side when we prevented a coup at 
tempt in the Philippines, liberated Panama, defeated Iraq's aggres
sion against Kuwait, saw the Berlin Wall go down and led the 
effort to unify Germany in NATO, fostered the Polish Roundtable 
Agreement, completed the CFE and START agreements, and 
played a role in the success of the democratic forces during the 
recent Soviet coup attempt. 

The President and the Congress know that just as some threats 
have diminished, other dangers remain or have altered shape, just 
as new challenges and problems have emerged. The death of SovtfJ 
Communism has vastly diminished the danger of global war, but 
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, World remains a very rough neighborhood. Our nation's lead-
rs at both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue, have no wish to walk 

these streets blindfolded. 
We approach the close of the most violent century in man's his

tory Two world wars, a long and hostile peace punctuated by pro
tracted and bloody regional wars, the destruction of ancient em-
oires and defeat of two inhuman ideologies, Communism and 
Nazism, have set in motion vast political, social ad economic forces 
long frozen by totalitarianism and its legacy. The path to a new 
and brighter day is finally apparent, but will still require Ameri
can leadership, strength and vision, the willingness to act against 
those who would prey on the weak, and skillful navigation around 
the many obstacles that can thwart progress or send newly free but 
fragile democracies hurtling back into the darkness. The role of in
telligence is to help the President, his senior advisors and Congress 
understand and deal with these changing realities. 

The challenge, then, CIA and U.S. intelligence is to adapt to this 
changing world, not just in places like the Soviet Union and 
Europe, but to the very idea of change, the idea that for years to 
come change and uncertainty will dominate international life. That 
the unthinkable and the not even thought about will be common
place. For us in intelligence to adapt to such a changing world will 
require unprecedentedly close collaboration of the President and 
his advisors, the Intelligence Community and the Congress. If con
firmed, I look forward to a close partnership with this Committee 
in this remarkably challenging and stimulating process. 

Normally, a nominee would be circumspect about specific ideas 
for change. However, my nomination comes at a time when this 
Committee is deeply engaged in looking at the future of U.S. intel
ligence and has, as this morning's statements made apparent, con
siderable interest in my views about the future, and what I would 
do if confirmed to help guide CIA and its sister agencies toward the 
21st Century. I believe Director Webster's emphasis on flexibility is 
central to being responsive in a time of radical change and unpre
dictability. What follows are my ideas on where we ought to go 
from here. 

First, this remarkable moment in history affords us a not-to-be-
missed opportunity to reassess the role, mission, priorities and 
structure of American intelligence in the aftermath of the Cold 
War. This should not be done off the cuff. If confirmed, I will rec
ommend that the President launch, with the direct involvement of 
his most senior security advisors, a major effort to determine the 
intelligence needs of the United States for the next decade or more, 
to the year 2005. He should then, in my view, charge the DCI to 
identify what the Intelligence Community must do to meet those 
needs. The two Intelligence Committees should have the opportuni
ty to participate even before these proposals come before the Con
gress. 

At a time of revolutionary change abroad and government-wide 
iiscal constraints at home, U.S. intelligence cannot remain funda
mentally unaffected. Accordingly, we, the Executive branch and 
Jne Congress, must reach agreement on mission and priorities. 

?e
u

tnese are determined, we can then logically address structure 
ana budget. Admiral Bob Inman as Deputy DCI managed a similar 
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process for the intelligence build-up during the first half 0f the 
1980's. It is time to follow up that effort with an even bolder, much 
more far-reaching effort. This effort ought to be completed by the 
end of the year, in time to influence the next budget cycle. 

There are other problems and innovations that must be ad
dressed as we change to cope with a changing and different world 

The intelligence budget should be considered by the President 
his senior advisors and the Congress within but independent of the 
Defense budget. 

We must dramatically expand our clandestine human intelli-
gence collection effort. At the same time, we must consider the im-
plications for our covert action capabilities of a dramatic decline in 
Soviet aggressiveness and disruptive activities in the Third World. 

We must remedy the gap between 21st Century collection syŝ  
terns and a 19th Century system for informing policymakers. 

We publish too much intelligence of questionable relevance to 
policymakers. Less and better should be the rule. 

CIA's relationship to and support for the U.S. military must be 
improved. 

The process by which the information needs of policymakers are 
translated into intelligence requirements must be strengthened. 

The relationship between our national and tactical intelligence 
programs must be dramatically improved. 

Finally, the Intelligence Community and CIA in particular must 
build on the openness Director Webster has encouraged to develop 
better popular understanding and support for U.S. intelligence ac
tivities. President Kennedy once said that CIA's successes remain a 
secret while its failures are trumpeted. However, things have 
gotten out of hand when the most outrageous allegations against 
the Agency are taken seriously, when the honor and integrity of 
thousands of patriotic public servants are suspect merely by virtue 
of where they work. CIA and its people deserve better. But chang
ing perceptions first requires greater openness by the Agency. 

I can elaborate on these proposals I have just made and others 
that I have in mind, but my point is clear, CIA and U.S. intelli
gence must change, and be seen to change, or confront irrelevance 
and growing sentiment for their dismantlement. I look forward to 
tackling this challenge with you. 

Contrary to popular perceptions of an adversary relationship, 
Congress has long been a strong supporter of a vital and effective 
U.S. intelligence service. It was the congressional Intelligence Com
mittees that launched the rebuilding of U.S. intelligence capabili
ties in 1979, and their support helped sustained that rebuilding in 
following years. This congressional support, not surprisingly, is 
valued in the Intelligence Community. But the Community also 
recognizes and values the role of Congress in making intelligence 
accountable and in assuring that it operates within the law and in 
a manner consistent with American values. Access to our assess
ments by Congress—Republicans, Democrats, liberals, conserv
atives, and moderates—helps assure our objectivity and independ
ence. 

We know that many Americans are uneasy about CIA and US-
intelligence activities. They understand the need for information 
and, even on occasion, for covert action, but they are uncomfort-
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able with secrecy. And therein lies the value of congressional over
sight: the reassurance to Americans that the laws are being obeyed 
and that there is accountability. This then, puts a special responsi
bility on intelligence agencies to be truthful, straightforward, 
candid, and forthcoming in dealings with Congress. 

For more than ten years, I have had a strong and positive rela
tionship with this Committee. I understand and respect its role, 
and that of its House counterpart, as surrogates for both the rest of 
the Congress and the American people. Consequently, a relation
ship of trust and confidence between the Intelligence Community 
and the two Intelligence Committees is of vital interest and impor
tance. Accordingly, I commit to you that should I be confirmed, 
whatever differences may develop from time to time between the 
Intelligence Committees and the Executive branch generally or 
CIA in particular, I would resign rather than jeopardize that rela
tionship of trust and confidence. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my formally prepared statement. 
Because of the great interest that this Committee has and the 

centrality of Iran-Contra to these proceedings, I wanted to add 
some additional personal thoughts on the subject at the end that I 
wrote down last night. 

I have just referred to a commitment about trust and confidence. 
I don't make that commitment lightly. It is a direct outgrowth of 
watching the constant crises, primarily over covert action, in CIA-
Congressional relations between 1981 and 1986, culminating in 
Iran-Contra. 

I suspect few people have reflected more than I have on the Iran-
Contra affair—what went wrong, why CIA played by rules not of 
its own making, and what might have been done to prevent or at 
least stop this tragic affair. CIA has already paid a fearful price 
and learned costly lessons. But today I want to speak about the 
misjudgments that I made and the lessons I learned. 

First, in retrospect, I should have taken more seriously after the 
1st of October, 1986, the possibility of impropriety or even wrong
doing in the government and pursued this possibility more aggres
sively. I should have pressed the issue of a possible diversion more 
strenuously with Director Casey and with Admiral Poindexter. I 
should have done more. Instead, I contented myself with taking the 
information I had received to Casey and Poindexter, as well as to 
CIA's General Counsel, and then did not follow up after returning 
from overseas. 

Second, I should have been more skeptical about what I was told. 
I should have asked more questions and I should have been less 
satisfied with the answers I received, especially from Director 
Casey. 

Third, I should have pressed harder for reversing the provision 
m the January Finding prohibiting informing the Congress. 

At the same time, I believe that the actions I did take were well 
intentioned and honest. While differences naturally exist in recall
ing the details of conversations and meetings that are removed 
over a distance of months or sometimes even years, the record is 
clear that I opposed the Iran initiative, I urged the notification of 
^ngress, I acted to ensure CIA's compliance with the law, and 
when, for the first time, problems were brought to me, I informed 

53-019 0 - 9 2 - 1 5 
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Director Casey, consulted CIA's General Counsel, and followed the 
Counsel's recommendations. Even before the Iran initiative became 
public, I urged full public disclosure. After it became public, I 
pressed for full disclosure to the Congress. I ensured full CIA coop-
eration with multiple investigations, and I began trying to rebuild 
that relationship of trust and confidence between CIA and the Con. 
gress. 

Clearly, if I could relive October 1986, perhaps part of November, 
I would do certain things differently and I believe better. And 
indeed my actions as Acting Director for more than five months 
and as Director Webster's Deputy for nearly two years demonstrate 
that I learned the lessons of Iran-Contra. During that period, from 
December 15th 1986 to Spring of 1989, there was not a single crisis 
of confidence between CIA and the Congress, in stark contrast to 
the preceding six years. Nor will there be such a crisis under my 
stewardship if I am confirmed. You will not find a nominee for Di
rector of Central Intelligence more aware of and sensitive to the 
lessons of that time, or more understanding of the importance of a 
good-faith relationship with the Congress. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Gates, for your 

opening comments to the Committee and the very candid way in 
which you have shared your thoughts on some very sensitive issues 
which the Committee will confront. 

It's my plan now to have the Committee stand in recess until 
2:00 o'clock. We will resume at that time and begin the questioning 
Joy Members of the Committee in the order of seniority throughout 
the balance of the afternoon. We'll stand in recess until 2:00 
o'clock. 

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, could you give us a brief outline 
on how you envision time-wise the hearings going. For example, 
today we start—I think you said, what, at 2:00—and would go 
roughly until what time? 

Chairman BOREN. I would think that we will try to go until 
about 6:00 o'clock tonight. The Vice Chairman and I will have 
some institutional questions that will need to be asked. We'll then 
go to Members of the Committee in order for approximately half 
an hour each. At the end of that process, there will undoubtedly be 
some more Members of the Committee that would like to have ad
ditional time to ask questions. So I would like to be able to com
plete the questioning of the nominee by the Members of the Com
mittee by close of business tomorrow. So, it would be my plan to go 
until about 6:00 tonight. We'll see how our progress is and that will 
determine how long we would go tomorrow. 

Senator CHAFEE. And start tomorrow at what, 9:30? 
Chairman BOREN. 9:30 in the morning as well. 
Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you could make 

available as soon as possible a transcript of these most significant 
remarks made by the nominee here in these closing statements. It 
could well be that they could guide us in our questioning, and I re
spect and commend the nominee for his statement. 

Chairman BOREN. TO the Senator from Virginia, I would say that 
we will. I noted the nominee was reading from notes. Obviously, he 
has prepared just handwritten notes very, very recently. I'm sure 
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he'd make those available to us to make a transcript so that we 
can release the full text of those remarks. 

Senator METZENBAUM. HOW late does the Chair expect to go to
morrow evening? 

Chairman BOREN. It's hard to predict. I would like to go tomor
row until we complete the questioning of the nominee by Members 
of the Committee. Of course, because of Yom Kippur, we will not 
be in session on Wednesday. On Thursday, we do plan to start with 
our other witnesses—Mr. Fiers, Mr. McMahon, Admiral Inman and 
others who will be testifying. So, we will push ahead to try to com
plete the questioning of the nominee. Obviously, either on request 
of the Members of the Committee or the nominee himself, there 
will be another opportunity to have questions addressed by the 
nominee later in the process after we've heard the outside wit
nesses as well. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to point out 
that I'm certain that several of us on the Committee will take 
longer than a half hour for questions. 

Chairman BOREN. I understand that, and we'll obviously contin
ue to go back to a second round. As I've told the Senator from 
Ohio, as long as there are questions that Members of the Commit
tee sincerely feel need to be addressed, that they wish to put to the 
nominee, they're certainly going to have that opportunity. That's 
the reason I do want to leave open the possibility that we might go 
somewhat longer depending on our progress today. We might go 
well into the evening tomorrow if it becomes necessary. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I want to point out to the Senator that 
that is a holiday for some Members of this Committee. The holiday 
starts at tomorrow evening. Most of us will probably leave the area 
of the Senate around 5:00 o'clock. 

Chairman BOREN. If there are problems, I would be happy to 
work with the Senator to arrange a time for his questioning so we 
can make sure that he has every opportunity to ask any questions 
that he wants to ask. 

Thank you very much. We'll stand in recess until 2:00 o'clock. 
[Whereupon, at 12:38 o'clock p.m., the Committee stood in recess, 

to reconvene at 2:00 o'clock p.m. that same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Chairman BOREN. The hearings will come back to order. 
We will resume at this point. 
Let me say, and I have not yet had a chance to discuss this with 

the nominee, some Senators have indicated that they may have a 
little longer questioning period than we originally anticipated. Sen
ator Metzenbaum has spoken to me about this. And of course, we 
will recess at 5:00 tomorrow afternoon, as I have indicated, because 
of Yom Kippur. 

We will have a better sense after we begin to go through the 
questioning. But it might be advisable for us to think about taking 
a break and continuing tonight for a couple of hours. 

Would that create a problem for members of the Committee or 
for the nominee? I have not had a chance to bring this up. I know 
that he would love to spend his evenings with us, his mornings 



448 

with us, and the next several days with us. Would that create a 
problem? 

Mr. GATES. I am at your disposal, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman BOREN. Senator Hollings and Senator Rudman? 
Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Chairman, with relations to our distin

guished colleague from Ohio, Senator Metzenbaum, maybe I can 
ease that problem by yielding my first half-hour to Senator Metz
enbaum. And then on the second go-round, late tonight or late to
morrow night, I am available and give it to him. 

Now that does not in any way indicate that I agree necessarily 
with his question on Iran-Contra. I happen to be for the Contras. 
And if I could send some aid down there today, Mr. Gates, I would! 

So do not misunderstand where I am coming from. But I think 
Senator Metzenbaum is jumping between Judiciary and the Clar
ence Thomas hearings and up here at the Gates' hearings. And if 
we could ease that pressure a little bit and give him a full hour 
when he does come, I would yield my first half-hour and get my 
time during the second go-round. 

Chairman BOREN. I appreciate that. And let me say to staff of 
Senator Metzenbaum, please notify him that Senator Hollings 
would yield him his 30 minutes which would be the fifth person to 
ask questions today. And then we will have a little better judgment 
as times goes on whether we need to go into the evening hours. 
Senator Rudman, who is seeking recognition, has indicated to me 
there are some other Committee meetings, Ethics Committee re
sponsibilities. 

Senator RUDMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, at the risk of breaching 
confidential information, and the press is all smiling broadly, the 
Ethics Committee is going to be meeting starting this evening at 
6:00—and it may be every night—to deliberate an important 
matter now pending before it. 

I deem these nomination hearings extraordinarily important and 
I would hope to miss very little of the questioning of this witness. 

But I did want to put that in the record. I will do what I can. I 
understand the Chairman's need to accommodate the schedule. I 
agree with the Chairman's desire. But I wanted the Chairman to 
know my scheduling problem and make it a matter of record. 

Chairman BOREN. I understand and I appreciate that. And let me 
say we will endeavor not to go into the evening hours tonight but it 
may be necessary. We will have a little better idea when we see 
how the questioning proceeds. 

And we will commit to 9:00 in the morning instead of 9:30 in 
order to, again, move the process along as best we can because we 
will recess at 5:00 tomorrow afternoon for the observance of Yom 
Kippur and not be in session on Wednesday at all. We will just 
monitor the schedule as we go along. 

There are a couple of items that I want to mention. There was a 
question raised about Colonel North this morning. Whether in 
light of the dismissal of the current pending charges by the Special 
Counsel against Colonel North, would it be appropriate for us to 
call Colonel North as a witness. 

During the noon recess, I had an opportunity to have personal 
conversation with both the Special Counsel, Judge Walsh and also 
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with counsel for Mr. North, Mr. Brendan Sullivan during the noon 
recess. I am told by Mr. Brendan Sullivan that Mr. North would 
not appear voluntarily before the Committee, would not agree to 
voluntarily testify without immunity and without immunity would 
decline to answer our questions. 

I was also told by the Special Counsel that he believes that it 
could interfere with his ongoing investigation for us to attempt to 
call Mr. North, certainly if we got into any question of granting im
munity to Mr. North. 

So I would just simply say to my colleagues, having had both of 
those discussions, it seems to me very difficult and literally impos
sible for us to try to proceed along that line. I would, however, 
point out and I have had the staff research this matter, that there 
was testimony by Colonel North in the criminal case 88-80, docket 
number CR 88-80, April 12,^1989 in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

I simply want to read into the record at this point to make it a 
part of the record because I think it does relate to the question of 
Colonel North's relevancy to these hearings the following question 
and answer given by Colonel North in the course of that trial. 

I read this into the record at this point. 
"Question: Referring to an earlier statement by the witness, 

when you say Director Casey was, of course, aware of that, you 
mean the use of the Iranian arm sales money for the Contras? 

"Answer by Colonel North: Yes, sir." 
This relates back to the exact testimony that Senator Chafee was 

asking about this morning. 
Colonel North answered, "Yes, sir." 
"Question: Is that something you had told him? 
"Answer by Colonel North: It would have been back in probably 

January or very early February of 1986 before the first transaction 
of that kind occurred. 

"Question: Had you told the same thing to Deputy Director of 
Central Intelligence Agency Gates, that Iranian arms sales money 
were being used for the Contras? 

"Answer by Colonel North: I do not specifically recall telling Mr. 
Gates that at any point at any time in the whole process up 
through the end of the operation. 

Let me repeat that. 
"Answer by Colonel North: I do not specifically recall telling Mr. 

Gates that"—meaning about the diversion—"at any point at any 
time in the whole process up through the end of the operation." 

So I read that into the record. There has been testimony in the 
court proceedings by Colonel North in relationship to what he 
might have told or might not have told the nominee in regard to 
the diversion. 

Because I have been asked questions by Members and others as 
to whether or not we would expect Colonel North to be a witness, I 
would just simply indicate we would not expect him to be a witness 
in light of the conversations that I have had with both the Special 
Counsel, Judge Walsh, and also with Mr. Brendan Sullivan, his 
counsel. 

At this point we will proceed with the questioning of the nomi
nee. 
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And again, Mr. Gates, let me remind you that you remain under 
oath. I am sure you understand that. 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. We appreciated your comments this morning 
In listening especially to those remarks that you made at the 

conclusion of your prepared text, I was struck by the sincerity of 
them, by the openness and candor of those remarks. 

You indicated in the course of those comments and the com
ments that you made to us this morning, that you had worked very 
hard to restore what you viewed as the broken trust that had oc
curred between the Intelligence Oversight Committees and the 
Agency, both during the time that you served as Acting Director 
and during the time that you served as Deputy to Judge Webster, 
let me say that I had full and adequate opportunity as Chairman of 
this Committee to observe your efforts in that regard. 

I would concur with what you said. There is not a doubt in my 
mind that you worked very hard to restore that relationship of 
trust. As one Senator, I appreciate the fact that you made such an 
effort and I think it is an effort that has helped to renew the rela
tionship of trust between this Committee and the Agency. 

From my own experience, I would simply say that during the 
time you served as Acting Director and then as Deputy Director 
under Judge Webster, there was never a time in which I felt you 
were not forthcoming in terms of providing information we re
quested or beyond that, bringing information to us that you 
thought we perhaps should know even if we did not have the fore
sight to ask the specific question or to ask for the specific informa
tion. 

So I do think there was a policy of going beyond what merely 
was required. And I saw a lot of evidence that not only did you do 
that, but you were advising Judge Webster as Director to follow 
the same policy. 

So I appreciate that. 
I want to follow up on several questions that have been raised by 

Members this morning in the course of the hearing. And I think 
these are matters that is important for us to have in the record so 
that we can have a full understanding of exactly what you knew 
and when you knew it. 

But before I get into the questions that I had planned to ask you, 
let me turn to what you said in your remarks at the end of your 
statement this morning. 

You said, second, I should have been more skeptical about what I 
was told. I should have asked more questions. And I should have 
been less satisfied with the answers I received. Especially from Di
rector Casey. 

When you look back on it, could you identify for us those areas 
where you think you should have been more skeptical and what ad
ditional questions do you think that you should have asked that 
you did not ask? 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. GATES—Resumed 
Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman, I think of two examples that I had in 

mind when I wrote that portion of those remarks. 
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The first was following the lunch on October 9, 1986 which Direc
tor Casey had with Colonel North and which I joined. I've testified 
before that at the very end of that lunch, and at the end of the 
(discussion of the Hasenfus aircraft, I had sought assurance that, al
though I had already gotten it from our Directorate of Operations, 
I double-checked with Colonel North just to try to cross every T 
and dot every I that he wasn't aware through his contacts with the 
private benefactors of any CIA connection with anything that they 
might be up to. 

And in connection with that discussion, at the very end of the 
luncheon as I was getting up to leave, Colonel North made, as I've 
referred to before, a comment with respect to, a cryptic remark 
about Swiss bank accounts and the Contras. I walked on out of the 
room, and a few minutes later went back into Mr. Casey's office 
and said, you know, that just puzzled me and I wonder if there's 
something that we should be concerned about there, is there some 
problem or something we should pursue. 

And Mr. Casey basically said, well, I didn't pick up on what he 
said or I didn't catch it and there's nothing to it, don't worry about 
it. And I let it go. And in retrospect that's the first instance where 
I believe if I had the opportunity to do it over again, I would have 
pressed him harder and said, well, now, no, let's think about this. 
Maybe there's a real problem here. 

The second example is after the Director and I met with Admiral 
Poindexter, and gave him Mr. Allen's memorandum of 14 October 
1986. We met with him on the 15th and gave him that memoran
dum. And during that meeting Mr. Casey had advised him to have 
the White House counsel review the entire Iran initiative and 
make sure everything was okay, much as I had asked our CIA 
counsel to review it, and also to think about making it public, that 
it ought to be made public. 

And I should have at that point drawn Admiral Poindexter's at
tention to the specific reference in the Allen memorandum to the 
possibility that if Mr. Ghorbanifar wasn't paid his money one of 
the allegations he might make against the United States was that 
the money was going to other projects of the United States and the 
government of Israel. I did not push him on that. 

Similarly, and it's really part of the same second example, when 
we met with Admiral Poindexter on the 6th of November and 

Chairman BOREN. We, being? 
Mr. GATES. Mr. Casey and I at our regular weekly meeting with 

Admiral Poindexter, Casey again recommended to Admiral Poin
dexter that he have White House counsel review it. And Admiral 
Poindexter, as I recall, said: "I don't trust Wallison to keep his 
mouth shut." And I think he may have said, "I'll have my own 
counsel or somebody look at it." 

I should have at that point pressed harder in terms of saying 
well, if you don't trust your counsel, the White House counsel, to 
look at it, maybe you ought to have the Attorney General look at it 
or somebody else. I should have pressed harder. 

So those are really, I guess, three examples that I had in mind 
when I wrote my added remarks over the weekend where I think 
m retrospect as I've thought about it over the last several years 
where I wish I had pressed harder. 
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Chairman BOREN. Thank you for making that clear. 
Again, I know those were not easy comments for you to make 

and clearly reflecting upon them, you feel that confronted with sit-
uations like this in the future you would follow a much more ag. 
gressive course in trying to get to the bottom of what was going on 

Is that your basic viewpoint in terms of what you've learned 
from this experience? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. And I think that one example I might cite 
on the other side of the ledger to illustrate that that lesson was not 
only learned, but fairly quickly learned, was after I became Acting 
Director on the 15th of December 1986. 

Two days later the head of another intelligence agency called me 
with some information that he was concerned about that involved 
potentially the involvement of some U.S. Government officials, in
cluding potentially a couple of people from CIA in the sale of weap
ons to the Contras. 

And upon learning this information I told him that I thought 
that that information should be shared with the—I consulted with 
our counsel. And the general view at the Agency was that it was 
just pretty much hearsay and nothing to take too seriously. It 
might even be disinformation. 

Nevertheless, with the memories of October, November 1986 
fairly vivid in my mind, I called the head of this agency and I told 
him to convey what he had learned to the Attorney General, to tell 
the Secretaries of State and Defense, to tell the acting National Se
curity Advisor, and also to inform the Chairmen of the two Intelli
gence Committees. And that was done. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me go back over some questions I have in 
regard to your knowledge of the diversion of funds from the arms 
sale to the Contras. And I think it is important that we look into 
these questions thoroughly. It is not my desire to try to go over un
necessary ground but I think it is our responsibility to look back 
very specifically at some of the questions that have already been 
asked of you and that you answered to follow up on them. 

The most important development in the unraveling of the Iran-
Contra affair, of course, came at the news conference of the Attor
ney General on November 25, 1986 when he explained that a docu
ment had been found which showed that the proceeds from the 
U.S. arms sales to Iran had indeed been used to assist the Nicara-
guan resistance. 

This occurred during a period of time when U.S. assistance to the 
Contras, other than intelligence sharing and communications as
sistance, was prohibited by law. 

This is what we have been referring to as the diversion and it 
became the focal point of the Iran-Contra inquiry. And of necessity, 
as we have already indicated, it must be one of the focuses of our 
hearings in this confirmation process. 

I want to go back over some of this same ground so we can all 
determine on this Committee during what time you did learn about 
the diversion, what you were told about it, and what actions you 
did take. 

Mr. Gates, you testified that the first time you recall hearing 
about a possible diversion of funds from the Iranian arms sales to 
the Nicaraguan Contras was on October 1, 1986 when Mr. Charles 
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Allen, the National Intelligence Officer for Counter-terrorism 
brought his concerns to you. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU testified about this matter at your DCI 

confirmation hearing in February 1987. The Iran-Contra investiga
tion was just getting underway. 

Now we have the result of that investigation. One thing that has 
emerged from that investigation was an interview with the CIA 
Deputy Director for Intelligence, Mr. Richard Kerr. Mr. Kerr is 
now the Acting Director of the Agency. We will be hearing from 
him in the course of these hearings. 

He did not testify under oath in 1987. But we received his sworn 
testimony in closed session last Wednesday. Mr. Kerr testified in 
late August of 1986 that Charlie Allen came to him with his con
cerns about a possible diversion. And he testified that he, Mr. Kerr, 
then discussed these concerns with you. 

This could have been at least a month, he said, before Mr. Allen 
brought his concerns to you on October 1, 1986. 

Do you have any recollection of Mr. Kerr discussing the diver
sion with you prior to your meeting with Charlie Allen when he 
discussed it with you on October 1, 1986? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. I do not. I think that in fact Mr. Allen has 
testified that when he briefed me on the first of October that I 
seemed to be surprised and even startled by the information that 
had been brought to me. Now that's the extent of my personal 
recollection. I will say that I have read not only the transcript of 
what Mr. Kerr has said, but also earlier interviews with Mr. Kerr 
by the CIA Inspector General, which took place 9 or 10 months 
prior to that in early December, 1986. 

I think it is important in placing this in context, and again I am 
reconstructing at this point the kind of relationship that Mr. Kerr 
and I had had at that time. He had served as my deputy when I 
was DDI, Deputy Director for Intelligence, and I had certainly sup
ported his promotion to that position when I became Deputy Direc
tor of Central Intelligence. Mr. Kerr and I talked many times vir
tually every day. We would have hall conversations, we would have 
many informal conversations. And I believe that Mr. Kerr has tes
tified that on this occasion when he talked to me, that he had 
briefed me on several items, and that he did not dwell on this item 
in particular. He briefly went over it. He indicated, I gather from 
the testimony, that he did so very quickly. And he did indicate that 
I told him to keep me informed, and he also acknowledges that he 
never came back to me. 

So as I say, I have no recollection of that conversation, and 
frankly given the circumstances in which he describes that it took 
place, that does not surprise me. 

Chairman BOREN. SO again, not only do you not recall the con
versation, you cannot think of any other time in which Mr. Kerr 
returned to you with any additional information in the sense of re
porting back to you about these concerns. 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Allen also testified that he took his con

cerns about a possible diversion to Mr. Kerr in August. And Mr. 
Kerr's top assistant, John Helgerson, has submitted a sworn state-
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ment that he attended Charlie Allen's meeting with Mr. Ken-
where the diversion was discussed. Mr. Helgerson says that Mr 
Kerr told him later that he, Mr. Kerr, had discussed this matter 
with you. How do you interpret this testimony? 

Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman, I have never denied that Mr. Ken-
may well have broached this subject with me. I have simply said 
that I had no recollection of it myself. I would regard Mr. Helger-
son's recollection as adding weight to the fact that Mr. Kerr did in 
fact come to me. 

Chairman BOREN. But if Mr. Kerr did indeed have some conver
sation with you about it. either for the way in which the conversa
tion occurred, whether it included several other subjects or the cir
cumstances in which it occurred, it did not register with you that 
this serious accusation was being made? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir, and to the degree that I was concerned, as I 
say, Mr. Kerr has said I asked him to keep me informed. 

Chairman BOREN. In the sworn testimony last week, Mr. Ken-
stated that when he told you of the concerns about a possible diver
sion of funds from the Iran arms sales to the Contras, you replied 
that you had already heard rumors to that effect. In other words, 
according to Mr. Kerr, his meeting with you was not the first time 
you had heard something about a possible diversion, or at least 
that was his implication. 

Does this refresh your recollection in any way and can you recall 
any circumstances that might have led you to comment about 
rumors, shed any light on what you might have meant by using the 
term "rumors", if indeed you did use that term? 

Mr. GATES. The only context that I can add, Mr. Chairman, is 
that I have testified several times that throughout the preceding 
year or so, we had heard rumors about funding—where the Contras 
were getting their funding. We had heard rumors about contribu
tions or donations from foreign countries, from the private benefac
tors and so on. So I had heard rumors about Contra funding, and 
that is the only context that I can place on what he said. 

I would note from his testimony, though, that it appears he was 
fairly uncertain about exactly what I had said. In fact, when he 
was interviewed by the CIA Inspector General in December of 
1986, he did not have any recollection of that kind at that time. 

Chairman BOREN. SO if indeed you had made any comments to 
Mr. Kerr about rumors, comments that you do not now recall 
making, the rumors that you would have referred to may not have 
been a direct reference to rumors of a diversion directly from arms 
sales to Iran to the Contras? 

Mr. GATES. Absolutely not, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me rephrase the question. 
Mr. GATES. I am sorry. 
Chairman BOREN. Did you hear any rumor, or did you become 

aware of any rumor prior to Mr. Allen's conversation with you on 
October 1, about the diversion of arms sales to the Contras? 

Mr. GATES. My memory of this from the very beginning is that 
the first I heard was from Mr. Allen. 

Chairman BOREN. Including even hearing rumors to that effect. 
Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
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Chairman BOREN. Your first recollection then of hearing con
cerns about a possible diversion were 

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I am mixed up here. Can I just 
ask one question in the flow? I thought that the witness testified 
that he had heard—the question you are directing to him is in 
August of 1986, and I thought that the witness said that he had 
heard prior thereto a series of rumors kicking around that there 
was funding going to the Contras, whether it was from private do
nations or from some place. Am I mistaken in that? 

Chairman BOREN. Yes, that's correct, Senator Chafee. What I 
asked the witness was earlier he described the rumors he had 
heard as having to do with the Contras getting money from some 
place. What I asked the witness was had he heard a rumor specifi
cally that there was a diversion of funds of the arms sales to Iran 
to give the Contras money. And my understanding, let me restate 
it to Mr. Gates. 

My understanding is he is saying he had not heard a specific 
rumor to the effect that arms sales proceeds were going to the Con
tras prior to his conversation with Mr. Allen on the first of Octo
ber. Have I stated that correctly? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. And that is my recollection. 
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. Your first recollection then was in hearing 

about it from Charlie Allen. It now appears, however, that at least 
one other senior CIA official, Alan Fiers, the head of the Central 
American Task Force, had direct knowledge of the diversion before 
October 1, 1986. According to his plea, Mr. Fiers was told by Oliver 
North by late summer of 1986 that proceeds from U.S. arms sales 
to Iran had been used to support the Contras. And Mr. Fiers con
veyed this information personally, according to Mr. Fiers plea, to 
his two immediate superiors in the CIA, Clair George, the Deputy 
Director for Operations, and the then Chief of the Latin American 
Division, by late August of 1986. 

So I am quoting what Mr. Fiers says in his plea. He told Clair 
George and the Chief of the Latin American Division by sometime 
late August 1986. Did Mr. Fiers ever tell you that North had made 
this statement about the diversion? 

Mr. GATES. He did not. 
Chairman BOREN. Did the Chief of Latin American Division at 

that time ever tell you that North or anyone else had made this 
kind of statement about a diversion? 

Mr. GATES. He did not tell me what Fiers is alleging he told the 
Division Chief. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, let me put it this way, did the Chief of 
the Latin American Division during this period of time, prior to 
October 1, 1986 or prior to the public disclosure of the diversion, 
did the Chief of the Latin American Division ever come to you and 
tell you about the diversion? 

Mr. GATES. He did not. 
Chairman BOREN. Did Mr. Clair George ever tell you about the 

diversion of funds to the Contras? 
Mr. GATES. He did not. 
Chairman BOREN. Prior to it's being made public? 
Mr. GATES. He did not. 
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Chairman BOREN. Did Mr. Clair George ever tell you that North 
had made a statement to him about the diversion? 

Mr. GATES. He did not. 
Chairman BOREN. After Charlie Allen brought you his concerns 

about a diversion to the Contras, did you ever ask the CIA officials 
who were responsible for Nicaraguan operations whether they had 
any information that might confirm Mr. Allen's concerns? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir, I did not. 
Chairman BOREN. Specifically, did you ask Mr. Fiers as Chief of 

the Central American Task Force, or did you ask the Latin Ameri
can Division Chief if they might have any information that would 
relate to Mr. Allen's suspicions? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir, I did not. After I told Mr. Allen to see the 
Director and to convey his concerns to the Director, he did that on 
the 7th of October and we asked him to put his concerns in writ
ing. He did that and gave us that paper on the 14th of October. At 
that point, I asked Mr. Casey for permission to share with the Gen
eral Counsel the information that Mr. Allen had conveyed in his 
memorandum. And to the best of my recollection, the General 
Counsel is the first person that I shared that information with. 

Chairman BOREN. SO your action was to say to Mr. Allen, I am 
going to take this to Mr. Casey, put it in writing. And you also took 
these charges to General Counsel. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. Since we have Mr. Fiers as the head of the 

Central American Task Force, and we had the Head of the Latin 
American Division obviously dealing with Latin American pro
grams, why did you not in addition raise questions to them about 
Mr. Allen's concerns? 

Mr. GATES. Quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, I think that this is one 
of those areas during that first 2 weeks in October where I could 
have and probably should have acted more aggressively in involv
ing more people. I had come in the middle of the Iran initiative. 
When I became Deputy Director, it had already been underway for 
several months. It was an area that Mr. Casey had handled primar
ily. And it seemed to me that when Allen came to me with his 
speculation, and he has variously described his own presentation to 
me as an analytical conclusion and as sheer speculation, I certainly 
took it as speculation. 

It seemed to me that the appropriate thing was to take it to Mr. 
Casey. It was then—I cannot remember whether it was my idea or 
the General Counsel's to share Mr. Allen's memorandum with Ad
miral Poindexter and have the White House Counsel look at it, but 
certainly that was the recommendation of the General Counsel. 

Chairman BOREN. Last week the Committee heard sworn testi
mony in closed session from the former Latin American Division 
Chief who held that position after April 1986, he will be referred to 
in my question as Latin American Division Chief number two. The 
Latin American Division Chief two did not recall any mention of a 
diversion, but he recalled one occasion when Mr. Fiers came to him 
and asked what to do if he learned something very sensitive about 
an operation. 

And I am now going to quote what the LA Division Chief 
number two said, "Alan came to me and said a very conjectural 
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kind of thing. He said, what if I were to know something very, 
either sensitive or important or scandalous, about this whole pro
gram we are involved in, who should I talk to about it. Something 
like that. And I cannot remember what it was, but it was very con
jectural, and what if I, and I cannot remember the wording he 
used." He is talking here about Alan Fiers. "But it was clear to me 
that the conversation had nothing to do with the Agency. And I do 
not remember that I told him back, but I think I would have told 
him something like if it is something is illegal, you better tell the 
lawyers. Or if it is something that is politically a hot potato, I 
would take it to the seventh floor," meaning the management 
floor, the administrative floor of the Agency. I asked the witness if 
he remembered directing Mr. Fiers to pass the information on to 
Clair George immediately. And the Latin American Division Chief 
number two replied, "Well, I think I would have said the seventh 
floor. Whether I said Clair George would mean the next one up, or 
whether I said Casey, I just cannot recall." 

This testimony suggests the possibility that the rumors recalls 
you mentioning in August might have been the result of Mr. Fiers 
reporting Oliver North's statement about the diversion to someone 
on the seventh floor. Do you think that is a possibility? 

Mr. GATES. I just do not know the answer, Mr. Chairman, to that. 
It could be. I just do not know. 

Chairman BOREN. But had you ever heard anything from any
body else on the seventh floor about Alan Fiers coming to talk with 
them about the possibility of a diversion of funds? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir, certainly not. I do not have any recollection 
of it and certainly not before Charlie Allen came to me. I do not 
have any specific knowledge of it. 

Chairman BOREN. AS Deputy Director for Operations, Clair 
George was aware of both the Iran arms sales and the Central 
American program. They were both Operations programs so obvi
ously he was aware of both. He was in charge of all of the Agency's 
clandestine operations. After Charlie Allen explained his concerns 
about the diversion on October 1, did you ever ask Clair George 
what he might know about it? 

Mr. GATES. I do not believe so, no, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. Again, the reason is that you felt it was more 

appropriate to take it to Mr. Casey and higher authority. Is that 
the reason? 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. The public record of the Iran-Contra investiga

tion shows that Clair George as Head of the Directorate of Oper
ations, assigned a senior Near East Division case officer to work 
with Ollie North and Charlie Allen on the Iran arms sale and that 
the Chief of the Near East Division, Tom Twetten, was monitoring 
the Iran operation closely. Given the direct involvement of the Op
erations Directorate with the Iran Arms sale, why did you not ask 
Clair George why he or any of his people might know something 
about it? Or why did you not ask Tom Twetten if he knew any
thing about Charlie Allen saying something about a diversion? 

Mr. GATES. Well again, Mr. Chairman, this is one of those areas 
where I think if I had pursued this more aggressively that those 
would have been the natural people to talk to. As it was, I was con-
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tent, as I indicated in my statement at the opening, to pass the in 
formation that I had on to Mr. Casey. I might just say, just to pro! 
vide a little context, Mr. Chairman, that during that 2 weeks in Oc
tober, there were a lot of other things going on. I took this action 
and I acknowledge that I should have done more, but I think I was 
not just sitting around contemplating this matter. There were 
many other things going on at the time. 

It was the time of the Reykjavik summit. We had a coup attempt 
in the Philippines, false Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan. We 
had a break in relations between Britain and Syria over a terrorist 
incident. There were a number of other things going on, and, in ad
dition, I was getting ready to make my first ever trip as an Intelli
gence Official to the Middle East, leaving in mid month. So I was 
preoccupied with these other matters, and as I have looked back on 
it in retrospect, I think that frankly, I just did not pay close 
enough attention to it, and I felt that I had discharged my respon
sibility by passing the information I had heard on to Mr. Casey. 

Chairman BOREN. It is obvious from your statement to us this 
morning that for a long time you have given some thought about 
the question of how much Director Casey might have known about 
the diversion, not only just since the Fiers plea, but obviously 
before that. You have wondered how much Mr. Casey knew about 
the diversion and when he may have known it. He is not here for 
us to ask him directly. 

Oliver North told Alan Fiers about the diversion as he now 
admits and Colonel North has testified that he had told Mr. Casey 
about the diversion. If you now believe that Director Casey may 
have known about the diversion and you say in your statement this 
morning you should have been less satisfied with answers you re
ceived, especially from Director Casey, why do you think that he 
did not tell you about the diversion? 

Mr. GATES. Well, with the caveat that at least I don't know and I 
don't think anyone does, I think that he must have—he would have 
done it in order to shield CIA as an institution from the activity. 

There was a lot of testimony during the Iran-Contra hearings 
during the summer of 1987 about cutting CIA out, about misrepre
sentations to CIA by various people involved, protecting the institu
tions and so on. 

If the presumption of the question is correct, then it seems to me 
that is as good an answer as I can come up with as to his motive. 

Chairman BOREN. If indeed he did know about the diversion and 
you clearly indicated that he never told you, is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. It is a painful thing for you to contemplate, 

the possibility that he did withhold this information from you? 
Mr. GATES. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. I now want to turn to your role in the prepara

tion of Director Casey's initial testimony on the Iran operation 
which you delivered to both Intelligence Committees on November 
21, 1986. 

You were questioned at some length about this at your previous 
confirmation hearings and, frankly, some Members I think came 
away with an impression that we had not really gotten all the de
tails about that period of preparation. 
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go I want to go back over it. I think it is important. It is a 
matter about which some concerns have been expressed, and Mem
bers have said this morning, it is important we clear the air on any 
unresolved matters. So I ask it in that spirit. 

Indeed, the prepared statement that Mr. Casey delivered that 
day, omitted significant details about the Iran operation which the 
documentary evidence showed that you and others at the CIA 
might have been aware of or might have been exposed to during 
the previous year. 

There was no mention, for example of the speculation that you 
and Director Casey had heard from Charles Allen about the so-
called diversion. That was no mentioned in the statement. 

There was no mention that the CIA might have known that the 
November 1985 flight from Tel Aviv to Teheran was carrying 
Hawk missiles. 

There was no mention of the Finding the CIA drafted to retroac
tively authorize the assistance that CIA had provided the November 
flight. 

There was no mention of the roles that Mr. Secord or Mr. Hakim 
might have played. No mention of Colonel North or Poindexter by 
name. 

You testified then and have testified since that you regret that 
the Casey statement had not been more complete. It was the best 
that could have been done, you said, under the circumstances, and 
you have strongly denied that there was any deliberate attempt by 
you to conceal relevant information from the Committee. 

In preparation for these hearings, the Committee has made an 
extensive effort to reconstruct the events surrounding the prepara
tion of this testimony, and to provide some context for my ques
tions, I would first like to provide a short synopsis of the events of 
that week as we understand them. 

I ask for any comment you may have in terms of its accuracy 
and then move on to your recollections with respect to several spe
cific points. 

So let me first begin with a summary and if at any point I mis
state the facts or the sequence as you understand them, please 
don't hesitate to interrupt me. 

Casey's testimony was to be delivered to both Intelligence Com
mittees on Friday, November 21, 1986. Casey left on Sunday, No
vember 16th on a trip to Central America, leaving you with in
structions to take charge of the efforts to draft the testimony which 
was intended to describe the CIA's role in the arms sales to Iran. Is 
that correct so far? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. My recollection is that that memorandum 
basically simply laid out a number of things that he wanted gath
ered for him in preparation, various documents, briefings on terror
ism. He wanted some refreshment on some other ideas. 

I don't specifically recall whether it tasked me to prepare the tes
timony, but it asked me to take care of getting these things for 
him. 

Chairman BOREN. SO in essence, he left on Sunday, November 
16th. He was to testify on Friday, November 21st, and he said to 
you in essence, get some information together for me that I am 
going to need for my testimony? 
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Mr. GATES. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. On Monday, November 17th, you spoke bv 

secure telephone with Casey and obtained his consent for the gen. 
eral approach the statement would take. It would be limited to the 
CIA's role in the Iran operation, but not attempt to defend or ex
plain the Administration's policy. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. Casey would deal with that, the policy queg. 

tions during the question period if necessary. 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU passed this guidance on to the CIA staff 

at a meeting you chaired at the CIA on Monday afternoon and 
urged them to pull together the relevant facts. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. On Tuesday, November 18th, you spoke again 

with Director Casey in Central America and relayed a request from 
Admiral Poindexter urging him to return sooner than planned 
from Central America so that he could join a meeting that Poin
dexter was arranging at the White House for Thursday afternoon 
to review the upcoming Casey testimony. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. The same day, Clair George and members of 

his staff briefed the staff of the two Intelligence Committees on 
CIA's role in implementing the Finding of January 17, 1986, but 
did not cover events prior to the Finding. Is that correct to the best 
of your knowledge? 

Mr. GATES. That is my understanding, yes. 
Chairman BOREN. The first draft of Casey's prepared testimony 

was completed based largely upon information included in the staff 
briefings. The first rough draft of the Casey testimony would have 
been on Tuesday, November 18th. 

Mr. GATES. I think, Mr. Chairman, as we have been able to re
construct it, and I admit that this has been one of the—recon
structing these drafts and so on has been one of the most elusive 
things we have dealt with in trying to put together what actually 
happened that week. 

The best picture that I have been able to put together from the 
testimony and the statements from a variety of other people is that 
first of all, we were unable to pull together a draft statement in 
time to be sent down to Mr. Casey. He had hoped that one of the, 
one of our officers could bring down a draft statement to him in 
Central America that Wednesday, that he could then work on it on 
his way home. 

We had a great deal of difficulty, and you will probably get to 
this in your chronology, but as of Wednesday afternoon we were 
having a great deal of difficulty, the Directorate of Operations offi
cers, in pulling together an accurate picture of what in fact exactly 
had happened, particularly in November of 1985. 

A lot of the principal characters, Mr. McMahon, Mr. Juch-
niewicz, Stanley Sporkin, had all gone on to other jobs and were no 
longer with the Agency. So we were unable to get a draft to Mr. 
Casey on Wednesday. 

We think that the first full draft of what, of the testimony that 
Mr. Casey was to deliver is the draft that is dated 1200 hours on 
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Thursday, the 20th. Prior to that, people were basically working 
f m chronologies as best as we have been able to reconstruct it. 

Chairman BOREN. All right. So as you understand it, there was 
formal first draft on Tuesday. There were still various docu

ments and various chronologies and other documents in various 
stages of preparation. 

Mr. GATES. That S my understanding, yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. And that at least you didn't have anything 

completed in time to send it to Mr. Casey on Wednesday? 
Mr. GATES. That's correct. 
Chairman BOREN. NOW, again, we have tried to go through this 

very same process here at the Committee staff tying to reconstruct 
this chronology. According to our best efforts, on Wednesday after
noon you chaired another meeting with the CIA staff involved in 
the drafting effort. Do you recall doing that? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. At this meting it became apparent that with 

respect to the period prior to the January 17th, 1986 Finding, the 
staff has conflicting information about it. Apparently, the people 
you were dealing with had some conflicting information about 
what went on in the Agency or what went on in general prior to 
the Finding being issued on January 17th. 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. In fact, the reason that the meeting, that I 
called the meeting was that the General Counsel had begun coming 
across information that indicated a great deal of uncertainty on an 
important point, which was, who in CIA had known in November 
1985 what was on the aircraft that flew to Iran? 

The original premise of those who had put together the chronolo
gy and were doing the basic work, most of whom and perhaps all 
whom had not been involved at that time, so they were working on 
the basis of other peoples' recollections, their original premise had 
been that no one in CIA had known what was on that airplane in 
November 1985 contemporaneously. 

But Mr. Doherty came to me and said that in fact it was begin
ning to look like that wasn't the case, that perhaps one of our 
chiefs of station in Europe had known, that certainly it appeared 
that the pilot of the proprietary aircraft had known. 

So the facts, as we got closer to the testimony, ironically, the 
facts began dissolving before our eyes, rather than becoming 
firmer, and it was at that meeting that Mr. Doherty suggested that 
we postpone the hearing. 

And I told him that I didn't think that that was politically possi
ble in light of the fire storm that was going on, and so I insisted, in 
talking with him, that we be sure and include in the testimony a 
caveat to the effect that we were still trying to gather facts. 

Chairman BOREN. When you said you didn't think it was politi
cally possible in this meeting on Wednesday afternoon; saying 
maybe we ought to wait, not testify before the Committees, you 
were saying you didn't think the Committees would agree to wait? 
Iney were 

Mr. GATES. That is exactly correct. 
Chairman BOREN. They were demanding that someone appear 

and testify? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
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Chairman BOREN. Later the same afternoon, this is again 
Wednesday, you, Mr. George and his assistant attended a meet"̂  
at the White House with Mr. Poindexter and Colonel North1? 
review what Clair George had briefed to the Intelligence Corrm,? 
tees' staffs the day before, is that correct? m' 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, that is my recollection. 
Chairman BOREN. And Mr. Casey then returned very late that 

evening from Central America with a—we have here that he re-
turned with a copy of his draft testimony which had been couriered 
the day before. But you are indicating that you are not sure wheth
er there was a draft prepared sufficiently to have been sent to hini 
or not. 

Mr. GATES. We have not been able to find such a draft, Mr 
Chairman. 

Chairman BOREN. SO you are uncertain of that? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. But he did return that evening from Central 

America? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. And on Thursday morning, according to our 

best information, Casey had a meeting in his office which you at
tended along with the CIA officers most knowledgeable of the Iran 
arms sales operation to discuss their recollections. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. I had lost track of that meeting, but 
Chairman BOREN. The next morning after he got back. 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. He convened a meeting—does that sound right 

to you, that he convened a meeting of several people to discuss 
their recollections. 

Mr. GATES. Probably, yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. And then a new version or perhaps the first 

complete version of a statement then was prepared? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. According to our records, at 1:30 Thursday 

afternoon, you and Director Casey attended a meeting at the White 
House with Poindexter, North, Attorney General Meese, Assistant 
Attorney General Charles Cooper and others, we are not sure what 
others, to discuss Casey's prepared testimony or the testimony he 
was to give. 

Mr. GATES. When I went to the meeting, Mr. Chairman, I 
thought that the sole purpose of our attendance was to correct 
something in the record where there had been a difference between 
the CIA recollection and the NSC staffs specifically, Colonel 
North. 

And I think it came out of a meeting the preceding afternoon be
tween the fellow doing some of the work for the Agency on the 
chronologies and Colonel North in which there was a difference 
over who had asked for the use of the proprietary aircraft in No
vember 1985. 

Our staff was saying that it was in fact Colonel North, Colonel 
North was suggesting that the Israelis had asked for it. So my sole 
purpose in going to this meeting, and frankly, I had thought that it 
was the primary purpose of our going, was simply to clarify this 
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d basically say that we had a couple of officers who were pre-
ed to swear that our account was an accurate one. 

P^.-J +v.a+ rhanee was sort of automatically accent And that change was sort of automatically accepted. There was 
dispute or issue over it at all. I might add that the meeting was 

f10 progress involving Admiral Poindexter and the Attorney Gener-
S and Mr. Cooper when we arrived, and they were still meeting 
when we left. 

Chairman BOREN. Would you repeat the last sentence. 
Mr. GATES. Just that Admiral Poindexter had been meeting with 

the Attorney General and with Mr. Cooper when we arrived and 
they were still meeting when we left. 

Chairman BOREN. SO really you resolved this one issue pretty 
rapidly and that was your major focus? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. I understand that Poindexter was to be meet

ing with the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Intelligence Com
mittees on the same subject prior to, that was your understanding, 
that he would be meeting with them prior to Mr. Casey appearing. 
Is that correct or do you know? 

Mr. GATES. I may have been told that he was going to have that 
meeting, Mr. Chairman, but I forgot the specifics of it. 

Chairman BOREN. Right after the meeting at the White House 
you and Casey returned to the CIA, according to our records, for 
another meeting with the staff to review another amended version 
of the testimony or the latest version of the testimony. 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. Not everyone had the same draft at the meet

ing. There were different documents floating around, is that cor
rect? 

Mr. GATES. The meeting was fairly chaotic, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr Casey made changes in the text but par

ticipants were not sure what he was doing. Is that a correct state
ment? 

Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman, it may be worth setting the stage. 
This meeting took place in the Director's conference room and 
there were probably 12 or 14 people there. They were all arguing 
with one another about what the facts were. There was more than 
a little shouting going on. 

Casey was writing and tearing up pieces of paper and there was 
just general pandemonium in the course of this thing and it was 
very difficult to tell what was going on. 

Chairman BOREN. SO you weren't clear yourself exactly what 
changes Mr. Casey was making in the text? 

Mr. GATES. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. I have to say, having been on the Committee 

when we had special ear pieces fixed on our hearing room so that 
we could hear Mr. Casey more clearly and try to understand what 
hewas saying to the Committee at all times, I can understand that. 

Our attempts technologically to improve the clarity of what he 
was saying were unsuccessful, during that period of time on the 
Committee. 

It is clear however that differing recollections of the period prior 
to January 1986 were offered, what was going on, what had gone 
°n, there were various competing views at this meeting? 
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Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. There was a lot of debate, particularly 0v 
I think, most of the dispute was over the period prior to the Ja«

r' 
ary 1986 Finding. m 

Chairman BOREN. AS far as you are personally concerned » 
this your last involvement in the statement per se? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. The last full typed draft that I saw before 
Mr. Casey testified or that I read was the one that was dated 1200 
hours on the 20th. 

And I might add, Mr. Chairman, that it had a number of facts in 
it, information that during the course of the day—what resulted 
from that meeting that afternoon and then further changes over-
night—were deleted. 

It included, for example, the fact that the Israelis had vouched 
for the reliability of Mr. Ghorbanifar, although he was not named 
by name. It included the fact that NSC had in fact asked for use of 
the proprietary in November 1985. It had the name of the proprie
tary. It mentioned Mr. Hakim and the fact that he was a designat
ed contact point. 

Chairman BOREN. These are things that were in the statement 
when you last saw it? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. It included the fact that the Iranians had 
agreed to provide a portion of the TOWs to the mujahadeen, as 
part of the deal. It included meetings that had taken place between ' 
Mr. North and Rafsanjani's nephew, and between, I think Mr. 
Cave, and a relative of Khomeini's. 

It did not have a lot of the detail in it that was later added in 
terms of the dates and the numbers of the arms shipments that 
were added later in the afternoon and so on. But there was a fair 
amount of detail in there that had not been in before, and I think 
it is the recollection of at least one or two of the people who were 
involved in putting the testimony together, that the only reason 
that there was mention of the November 1985 flight at all in the 
testimony was because I insisted. 

Most of the others, presumably because of the uncertainties, had 
argued against mentioning the November flight but I insisted on 
putting it in. 

Chairman BOREN. SO there were substantial differences between 
the last version of the statement, both additions and deletions, as 
you saw it when you left for the day and the time it was presented 
to the Committee? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. And as I understand it, Mr. Casey and his as

sistant took over responsibility for making further revisions after 
you had left for the day. Is that correct? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. I think there is another draft dated 8:00 that 
evening. And then there may have been another couple of drafts 
the next morning. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Casey appeared before the House Intelli
gence Committee the next morning at 9:00 a.m., and before this 
Committee at 11:15 a.m. He returned to the House Committee at 
1:30 to complete his testimony. 

Did you attend these hearings yourself? 
Mr. GATES. I did not. 
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Chairman BOREN. Let me turn now to questions about one or two 
specific areas, and then I will turn over the questioning to the 

Vice Chairman. I think that sequentially this might just be helpful, 
r later questioning by the Members, to get one or two of these 

«oints concluded before I cease my questioning at this point. Be-
ause other questions may want to build on it. 
The December 5, 1985 Finding, according to the statement of 

former CIA General Counsel, David Doherty, in the course of pre
paring the Casey testimony, an attorney in his office, Bernard Ma-
kowka found an unsigned copy of the December 5, 1985 retroactive 
Finding which he gave to you at a meeting at CIA which, as best 
we can determine, is the meeting which took place with the staff 
on November the 19th in the early afternoon. This is one of these 
meetings you were having with the staff. 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. He says he brought this to your attention and 

you said you would look at it. The Committee has a copy of this 
document which we will show you now. 

Do we have a copy here? It is a document purported to be the 
retroactive Finding, unsigned, dated December 5. Do you recall 
General Counsel Doherty providing this to you? 

Mr. GATES. I have no direct recollection of it, Mr. Chairman. But 
I have certainly no reason to quarrel with it. 

Chairman BOREN. Are you not sure whether it was given to you 
in this meeting or not? 

Mr. GATES. I assume that it was. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU assume that it was? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. But you have no direct, personal recollection 

of it? 
Mr. GATES. That's correct. 
Chairman BOREN. Did you relate it to anything you had known 

about earlier, for example, the meeting in John McMahon's office? 
Mr. GATES. No, sir. I had completely forgotten about the Decem

ber 5,1985 meeting in Mr. McMahon's office, when I had still been 
Deputy Director for Intelligence. And I was not reminded of that 
meeting until his assistant reconstructed her notes of the meeting 
about 1 week after Mr. Casey's testimony. 

As we have tried to reconstruct the putting together of Mr. 
Casey's testimony, it is clear that there was a major dispute over 
this Finding, and whether it had existed, whether it had been 
signed, what its status was. And the net result of it was tremen
dous uncertainty and a general sense on the part of most people 
that, in fact, there had been no such Finding. But there was a 
great deal of uncertainty about it. 

Chairman BOREN. Did you take any action with respect to any 
unsigned copy of a Finding that Mr. Doherty recalls giving to you 

A/r m e e t m £ o r showing to you at this meeting? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir, only to see that some of these matters were 

MAA (*own- I know that at one point somebody told me that Mr. 
McMahon or Mr. Junchniewicz might have some information, and 
jnat it may have been in relation to this Finding. And I directed 
tnem to telephone them and find out. 



466 

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at H* 
point? lhls 

Chairman BOREN. Yes, sir. 
Senator CRANSTON. I am a little baffled by the uncertainty abo 

the existence of the Finding. Are there not any records kept or fiu 
kept that clearly indicate whether a Finding has been made or n! 
made? 

Mr. GATES. Yes sir, there are, Senator Cranston. And this is one 
of the things that I found fairly strange about this entire affair. 

Nobody had seen—that I was aware of—had even seen this Find. 
ing. There was uncertainty whether it had even been signed, j 
think most people were aware that there was a January 17 Find-
ing. But we didn't even have a copy of that. And we didn't get a 
copy of that Finding until I urged Mr. Casey to ask for it in Octo
ber of 1986. 

So it was one of the—I'll be honest with you—one of the several 
aspects of the whole Iran-Contra affair that from the standpoint of 
CIA was incredibly irregular, the idea that we had such uncertain, 
ty. Now I think that it did not trouble people so much at that time 
because there had been no operational activity between the No
vember 1985 flight and the signing of the January 1986 Finding, à 
that there was no sense of concern on anybody's part that oper
ational activities had taken place subsequent to that November 
flight that would have required a Finding. 

So I think that people were, I suppose, less concerned about their 
uncertainty for that reason. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Makowka discovered the Finding—and I 

apologize for going on a little longer on this point. But again, I 
relate it to the preparation of testimony. And I want to try to nail 
this down. 

Mr. Makowka, who discovered the Finding, also recalls that Do 
herty had told him that you had raised the matter of this Finding 
at a meeting with North and Poindexter. And that either or both 
had told you—I am talking about North and Poindexter—had told 
you the Finding does not exist. 

Makowka says he then relayed this to Charlie Allen, whom he 
discovered was aware of the existence of the Finding, which you 
refer to as the mini-Finding. Allen confirms this account and re
calls subsequently phoning North about the matter, and being told 
bluntly, the Finding does not exist. 

Allen then called Makowka back and told him that if the CIA 
raises this, it will be our word against theirs. 

Did you, in fact, ever raise the matter of the unsigned, retroac 
tive Finding, the so-called December 5th Finding, with North or 
Poindexter? 

Mr. GATES. I don't remember doing so, no, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. SO you would not recall if they had any re

sponse because you do not recall raising it? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. , 
Chairman BOREN. Looking at this strictly from CIA's point o 

view, if the White House insisted the Finding did not exis*' 
would mean that CIA had provided assistance to the November 
1985 sales without proper authority, would it not? 
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Mr GATES. Well, sir, we had a long discussion about this in 1987. 
A d I think that where the General Counsel's office came out—and 

g^Xi I'm having to defer to the various attorneys involved in this, 
^d frankly it sounds to me like they're splitting some fairly fine 
Sirs here. But I think their argument was that the decision of 
funse in 1985 who allowed the proprietary, or who allowed the pro
letary t o m a k e this mission, acted properly based on the limited 

^formation that they had at the time they made the decision. 
The reason that Mr. McMahon became upset, when he learned 

about it early the following week—the next Monday, I think, this 
happened over a weekend—was that McMahon had been told that 
there might be further such flights and he realized that any kind, 
of continuing effort like this would require a Finding. And I gather 
that as—again, trying to piece it together in restrospect—that that 
was the view of the General Counsel at the time, Mr. Sporkin. And 
further, that Mr. Sporkin wanted to try and write the Finding in 
order to cover the November flight itself, as sort of the beginning 
point of that. 

There's no question in my mind, from a policy standpoint, that 
there should have been a Finding at that time. 

Chairman BOREN. Right. 
Well, Charles Allen has also told the Committee that he attended 

a meeting on the morning of Thursday, November 20, 1986, with 
Mr. Casey, where he raised the matter of the earlier Finding— 
which he described as a mini-Finding—and that Clair George told 
him quite firmly the Finding did not exist and he should drop the 
subject. 

Now Director Casey's calendar for that day shows you were at 
attendance at this morning meeting. Do you recall Mr. Allen 
having raised the matter of the retroactive Finding at the meeting 
with Casey and being told it be kept quiet by Mr. George? 

Mr. GATES. NO, I don't. I don't know why there would have been 
any embarrassment or reluctance to include mention in the testi
mony about the Finding. If it existed, it would have, I think, 
strengthened CIA's position, not made it look worse. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, just to refresh your recollection of what 
was going on at the time, the President held a news conference on 
November 19, the same day you were meeting with Poindexter and 
North, where he said basically that it was not arms for hostages. 
The wording of the December 5, 1985 unsigned, so-called retroac
tive Finding flatly contradicted that. 

We now know that Admiral Poindexter ripped up the only signed 
copy of this Finding on the afternoon of November 21, the day of 
Casey's testimony, to prevent political embarrassment to the Presi
dent. 

Were you ever told by Poindexter, North, or Casey, that you 
should not raise the retroactive Finding because it would be politi
cally embarrassing to the President? 

Mr. GATES. Absolutely not. And I must tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
that as somebody who has sat in the bureaucracy and also sat in 
the White House for a long time, when there is a politically-contro
versial event, or a foreign policy catastrophe which was what 
People believed we were confronting that week, the general instinct 
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of most bureaucracies is a very real willingness to throw the pres 
dent overboard at the first chance. 

Chairman BOREN. I have indicated, and earlier in our summaries 
I have gone through it, that Casey's prepared testimony failed S 
mention the speculation concerning the diversion of arms sales 
funds to the Contras. And while you said at different times that 
there were just bits and pieces about this—including what Charlie 
Allen had told you, and what you had passed on to Director 
Casey—the fact is, if they were true, they would arguably consti-
tute a violation of the law in effect at that time which prohibited 
U.S. assistance to the Contras. 

Did it occur to you at this time that that would have been a vio
lation of the law, and would it have made a difference in terms of 
your calculation not to put even some speculation of the diversion 
into the Casey testimony at that time? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
After we had given Mr. Allen's memorandum to Admiral Poin-

dexter on the 15th, I then left on a trip for the Middle East for 
some 2 weeks, and it broke my continuity with this, with this 
entire business. 

I think that the thing that we were focusing on, and I think it 
may help explain why I sent Mr. Allen to Mr. Casey, but also I 
think helped shape our approach in November, was that what Mr. 
Allen talked about in his memorandum, and in the various conver
sations about operational security, really meant we were on the 
verge of a foreign policy catastrophe. What Mr. Allen was basically 
saying in his memorandum, and the speculation about a diversion 
has taken on great significance, in retrospect—as it properly 
should—but at the time the focus was on the fact that we were on 
the verge, or the very great likelihood of the revelation of, in fact, 
an arms-for-hostages policy that would not only have tremendous 
repercussions here at home, but also overseas. 

And that clearly was what was shaping our thinking at the time 
in November. So it was this operational security, this foreign policy 
aspect of it that I think was preoccupying most people. And frank
ly, having not heard any new information about a possible diver
sion, it was—it just didn't occur to me to put it in the testimony. 

Chairman BOREN. One other matter on the testimony—the No
vember 1985 flight—obviously we have had discussion going on 
about what the cargo was. The CIA had been told by North that it 
was oil drilling equipment. The CIA lawyers recall being briefed 
that it was missiles or some types of arms. 

An early draft of Casey's statement stated that no one in the 
U.S. Government had learned that the cargo was missiles until 
mid-January 1986. And subsequently, this was changed to read no 
one at the CIA had known what the plane had carried until mid-
January. , 

And in the end, the sentence was taken out of the Directors 
statement all together on the basis of former General Counsel 
Sporkin's clear recollection that he had known a few days after the 
flight that the cargo had been arms. I guess that was during a dis
cussion about whether there should be a Finding or not, as well as 
conversations Casey had with Poindexter and others. 



The prepared statement Casey actually delivered said only that 
«The Agency was asked to recommend a reliable airline that could 
transport a bulky cargo to an unspecified location in the Middle 
East When the plane got to Tel Aviv, the pilots were told the 
Zjffo was spare parts for the oil fields, and it was to go to Tabriz." 
There was no mention that Sporkin or anyone at the CIA recall 
learning within days of the flight that missiles, or arms, or muni
tions of some kind had been aboard. There was no mention of that. 
But some people in the Agency had been told that. 

When Director Casey was asked by Senator Leahy, later in the 
questioning, when the CIA had learned that the November 1985 
flight had carried missiles, Casey reverted to the sentence in the 
statement that had been deleted the night before and said the 
Agency did not know until the Iranians told them some time in 
January of 1986 by way of complaining about the inadequacy of 
whatever was delivered. 

While it may be understandable the Director was in no position 
to provide a definitive answer in terms of what CIA as an institu
tion understood had been on this November 1985 flight, or when 
CIA officially learned this, why was there no mention that some 
present or former employees at CIA, particularly the former Gen
eral Counsel, recall being contemporaneously aware that the flight 
carried missiles or arms? Why would that have been, and why 
would not the oversight committees have been advised of that pos
sibility? 

Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman, that part of the testimony was com
pleted after I had gone home. And frankly, in all of the disputes 
and telephone calls of that Thursday evening, and on in—late into 
the night, I guess I was considered sufficiently on the periphery. 
No one ever called me about it at all. 

Trying to figure out what happened with this sentence about 
who knew what, when, has been one of the most difficult aspects of 
this testimony. As best as we have been able to reconstruct, the 
sentence that no one in the U.S. Government knew about the 
flight—knew what was on the airplane, never appeared in one of 
the drafts of Casey's testimony. 

I think what happened, and again, I have to be a little tentative 
because of the nature of all of this—I think what happened was 
that when Casey and I went down to Poindexter's office on the 
afternoon of the 20th, we took with us a one-page chronology of 
CIA's involvement in the Iran affair. 

On that chronology was an entry that said no one in CIA knew 
what was on the plane. This had not been changed to reflect the 
discussion that I had had with Mr. Doherty the preceding after
noon, indicating that there was growing doubt about who in CIA 
had known what was actually on the plane. 

In any event, during that discussion either Colonel North, or Ad
miral Poindexter—and I have not remembered which—said, well 
no one in the U.S. Government knew what was on that plane. And 
Mr. Casey wrote that on that one-page chronology. 

I think that that is what then gave rise to Mr. Cooper's concerns 
that then involved, through the course of the evening, Judge Sofaer 
?nd a variety of other people. But in none of the drafts of Mr. 
Casey's testimony that the Agency has been able to locate does 
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that sentence appear in his testimony. And I think the reason th 
there is no reference to it is that late that night, there was ? 
long argument between Mr. McCullough—Mr. McCullough was ft 
Staff Officer handling the final drafts of the testimony with M 
Casey—and Mr. Doherty, the General Counsel, debating 'betwee 
them and perhaps others about exactly how accurately they coulJ 
say what had happened. And they finally gave up in despair that 
they could not figure it out, and struck the sentence—or Mr. Casev 
struck the sentence—because he could not be sure what the facte 
were 

I think that the slow progress of our investigation was reflected a 
couple of weeks later when Mr. Casey testified—I think the sen. 
tence ended up back in—to the effect that no one in senior man
agement at CIA knew, at the time, what was on the plane. 

But I think it was the basis of—I think it was this confusion and 
uncertainty that night that led them finally just to strike it alto
gether because they couldn't be sure what was accurate. But that 
was all after I had left the scene. 

Chairman BOREN. A couple of other quick, final questions on the 
subject of the testimony. 

We now know there were efforts by Colonel North to construct 
false chronologies to conceal the role of the United States in the 
November 1985 flight. Are you aware, or were you aware of any 
other attempt by North, Poindexter, or Casey, to deliberately con- ! 
ceal U.S. or CIA knowledge of the November 1985 flight from the 
Intelligence Committees? 

Mr. GATES. NO. 
Chairman BOREN. In this regard, Poindexter later testified that 

when he spoke to Director Casey in his home, later in the evening 
of November 20, this would be after you had already left, that he 
told him that they would have to be cautious in terms of what they 
told the Committees about the November 1985 flight. Did Casey 
ever report this conversation to you? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir, I don't think so. I might mention, Mr. Chair
man, that one of the ways that Judge Sofaer and the others got in
volved was that I had authorized Mr. Doherty late that afternoon, 
to make copies of the next draft of the testimony available to both 
the Secretaries of State and Defense. He then asked me if we could 
make it available to their General Counsels as well. And I said I 
didn't have any problem with that, but it was up to the Secretaries. 
So I was trying to get the information around in a way that people 
who could double-check the testimony had access to it. 

Chairman BOREN. After Mr. Casey gave his testimony on the 
Hill, did you seek to find out what he had said to the Committees 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. He spent a good part of the day on the Hill-
certainly all morning and into the early afternoon. And then I was 
leaving for California that weekend. So I don't think—I don't recall 
any discussion with him about it. 

Normally, when people come back from testifying on the Hill 
and you say, "How did it go," they always say, "It went fine. It just 
went really great." I don't think anybody ever lost a point in testi
mony on the Hill by their own accounting. 

Chairman BOREN. The DCI's calendar says that he saw you twice 
on Friday, the 21st. This would have been after the hearings, and 
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h t vou had another meeting with him the next morning concern
er Iran, I guess before you left on the trip for the weekend. 
Did you use any of those meetings as an opportunity to ask him 

Iran, I guess before you left on the trip for the weekend, 
id you use any of those meetings as an opportunity to i 
more details about his testimony, or to discuss his tes 
further with him—this would have been, again, after he had 

v more details about his testimony, or to discuss his testimony 
^v further with him—this would have been, again, after he had 
Sen the testimony? 

Mr. GATES. I am fairly sure I didn't. I'm sure I asked him how it 
had gone, and just a general statement of that kind. But I don't 
recall any further discussion than that. 

Chairman BOREN. Why did you not follow up more to find out 
what he had actually said since you had been asked to work so 
hard on helping draw a lot of this together? 

Mr. GATES. Well, sir, one of the reasons why I think I had not 
been involved late on the evening of that Thursday and so on, is 
that I really was sort of a tag-along that week. I tagged along with 
him to Poindexter's office where we had that meeting. And I 
tagged along in—with Mr. George when he went down to de-brief 
Mr. Poindexter on his meetings with the staff. 

Part of the problem was that these—certainly the most contro
versial aspects of all of this—affected a period when I had been 
Deputy Director for Intelligence and had not direct, and in many 
instances even indirect, knowledge of the facts that had taken 
place. And, in fact, I think that it's the—that a number of the 
people who have been involved in the—and been interviewed by 
this Committee in connection with the preparation of that testimo
ny have said, at one time or another, that it was clear that I didn't 
know what the facts were, or that I was not very well informed— 
although I was trying to get everybody to put as much into the tes
timony as we could. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Mr. Gates. 
There are some other items that I want to ask you about in 

regard to the Iran-Contra Affair. But these seem to be the two 
most important, in terms of the diversion and the preparation of 
the testimony, items that we should cover to lay down a predicate 
for additional questions that will be raised in the hearings. 

I obviously am anxious to question you also about your ideas 
about the future of intelligence, and the re-designing of the Intelli
gence Community; the appropriate role of education to improve in
telligence analysis; how we might use intelligence to effectively 
deal with international environmental problems and challenges; 
and a lot of other issues. 

But perhaps we will have an opportunity to return to those. I 
wanted to turn to those items that I felt were most important for 
us to examine in the very beginning in terms of your part actions, 
get those into the record, and hear your further explanation since 
we have had an opportunity to question to you about these matters 
before any additional statements that would shed light in answer
ing these questions. 

J appreciate your directness in the answers that you have given. 
. 1 am now going to yield to the Vice Chairman for his question
ing- And let me say to my colleagues, immediately after the ques
tioning of the Vice Chairman, we will take about a 5 minutes 
j^ess. We will then return for a round of questions beginning with 
senator Nunn, followed by Senator Warner—and then Senator 
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Hollings has yielded his order, at this time, to Senator fo* 
enbaum. So Senator Metzenbaum would follow Senator Niuin a j 
Senator Warner in the order of questioning. ** 

I might ask those Members that are present, and the staff» a 
those that are not present, if they could, to please let our Staff T? 
rector know the approximate amount of time that they think £ 
they will want in terms of asking questions. Again, that will S 
help me somewhat in scheduling, and determine whether or not; w 
need to go into the evening. 

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, if I could interrupt you-as 
you know, Senator Metzenbaum and I also have the Thomas hear 
ings. I can probably come when my time is up, when I am notifia 
here. So if the staff could let me know, that would be helpful too 1 
could tell them how much time I want. But I need to have a little 
advance notice, if that would be possible? 

Chairman BOREN. Fine, exactly. We will notify you 15 or 20 min 
utes before, or a little earlier than that. 

Senator DECONCINI. Yes, sir, if possible. Because there are somi 
witnesses—as a matter of fact, some from my State of Arizona. 1 
obviously would like to be there at the Thomas hearings when they 
come. It will not be until Thursday, probably. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, let us do this. Let us notify you when the 
person before you starts speaking. If you cannot come, then we will 
try to switch an order with you and someone else. 

Senator DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. | 
Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, just as an observation—the sub-1 

ject of OUie North was raised this morning by myself and others. I 
with the hopes that—and you responded to my request—that you 
act promptly to determine whether or not there is any feasibility. { 
My understanding now, and I am pleased with it, is that this issue j 
is now over and done with. And he will not appear as a witness 
before this Committee. There was no business for any request that ' 
we continue or delay the hearings, or anything like that? 

Chairman BOREN. NO, I would say, Senator Warner, that I see no 
reason to do that. As I say, Mr. North's relevance would be on the j 
essential point of whether or not he had discussions with the nomi- • 
nee on this matter. 

Senator WARNER. I thank the Chair and I thank the Vice Chair
man. 

Chairman BOREN. The Special Counsel and the counsel for Mr 
North have indicated that it is not going to be possible for us to go 1 
through that process. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Was the Senator from Virginia here when j 
the Chairman read the testimony of Oliver North concerning Mr. 
Casey's knowledge? 

Senator WARNER. Right, he was. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. I will turn now to the Vice Chairman. And fol 

lowing the questioning of the Vice Chairman—and I apologize to 
my colleagues—I did feel it important to finish that particular sub-
ject. We will then have a 5 minute recess after the questioning by 
the Vice Chairman. And then we will return to the others, as 1 
have indicated. 

Senator Murkowski. 
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recess. But I 
1 ld°like to compliment the Chairman. I think the extensive 

W°Pstioning certainly signifies the tremendous research that has 
£fn done by our staffs. And I assume, in the tradition of this body, 
ht when we leave Mr. Gates and finally wind up this hearing, 
thre will be few unspoken questions left by our colleagues, which 
18 Mr Gates, in the concluding remarks of your testimony, you la-

ted ^ a t you should have asked more questions; should have 
w n less satisfied with the answers you received—especially from 
Director Casey. 

I would like to go into a line of questioning relative to just what 
that relationship was, recognizing that there was a formal struc
ture within the agency, and in order to understand why certain 
persons in the Agency would have knowledge about the diversion, 
or the alleged diversion of money to the Contras, and certain 
people did not. 

And, of course, it is important that we understand how the CIA 
operated under William Casey. I have before me a kind of an orga
nizational chart, that lists Director Casey as the Director, of course, 
and you, the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. And then you 
were also Chairman of the National Intelligence Council. And you 
had dual positions. 

Can you explain why you had dual positions under Mr. Casey's 
Directorate? 

Mr. GATES. I was appointed Deputy Director for Intelligence in 
January 1982. When Harry Rowan resigned as Chairman of the 
National Intelligence Council in September 1983, Mr. Casey asked 
me to take on that responsibility as well. And so I held both posi
tions through the time when I—until I became Deputy Director of 
Central Intelligence. I think he felt that perhaps I could bring 
some of the changes to the estimates that I had in the CIA's ana
lytical product. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. NOW, there was also an Executive Director 
under the organizational chart. I believe it may have been a Mr. 
Taylor at that time? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And Mr. Taylor, according to the organiza

tional chart, was under you. There was a Director, then the Deputy 
Director, then the Executive Director. 

Mr. GATES. That's correct. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. In a normal organization, you would 

assume that the reporting went up from the Executive Director, to 
the Deputy Director, to the Director—or down, as the case may be. 

What was Mr. Taylor's function? 
Mr. GATES. Mr. Taylor was in some respects the day-to-day man

ager of CIA. He took care of budget matters, a lot of personnel mat
ters, a number of administrative kinds of tasks. Once I became 
Deputy Director I reconstituted a review group to review covert ac
tions periodically, and ensure that they were being administered 
Properly, and that the management was satisfactory, and that they 
were accomplishing their objective. And Mr. Taylor chaired that 
group. So he had a number of responsibilities along those lines. 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. But he was not, from the information th 
recall, named or any way apparently involved in any of the al£ j 
Iran-Contra information or testimony given. Was that by structu 
as opposed to the organizational chart, or was there some oth 
reason that basically the third-top person was apparently not ' 
the loop, so to speak? * 

Mr. GATES. He basically had had no involvement at all in any 0f 
those things. And I don't know that he was sort of consciously & 
eluded. But he just did not have a part. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, I would like to address Mr. Casey's 
management style as the Director of Central Intelligence. Because 
I think it is appropriate. 

This organizational chart implies a chain of command, which you 
would assume would be the case in any corporate structure, where 
the second or third in line would have some idea of what the presi
dent or CEO was responsible for. And therefore, if the CEO was 
absent, # 2 or # 3 could basically take over and operate with some 
continuity. 

Can you explain for me just basically how the Agency operated 
under the Director, Mr. Casey, as opposed to the organizational 
chart which clearly shows a structure that one would assume 
would be a normal reporting structure? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Let me address your point in two respects: first of all, Mr. 

Casey's personal style, and then the way the Agency operated and 
particularly, in so far as it affected the clandestine service. 

I think that the first thing, in terms of Mr. Casey's personal 
style, was that this was a man who had begun his intelligence 
career as an OSS officer in Europe. It was a time when, needless to 
say, there was no oversight. And even management, I think histori
ans would agree, was fairly slack. 

He then made his career, essentially as an operator, as a lawyer, 
operating on his own, and as an author. In essence, he never 
worked—or he did not work through much of his career in a bu
reaucratic structure, although he had several senior government 
positions in the State Department and the SEC. But his basic incli
nation was to operate pretty much on his own. 

And so Mr. Casey, when he first arrived at the Agency—and ac
tually for the first several years—it was something of an adventure 
to work for him. Because he would pick up the phone and punch a 
button without much concern for who was at the other end of the 
line, and start shouting instructions. And after I became DDI, John 
Stein, the DDO, and I would occasionally have to straighten things 
out because Mr. Casey would call Stein, thinking he was in charge 
of analysis, or giving him an analytical assignment. And occasion
ally he would call me and think he was talking to Stein, and give 
me some kind of operational guidance. I would have to go straight 
en it out with Stein. 

He also would fail to change the buttons when he'd call again. So 
he'd call, and then about 30 seconds later, he'd call again. And 

you'd say yes, and he'd say who's this? And you'd say well, this is 
Bob, and you just talked to me. And he'd say oh, I didn't want you 
And then he'd hang up. And sometimes that would happen two or 
three times. 
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CQ he was very—shall we say—unbureaucratic. I don't think he 
\ïd have recognized the CIA organization chart the first several 

w0 he was there, if his life depended on it. 
^So his own personal style was very anti-bureaucratic. He had a 

ndency to go after an individual, or a job that he wanted done. 
And he didn't pay much attention to the structure in getting that 

Now, let me say a word about Mr. Casey's relationship with the 
clandestine service. Because I think it's applicable here. And let me 
win by saying that contrary to what a lot of people think, it's 
been my experience in government—and leaving aside Mr. Casey— 
that deputies usually are not in the chain of command to the prin
cipal in a department or an agency in this respect. You do not need 
to go through the deputy to get access to the Director or to the Sec
retary in most of the departments and agencies that I'm familiar 
with. You do not need to go ask Larry Eagleburger, if you want to 
go see Secretary Baker, or the same thing in Defense. 

Similarly, the deputy and the principal tend not to work entirely 
on the same issues. There is just too much work to do. And so often 
you will have a deputy who is working on a different set of issues 
than the principal, and the overlap on what they know is usually 
far short of complete. So that if you want to talk to a deputy about 
something that the principal has been concerned about, he usually 
will have to go get briefed. This even happens in a little shop like 
ours at the NSC between Scowcroft and myself. 

Now let me talk about Mr. Casey and the clandestine service. 
First of all, the CIA has always had a certain mystique and unique
ness, I think primarily due to the clandestine service. And as a 
result, the Director and the clandestine service have usually had a 
very special relationship. It's been my observation when I was in 
the agency that DO division chiefs, for example, had far readier 
access to the Director than their counterparts in any of the other 
Directorates. I tried to encourage Mr. Casey to see the DI office di
rectors more frequently. But he would not react to them in the 
same way that he did to the clandestine service. 

And, in fact, I remember early-on when I was his Chief of Staff, 
every now and then he'd meet with a division chief, and the divi
sion chief would come out of the meeting. And I would say, don't 
you think you ought to fill in the Deputy Director for Operations? 
And he would say, oh, he doesn't need to know any of that. 

So DO division chiefs, at least in my experience, were far more 
powerful than their counterparts elsewhere in the agency. 

I believe that when Mr. Casey came to CIA, he came with a view 
that he, in essence, would involve himself very deeply in operation
al affairs. I won't say that he intended to run the clandestine serv
ie, because he wasn't organized enough to do that, but rather, to 
involve himself very deeply in its affairs. And, frankly, I think it is 
one reason why he appointed Mr. Hugel as Deputy Director for Op
erations at one point, because he basically wanted to be in charge 
°t the show himself. 

Nowhere was this more true than on those issues that were a 
special passion for him, like Central America, and where he would 
reach down into the organization and basically ignore all of the bu
reaucratic aspects. And, in fact, in an Inspector General report in 
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the fall of 1986, they were very critical of the fact that, as an exam 
pie, the Chief of the Central American Task force chain of CoS 
mand ran directly to Mr. Casey, which meant by-passing not in» 
the Deputy and the Executive Director, the four deputies, but ak 
the Division Chiefs. So there was a tremendous leap from jE? 
Casey down to this task force director. But that was not uncommon 
for the way he did business. 

So I've gone on at some length. But I wanted to try and describe 
both his personal style, which was very task oriented and very un. 
bureaucratic, and also his relationship with the clandestine service 
that accentuated some aspects of that style. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, you certainly, I think, highlighted the 
fact that Mr. Casey was not exactly a team player. But I am curi
ous to know how, such as in the Central American matters, Mr. 
Casey could reach down and come up with a confidant, and then 
initiate some action or another. 

How did he get to know these people at this lower level, and 
their degree of competency? Did they play poker together, or did he 
have a social dialogue with them? It seems that an agency this 
large, one at the level of Mr. Casey would have few opportunities 
to get to know people at a lower level who had the capability of 
carrying out various activities, without some long-term association 
motivated by contacts, social or otherwise? 

Mr GATES. I don't think he had much social contact. I can't be 
certain of that. But I think most of them he met through briefings 
and meetings where he would be getting briefed on various things, 
and he would find somebody that he liked, or their name would be 
on a piece of paper and he would just reach to them directly. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. When you appeared before us in 1986 for 
confirmation as Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, Bill Casey 
was the Director at that time. And you noted that you and Casey 
had agreed—and I think that this was to be recalled by my col
leagues^—agreed to establishing a division of labor, and that he 
would keep you fully informed on all covert action matters. And, of 
course, later when the Iran-Contra matter became public, it ap
peared that you were not in the loop. 

Can you explain to us how you reacted when it became clearly 
obvious that you were not in the loop, that you were being left out 
of certain things? Did you meet with Casey again after this effort 
to try and put together this division of labor and communicate 
your displeasure? 

Mr. GATES. Senator, when I was being confirmed for Deputy Di
rector, Mr. Casey and I did talk. And we generally agreed that 
there were no areas from which I would be excluded, such as clan
destine operations or something like that, that I wouldn't be con
fined just to the Intelligence Community, or technical issues, or 
analysis or something like that. 

In the event, I think what happened was that first of all, I was a 
little naive about how much work there was to do, and the degree 
to which my time would be taken up by a number of other issues--
the Intelligence Community, its structure. I spent a couple of—the 
first couple, 3 months after I became Deputy Director trying w 
bring about a change in the structure of the Intelligence Commurn-
ty Staff; the amount of time that I would be involved on the HiU; 



the 

477 

amount of time in administration, and budget. And I must 
droit that I continued to spend a lot of time on analysis. 
Toward the end of the summer of 1986, I decided to try and 

become more involved in operational activities, and began getting 
briefings on three particular covert actions that I thought were 
particularly important. But I have to admit that I moved fairly 
slowly in terms of involving myself in the clandestine service. 
There was no secret that there was a certain strain between myself 
and the clandestine service when I became Deputy Director, 
coming out of the analytical arena. There was not only an unfamil-
iarity, but I think a little uneasiness. 

Also, Casey's relation—Mr. Casey's relationships with the DO 
had been pretty well set by that time. He had been Director for 5 
years. And I was reluctant to try and interfere in those relation
ships. So although I had the highest aspirations in 1986, or the 
early spring of 1986, that we would be fully integrated, it didn't 
work out that way. 

Now, at the time, it seemed to me that just because there was a 
lot of work to do, the fact that I was on the periphery of certain 
things and didn't know much about some things didn't bother me 
very much. It seemed to me that that was just an outgrowth of the 
amount of work that had to be done and my focus on some other 
areas. 

And frankly, it was only after he became ill, and all the investi
gations started and so on that I began to consider that it hadn't 
just been the way the division of labor had worked out, but that I 
might have been consciously cut out of something. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, it appeared that the concept of a divi
sion of labor had more meaning in its symbolism than it did in ac
tuality. And I assume that when the concept was raised—I assume 
by you—that you had high hopes that this would be an understand
ing where you could expect to be in the loop, so to speak. Who initi
ated this so-called division of labor? Was it Mr. Casey, or was it 
suggested by yourself? 

Mr. GATES. I don't think it was ever that formal. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. It was not that formal. 
Mr. GATES. It—I think it just happened. I became immediately 

involved in the Intelligence Community Staff restructuring. And 
there was a lot to do with the budget, and so on. And I basically 
just took that on. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, it would appear to have had some sig
nificance from the standpoint of those of us on this side of the desk 
because of the symbolism associated with what would normally be 
construed to be an understanding. But an understanding implies 
that if both sides are not happy with it, one brings up their unhap-
piness with the other. But I gather than in this understanding 
about the division of labor, the fact that you were obviously not in 
all the loops did not distress you enough to go back and cite your 
concern to Mr. Casey. 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir, because I thought it was just an outgrowth of 
the amount of work that had to be done. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Could you give us a little description of the 
relationship of Mr. Casey and Mr. Clair George, who at that time 
was the Director of Operations, and also Mr. Alan Fiers, who was 
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head of the Central American Task Force, and, I think at that 
time, was at least four or five levels removed from Mr. Casey. And 
how did Mr. Casey work with them, and how did you work with 
them in relationship to your responsibilities in the senior position 
as Deputy to Mr. Casey? When you observed this direct communi-
cation, how did you feel about that? What were your thoughts 
when you learned that he was going directly to these two, and obvi-
ously several others as well? 

Mr. GATES. Well, as I indicated earlier, first of all, it's a common 
practice in the Agency for the four Deputy Directors to deal direct
ly with the DCI. That was not unusual with Mr. Casey at all. They 
had ready access to him, basically walk-in privileges. And I know 
that—or had the sense that Mr. Casey thought highly of Mr. 
George as an operations officer, and as an imaginative person who 
was responsive in trying to make some of the changes that Mr. 
Casey was interested in improving the clandestine service, increas
ing the number of officers overseas and so on. I had no reason to 
think that Mr. Casey had anything other than a very positive opin
ion of Mr. George. 

In terms of Mr. Fiers, I think that Mr. Casey saw him as a very 
capable officer, with a lot of promise; somebody who had the poten
tial of becoming a very senior officer in the clandestine service, 
very effective in his position. I think he liked Mr. Fiers. Beyond 
that, I don't have much insight. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, it isn't consistent with the organiza
tion chart for Casey to have that kind of direct relationship four or 
five levels down with Alan Fiers. But I would like the record to 
note that—although you mentioned it, Mr. Gates, regarding the 
Central American Task Force, the CIA's Inspector General's report 
in the fall of 1986 stated that the chain of command was by-passed, 
and ran directly from Alan Fiers to Casey. 

And you would just acknowledge that? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator CRANSTON. May I ask one question that relates to your 

questions? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Please proceed. 
Senator CRANSTON. It occurs to me that Mr. Casey knew about 

the Iran-Contra transactions, but shared the information with 
others but not with you, that he may have done that because he 
thought you might strongly object to the transactions? 

Mr. GATES. I think that's a very real possibility. I have been 
told—and it's nothing other than secondhand—that there were 
some feelings in the clandestine service that I had too close a rela
tionship with the Congress, as well as the suspicion of my having 
come from the analytical side. Also, frankly, on Central America, 
the Director of Intelligence had been fairly critical of the prospects 
for the Contras. And I'm sure that had a certain spill-over effect as 
well. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. If I may, I wonder, Mr. Gates, did you ever 
express your opinion to Mr. Casey about selling arms to Iran? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, I did. The only occasion that I can remember 
specifically was not until September, in which I told him that I 
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thought it was a bad idea. I do remember that in January of 1986, 
when I was first briefed on the Finding, and was told that by Mr. 
McMahon that we were going to have to provide intelligence to the 
Iranians, that I was bitterly opposed to that. And I think perhaps 
n that context, I told him that I thought that the whole idea was a 
bad one. And he shared with me the fact that in early December 
at a meeting at the White House, he too had opposed it at that 
time He sent a memorandum, in January, I should say, sent a 
rable to Mr. Casey saying that we were opposed to this, but had 
been directed to do it by Admiral Poindexter. And that unless we 
heard differently from Mr. Casey we would proceed. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. That was the extent of it? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. A , . 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And you never heard any more irom Admi

ral Poindexter? 
\/ff ("XATES N o sir 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And how inclusive was that discussion con
cerning the possibility of arm sales to Iran? Did it go any further 
or was it just a question of arms sales? There was no discussion of 

I ^ G A T E S ! No, sir. The conversation, as I recall it, that I had 
with Mr. McMahon was focused strictly on the arms sales, and the 
context of trying to get some hostages out. But also trying to ar
range an opening to I ran- there was that element to it. But 1 re
member Mr. McMahon, perhaps in that same: conversation,JœUing 
me that both Secretary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger also were 
verv much opposed to the initiative. " .. B 

S n X MURKOWSKI. Could you clarify for the record so that we 
do not draw a conclusion that there may have been a compromise 
in the discussions that came up in September, ^ i ^ t h e po-
tential sale of arms to Iran, and your first acknowledgement of the 
so-called diversion which was, Ibelieve, O ctobe r m f 

Mr GATES. That's correct. The meeting in September, where i 
recaîi thfs, and actually I was reminded of it after^rny " 0 ^ 
1987 by Mr. Allen, was a meeting that was held after three m o r e -
I think three more American hostages ™ " ^ J w t e J ™ ^ 
holders in Lebanon. And Mr. Allen reminded me, ^ « ^ " S ? 
spring of 1987 that at that meeting in September, I had told Mr. 
S y that the whole thing was a bad deal and shouldI be stopped 
That we would never be through with it. And all of that still per 
taining to simply the sale of weapons to Iran. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. That was the extent of it. The sale of weap
ons? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. TWOH™-
Senator MURKOWSKI. Returning, just a moment, to Dir^tor 

Casey. Tell us a little bit about his relationship' ™ £ D " * Kerr^ 
You have indicated the relationship with C 1 ^ r ^ r ^ ; X s i b n r W 
Fiers. But Mr. Kerr was DDI, and, I gather, had the responsibility 
of the analysis side. 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 1'.+* <•** ~~A H W«Q tmp of 
I think the thing to recall about Mr. C a ^ y ^ w ^ e o 

me, and I think it was true of the others as ^ e l l ^ ^ r
m

C ^ t h e 
may have been professionally, there was really, despite some ot tne 
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things that have been written, a certain distance in a personal re
lationship, in the personal relationship. Mr. Casey was almost 3n 
years older than I was at the time, a different generation. His 
friends were people his own age, basically. My wife and I did not 
ever go to the Casey's for dinner when we weren't in the company 
of other people; never visited their homes in Florida or Long Island 
or any place. I'm not saying anything negative about it, I'm just 
saying that the relationship was essentially a professional one. 

And Mr. Casey had a good opinion of Mr. Kerr. He dealt with 
him in connection with the aspect of the job. But beyond that 
there really was not much, not much reaching out. It was not the' 
kind of thing where Mr. Casey would ever ask me about my family 
or anything like that. It was a very professional kind of relation
ship. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. With your contacts with Mr. Kerr, did you 
work from a formal agenda, or were you very, very informal? 

Mr. GATES. It was exceptionally informal. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Exceptionally informal. So you just passed 

on whatever thoughts you had? 
Mr. GATES. Exactly. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Regarding Mr. Kerr's recollection, did he 

mention the diversion to you in August of 1986? Let me be a bit 
direct. Are you denying that he mentioned it, or are you saying 
that you simply do not have a memory of it? 

Mr. GATES. I do not have a memory of it. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. That question will probably be asked again 

and again. 
Returning to Mr. Casey's relationship with various persons, did 

he always keep you informed of the details of his conversations 
with John Poindexter? 

Mr. GATES. NO. Mr. Casey was not very good at feedback. He 
would go down to the White House and even when he would have 
meetings with the President, finding out what had happened was 
usually something of a chore. He usually would only do memoran
da for the record if an action needed to be taken, as I recall, but he 
would go to NSC meetings and other kinds of meetings, particular
ly if he had private discussions with the President or something 
like that. It was exceedingly rare to get any kind of feedback from 
him. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Let me read to you an excerpt from John 
Poindexter's sworn testimony before the Iran-Contra Committee on 
July 16, 1987. The testimony relates to a meeting Poindexter had 
with Casey that included you, Ed Meese, and Assistant Attorney 
General Cooper on November 20th, 1986—this is the day before 
Casey testified before our Committee on the Iran arms deal. I read 
from page 112 of the transcript: 

Poindexter: "In hindsight, what I should have done is adjourn 
the meeting and met separately with Ed Meese and Bill Casey so 
that we could hash through the issue. 

Question—and this was Arthur Liman's question—"Were you 
uncomfortable with the fact that Mr. Meese had brought his Assist
ant Attorney General, Mr. Cooper, and that Casey had brought his 
deputy, Mr. Gates?" 
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poindexter said, "Yes, I was." 
Mr. Liman: "And as a result you did not express your point of 

view at that meeting? You stayed silent?" 
Poindexter: "That is correct." 
I wonder if you can comment on this testimony in general terms 

of how you felt about clearly the significance of this dialogue? 
Mr. GATES. Well, I certainly remember Admiral Poindexter testi

fying to that in 1987, and it just seemed to me that—I'm not quite 
sure how to respond, except that it helped explain the speed with 
which the change, the correction that I had wanted to make, was 
agreed to, and I do recall Admiral Poindexter being fairly silent in 
the course of the meeting, but beyond that 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, could you elaborate about your inter
pretation of Admiral Poindexter's acknowledgment that he was 
upset over the fact that Mr. Meese had brought the Assistant At
torney General, Mr. Cooper, and that Casey had brought his 
deputy, namely you—I mean, clearly Mr. Poindexter was not 
happy with that. 

Mr. GATES. He did not indicate that at the time. I guess my first 
reaction on hearing it was that he hadn't trusted me, and that was 
the first indication that I had heard that. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. That he had not trusted 
Mr. GATES. Hadn't trusted me, and I guess in the context of the 

circumstances I wasn't unhappy with that. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I wonder if you would care to comment 

about a Monday, March 24 meeting that allegedly took place at 
6:30, when Don Regan came to see Casey and told him of Attorney 
General Meese's discovery of the diversion? 

Testimony from a sworn witness indicates "he went home pale 
and bothered, and Bill was never the same again, and everything 
went downhill physically." Did you observe that change in Mr. 
Casey as a consequence of that meeting, or what occurred about 
that time? 

Mr. GATES. I think based on the testimony of a number of people, 
Senator, that I may have been one of the last people to notice a 
physical change in Mr. Casey. I did not notice a real change in him 
until toward the—let's see. It would have been around the 10th or 
11th of December, and someone came in to tell me about—I had 
originally been scheduled to give a speech—I think my memory of 
this is correct—there was a memorial service or a memorial to be 
held at La Salle University in honor of Bob Ames, who was one of 
our officers who was killed in Beirut, and there were a lot of cere
monies associated with it, and I think it was late in that week 
around the 10th or 11th of December, and Mr. Casey decided to go 
up and deliver those remarks. I can't remember whether I was 
originally scheduled to, or urged him to do it instead, or whatever, 
to honor Bob Ames. 

I was told by a couple of people who had been on the plane with 
him that on the flight back from La Salle that night he had been 
holding a drink—a cocktail—and tipped it sideways, and didn't 
even realize that he was spilling the drink, and someone reached 
over and just righted his hand. 
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Then that next morning he had an interview—I think, a FrioV, 
morning—he had an interview with Time Magazine and just went 
totally blank at one point for some period of time. 

Sometime in there, one or another of the security people who ac-
companied Mr. Casey told me that he had been falling down at 
home, and so we urged him to go up to his place on Long Island 
over that weekend and rest, and he did that. I don't remember 
whether he left on Friday or a Saturday, but he just seemed tired 
to me, and it had been a very stressful period, obviously, but he 
just seemed tired. When he came in—I'm sorry. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. GO ahead. 
Mr. GATES. When he came into my office, I think the next 

Monday morning, he came through the door and was sort of 
moving 

Senator MURKOWSKI. What date might that have been? 
Mr. GATES. I think it was the 15th. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Of? 
Mr. GATES. December 1986, and he was moving sort of from piece 

of furniture to piece of furniture, and he did look terrible, and we 
talked for a couple of minutes and then he went back into his 
office and collapsed shortly thereafter. 

He had been saying to me that he thought it was his blood pres
sure medicine, or something like that, that just wasn't agreeing 
with him, but I didn't notice any real physical change in Mr. Casey 
until that preceding week. Others said that they noticed it much 
earlier, in keeping with the interview that you just quoted. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Did you have an opportunity to meet with 
Mr. Casey around November 24th or the 25th, which I believe was 
the day that Attorney General Meese made the announcement? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. I was in California during that period. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. What were your dates for California? When 

did you leave? 
Mr. GATES. I think I left over the weekend, maybe on Sunday, 

and came back Tuesday or Wednesday. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. SO you were gone the day before? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Let me follow with some rather brief ques

tions, continuing with regard to some places and events. You 
became DDCI—the number 2 person at the CIA in April of 1986. 
Give us a brief outline of what your priorities were then and on up 
to October of 1986 when you learned of the diversion. 

Mr. GATES. My first priority was to change the structure of the 
Intelligence Community Staff to create in it an evaluation capabil
ity that would give us, as we went into a period of what I expected 
to be declining rates of growth, or declining budgets, a basis for 
making judgments about how best to invest the resources that we 
had available, some capability to gauge one collection system 
against another in terms of the amount of return that we would 
get in terms of intelligence product and what kind of system would 
affect the greatest number of requirements that we had. 

I had two problems. One was bringing about the change itself 
and the second was finding somebody to do that job. I went 
through several candidates—it was fairly time consuming—and fi-
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nally with Mr. Casey's approval selected Douglas George to head 
that function. So I spent the first while that I was deputy director 
on that. I also had a major trip to the Philippines in June and 
spent a fair amount of time preparing for that. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Tell us how well-received your efforts were 
to re-evaluate staff and so forth and so on. Were you bull in the 
china closet, or were you graciously received? Did you make en
emies, did you make friends? 

Mr. GATES. The idea of an evaluation staff was not particularly 
welcomed, either on the Intelligence Community Staff or else
where, because if it really worked it had the potential to change in 
some significant ways the way we did business. I wouldn't say that 
there was overt resistance from most places, but it was a difficult 
change to bring about bureaucratically. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Was part of it because of your relatively 
rapid ascension in responsibility and title within the Agency where 
perhaps you had moved ahead of some who had been senior to you? 

Mr. GATES. Well, there may have been some of that. I thought it 
seemed to be more of just bureaucratic protectionism. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Sometimes that is very sacred to the bu
reaucracy. 

Before becoming Deputy DCI in April of '86, had you ever super
vised clandestine activities or covert actions in the Agency? 

Mr. GATES. NO, I had not. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Your qualifications to do that, recognizing 

that this goes with the job, are based on what, in your own mind? 
Mr. GATES. Well, I had had—I had a pretty good understanding, I 

think, of what the intelligence business was about, but I would 
have to admit that I had very little experience with the clandestine 
service, other than serving in the same organization over a period 
of time. 

The relationship between the Directorates of Intelligence and 
Operations was a very awkward one for a long time. In fact, when I 
first joined the Agency there were armed guards and barriers be
tween the two Directorates, ironically, I think, put there by the an
alysts. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, they do the best they can, I guess. 
Mr. GATES. When I was a young analyst we were given the name 

of one junior reports officer in the Soviet Division, and that was 
the only person we were allowed to talk to, so I think that gives 
you a measure of the cultural gulf that existed in the agency. 

Now, I think that had begun to change over time, and there had 
been more cooperation. I think that it—I won't say it stalled, but it 
slowed significantly when Mr. Casey came on the scene. 

I considered it a considerable achievement when I was Deputy 
Director for Intelligence when I was able to recruit Bob Ames out 
of the clandestine service to become the head of our Near East An
alyst Office, and one of the great tragic ironies was that after a 
lifetime in clandestine service it was as an analytical supervisor 
that he was killed in Beirut. 

But all my efforts to try and get that road to run two ways and 
to get some senior DI people appointed into the DO and to increase 
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the number of contacts, it was very difficult, and we didn't make 
much headway. 

So while there has been progress in recent years, and there had 
been some progress before, the gulf between those two directorates 
is very real. I was struck—I heard about someone who had talked 
to this committee saying, in describing why someone had not told 
me about something, or whatever, said, "Well, he's from another 
world." 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Let's move from analysis to allegations. I'd 
like to just take a few minutes, Mr. Chairman, to wind this up as 
my portion of the questions. 

There have been a number of allegations made concerning your 
activities related to an alleged covert CIA program to ship arms to 
Iraq. You are aware of that. Some have even linked it to the so-
called October Surprise meetings alleged to have taken place be
tween the Reagan-Bush campaign officials and Iranian officials. 

These allegations have been chiefly made up by two individuals, 
Ari Ben-Menashe, I gather a former civilian translator for the h-
raeli Military Intelligence, who was reportedly in Australia to 
avoid Israeli authorities and prosecution, and Richard H. Babayan, 
a self-professed arms merchant and former member of the Iranian 
Intelligence Service who is currently in a Florida jail awaiting trial 
on security fraud charges. 

Now, for months we have watched while these allegations of 
these men have been heralded on ABC's Nightline, or Public 
Broadcasting System's Frontline, and a host of other news outlets. 
Our committee staff has also been investigating these allegations, 
and when our resources were limited we asked the FBI to help us 
out, and they have. We have also asked the CIA Inspector General 
to independently investigate the allegations. 

Now, after months of investigation the allegations of Mr. Ben-
Menashe and Mr. Babayan have been found to be without merit. 
After reviewing travel records, your official calendars, conducting 
numerous interviews and referencing Agency records, neither the 
FBI nor the CIA Inspector General has been able to place you at 
the meeting or the places that these individuals have alleged you 
to be. 

You have had to silently endure these allegations for some 
months. I know it has been exceedingly frustrating for you and 
your family. Therefore, I would like to give you the opportunity to 
respond to them publicly on the record and under oath. I am going 
to ask a series of questions laying these allegations out and I would 
like also to know what you think the motivation for these allega
tions might be. 

First, Ari Ben-Menashe claims that he participated in a meeting 
with you in Santiago, Chile, in 1986, along with Mr. Carlos Car-
doen, who allegedly brokered millions of dollars in weapons to Iraq. 
My first question is, did you ever attend such a meeting? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Have you ever met Mr. Carlos Cardoen? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. Did you ever encourage Mr. Cardoen or the 
Government of Chile to supply Saddam Hussein with weapons? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Dr. Gates, the ABC news program, Night-

line, on July 12, 1991, claimed that a former "CIA operative" had 
personal knowledge of at least one meeting in 1986 in Florida be
tween yourself and Carlos Cardoen. Did you meet with Carlos Car
doen in Florida in 1986? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Have you ever met with him? 
Mr. GATES. Not that I'm aware of, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. It may interest you to know that Cardoen 

says he never met with you, either. 
Mr. GATES. I understand he was very disturbed at being put in 

my company. [General laughter.] 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I have a July 16, 1991 letter from Carlos 

Cardoen to our Ambassador in Santiago, Chile. I believe that letter 
is in the record, Mr. Chairman, but if it is not, I would like it to be. 

Chairman BOREN. If not, we will receive it for the record. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

OFFICE OF LANGUAGE SERVICES 

Translating Division 
LS Ho. 136154 

RHC 
Spanish 

Réf. No. 173/91 

Av. Ricardo Lyon 882 
Santiago, Chile 

Empresas Cardoen 
Office of the President 

July 16, 1991 

Mr. Charles A. Gillespie, Jr. 
Ambassador of the United States 
Santiago 

Mr. Ambassador: 

As you know, for almost one year my firms and I personally 

have been victims of various investigations conducted by 

departments or agencies of the U.S. Government, in view of 

this situation, it is a public fact that I have furnished all 

the background material available to me, in order to set forth 

the truth and defend myself against what I consider a veritable 

persecution which, in short, they intend to deflect the 

potential responsibility borne by other interests for 

strengthening Iraq militarily and restricting the creation and 

development of a defense industry in a Third World country like 

Chile. 
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Your Embassy, through various officials, knows or has known 

in detail about all my activities. I have offered, permanently 

an(j voluntarily, every type of information concerning my 

industrial and commercial activities, and I have been concerned 

about making this information actually available. 

yesterday, with stupefaction and indignation, I received 

the transcript Of a television program on the ABC network. In 

this program I am accused, among other things, of having been 

the link through which Mr. Robert Gates and the CIA delivered 

arms covertly to Iraq. In like manner, the program indicated 

that there had been one or more meetings between Mr. Gates and 

myself. As you will understand, Mr. Ambassador, these charges 

are causing me serious and irreparable damage, not only because 

of their total and absolute falsity, but also because they are 

one more stage in the campaign spearheaded against me by the 

U.S. Government. The outcome of this campaign has been that 

presently in the United States any lie can be uttered publicly 

against me as a consequence of the systematic manner in which I 

have been slandered. 
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Mr. Ambassador, I formally protest the incidents described 

in this letter and reserve the right to take any legal action 

in order to defend the integrity and transparency of my 

activities and the honor of my name. 

Yours truly 

[Signature] 

Dr. Carlos Cardoen Cornejo 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. I will quote from the letter: "Yesterday 
with stupefaction"—I believe that's what it says here—"and indig
nation I received the transcript of a television program on the ABC 
Network. In this program, I'm accused, among other things, of 
having been the link through which Mr. Robert Gates and the CIA 
delivered arms covertly to Iraq. 

"In like manner, the program indicated that there had been one 
more meetings between Mr. Gates and myself. As you will under
stand, Mr. Ambassador, these charges are causing me serious and 
irrefutable damage not only because of their total and absolute fal
sity but also because they are one more stage in the campaign 
spearheaded against me by the U.S. Government. 

"Now, the outcome of this campaign has been that presently in 
the United States any lie can be uttered publicly against me as a 
consequence of the systematic manner in which I have been slan
dered. 

"Mr. Ambassador, I formally protest the incidents described in 
this letter and reserve the right to take any legal action in order to 
defend the integrity and transparency of my activities and the 
honor of my name. Yours truly, Carlos Cardoen." 

Doctor Gates, according to Ari Ben-Menashe, in mid-October of 
1980, you were present at the site of a meeting at the Ritz Hotel in 
Paris, France, attended by a group of Iranians. Vice-presidential 
candidate, George Bush, and William Casey, who was then manag
er of the Reagan-Bush campaign, was there as well. 

Do you have any knowledge of such an event in Paris? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Were you in Paris at any time during Octo

ber of 1980 for any reason? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. DO you have any knowledge of whether any 

persons associated with the Reagan-Bush campaign of 1980 sought 
to delay the release of hostages held by Iran until after the election 
in November of 1980? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Did you personally ever suggest to any rep

resentative of the Reagan-Bush campaign, or to the candidates 
themselves, that negotiations should take place with Iran to delay 
the release of American hostages? 

No, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Ben-Menashe has also said that you at

tended two additional meetings with representatives of Iran be
tween January and October of 1980 in Madrid, Spain. Do you have 
any knowledge of such meetings? 

Mr. GATES. NO sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Did you ever attend such meetings? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Were you ever in Madrid, Spain at the 

time, at any time during 1980 for any reason, bullfights or any
thing? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Ben-Menashe also says that you attended 

these meetings as George Bush's personal representative. Did you 
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ever, in 1980, serve as George Bush's personal representative ^ 
any matter? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. According to Mr. Ben-Menashe, you met 

him at the Miami Airport, accompanied by U.S. Customs Officials 
some time between January 1 and January 20, 1981, to assist him 
in gaining entry to the United States with a large sum of money in 
cash. He said he flew to Miami from Guatemala City, en route to 
Phoenix, Arizona. He also says that you accompanied him on that 
flight to Phoenix, Arizona. He further says that he was carrying 
$16 million in $100 bills in cash. 

Now you would remember whether you were in Miami in Janu
ary of 1981 to meet Mr. Ben-Menashe, would you not? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And your memory is? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. YOU say that you were not. Did you ever ac

company him on a flight to Phoenix, Arizona? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Did you assist Mr. Ben-Menashe in trans

porting or counting the $16 million in $100 bills? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Ben-Menashe also says that on July 3 and 

4th, 1987, in Kansas City, you met with Iranian Defense Minister 
and Mr. Ben-Menashe. Do you know anything about such a meet
ing? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And finally, according to Mr. Ben-Menashe, 

on April 20, 1989 you met with him in a private home in Paramus, 
New Jersey, regarding the subject of arms sales to Iraq. Did this 
happen? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. NOW, I would like to turn to some of the 

allegations made by Richard Babayan, the self-professed arms 
dealer, now awaiting trial for securities charges in a Florida jail. 
Have you ever met Richard Babayan? 

Mr. GATES. Not that I'm aware of, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Babayan claims that he first met with you 

and a Mr. M.K. Moss in Geneva, in June of 1984. Is that true? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Babayan claimed that you, working with 

M.K. Moss ran a covert CIA operation to supply arms to Iraq. Dr. 
Gates, have you ever been aware of any CIA or U.S. Government 
covert operation to supply arms to Iraq? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Babayan claims that you were a very good 

friend of Carlos Cardoen. And that one of your pet projects was to 
transfer cluster bomb technology to Carlos Cardoen. Doctor Gates, 
were you ever involved in a operation to transfer cluster bomb 
technology to Carlos Cardoen? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. NOW, Doctor Gates, I will ask you a few 

questions about the weapons that were allegedly transferred to 
Iraq via South Africa by a company in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, 
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called International Signal Control, or ISC, before the CIA was in
formed by the FBI in 1986 that ISC was under criminal investiga
tion, were you aware of possible illegal activities on the part of 
ISC? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. A story in the Financial Times alleged that 

you may have gone to visit ISC in Lancaster, Pennsylvania. Have 
you ever met with officials of ISC? 

Mr. GATES. Not that I'm aware of, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Have you ever been to Lancaster, Pennsyl

vania? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I wonder if you would give a short synop

sis—and that will conclude my questions, Mr. Chairman—of what 
the motivation might be for these seemingly outlandish and far
fetched efforts to associate with your good name? 

Mr. GATES. First of all, Senator, I'd like to thank you for making 
that public. As you have suggested, putting up with this all 
through these months, and these various television shows and so 
on has not been easy. And even some of my neighbors began to 
look a little askance at me, wondering if while I was a Soviet ana
lyst I was running guns to Iraq and selling cluster bombs to Carlos 
Cardoen. 

I don't know what these people's motivation is. I think it's an il
lustration, though, that the more specific that you make the allega
tion and the lie, the easier it is for some people to believe it. I'm 
just grateful to have it straightened out and cleared up. And I'm 
afraid that my views on their motives and of them are probably 
not appropriate for this forum. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. It would probably be appropriate to ques
tion why the press would give it such wide notoriety without check
ing it out. But I will save that for the Chairman. [General laugh
ter.] 

Chairman BOREN. Well, I certainly appreciate the Vice Chairman 
for that. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [General laugh
ter.] 

Chairman BOREN. We will not pursue the rest of these questions, 
since we are part of the family television viewing hour, in terms of 
whatever the nominee might think about some of this. 

We are going to, in just a moment, take a brief recess. I want to 
welcome our former Vice Chairman, Senator Cohen, who has 
joined us. He has certainly made an immense contribution to the 
work of this Committee in the past. Senator Cohen, we are happy 
to have you sit in with us today. 

Let me say, that I have been totaling up the time that Members 
have told me that they intend to potentially take. So I do think, 
unfortunately, that it will be necessary for us to come back. The 
Senate is expected to be in session tonight, anyway. So we will 
come back, of course, in about 5 minutes. But then we will prob
ably recess around 6:00. We will begin with Senator Nunn when we 
come back, and then Senator Warner. And Senator Metzenbaum 
will occupy Senator Hollings' originally-scheduled time slot for 30 
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minutes. Then we will recess again, and probably return approxi 
mately at 7:30. So we will take a 5-minute recess at this time. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, may I just inquire of you 
what is the reason that the Chair feels that it is imperative to 
work through the night on several different nights? This matter 
has not moved that rapidly. And I do not know whether the 
Chair—how fast the Chair intends to move it. But I get the feeling 
there is a sense of urgency. And yet, the matter has been sitting 
here for a good many months. 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Metzenbaum, there is no sense of ur
gency about it. But I would say, as you point out, the matter has 
been sitting here for several weeks. The nomination—I have forgot
ten the exact date, I cite it in my opening statement, on which the 
nomination was submitted to the Committee. I believe it was on 
June the 24th and it is now well into September. And, of course, 
there have been a lot of reasons why we have taken time. We' 
wanted to get everything we could get from the Special Counsel. 
We do have several witnesses on Thursday—seven witnesses, in 
fact—several of whom have indicated to us for some time that be
cause of their travel plans, that they are available to us on Thurs
day but not on Friday. Some of them are not going to be available 
for 2 or 3 weeks because they have plans to be out of the country. 

I do not want to lose the opportunity to get the testimony of 
those witnesses. Several of them are witnesses that Members of 
this Committee have requested. Simply, my hope is that once we 
have heard all of the witnesses, if either Members of the Commit
tee, or if the nominee, or both, wish to have additional testimony, 
we will have that opportunity. 

But my hope was since we will be recessing at 5:00 tomorrow be
cause of Yom Kippur and not in session on Wednesday, I was 
simply hopeful that we might be able to finish, for the sake of con
tinuity, the initial questioning of the nominee before we break for 
these other witnesses that we have scheduled on Thursday. Then, 
there will, of course, be an opportunity to come back to that. 

We have, also, the questions on intelligence we have to have in 
closed session on Friday. I have already said it looks unavoidable to 
me that we will be back the following Tuesday of next week, the 
next Wednesday, next Thursday, to take up some matters of intelli
gence sharing and some other issues related to Iraq and other 
countries. 

So that is the reason. As I have said, we will go on as long as we 
need to go on to do our job properly. But I just felt that in terms of 
the initial questioning of the nominee,, it might be helpful to keep 
our train of thought going and not to have the continuity of it in
terrupted. And Thursday, we really do have to interrupt for these 
other witnesses. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I understand the Thursday situation. But 
I do have the feeling, Mr. Chairman, that it is going to be difficult 
to conclude the hearings by tomorrow night at 5:00—that is, the in
quiry. 

Chairman BOREN. The initial inquiry of Mr. Gates? 
Senator METZENBAUM. I think so. I expect to have several hours 

of inquiry. 
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Phairman BOREN. I had understood that you might have 2 or 3 
And I have had one or two other Members of the Committee 

they would have more than Vz hour. Most of the Members of 
f£ Committee apparently will have Vz hour. So it is possible, if we 

on another 2 hours tonight we would finish the rounds of 30 
inute questions by approximately noon tomorrow, which would 

fave another probably 4 hour time block before 5:00 tomorrow 
afternoon. 

Now, if we do not finish at that time, we just do not finish. And 
obviously will come back. As I have indicated all along, every 

Member of this Committee—and that certainly includes my friend 
from Ohio as he well knows—will have every opportunity to ask 
any questions that they want to ask. These hearings are not going 
to be completed until all of the Members of this Committee have a 
chance to ask not only this witness but others all the questions 
they want to ask. 

Senator METZENBAUM. IS it the plan that each Member will take 
y2 hour in the first round? Is that the Chair's 

Chairman BOREN. That would be the plan, and then we would 
come back. If we, for example, were to finish up most of the ques
tioning by the other Members of the Committee, say by noon to
morrow, and there were one, or two, or three Members of the Com
mittee that wanted to go on for, say, an hour or 2 hours or what
ever time period, we would then just go into that questioning at 
that time and see when it is that we complete. 

But on Thursday, we really do—we have Mr. Polgar, we have 
Mr. Fiers, we have Mr. McMahon 

Senator METZENBAUM. I understand the Thursday situation. 
Chairman BOREN [continuing]. Mr. Inman and all of these others 

that have been scheduled. And several of them have told me that 
they are going to be out of pocket, some of them, for some time. So 
that is the only reason I was hoping to keep our train of thought 
going while we are making progress here. 

Senator CHAFEE. Well, Mr. Chairman, there is a thought brood
ing on this side which is that we will give up our time tonight to 
let the Senator from Ohio just keep going straight, keep going his 
2, 3, 4 hours that he wants to question. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I have no problem with that. 
Senator CHAFEE. NOW, I am not sure the rest of us will all be 

here to hear the answers. 
Senator METZENBAUM. But I will stay to hear the line of inquiry. 

I would want him to be piesent so that I might enlighten him. 
Chairman BOREN. I would feel lonely if the Senator from Rhode 

Island were not here with the Chair. 
Senator CHAFEE. Well, do not count on it. Seriously, I mean if the 

Senator from Ohio says he has 2 or 3 hours of questioning 
Chairman BOREN. Let me ask this. The Senator from New Jersey 

has indicated to me that he will probably have a somewhat more 
Prolonged questioning as well. I do not know if it is more like an 
hour or how much. But we could proceed with that in the morning, 
^d then we could proceed with the other rounds. 

senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I was just going to inquire as to 
what the Chairman had found out from the various Committee 
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Members. How much questioning do we have, exclusive of what 
know the Senator from Ohio wishes to question? ^l*e 

Chairman BOREN. We have, I would say, approximately 30 
utes from all the other Members of the Committee who ha\^' 
yet asked questions. I have about 30 minutes of additional n^ 
tions that from a Committee's institutional responsibility poiTf 
view, need to be asked on one or two of the other Iran-Cont 
issues. " 

So that the record is clear, we have the Senator from Ohio wh 
estimates may be ° 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, let me make this clear I 
think there is probably no more important nominee that is going to 
come before the Senate than Mr. Gates this year. We are hearing 
Supreme Court nominee. I think that is extremely important. But! 
do not think that it is any more important than this one. And I am 
not talking about 2 or 3 hours because I want to drag it out. There 
is no purpose in doing that. The thrust of my inquiry to the Chair 
is that I think we ought not to be under any pressure. I think we 
ought to be able to explore fully. I think that Mr. Gates' comments 
tins morning as to his sense of responsibility about some things 
that had happened certainly places a little bit different light on 
some matters. 

But it is as if the Senator from Ohio had some 
Chairman BOREN. NO, no 
Senator METZENBAUM [continuing]. Insidious purpose in wanting 

to ask questions. I know what it is to filibuster on the Floor, andl 
have no intent to filibuster, or anything. I just think there is a re
sponsibility 

Chairman BOREN. I understand and I want to make it clear that 
I, for one, and I do not think the other Members of this Committer I 
would either, for a minute, question the motivation of the Senator 
from Ohio in wanting to ask these questions, other than just his f 
determination to be thorough, and doing his job. 

As I said in the beginning, these hearings are going to have two 
attributes, I hope, and that is fairness and thoroughness. And as 
far as I am concerned, we have not done our job and completed our 
work as long as there are Members of this Committee who sincere
ly have questions that they feel should be answered. 

This Senator certainly did not hurry himself in the opening ques
tions that I asked. I think it would have been wrong for me to have 
done so. So I want to make it clear that there will be no one cut off 
from an opportunity on this Committee nor will anyone's motives 
be questioned. We all take this very seriously. This is a critical post 
in the Government. I think the nominee understands our responsi 
bilities as well. But I would suggest that if the other Members 
would be agreeable, it might be helpful, when the Senator from 
Ohio begins his questioning, that we allow him to go ahead and 
continue as he wishes rather than, say, making him do 30 minutes, 
come back and begin a line of questioning again. , 

Senator METZENBAUM. I will do whatever the Chair wants to QO 
Chairman BOREN. Would that be agreeable after we have Sena

tor Nunn and Senator Warner? ., 
Senator CHAFEE. That is agreeable to me. He can have my * 

hour. 
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«enator RUDMAN. I want to assure the Senator from Ohio that he 
not going to be questioning to an empty hall. Because I intend to 

18 here for every minute of his questioning. I am interested to 
far what he has to ask. And I am particularly interested in the 
? dual predicates he lays on the Iran-Contra matter. 

So I think it is an excellent suggestion. And I think it accommo
dates the Senator from Ohio, and it accommodates the Committee, 
and it accommodates the future witnesses. I think it is a splendid 
suggestion. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I want to add, Mr. Chairman, that Senator 
D'Amato has agreed to relinquish his time as well to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Chairman BOREN. I would say to this side of the aisle, after we 
return we will have Senator Nunn's round of questioning, then 
Senator Warner. Then we will commence Senator Metzenbaum's 
round of questioning. We will come back at approximately 7:30. We 
will see what time we take a break or we might even take the 
break and then come back and let you begin at that point and 
move through. Then we can judge how far along we are. 

I certainly do not intend to stay until midnight or anything like 
that. We are not going to stay until an unreasonable hour. 

Senator WARNER. There are votes, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. There are votes at 6:30. 
Senator WARNER. I think therefore, it is a wise thing, after the 

line-up you announced, that we return at 7:30. 
Chairman BOREN. I think that is what we will plan to do. 
Senator WARNER. Many of us want to be here for Senator Metz

enbaum's and, indeed, Senator Bradley and others. 
Chairman BOREN. It is going to be about 6:00 by the time we 

complete. Why do I not suggest that we have the questioning by 
Senator Nunn and Senator Warner. And then we will recess until 
7:30 at which time we will commence with Senator Metzenbaum. 

Now, following Senator Metzenbaum would be normally Senator 
D'Amato, would it not? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator D'Amato has indicated his willing
ness to give his time to Senator Metzenbaum. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, we might want to let Senator D'Amato 
know that if Senator Metzenbaum does complete tonight with still 
time for Senator D'Amato, he would either start tonight or in the 
morning. And then he would be followed by Senator Bradley. 

Senator GORTON. Why do you not just make that in the morning? 
Chairman BOREN. We will see where we are at that point. 
Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman, Members, if they are not 

aware, should be aware that I believe a vote is scheduled for 6:30 
on the Floor. 

Chairman BOREN. Yes, I think we have three back-to-back votes 
at 6:30. We will start at about 7:30 , maybe 7:45 if the votes go long 
on the Floor. 
. We will take a 5 minute recess and come back for the question-
"*& °f Senators Nunn and Warner. 

LA brief recess was taken.] 
Chairman BOREN. We will resume. Again, I would call to the 

nominee's attention the fact that his testimony is still under oath 
m terms of his answers to the additional questions which will be 
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asked by the Members of the Committee. At this time I win 
my colleague from the State of Georgia, Senator Nunnwl^1 0 

begin his questioning. He will then be followed by Senator W ^ 
after which time we will recess until we begin with S*»no+ r8* 
enbaum's questioning at 7:30. ^nator ^ 

Senator Nunn. 
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Gates, I want to shift your thinking a little bit from th 

to the future, particularly relating to your statement in vourPast 

pared statement where you cite the need for a remedy to th P* 
between the 21st century collection systems and the 19th (Wgap 

system for informing policymakers. I found that to be not onlv^ 
triguing, but I think very important when we look to the futi 

As I understand it, as Director for Intelligence for several ve 
you were in charge of intelligence assessments, and intelligenVf 
sessments are the primary vehicle through which policymakers a? 
informed. So you have a unique perspective on this. 

What is it that is lacking now in informing policymakers ami 
what it is you would do to improve that because after all in t ï 
gence is to no avail if policymakers do not have access to it Z 
understand it in a timely fashion. 

Mr. GATES. Senator, what I had in mind in my statement this 
morning is that we have spent a great deal of money, billions and 
billions of dollars on collection systems, particularly technical col
lection systems that can deliver information to us in real-time oi 
near real-time. 

Then too often our analytical components will look at that infor
mation and sit on it overnight, to print it in the President's Dailv 
Brief or the National Intelligence Daily the next morning. 

So in a system where we have spent perhaps tens of billions of 
dollars to get the information quickly, other than in crisis situa
tions, we then wait and deliver the information pretty much the 
way it was delivered by the War Department a century ago, and 
that is by the written word on the succeeding day, like the daily 
newspaper. 

It seems to me that this is an area where in the new age we need 
to be more supportive of the policymaker and his needs throughout 
the day. And what I have in mind is a proposal that I made, and 
that failed, m the mid-1980's that would provide electronic intelli
gence to the policymaker, where the several score most senior pol
icymakers in the Government would have monitors where through
out the day the intelligence would be updated for them on situa
tions all around the world, and where it would be integrated so 
there could be maps and photographs and so on. So that it is pro
vided not just when it is convenient to the agency or the intelli
gence organizations, having been developed overnight or the pre
ceding day, the policymaker at his convenience during the course 
of the day could receive continually updated information. 

I think that we have not, frankly, taken sufficiently into account 
m the intelligence business the implications of the arrival on the 
scene of CNN and other 24 hour a day news broadcasting systems, 
and as a result, I think much of our current intelligence is in fact 
old news by the time it reaches many of the policymakers. 




