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

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1991 

U.S. SENATE, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC. 
THP Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:43 a.m., in 

SH-216 Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L. 
Î?01L Phairman of the Committee, presiding. 
BP esent Senators Boren, Nunn, Bradley, Cranston, Metzenbaum 
MurkowsU D'Amato, Danforth, Rudman, Gorton, Chafee and 

^Ako' present: George Tenet, Staff Director; John Moseman Mi
nority Staff Director; Britt Snider, Chief Counsel and Kathleen 

^ ^ S ^ B ^ T b e hearing will come to order. I want to 
makeÏÏew comments about the schedule before we proceed this 
morning Today, we will hear from the last of our outside witnesses 
rncerning what they know of Mr. Gates' mvolvement in the Iran-
S r a affair: Mr. Charles Allen and Mr. Richard Kerr. Mr. Allen 
will be our first witness. • , . . . . 

it is impossible, as I have learnedLto determine^how ong testi
mony will take, and how long questioning will take. But 1 would 
not anticipate that this testimony would take the entire day. If it 
to not take the entire day, the Committee will then move this 
afternoon into closed session to deal with the topics involving clas
sified information. . • ;v- . . . il'it;^lîi-iL:-oilj 

These topics include the allegation of politicizing intelligence and 
also questions of intelligence sharing with other countries and 
whether that intelligence sharing has been appropriate. We have 
touched on some of these subjects in open session. We have> not 
been able to pursue them because the information has not been de
classified and in some cases remains highly sensitive. 

As I have stated before, it is our intent to publish a transcript of 
the closed session on politicizing intelligence as a part of our-hear
ing record after we have had the Executive branch delete classified 
information that may have been mentioned. We want to make sure 
that we make as public as possible any information which would 
have bearing on the qualifications and fitness of this nominee to 

We will continue these closed sessions on Wednesday hopefully 
completing our work on classified matters. It is possible that we 
may call the nominee back to come before the Committee again in 

(l) 



closed session on matters that are classified and then we «K 
able to reconvene on Thursday morning in public session « vU

L
ld be 

nominee. This will give Members a chance to ask anv m h the 

about matters that may have arisen in the course of the iTStl°ns 

m either or both of the open or closed sessions. I hone t W ^ s 
also give us an opportunity to really focus on some of thl • ^ 
involved with the future of intelligence. 1Ssues 

Of necessity in order to meet our goal to be both thorou^ 
fair, i t s been necessary for us to look back into the oast ?n and 

detail. But it is obviously critically important that we foe,, f S 
ciently on the future, sweeping changes that will be comW i n 
intelligence Community and try to make our own assess™^ he, 
whether or not this nominee is equipped to lead the chanSftu0 

are going to be necessary in the Intelligence Community asw u f 
ahead toward preparing this country for the next century °k 

That should enable us to complete our hearings and to comnW 
this process sometime this week. But we are not going to n , !„ 
selves under any artificial time table. We will take as lone L I ' 
need to take. As long as Members of this Committee have question 
that they wish to pursue and sincerely feel that they need to W 
answered before we can complete our process, those membersTli 
have an opportunity to ask those questions and to seek inform* 
tion to seek documents and any other material which thev thinï 
might be relevant. * m 

Our next witness this morning is Charles E. Allen, currently Na 
tional Intelligence Officer for Warning. Mr. Allen has served with 
the CIA since 1958 in a variety of positions, with most of his exoe 
rience coming in the Directorate of Intelligence on the analysis 
side. On detail to the Department of Defense from 1982 until 1985 
Mr. Allen was asked by Director Casey to return to the CIA to 
become the National Intelligence Officer for Counterterrorism and 
Narcotics It was in this capacity that Mr. Allen became involved 
with what came to the known as the Iran-Contra Affair. As Nation
al Intelligence Officer, Mr. Allen reported directly to Mr Gates 
when he was DDI and also when he was Chairman of the National 
Intelligence Council. He continued to update Mr. Gates on the Iran 
arms sales after he became DDCI in mid-April in 1986. 

Indeed, Mr. Allen was the principal conduit of information to 
Mr. Gates concerning this operation. Mr. Allen had principal re
sponsibility along with operations officers, George Cave and Near-
East Division Chief Tom Twetten, for providing CIA support to the 
Iranian arms sale and hostage release efforts directed by the Na
tional Security Council. 

In the summer of 1986, it was Mr. Allen who first reported his 
suspicions that proceeds from the arms sale to Iran might have 
been used to support the Contras. First to Mr. Kerr, at that time 
the Deputy Director for Intelligence in late August, and later on 
October 1st 1986, to Mr. Gates personally and directly. 

Mr. Allen you were obviously a pivotal figure in all of this, par
ticularly with respect to the CIA's knowledge of and involvement 
in the Iran operation. I mentioned earlier in my opening comments 
at the beginning of our hearings that your deposition with the 
Iran-Contra Committee ran over a thousand pages. I have also indi
cated that I hope that your testimony now will not have to run 



thousand pages. We will try to focus our inquiry as best we 
over a ^ questions today on matters that have direct relevance 
canvf Qualifications of this nominee to serve as Director of the 
t0 ï al Intelligence Agency. 

TJX welcome you here today. We appreciate your immense coop-
• in helping us and to share with us not only your knowledge 

eration g .^ t ^ . g m a t t e r b u ^ a i s o the perspectives tha t you have 
°f. j fiirnuffh a very wide ranging and very distinguished profes-
gain!l career at the Agency. 
S1°A with all of our witnesses in a confirmation process, I would 

k that you stand and be sworn. 
Would you please raise your right hand. 
no vou Charles E. Allen, solemnly swear tha t the testimony that 

are about to give is the t ruth, the whole t ruth, and nothing but 
[ ^ ru th , so held you God? 

Mr ALLEN. I do. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you. You may be seated. I would ask 
our photographers to clear the well. 

Mr. Allen, we welcome you. Do you have any opening remarks 
that you would like to make? 
TESTIMONY OF CHARLES E. ALLEN, NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

OFFICER FOR WARNING 

Mr ALLEN. Yes. Mr. Chairman, and thank you very much for 
your kind introduction. I would like to place into the record a 
statement this morning which responds to your letter to me of 11 
September 1991. And I'll try to present the events in a way that 
provides chronological order, so we can have a sense of continuity 
of how I recall events as they occurred. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. And we will receive 
your full statement into the record. 

[The statement of Mr. Allen follows:] 
STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. ALLEN 

Mr Chairman, Mr. Vice Chairman, members of the committee, I am pleased to 
enter this statement into the record which responds to the questions raised in your 
letter to me of 11 September 1991. I will try to present the information m chrono
logical order to provide a sense of continuity. _ . 

I currently serve the Director of Central Intelligence as his national intelligence 
officer for warning, focusing on threats of U.S. security worldwide. During the time 
of the Iranian initiative, which is the focus of the committee's letter, I served as the 
National Intelligence Officer for Counterterrorism. Additionally, from December 
1985 until March 1987,1 was Director of the DCI Hostage Location Task Force, and 
from February 1986 I served as Chief of Intelligence of CIA's counterterrorism 
center. In these capacities, I worked closely with senior intelligence and Policy ott> 
cials throughout the Government, although I worked most closely with the WbC 
staff. The principal official in the NSC responsible for coordinating U.S. counterter
rorism policies at the time was Lt. Col. Oliver L. North. , 10Q_ ... . 

I was involved in the White House Iranian initiative from September iy»b until it 
became publicly known in November 1986. I view the initiative and my involvement 
in it as essentially three phases. The first, from early September 1985 until 17 Janu
ary 1986 when the presidential finding was signed; the second from January 198b 
until the end of May 1986 when the McFarlane trip to Tehran ended in failure; and 
the third from June 1986 until November 1986, when Attorney General Meese an
nounced that some of the proceeds from the sale of arms to the Iranian Government 
had been diverted to support the Contras in Central America. 

During the first phase, when there was no Presidential finding, I was asked by 
Lieutenant Colonel North to coordinate the collection of intelligence on the Iranian 



initiative and to protect closely this White House effort. During thi, ^ • 
^ P ^ a n d ^ r M c M a h o n f u"y informed on the intelligenc^coUectS^ IW 
some of the intelligence was provided to Mr. Clair George, the D e S ^ T ^ 0 r < 
Operations. In keeping with Lieutenant Colonel North's S r t r S S *$***« 
inform Mr. Gates even though he was technically my i m m e S »?' l «d n 
Chairman of the National Intelligence Council. During the S r i o ^ L ^ ' W ? 
until January 1986, I never once mentioned this activity or mv r ^ P ^ lg-
Gates although I learned after the initiative becamf puWic th™f he ̂  m ? *° Mr 
some knowledge of it in December 1985. h e m a y have £ 

My first direct contact with Mr. Gates on the Iranian \nit;^-
Presidential finding was signed o n U J a ^ ^ T s L X ^ S ^ ^ 
Gates called me on the secure telephone to request that I work with tha\ ***, I 
directorate of intelligence to provide a limite?amount ô f SliSe^fsts 4 
Government of Iran. He stated that the provision of the data on Tr^ Iraqt°th 
sponse to a White House request and he directed that I ensure that IhîYj* » S 
ed would give no significant advantage to the Iranian mihSrv W W ^ m^ 
was completed and I was DrenarW t/Ttato +u~ ;„^ii;„'_™ i " ^ - Vhe? the Drni^ 
Mr Ms^^^^^^n^^i^S^S Sn̂ td°witfK̂  
Tehran-I recall that both Mr. McMahon and Mr. Gates h£d rese^t? f f î c i a l s * 
passing intelligence to the Government of Iran, t h o u g h they r ^ i ^ about 
White House wanted the intelligence passed quickly to Tehran ï n f t S ft* the 

Casey supported this action. i«nran and that Director 

Throughout the winter and spring of 1986, I occasionally briefed Mr r«t~ 
?WUS ° f Î Ï m i t i a t l v e and_ P^vided him with some-but L t à î l - i f t he^nS,°n the 

that was being collected. Mr. Gates, who by May 1986 had advanced to S? l l g?n c e 

ÏÏS £ïïâïïHHB-d the ̂ ™feas5 
^*/l?nV,Juile 1 9 8 6 ' -1 continued to track carefully the progress of the Whit* u 
effort. By then, serious difficulties had begun to emerge b S u s e Mr f£n kH°f 
had been unable to pay his creditors. Intelligence S u d e T ? h a t t h e ' W » ^ 
ernment had not compensated him for the Hawk^ s o a T nai« „li MUU! Gov" 
which had been delivered to Tehran M n ^ 
1986 when financing for the Hawk spare parts had been arranged t ^ r i *& 
creditors $15m within 30 days-at 20 percent interest T W ™ g ' • T^y ^ 
WhiteHouse and U.S. Intorn^arfes.'MfS^^b?rt H ^ L ^ r M a f S n T ^ W 
M J ^ ' ? T a c t i v e l y ^ k i n g what was c h a r a c S S i a ^ Ï Ï ^ S ^ t Ï Ï d S " 
able second channel to the Iranian Government thantLT«!L- ~u \ ^ reh" 

mmmmmm 
eÏ Ïha t ?tTâVrhGhmo?bïnifï t h l a t t e n t i o n ° f L i f ^ a n ? S J s S N o S S f i S 
S t at t h e ^ e S r S H ^ t â ^ w ° T W a f P ™ ? ! » ^ responsible for the overpricing 
t h e ' s i c f a l Ï Ï Ï Ï t l ï ï f o r^SSLS"* ^ T * ? ' S h o r b a n i f a r ««* M r - Amiram N? costs ̂ verï S w counterterrorism to the Prime Minister of Israel, that th 
P?rS S f t o 4 r ^ T a ^ f PT^CtT i i n 6 S h a d to te r e O D e n e d ^ that some 
K^efensJ sv?J rnTnr f? r ï T ^ J , * ! ^ 1 " 1 ™un,tries which had received the Hawk 
fng w h v O e u ^ n ^ n t £ 1 f K f * Sta^i-1 h a d difficulty at the time understand-
with Mr G h o S a ? S l ? r t h W&S tellmg m e to "" s u c h P » * » ^ foise stories 
S c o was r e î eSS hv S e „ p r ! c m g " " P / * * worsened, even after Father Lawrence 
spare S s w e r ^ l l o S n ^ ^ °n- 2 6 JVl y

A
1 9 8 6 a n d t h e remainder of the Hawk 

voîved m ^ t e l thatTfa ^ e h r a i l m e^ly A u g u s t " The ^ f o r Iranian official fo
ri^efenïfeqtipment g ° V e r n m e n t w o u l d n o t ™ ^ h an exorbitant sum for the 

w a ï a ^ f S f r ï on?6'J T f , t o l d t h a t a • e 0 M d c h a n n e l to the Iranian Government 
Î Ï Ïo r G e n e ^ a h ^ f ^ ' fol

T
loWmg successful secret talks between Mr. Hakim and 

rather frSt^?^ ^ Iranian officials in Brussels. Shortly after, I received a 
InlThat S wa?rSn.nh ^ f i 0 ? Mr-?horbanifar who was greatly agitated, stat-
no! h ï fault b ^ a ^ g h U , r a S S e d - ^ « ? * * « • ^ that the impasse overpricing was 
markun HP £ ? h ^ T 0 " » 0 f o r t h e transaction averaged only a 41 percent 
markup. He then provided very detailed prices on what he was being chargld for 



. an^ equally precise data on the commission that he was charging. His 
specific Pa

 w a s generally consistent with intelligence on the financial arrange-
inforfliatlOIj t h e shipment of the Hawk spare parts. Mr. Nir also called to sup-
ments inVOj ^ | r Ghorbanifar's claims; he emphasized that he too could not under-
Port/tr,3f a major markup in the prices. 
stand sucn » ^ n e w ^r Hakim and Major General Secord were deeply involved in 

^ecaUSefforts" to support the Contras, I found it more than interesting that they 
private ei ^ e n e w channel to Iran. It then occurred to me that the pricing 
^p contro ^ ^ . ^ u.S. parties rather than Mr. Ghorbanifar or Iranian officials 
problem m l & g t e ( j t h a t t h e i r a n ianS w e r e being deliberately overcharged and that 
""^from the arms sales were being used to support the Contras. I shared my 
profits n"0 ^ j ^ r George Cave, who was then working out of my office, and with 
sUspici°ns ,pe w e y) ciarridge, chief of CIA's counter-terrorism center. I expressed 
Mr- D113^ jjQfh 0Ver the rapidly eroding operational security of the initiative and 
^"^Hflt mixing two separate operations was fraught with danger, 
stated lI\* initiative, I met with Mr. Richard Kerr, who at the time was Deputy 

/ o f Intelligence. I briefed him on the status of the NSC initiative, expressing 
^ °over the project's lack of operational security and the international fallout 
a l a?n iild occur if it was exposed. I pointed out that no arrangements were being 

A °?o shut down effectively the first channel—the Ghorbanifar link to the Irani-
rlvprnment I also described the pricing impasse that existed, including the fact 

^ iin^llitrence showed that the Iranians in Tehran believed they were being gross-
that mwmK ^ ^ . ^ for ^ u g G o v e r n m e n t i f u r ther stated that it 
y nred that the overpricing was deliberate and that I believed proceeds obtained 
fm the arms sales to Iran were being diverted to support Contra forces in Nicara-
Tnlthoueh I lacked hard evidence to confirm this. I cited a number of indicators 

K a diversion might be occurring, noting that Mr. Albert Hakim and Major Gen
ial Secord were totally managing the second channel and that they were also key 
fnHWiduals in the so-called private efforts to support the Contras in Central Amer-
icT After I had detailed my concerns, Mr. Kerr asked that I keep him informed of 

fUbi^ptVeemberei986, the NSC continued to move swiftly to establish the second 
channel to Tehran. On 9 September, while I was at the old Executive Office Build-
me Lieutenant Colonel North informed me that Vice Admiral Poindexter had ap-
nroved the second channel and that the Ghorbanifar channel would be shut down 
immediately. When I pointed out that Mr. Ghorbanifar might object to this arrange
ment Lieutenant Colonel North responded that he might have to raise $4 million to 
Dav off Mr Ghorbanifar. When I asked Lieutenant Colonel North where he would 
get such a large amount of money, he stated that he would have to take it from 
"the reserve." This statement reinforced my view that excess profits probably were 
being realized from the arms sales to Iran and that these funds were available for 
other projects, including supporting the Contras in Central America. 

Troubled by these developments, I saw Mr. Gates on 1 October 1986. I expressed 
concern to Mr. Gates over the problems with the White House-directed initiative 
and its eroding operational security. I explained how the Ghorbanifar channel was 
being shut down and a second link to Tehran established. But I commented that 1 
was not certain of the reliability of the new channel and noted that the first chan
nel was a "running sore" because no one had bothered to tell Mr. Ghorbanifar that 
this channel would be closed. I said I believed exposure of the initiative could be 
imminent. T 

I told Mr. Gates that I was concerned about one other aspect over the Iranian 
initiative—the impasse over the price of the arms being sold to the Iranians. I said 
that I could not prove it, but I thought that proceeds from the arms sales might 
have been diverted to support the Contras in Central America. I recall in the con
text of that meeting: , - , 

Describing the impasse over the pricing of the Hawk spare parts and the refusal 
of the Iranian Government officials involved to pay for the parts because the price 
was "five or six times" their actual cost. . 

Noting the desperate financial straits of Manucher Ghorbanifar and his frantic 
call to me in August 1986 in which he insisted that his commission on the price of 
the Hawk spare parts averaged only about 40 percent. 

Mentioning Lieutenant Colonel North's reference to "the reserve in his conversa
tion with me on 9 September 1986, an indication that substantial profits were being 
accrued from the arms sales to Iran. .' • . ,. 

Pointing out that Mr. Hakim and Major General Secord directly controlled the 
second channel to Iran and, at the same time, evidently also were principals in-



volved in the so-called private effort to aid the Contra struggle a i r a W u. 
nista regime in Nicaragua. «^«unst the Sanj 

I said that I could not prove that a diversion was occurring but mv „ , 
cated that could be the case. Mr Gates appeared startled Ld d f f i u r f e * < 
White House would involve itself in such a dubious activity, but t h e n ^ lh a t the 
this was potentially very serious and directed that I brief Director ( W , ? U t e d % 
ly. Vjasey ^mediate. 

I met with Mr. Casey on 7 October; Mr. Gates also attended I b r i e f s IU 
on the pricing impasse, the discrepancy between what the Iranians and v ^ y 
banifar thought was a reasonable price and what U.S. intermediaries evid«3i Gh°f-
charging for the Hawk spare parts. I further explained the key roles b1?n„ly,We* 
by Mr Hakim and Major General Secord in managing the new channel to ? Played 

conducting activities in Central America in support of the Contras Is te t îS lu** «* 
was one of several factors that had left me to conclude that prof i tsobSJÎfV*» 
the arms sales were going to the Contras, although I lacked direct m w *!? fr01» 
meeting, Mr. Gates shared my concern about a possible diversion and i n d i L i L ? * 
the issue needed to be pursued. Mr. Casey seemed surprised by mv s t a W ^ 6 ? t h a t 

asked me to put my concerns in writing, which I agreed to do &Laiements and 
* i ? i l 0 c t ° b e r (Columbus Day) I wrote these concerns in a memorandum t w 

2 t S ° b ^ - t l v e
t

S o f * h e t™*" Mtotom, delineated problems i n v o t t t f î 
noted that a disaster of major proportions" was looming, and offered s o m ^ "' 
mendations that would, in essence, have created a panel of outside e x S ^ 
form a zero-based review of the effort. I did not refer specifically to r ^ t d l ^ ; 
that money from the Iranian arms sales possibly had been diverted to t L r ? e n t 

Rather I stated that allegations might be made by Mr. G h o X n i f a r that '&%* 
S S ? of the United States, along with the Government of i S ^ a c q u i r e d a 2 t 
stantial profit from these transactions, some of which profit was r e d i s t r S u L t 
other projects of the U.S. and of Israel." I was deliberately more oblique n a d d i 
mg possible illegalities involving U.S. parties. I was hesitant to allege m w r S " 
tha t senior-level White House officials directing the project, including fhe N a l S 
Security Adviser, were engaged in highly questionable, if not illegal activities Ï S 
reached an analytic judgment -based on a number of i nd ica to rL tha t a dTveinn 
was occurring but I lacked hard, documentary evidence. To make such an a ï E 
bluntly m writing did not seem prudent. négation 

diLTrhS^ffly C o n c 5 n e d a b o u t M r - C a s e y ' s potential use of this memoran
dum. Therefore, I expressed my concerns over possible "illegalities" in an i n d S 
manner. Mr Casey, in fact, did what I thought he would do. He, along J S h S f 
S E S } ft memorandum to Vice Admiral Poindexter, went over i ? 4 h hij> £ 
l l S n ' w ^ AJ^» o m - H e al-S0 UM V i c e A d m i r a l Poindexter that "ChTrï 
Allen had prepared it." Retrospectively, I believe the approach I took at the Sn 
was the appropriate one, given the evidence available to me. I conveyed mv c ï 

a S ? n f J f° b 0 t h - t h f D i r e C , t 0 r •?"? ***** D i r e c t o r a n d ra i se? m a ^ r concern about the entire project in a detailed memorandum. The memorandum m o ™ 
T h l S T r w S ° t h e r s e n i o r o f f î«als including Mr. Cave, Mr. c £ S S & a n T S ' 
Thomas Twetton, a senior official in the Directorate of Operations In v ew of the 
ack of confirming evidence, I was concerned about alleginrillegah?ties in an mi ia 

tofSSJ"™0* i n v o l y e d
u

t h e President. I firmly believed t h e n S a t ? h a d prôvÏÏ 
the necessary warning to the most senior officials 

M r K S f i T 1 î ^ h t M s ^ ^ « - e d on 16 October when I was called to 
Mr. Casey s office; Mr. Gates was also present. Mr. Casey recounted that he had 
a d m L m y o m ^ r a ^ m S V l c e

0
A d m i r a l Poindexter and that he had advised the 

h a ï i i n n ! t h W h S ? I J ° U S e Ç°U I i S e l l n v o l v e d , since problems with the initiative 
Rov Î5SÏ Ï» t

8 U r f a C f i ¥ n C a S e y f u r t h e r s t a t e d t h a t h e h a d been contacted by a Mr. 
h«d ÙIT^Aau- ° l d business associate in New York. He said that Mr. Furmark 
A H n ^ ï f c h i m u ° n u 9?°}*^ S ^ t e t h a t M r - Furmark was representing Mr. 
Iran M ? ^ P ^ ^u ^ ^ t o / " ™ " * t h e sale of the Hawk missile parts to 
i p n u t f ^ ^ u ^ hounded by Canadian financial backers who wanted 
m i ^ ' c L ^ e m ^ ° r t h e i r ^ part, i n t h e transaction. Mr. Casey noted that Mr. Fur-
mPPt f m m S 1 1 ^ °*ll ^ m 5 r C e d the ?eed to pursue the issue and asked that I 
fhf? 0 W ^ w y ! w ? r - F u r m a r

T
k - H e Proceeded to arrange for Mr. Furmark to 

E x ^ r O f f i f e ^ M a m g a y " ^ ' "* * * h i m * "*• C a s e y ' S ° f f i c e i n t h e °ld 

k n ï w l î J j ^ f î ^ (T16 °.ctober 1986), to my surprise, Mr. Furmark possessed detailed 
a k o ^ f c î H6f , l a n i a n i m . t i a t l v e > including data on the arms transactions. He 
W n m P n , a w r . ï the operation was rapidly spinning out of control and would soon 
n S S f £ • k n o w

u
l e d g e j

l f something was not done quickly to compensate the Ca
nadian financiers who had backed Mr. Khashoggi. Unfortunately, M r F u r m a r k had 



New York before we could completed our discussions. He made no men-
to return ^^g^on 0f profits from the arms sales to Iran. I summarized my meet-
tion of f^r; Furmark in a memorandum on 17 October and sent it to Mr. Casey 
ing ^ r tes I do not know if Mr. Gates ever saw this memorandum because 
^d Mr- u * e t i m e it was prepared he left the country on a two-week trip over-
about the sa 
se*8- n r^ev's direction, I saw Mr. Furmark on two subsequent occasions. Mr. 

At Mr. Jf° J e l e d t 0 New York on 22 October and extensively debriefed Mr. Fur-
Qjve a " t pvening In this session, Mr. Furmark stated he and Mr. Khashoggi had 
mark &*lJ~ M r Ghorbanifar that he believed profits from the $15 million used to 
jjgen tolVPLje'0f the Hawk missile parts had been earmarked for the Contras in 
finance tne M r C a v g & n d j D r i e f e d M r Casey on this allegation the next day 
Central Am ^ s u m m a r y of the meeting for him to send to Vice Admiral Poin-
and preifo. Gates was traveling when this memorandum was written, and I am not 
dexter J»r.• & c Q p y w a g e y e r m a d e a v a i i a b i e to him, especially since Mr. Casey 
^^"fn transmit the memorandum to Vice Admiral Poindexter because it fell into 
failed rou _^ o x „ j r e m e m D e r h o w personally distressed Mr. Casey was on 23 No-
the J T when he discovered that the memorandum had not been sent. I met Mr. 
vember wi o t h g r g g ^ ^ o n 6 November 1986. In this conversation, Mr. Fur-
F u r Ï Ï«ST asserted that the Canadian backers of Mr. Khashoggi believed that pro-
"Si from the sale of arms to Iran might have been diverted to support the Con-

T flffain recorded this fact in a memorandum of conversation of 7 November 
t r^' nt it to both Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates. I believe Mr. Gates saw this memoran-
f JnH T recall discussing it with him but I cannot recall the specifics of our con-

«Sn Between this date and the week of 17 November, I cannot recall discuss-
Ve?the Iranian initiative with Mr. Gates. During part of this period, however, I 
1DLH have been unavailable because I was traveling overseas. 

C i n e the week of 17 November, I and other senior Agency officials were strug-
dineto pull together the facts about the Agency's involvement in the White House-
rfirJted initiative, in preparation for Mr. Casey's appearance before the Congress It 
ÏÏTan extremely frustrating process because no one officer had all the details; few 
rTords had been kept; officials had different recollections over what had occurred 
nwr the past fourteen months; several offices were developing chronologies each of 
which was at variance with the others in some respects; and no one seemed really 
hi charge of pulling all of the disparate aspects of the Agency s involvement togeth
er in a coherent manner. We were also under constraints because Lieutenant Colo
nel North and members of his staff constantly reminded us that the initiative to 
free the American hostages in Lebanon was continuing and that every effort must 
be taken to avoid actions that could bring it to an untimely end—possibly with loss 
of life among the hostages and the Iranians with whom the United btates was in 
contact. These constraints weighed heavily over the key officers preparing ol the 
testimony and especially weighed heavily over me because I had worked extremely 
hard with the intelligence community to locate and determine the condition ol U.b. 
hostages in Lebanon. The last thing that I wanted to do was to endanger the lives of 
our hostages or the Iranians with whom we were in contact. , , , - , , 

In hindsight, those of us who thought that a diversion had occurred should have 
raised it during the preparation of Mr. Casey's testimony. I considered raising the 
matter on the afternoon of 20 November 1986 when we met in the DCI conference 
room with Mr. Casey to go over the draft testimony. I felt inhibited by the presence 
of a large number of officials—some of whom had just learned of this highly sensi
tive effort. I was also uncertain how to characterize the allegations of diversion, es
pecially since the initiative was directed from the White House and since the evi
dence I had was still circumstantial. I believed I had already discharged my proper 
responsibility. I had raised the possible diversion with Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates Mr. 
Casey knew of my meetings with Mr. Furmark, and I believed he had read the 
memoranda that I had prepared on the meetings. Mr. Gates was at least aware that 
I had met with Mr. Furmark who was warning that the initiative was about to be 
6XDOS&H 

Even though the issue of diversion of profits made from the arms sales to Iran 
was not included in Mr. Casey's testimony, I did not consider the issue closed, nor 
did, I believe, either Mr. Casey or Mr. Gates. Both has encouraged me to pursue 
questions about improprieties relating to the initiative. A small number ot senior 
CIA officers were privy to my memoranda. No one, besides Mr. Casey and Mr. 
Gates, encouraged me to pursue the issue. . . . 

In preparing Mr. Casey's testimony, both I and other Agency officials served Mr. 
Casey and Mr. Gates poorly. We presented the principal aspects of the Agency s sup
port before and after the Presidential finding of 17 January 1987. In the luxury ol 



hindsight, it is easy to cast stones at our efforts but, in the confusion nf *u 
believe Agency officials generally tried to present accurately what wa« £ e ^ e i 
time. Specific details could and should have been added. The flaw<*l ? ^ a t the 
fleeted compartmentation of the initiative, Lieutenant Colonel North'» im°ny re-
that the initiative was continuing and that lives were at stake anH t i l adm°»ition 
to get just the basic facts together. ' i n e rush to try 

Finally, I have no knowledge and no indication whatsoever that ei tW *„ 
or Mr. Gates were at the time deliberately withholding informationreîItW P * * 
Iran-Contra affair. To the contrary, I believe that both were troubledI h! ug Î0 tl* 
House initiative and by the Agency's support role, especially since t L A ! ^ 
uniformed even to the end about some aspects of the operation I b e h W w ? Wa« 
Casey and Mr Gates attempted to prepare factual statements for C o n l ^ J 1 ^ 
both recognized, however, that their statements would not be the fin*f J1** 
that more information would become available as Agency officers contLW°5d **& 
efforts to assemble a basic chronology of what had occurred over the n^f i l h e i r 

months. e P ^ 1 fifteen 

Mr. ALLEN. Thank you sir. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Does Mr. Allen know that if he wantc i 

read his entire statement in the record publicly, he is certaine S 
liberty to do so, and welcome to do so? y at 

Mr. ALLEN Thank you sir. I very much would like to do th^ 
Chairman BOREN. The Chair would indicate that we want vonT 

give us as much information—do not feel that you have to abtoW 
ate anything that you think that the Committee should hear 

Mr. ALLEN. Thank you sir. During the time of the Iranian initia 
tive, which is the focus of the Committee's letter, I served as Z 
National Intelligence Officer for Counterterrorism. Additiona lv 
from December 1985 until March 1987, I was Director of the DOT 
Hostage Location Task Force and from February 1986 until March 
Center * M ° f I n t e l l i ^ e n c e o f C I A '* C o u n t e r t e r S 

In these capacities I worked closely with senior intelligence and 
policy officials throughout the government, although I worked most 
closely with the NSC staff. The principal officer in the NSC resZ-
sible for coordinating counterterrorism policies at the time, was 
Lieutenant Colonel Oliver L. North. 

1 ?aS }™?lwed-,in t h e W h i t e H o u s e banian initiative from Sep
tember 1985 until it became publicly known in November 1986 I 
view the initiative and my involvement in it as essentially three 
phases The first, from early September 1985 until 17 January 1986 
W ino* Presidential Finding was signed, the second from Janu
ary 1986 until the end of May 1986 when the McFarlane trip to 
lenran ended m failure, and the third from June 1986 until No
vember 1986, when Attorney General Meese announced that some 
u i u Pro

J
c.eeds f r o m th® sale of arms to the Iranian government 

had been diverted to support the Contras in Central America. 
During the first phase, I was asked by Lieutenant Colonel North 

to coordinate the collection of intelligence on the Iranian initiative 
and to protect closely this White House effort. During this period, I 
kept Mr Casey and Mr. McMahon fully informed on the intelli
gence collected. Moreover, some of the intelligence was provided to 

•^ T • l r . e o r g e ' t h e D e P u t y Director of Operations. In keeping 
with Lieutenant Colonel North's instruction, I did not inform Mr. 
Uates, even though he technically was my immediate supervisor as 
Chairman of the National Intelligence Council. During the period 
beptember 1985 until January 1986, I never once mentioned this 



or my role in it to Mr. Gates, although I've learned after 
activity . became public that he may have had some knowledge 
the1?' December 1985. 

i!i first direct contact with Mr. Gates on the Iranian initiative 
after the Presidential Finding was signed on 17 January 

caSf Shortly after that date, Mr. Gates called me on the secure 
i hone to request that I work with analysts in the Directorate of 

u zence to provide a limited amount of intelligence on Iraq to 
u nvernment of Iran. He stated that the provision of the data on 

was in response to a White House request and he directed that 
Jraq

 r e that the data provided would give no significant advan-
to the Iranian military. When the project was completed and I 

^Dreoaring to take the intelligence to London for passage to Mr. 
S• «îirher Ghorbanifar, the Iranian intermediary in contact with 
ffSSs in Tehran, I recall that both Mr. McMahon and Mr. Gates 

! J| reservations about passing intelligence to the government of 
Ï n although they recognized that the White House wanted the 
intelligence passed quickly to Tehran and that Director Casey sup-

^Throughout the winter and spring of 1986, I occasionally briefed 
Mr Gates on the status of the initiative and provided him with 
«nme but not all, of the intelligence that was being collected. Mr. 
Pates who by May 1986 had advanced to the position of Deputy 
Director was particularly interested in the McFarlane trip to 
Tehran As . recall, Mr. Gates was as surprised as I when the 
White House, evidently with encouragement from Israel, continued 
the initiative even though the McFarlane trip had ended in total 

alFrom June 1986, I continued to track carefully the progress of 
the White House effort. By then, serious difficulties had begun to 
emerge because Mr. Ghorbanifar had been unable to pay his credi
tors Intelligence concluded that the Iranian government had not 
compensated him for the HAWK spare parts, only a portion of 
which had been delivered to Tehran. Mr. Ghorbanifar had prom
ised on 15 May 1986, when financing for the HAWK spare parts 
had been arranged, to repay his creditors fifteen million dollars 
within 30 days, at 20 percent interest. I became aware m July that 
the White House and U.S. intermediaries, Mr. Albert Hakim and 
Major General, retired, Richard Secord, were actively seeking what 
was characterized as a more direct and reliable second channel to 
the Iranian government, than the first channel represented by Mr. 
Ghorbanifar. I also learned that progress was being made in this 
endeavor. 

From late June until the third week of July when there was a 
disruption in the flow of intelligence, I was able to determine that 
the Iranian government officials involved in the first channel were 
complaining rather strongly about the prices being charged for the 
HAWK spare parts, 80 percent of which were still in Israel await
ing delivery. The principal Iranian official involved asserted that 
Iran was being overcharged by 500 to 600 percent and that he 
could prove it because Iranian arms procurement agents had a 
microfiche that listed the base price for the missile parts. When I 
brought this matter to the attention of Lieutenant Colonel North, 
he insisted that it was Mr. Ghorbanifar who was principally re-
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sponsible for the overpricing. But, at the same time, directs «. 
inform Mr. Ghorbanifar and Mr. Amiram Nir, the special a - a t I 
for counterterrorism to the Prime Minister of Israel and ?tan t 

essence acted as Ghorbanifar's case officer, that the costs wJ* u > 
because U.S. production lines had to be reopened and thaf gtl 

parts had to be repurchased from the third countries which I ^ 
ceived the HAWK air defense system from the United Statw: T J* 
difficulty at the time understanding why Lieutenant Colonel i i a ? 
was telling me to use such patently false stories with Mr fil ! 
îfar. The pricing impasse worsened, even after Father ' Law n" 
Jenco was released by his captors on 26 July 1986 and thp r ^ C e 

der of the HAWK spare parts were flown into Tehran in^1?" 
August. The senior Iranian official involved insisted that hi« „ y 

ernment would not pay such an exorbitant sum for the air Hpff°V" 
equipment. u«ense 

In mid-August, I was told that a second channel to the Irani, 
government was about to be opened, following successful seem 
talks between Mr. Hakim and Major General Secord and S 
officials m Brussels. Shortly after, I received a rather frantic S 
phone call from Mr. Ghorbanifar who was greatly agitated statin* 
that he was being harassed by creditors and that the impasse OVP? 
pricing was not his fault because his commission for the tranwr 
tion averaged only a 41 percent markup. He then provided vervT 
tailed prices on what he was being charged for specific parts and 
equally precise data on the commission he was charging His infor 
mation was generally consistent with intelligence on the financial 
arrangements involving the shipment of the HAWK spare parts 
Mr. Nir also called to support strongly Mr. Ghorbanifar's claims" 
He emphasized that he too could not understand such a maior 
markup in the prices. J 

Because I knew Mr. Hakim and Major General Secord were 
deeply involved in private efforts to support the Contras, I found it 
more than interesting that they also controlled the new channel to 

??' n o occurred to me that the pricing problem might be 
with U.S. parties rather than Mr. Ghorbanifar or the Iranian offi
cials in Iran. I suspected that the Iranians were being deliberately 
overcharged and that profits from the arms sales were being used 
to support the Contras. I shared my suspicions with Mr. George 
Cave, who was then working out of my office, and with Mr. Duane 
Dewey Clarndge, Chief of CIA's Counterterrorism Center. I ex
pressed concern to both over the rapidly eroding operational securi
ty oi the initiative and stated that mixing two separate operations 
was fraught with danger. 

On my own initiative, I met with Mr. Richard Kerr, who at the 
time was Deputy Director of Intelligence. I briefed him on the 
status ot the NSC initiative, expressing alarm over the project's 
lack oi operational security and the international fallout that could 
occur it it was exposed. I pointed out that no arrangements were 
being made to shut down effectively the first channel, the Ghor-
bamlar link to the Iranian government. I also described the pricing 
impasse that existed, including the fact that intelligence showed 
that the Iranians in Tehran believed they were being grossly over
charged by agents acting for the United States Government. I fur
ther stated it appeared that the overpricing was deliberate and 
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* T hplieved proceeds obtained from the arms sales to Iran were 
that i DKl i i - *- n~~*. ~ c • „ T>.T_-

• < d 

id 
a i 
Vfc 

Trts toi support the Contras in Central America. After I had de-

• a diverted to support Contras forces in Nicaragua, although I 
^ïpd hard evidence to confirm this. I cited a number of indicators 
! f t a diversion might be occurring, noting that Mr. Albert Hakim 

H Major General Secord were totally managing the second chan-
1 and that they were also key individuals in theso-call private 

'led my concerns, Mr. Kerr asked tha t I keep him informed on 
Sure developments. 

In September 1986, the NSC continued to move swiftly to estab
lish the second channel to Tehran. On 9 September, while I was at 
he Old Executive Office Building, Lieutenant Colonel North in
formed me that Vice Admiral Poindexter had approved the second 
channel and that the Ghorbanifar channel would be shut down im
mediately. When I pointed out tha t Mr. Ghorbanifar might object 
to this arrangement, Lieutenant Colonel North responded that he 
might have to raise four million dollars to pay off Mr. Ghorbanifar. 
When I asked Lieutenant Colonel North where he would get such a 
large amount of money, he stated he would have to take it from 
the reserve. This statement reinforced my view that excess profits 
were probably being realized from the arms sales to Iran and tha t 
these funds were available for other projects, including supporting 
the Contras in Central America. 

Troubled by these developments, I saw Mr. Gates on 1 October 
1986.1 expressed concern to Mr. Gates over the problems with the 
White House-directed initiative and its eroding operational securi
ty. I explained how the Ghorbanifar channel was being shut down 
and a second link to Tehran established. But I commented that I 
was not certain of the reliability of the new channel and noted that 
the first channel was a running sore because no one had bothered 
to tell Mr. Ghorbanifar that this channel would be closed. I said 
that I believed exposure of the initiative could be imminent. 

I told Mr. Gates tha t I was concerned about one other aspect of 
the Iranian initiative. The impasse over the price of the arms being 
sold to the Iranians. I said that I could not prove it, but I thought 
that proceeds from the arms sales might have been diverted to sup
port the Contras in Central America. 

I recall in the context of that meeting: 
Describing the impasse over the pricing of the HAWK spare 

parts and the refusal of the Iranian government officials involved 
to pay for the parts because the price was five to six times their 
actual cost; 

Noting the desperate financial straits of Manucher Ghorbanifar 
and his frantic call to me in August 1986 when he insisted his com
mission on the price of HAWK spare parts averaged only about 40 
percent; 
. Mentioning Lieutenant Colonel North's reference to the reserve 
in his conversation with me on 9 September 1986, an indication 
that substantial profits were being accrued from the arms sales to 
Iran; 

Pointing out that Mr. Hakim and Major General Secord directly 
controlled the second channel to Iran and, at the same time, evi
dently also were principals involved in the private effort to aid the 
Contra struggle against the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua. 
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I said I could not prove a diversion was occurring but th 
analysis indicated this could be the case. Mr. Gates appeared ^ 
tied and disturbed that the White House would involve its }fi' 
such a dubious activity, but then stated that this was DOW!- ^ Potent very serious and directed that I brief Director Casey immedifi^ 

I met with Mr. Casey on 7 October, Mr. Gates also attend^ 
briefed Mr. Casey on the pricing impasse, the discrepancy betw ^ 

played by Mr. Hakim and Major General Secord in managing th 
new channel to Iran and conducting activities in Central Ameri 
in support of the Contras. I stated that this was one of several f °a 

tors that had left me to conclude that profits obtained from th 
arms sales were going to the Contras, although I lacked direct 
proof. At this meeting, Mr. Gates shared my concern about a possi. 
ble diversion and indicated that the issue needed to be pursued 
Mr. Casey seemed surprised by my statements and asked me to put 
my concerns in writing, which I agreed to do. 

On 13 October, Columbus Day, I wrote these concerns in a memo
randum that presented the objectives of the Iranian initiative de
lineated problems involved with it, and noted that a disaster of 
major proportions was looming, and offered some recommendations 
that would, in essence, have created a panel of outside experts to 
perform a zero based review of the effort. I did not refer specifical
ly to my judgment that money from the Iranian arms sales possi
bly had been diverted to the Contras. Rather I started that allega
tions might be made by Mr. Ghorbanifar that the government of 
the 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 United States and of Israel. I 
was deliberately more oblique in addressing possible illegalities in
volving U.S. parties. I was hesitant to allege in writing that senior 
level White House officials directing the project, including the Na
tional Security Advisor, were engaged in highly questionable, if not 
illegal activities. I had reached an analytic judgment, based on a 
number of indicators, that a diversion was occurring, but I lacked 
hard documentary evidence. To make such an allegation bluntly in 
writing did not seem prudent. 

I was particularly concerned about Mr. Casey's potential use of 
this memorandum. Therefore, I expressed my concerns over possi
ble illegalities in an indirect manner. Mr. Casey did, in fact, what I 
thought he would do. He, along with Mr. Gates, took the memoran
dum to Vice Admiral Poindexter, went over it with him in detail, 
and left it with him. He also told Vice Admiral Poindexter that 
Charlie Allen had prepared it. Retrospectively, I believe the ap
proach I took at the time was the appropriate one, given the evi
dence available to me. I conveyed my concerns orally to both the 
Director and Deputy Director and raised major concerns about the 
entire project in a detailed memorandum. The memorandum, more
over, was shown to other senior officials including Mr. Cave, Mr 
Clarridge, and Mr. Thomas Twetten, a senior official in the Direc
torate of Operations. In view of the lack of confirming evidence, 1 
was concerned about alleging illegalities in an initiative that di-
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, involved the President. I firmly believed then that I had pro-
r S the necessary warning to the most senior officials. 
*w npxt involvement with this issue occurred on vfv next involvement WILII mis issue occurred on 16 October 

11 was called to Mr. Casey's office, Mr. Gates was also present. 
* Casey recounted that he and Mr. Gates had taken my memo-

Hum to Vice Admiral Poindexter and that he had advised the 
when 

amiral to get the White House Counsel involved, since problems 
'th the initiative had begunto surface^ Mr^ Casey further stated 

t t n e had been^contacted by a Mr. ^Roy^Furmark, an old busi-

HAWK missile parts to Iran. Mr. Khashoggi was being hound-

associate in New York. He said.that Mr. Furmark had tele-

îïr. Adnan Khashoggi who had helped to finance the" sale of 
honed him on 9 October to state that Mr. Furmark was represent-

", jjy Canadian financial backers who wanted payment owed them 
for their part in the transaction. Mr. Casey noted that Mr. Fur-
mark's comments only reinforced the need to pursue the issue and 
asked that I meet immediately with Mr. Furmark. He proceeded to 
arrange for Mr. Furmark to fly to Washington that day where I 
met with him in Mr. Casey's office in the Old Executive Office 
Building. 

In this meeting, 16 October 1986, to my surprise, Mr. Furmark 
possessed detailed knowledge of the Iranian initiative, including 
data on the arms transactions. He also indicated that the operation 
was rapidly spinning out of control and would soon become public 
knowledge if something was not done quickly to compensate the 
Canadian financiers who had backed Mr. Khashoggi. Unfortunate
ly, Mr. Furmark had to return to New York before we could com
plete our discussions. He made no mention of any diversion of prof
its from the arms sales to Iran. I summarized my meetings with 
Mr. Furmark in a memorandum on 17 October and sent it to Mr. 
Casey and Mr. Gates. I do not know if Mr. Gates ever saw this 
memorandum because about the same time it was prepared he left 
the country on a two-week trip overseas. 

At Mr. Casey's direction, I saw Mr. Furmark on two subsequent 
occasions. Mr. Cave and I traveled to New York on 22 October and 
extensively debriefed Mr. Furmark that evening. In this session, 
Mr. Furmark stated that he and Mr. Khashoggi had been told by 
Mr. Ghorbanifar that he believed profits from the fifteen million 
dollars used to finance the sale of the HAWK missile parts had 
been earmarked for the Contras in Central America. Mr. Cave and 
I briefed Mr. Casey on this allegation the next day and prepared a 
summary of the meeting for him to send to Vice Admiral Poin
dexter. Mr. Gates was traveling when this memorandum was writ
ten, and I am not certain whether a copy was every made available 
to him, especially since Mr. Casey failed to transmit the memoran
dum to Vice Admiral Poindexter because it fell into the wrong 
ijbox. I remember how personally distressed Mr. Casey was on 23 
November when he discovered that the memorandum had not been 
sent. I met Mr. Furmark on one other occasion, on 6 November 
1986. In this conversation, Mr. Furmark again asserted that the 
Canadian backers of Mr. Khashoggi believed that proceeds from 
jhe sale of arms to Iran might have been diverted to support the 
Contras. I again recorded this fact in a memorandum of conversa
tion of 7 November and sent it to both Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates. I 



14 

believe Mr. Gates saw this memorandum, and I recall discuss' 
with him but I cannot recall any specifics of our conversatio ̂ V̂  
tween this date and the week of 17 November, I cannot recall ^ 
cussing the Iranian initiative with Mr. Gates. During this ni • 
however, I would have been unavailable for part of the tim ^ 
cause I was traveling overseas. e ^ 

During the week of 17 November, I and other senior agency fr 
cials were struggling to pull together the facts about the Agenc ' 
involvement in the White House-directed initiative, in préparât 
for Mr. Casey's appearance before the Congress. It was an extre^11 

ly frustrating process because no one officer had all the details f 
records had been kept, officials had different recollections ov* 
what had happened over the past fourteen months, several office 
were developing chronologies, each of which was at variance with 
the others in some respects, and no one seemed really in charge of 
pulling all of the disparate aspects of the Agency's involvement to
gether in a coherent manner. We were also under constraints be
cause Lieutenant Colonel North and members of his staff were con
stantly reminding us that the initiative to free the American hos
tages in Lebanon was continuing and that every effort must be 
taken to avoid actions that could bring it to an untimely end, possi
bly with loss of life among the hostages and the Iranians with 
whom we were in contact. These constraints weighed heavily over 
the key officers preparing the testimony and especially weighed 
heavily over me because I had worked extremely hard with the In
telligence Community to locate and to determine the condition of 
U.S. hostages in Lebanon. The last thing that I wanted to do was to 
endanger the lives of our hostages or the Iranians with whom we 
were in contact. 

In hindsight, those of us who thought that a diversion had oc
curred should have raised it during the preparation of Mr. Casey's 
testimony. I considered raising the matter on the afternoon of 20 
November when we met in the DCI conference room with Mr. 
Casey to go over the draft testimony. I felt inhibited by the pres
ence of a large number of officials, some of whom had just learned 
of this highly sensitive effort. I was also uncertain how to charac
terize the allegations of diversion, especially since the initiative 
was directed from the White House and since the evidence I had 
was still circumstantial. I believed I had already discharged my 
proper responsibility. I had raised the possible diversion with Mr. 
Casey and Mr. Gates. Mr. Casey knew of my meetings with Mr. 
Furmark, and I believed he had read the memoranda that I had 
prepared on the meetings. Mr. Gates was at least aware that I had 
met with Mr. Furmark who was warning that the initiative was 
about to be exposed. 

Even though the issue of diversion of profits made from the arms 
sales to Iran was not included in Mr. Casey's testimony, I did not 
consider the issue closed, nor did, I believe, either Mr. Casey or Mr 
Gates. Both had encouraged me to pursue the questions about im
proprieties relating to the initiative. A small number of senior CIA 
officials were privy to my memoranda. No one, besides Mr. Casey 
and Mr. Gates, encouraged me to pursue the issue. 

In preparing Mr. Casey's testimony, both I and other officials 
served Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates poorly. We presented the principal 
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^pcts of the Agency's support before and after the Presidential 
S ding of 17 January 1987. In the luxury of hindsight, it is easy to 

t stones at our efforts but in the confusion of the time, I believe 
A ency officials generally tried to present accurately what was 
'own at the time. Specific details could and should have been 
Hded The flawed testimony reflected compartmentation of the ini-
• tive Lieutenant Colonel North's admonition that the initiative 

txâ continuing and tha t lives were at stake, and also the rush to 
trvtoget J u s t t n e kasic facts together. 

Finally» I have no knowledge and no indication whatsoever tha t 
ther Mr- Casey or Mr. Gates were at the time deliberately with

holding information relating to the Iran-Contra affair. To the con
trary, I believe that both were troubled by the White House initia
tive and by the Agency's support role, especially since the Agency 
was uninformed even to the end about some aspects of the oper
ation. I believe both Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates attempted to prepare 
factual statements for the Congress. They both recognized, howev
er that their statements would not be the final word and tha t 
more information would become available as Agency officers con
tinued their efforts to assemble a basic chronology of what had oc
curred over the past fifteen months. 

I stand ready to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Allen. I want to go 

over some questions with you to lay a predicate and a background 
for other questions that I'm sure Members of the Committee will 
want to ask. 

You've testified that you took your concerns that a diversion of 
the funds might be used to help the Contras—first to Mr. Kerr and 
not to Mr. Gates. Can you explain why you first went to Mr. Kerr 
and not to Mr. Gates? 

Mr. ALLEN. I think that 's a good question, Senator. Mr. Kerr had 
become the Deputy Director of Intelligence in the late winter or 
spring of 1986, and he had helped prepare the materials that Mr. 
McFarlane took with him to Tehran, and had also indicated signifi
cant interest in the initiative. And, during that Memorial Day 
weekend, I sort of ran a command post as intelligence came in and 
conveyed it to the White House and to the Directorate of Oper
ations. And Mr. Kerr was briefed two or three times during tha t 
long weekend. He asked that I continue to keep him informed. 

My initial thoughts in the summer, about the second and third 
week of August, were still coming into focus. I felt there were indi
cators that things were amiss and that problems were in the 
United States, not in Tehran. Mr. Kerr was a man who had im
mense analytic capability and also management skills, and I 
thought I should go bounce this activity off him initially before I 
did anything else. Mr. Helgerson, Mr. John Helgerson, the current 
Deputy Director of Intelligence was also at the meeting so I ex
pressed these concerns to two officers, and Mr. Kerr agreed with 
me strongly that this White House initiative was bound to be ex-
Posed. I met him in the CIA operations center later in the after
noon, and he said it's not a question of if it was going to be exposed 
out when. And he was concerned that nothing was being done to 
IOCUS on the problem at the White House. 
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Chairman BOREN. Well, you'd been keeping Mr. Gates, how 
•prised about the Iran initiative. I'm not talking about the H^' 
m, I'm talking about the sales of arms to Iran which you sa^vf 

c»id Mr. McMahon had some misgivings about. And you tail 
about the sharing of intelligence which you were directed to unH 
take and, again, there were misgiving about giving them anyt 
militarily useful. So you were keeping him briefed on the Iran r 
initiative and the intelligence sharing, were you not? 

Mr. ALLEN. I was keeping Mr. Gates informed, yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. But you still decided to go to Mr. Kerr fi 

about your suspicions? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir, I did. 
Chairman BOREN. You've also said that you took your concern 

to Mr. Kerr in August 1986. Mr. Kerr said to us previously, and 
we'll hear him again today in open session, that he passed them 01 
to Mr. Gates. Since Mr. Gates was on vacation from August 1st to 
August 17th, according to his schedules that we have, it would 
seem this must have taken place probably in mid to late August 
Would that sound right to you? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's true. It would have been—I believe as I recall 
the third week of August. Because the second channel was essen
tially cemented in secret talks in Brussels around the 15th of 
August, and I believe I took my concerns a little later—about a 
week later perhaps to Mr. Kerr. So, it's about the third week of 
August. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, let me go into some questions that this 
matter raises in my mind. According to the record, Mr. Ghorbani-
far told you early in 1986 that money could be generated from the 
arms sales to support the Contras and other activities. And, in fact, 
he actually, I believe, proposed such a diversion to Mr. Cave. Cor
rect me if I am wrong about any of these assertions. And you were 
also receiving highly compartmented information that showed that 
the Iranians were complaining—as you've indicated in your state
ment—as early as March that the same items were available more 
cheaply elsewhere. And that by late June it was apparent that 
their outrage over the high prices threatened to kill the whole ar
rangement. So there's a growing level of frustration by the Irani
ans, of which you're aware by late June. You also found out as you 
indicated in your statement that, in July, the Iranians had ac
quired an actual DoD price list for the weapons and on microfiche, 
I think you said. They were aware of the fact that they had been 
overcharged. And Colonel North's answer for that was, which he 
proposed in late July or August, for the CIA to make up its own 
false price list, I believe 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct, sir. 
Chairman BOREN [continuing]. On microfiche which the CIA did 

not do apparently. 
Mr. ALLEN. We did not do it. We found it technically very diffi

cult to do, as I recall. 
Chairman BOREN. But with all these things going on—in other 

words, the dissatisfaction and you knew they had the microfiche of 
the price list, certainly in June, July this is increasing. What made 
you wait until mid-August to bring your suspicions about a diver
sion to Mr. Kerr? 
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j ^ r . ALLEN. Thank you, Senator. That gives me a good opportuni
ty put that 
Senator CHAFEE. Would you pull the mike a little closer, Mr. 

ùlr ALLEN. I welcome the question. The only time that they 
ei-on two occasions, I believe, that Mr. Ghorbanifar evidently 

Wentioned that he could be a turnkey operator for the United 
Sates and for CIA, and that he could even accrue profits that 
ould be used to help, as he put it, "Ollie's boys in Central Amer-
. » j j e first made a reference to this, I believe, on the 13th of 
January 1986 when Mr. Casey asked me to go meet with him and 
valuate him and collect what he knew on terrorism. And he also 

made a reference to this in my meeting with him around the 25th 
24th of January in London, 1986. These references were in my 

notes. I wrote very comprehensive memos on both my meetings 
with Mr. Ghorbanifar. This seemed to me very spurious informa
tion—sort of—Mr. Ghorbanifar was given to hyperbole, so I did not 
give that serious consideration. And very candidly, Mr. Chairman, 
I had forgotten about both those references. They had long since 
been forgotten. They, of course, showed up when a review was 
made of my notes. 

Mr. Cave evidently heard Mr. Ghorbanifar make a comment 
along these lines in March of 1986, and Mr. Cave typed everything 
out on a yellow piece of paper, and there was one sentence that ref
erenced this possible use of funds or profits for Central America. I 
recall reading the memorandum prepared by Mr. Cave, but it 
never registered on me the one sentence about using funds from 
the Iranian arms sales for Central America. It seemed preposterous 
tome. 

The complaints about pricing really did not catch my attention 
until the June and July time frame. There may have been some 
references in the intelligence in the spring, but I did not note it 
and it did not register with me. But it was clear by July that prob
lems were occurring in the transactions, and the real—and I had to 
wait until everything fell together, and it all sort of fell together 
after it became clear that Mr. Hakim and Major General Secord 
were the intermediaries controlling the second channel. Mr. Nir 
had been cut out essentially—Mr. Ghorbanifar had been cut out. 
The fact that there had been references to Major General Secord 
and Mr. Hakim working on Central America—I had heard refer
ences to that from Lieutenant Colonel North and others—suggested 
to me that something was awry, and the only thing that I could 
surmise was that yes, we are deliberately overcharging several 
times over the value of the HAWKS spare parts for other purposes. 
So it took—there was a gestation period. It took awhile for me to 
arrive at that. Perhaps I should have been a more astute analyst, 
but it took me a good while to reach that conclusion. 

Chairman BOREN. SO that's why you waited. It was really begin
ning in that time period of mid to late August, when in your mind 
you felt, based upon your analysis, that you had enough basis of 
suspicion to raise this? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. Up until the fact that Hakim and 
Secord controlled that second channel totally for the White House, 
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I did not feel that there was any conclusive evidence that sn 
thing was truly awry. Dle-

Chairman BOREN. That's what really tipped it in your mind 1% 
same people were, in essence, running both operations. 

Mr. ALLEN. That gave me more indications. And then, of cou 
the event on 9 September when Colonel North said, I'll have?' 
take it from the reserve. And it was clear in the context of the w 
he said that, he did not mean the CIA reserve. 

Chairman BOREN. Which is a reserve that is briefed to this On 
mittee? M)m-

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me go down another path. We've been con 

fused as we go through some of the documents about exactly how 
many meetings there were between you and Mr. Kerr about the 
suspicion of a diversion. According to one unsworn interview, and 
an internal CIA document that's come to us, there was an unsworn 
interview given by Mr. Kerr in December of 1986. In the notes of 
that unsworn interview, Mr. Kerr said that you had told him in 
May that you suspected some of the money from the arms sales 
might be going to the Contras. There's a hand-written notation on 
the memorandum of the interview that this occurred on May 12 or 
May 13. Now it could be that this is simply a mistake on the part 
of Mr. Kerr to place your conversation with him so early or per
haps he is recalling an earlier discussion with you. We'll question 
Mr. Kerr about this as well because more recently he has again 
placed his conversation with you in the August period, and he has 
not talked about another conversation in May. Do you, in fact, 
recall discussing your concerns about a diversion with Mr. Kerr or 
any other senior CIA official before this August conversation with 
Mr. Kerr that you've talked about this morning? 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not—I do not recall that, Senator Boren, and in 
fact when after the initiative was exposed, Mr. Kerr mentioned to 
me that he thought that I had first raised this issue with him in 
May and I, at the time, told him it could not be May. It would had 
to have been in the summer and would had to have been in the 
August/September time frame was the way I first thought about it. 
And the more I thought about it, the more I focused on about the 
third week of August 1986. I am very convinced I only told him 
about it that one time. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Kerr's memory of it, at least in some of 
these interviews, varies on this matter. He sometimes appears to 
talk about a May conversation, sometimes August, so we can't tell 
if he was simply confused about the date or if there were two con
versations. But you are saying as far as you know there was only 
the first conversation on this matter that occurred, you think, the 
third week of August? 

Mr. ALLEN. I think the third week of August. I recall after the 
call from Mr. Ghorbonifar, particularly—and then Mr. Nir called 
me almost within an hour or two after Mr. Ghorbonifar. I at that 
point told Mr. Cave and I believe Mr. Clarridge, and I remember 
walking out that evening to the parking lot to get in my car and I 
was thinking even further about this and it seemed that there were 
those indicators which were very circumstantial, but were pointing 
to a diversion of profits. And I remember at that point thinking, 
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what angrily, that the White House, through this activity, was 
Sneering the lives of the hostages in Lebanon. And I was in 
t angry over that thought, because we had worked so hard to 
t get Americans freed in Lebanon. 

Chairman BOREN. In your sworn statement to the Committee you 
ted that when you informed Mr. Kerr of your speculation about 

diversion, he asked you to keep him informed. Did you ever do 

^Mr ALLEN. I don't think I ever mentioned the diversion directly 
him on any other occasion. I don't recall it. I am sure there were 

\er conversations, but I can't recall a specific one where we 
Iked about the initiative between that date and November. 

^Chairman BOREN. DO you remember him asking you to keep him 

" W ALLEN. I remember that, yes sir. 
Chairman BOREN. Why didn't you go back and update him? 
Mr. ALLEN. I don't recall. I am sure—I recall that there were oc

casions between August and November when this initiative was 
mentioned to Mr. Kerr, but I don't think I ever mentioned the di
version, my suspicions of a diversion. Why, I don't know. I guess I 
was very busy and I probably should have paid more attention to it 
I agree with you that is an enigma. 

Chairman BOREN. YOU say tha t after talking to Mr. Kerr in 
August, you saw Mr. Kerr and he told you he had seen Mr. Gates 
about the matter you had raised with him. 

Mr. ALLEN. That was after the Attorney General Meese's press 
conference where he announced that a diversion had occurred. 
I— 

Chairman BOREN. Well, I thought that after you had seen Mr. 
Kerr in August, you later said you saw Mr. Gates the first of Octo
ber? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's right. 
Chairman BOREN. NOW, SO are you saying that it wasn't until 

after Mr. Meese made this public that you had another conversa
tion with Mr. Kerr about it? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. Mr. Kerr was walking with me on 
the 7th floor corridor and he said, " y ° u know that Mr. Gates has a 
problem." He said, "after you talked to me in August about the 
possibility of a diversion," I talked to Bob and unfortunately he 
just can't remember tha t conversation, and that was after the At
torney General had made his statement publicly on the diversion. 
So he did not tell me tha t he had raised it with Mr. Gates after the 
meeting around the third week of August. I was unaware that Mr. 
Kerr had done so. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, that 's interesting to me. That is some
thing that I have not understood until this time. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. I was always under the impression tha t some-

June between the time you talked to Mr. Kerr in August, and 
before you indicated you talked to Mr. Gates himself on the 1st of 
U(î?Der about your suspicions 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
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Chairman BOREN [continuing]. That Mr. Kerr had reported k 
to you during that time frame that he had had this conv^ c^ 
with Mr. Gates. wersati0n 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir, it was after the Attorney General's puhr 
nouncement. Ic ^ 

Chairman BOREN. Well that was in November. 
Mr. ALLEN. That was in November. Yes sir. 
Chairman BOREN. Did you ever ask Mr. Kerr during that DP • 

of time after you told him in August and before you talked to \?^ 
Gates the 1st of October, by the way Mr. Kerr, did you ever talkt 
Bob Gates about that? Did you ever question him about that? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO. I never asked him that. 
Chairman BOREN. SO you just waited and then you yourself wo 

to Mr. Gates on the 1st of October? 
Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, Senator. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Gates' calendar showed that you had 

meetings with him on August 28th and September 5th, 1986, which 
would have been during the time that your concerns were mount
ing, and after you had talked to Mr. Kerr. Do you recall raisin? 
any concerns with Mr. Gates about a possible diversion in those 
meetings? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir I don't, I do not remember the substance of 
either of those meetings on the 28th of August or the 5th of Sep
tember. I cannot recall why I saw Mr. Gates. You know, we saw 
Mr. Gates both formally and informally, and I have no recollection. 

Chairman BOREN. YOU don't think you talked about a diversion 
with him in these meetings? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir, I did not talk about a diversion to Mr. Gates, 
I feel confident, until 1 October 1986. 

Chairman BOREN. Well let's go to that 1 October meeting. You 
have taken this concern to Mr. Kerr, probably the third week of 
August. You have not really heard anything back from Mr. Ken 
about it, or had another discussion with Mr. Kerr about it. You 
have seen Mr. Gates a couple of times in between, but you indicate 
you didn't talk to him about the diversion at those meetings. What 
prompted you then to go to Mr. Gates on the 1st of October and 
raise those concerns with him at that time? 

Mr. ALLEN. I think it was the continuing accumulation of indica
tions that this initiative was really badly off the tracks; that the 
operational security appeared fragile at best. I had had a meeting, 
I believe, when Mr. Nir was here in Washington in early Septem
ber 1986. He had had a meeting with me before he went to the air
port and he spent about an hour talking about not only the pricing 
issue that he did not understand—he felt the prices were excessive 
for the HAWK parts—and he also spent a lot of time talking about 
his belief that the operational security of the initiative was being 
basically ignored by the White House. And that—I guess I let that 
simmer for a number of weeks before I went to Mr. Gates. But it 
was—we had reached, it seemed to me, what we call in Warning, 
sort of a break point, and I felt now was the time to issue warning, 
particularly on the operational security and then I thought I would 
also talk about the indicators that a diversion might be occurring. 

Chairman BOREN. You still did not have what you'd call hard 
evidence. > 
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ALLEN. No, sir, I did not. 
5nf irman BOREN. YOU had analysis, which was the indicator. 
£r ALLEN. NO sir, I did not. I had what I call analytic judgment. 

Mr Gates may call it speculation and that's fair. But I called 
N°n analytical judgment. 
^airman BOREN. YOU had gone to Mr. Kerr in the first instance 
Aueust, and you had not gone to Mr. Gates. As your concerns 

in A!;LJ why did you not go back to Mr. Kerr? Why did you go to 
t Gates instead? 

Mr ALLEN. Well, at this stage I felt it was important to get this 
Mr Gates and also, I was thinking at the time, he would be best 
uiDped to know how to deal with the issue and to bring it to the 

rtention of Mr. Casey. I felt—and that is exactly what happened. 
Mr Gates, I thought then worked with me by going in and seeing 
Mr Casey on the 7th of October. I thought it was a logical—I re-
norted to Mr. Casey and to Mr. Gates, and I felt it was correct to go 
J! Mr. Gates at that stage. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, was it also because you got no more feed
back from Mr. Kerr? Did that enter in? 

Mr. ALLEN. I don't think so. I think I went to Mr. Kerr because 
he was a very senior official who wanted to know about the status 
of the initiative, but I felt that the action that would be taken with 
the White House would eventually come from Mr. Casey. So it was 
time to put my troubles, as I called them, before Mr. Gates. 

Chairman BOREN. SO you took your troubles to Mr. Kerr. The 
next time you really commented with him about it was after Mr. 
Meese announced the diversion. 

Mr. ALLEN. But Senator, I didn't expect any real feedback from 
Mr. Kerr. I wanted to sort of get his reaction to what I had to say. 

Chairman BOREN. I see. 
Mr. ALLEN. And I thought he also correctly shared my concerns. 

In fact, he spoke even more strongly than I did at the time over 
the likelihood of early exposure. 

Chairman BOREN. But when you took it to Mr. Gates then ap
proximately a week later, what you hoped would happen did. The 
two of you went to Mr. Casey and told him about it. 

Mr. ALLEN. He told me to get with Mr. Casey and he used the 
term immediately and as you know for some reason, Charlie Allen 
took a week to get down to—well, six days to get into Mr. Casey's 
office. I remember going back and telling my secretary to get me 
on with Mr. Casey right away, but somehow the calendars didn't 
get together until the following Tuesday. I saw Mr. Gates on a 
Wednesday and it was the next Tuesday before I met with Mr. 
Casey. 

Chairman BOREN. NOW let me say to my colleagues, I want to 
proceed just a minute longer to lay this predicate, but if any of you 
and a point here where you want to jump in, don't hesitate. 

Senator NUNN. I would like to ask one thing on this point before 
you depart that point. 

Chairman BOREN. Surely, Senator Nunn. 
. Senator NUNN. During this time Mr. Allen, you had these suspi

cions and you conveyed those suspicions to various people in the 
UA. And during that time you were meeting with Colonel North, I 
assume frequently, were you not? 
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Mr. ALLEN. I met with Colonel North several times a week 
talked to him on the secure phone several times a day. R(11 

Senator NUNN. Why didn't you just ask him, or did you ask V 
Colonel North, are funds being diverted? m Q l > 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not put it to him that way. I put in the form 
why are the prices so high? Why is there this funding impasso 
And each time I was given virtually a different story by LieutenT' 
Colonel North. nant 

Usually, you know Ghorbanifar is a problem or re-opening pr 
duction lines is a problem. Just go on and keep this story consist 
ent with both Mr. Ghorbanifar and Mr. Nir. And he was most en! 
phatic. 

It's a good question, why didn't I? Because I thought it was get. 
ting fairly close to the bone at the White House to accuse of what 
would appear to be a very imprudent thing to do if they were 
taking profits, endangering the lives of hostages in Lebanon, and 
applying it to support another operation in Central America. 

Senator NUNN. But you were indeed accusing him of that with 
your superiors. Wouldn't it have been the logical thing to do to 
simply ask Col. North if he were doing it before you basically 
aroused the suspicions or while you were arousing the suspicions 
and while you were working with him on a daily basis? 

Mr. ALLEN. I could have gone that direction, but I decided to go 
up to the hierarchy through the CIA and to Director Casey so he 
could go as he thought proper to the White House. And I think he 
handled it quite well. 

Senator NUNN. And you did believe then that what was happen
ing, if your suspicions were proved to be correct, that is money was 
going from the Iranians in effect indirectly to the Contras and the 
Iranians were getting madder and madder and madder and these 
were the people who were in effect, at least we hope were going to 
have influence on freeing the hostages, you were concerned that 
this action by Col. North was directly putting the lives of the hos
tages in jeopardy were you not? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct. 
Senator NUNN. But you never mentioned that to him? 
Mr. ALLEN. I did not accuse him at any time of a diversion, no I 

did not. I took my suspicions up my chain of command at the 
Agency. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, at that point could I ask you 
what were your concerns for the operational security of the mis
sion? 

Mr. ALLEN. My concerns were many. One was that Mr. Ghorban
ifar was beginning to threaten to make public the initiative be
cause he had learned he was being cut out as the principal inter
mediary to Teheran. There were concerns also that basically, we 
learned by early September that there were Canadian investors 
complaining, who had financially backed, at least according to Mr. 
Furmark, Khashoggi and financing—doing the bridge financing of 
the $15 million dollars for the HAWK spare parts. They were 
threatening to take this matter public. 

It seemed to me that the White House was handling this under 
the NSC, under Vice Admiral Poindexter, in a way that defied all 
the operational security training that I have and that my Agency 
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naps It seems to me they were violating just fundamental prin-
^ f good security. 
C1Pinator gRADLEY. And that was clear before October 1st in your 

°&° ALLEN. Yes sir 
Senator BRADLEY. When did it first dawn on you' 
Mr ALLEN- I began to become more concerned certainly in the 
• and August timeframe that this thing was running on month 

iter month, with no solution, and then we saw Ghorbanifar com-
and also making threats that he would expose the initia-

month, with no solution, and then we saw Ghorbanifar com
plaining 

^Chairman BOREN. The Vice Chairman has one question before 
we proceed on to another subject. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator CRANSTON. I have one question also. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Allen, following up on Senator Nunn's 

Question, and your response acknowledging how the unhappiness of 
the Iranians was a potential threat to the hostages. I think that 
was acknowledged, is that correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, that they were most unhappy. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Would you explain to me then how that re

lates to your statement on page thirteen when you say that the 
preparation of the testimony was underway for Mr. Casey. And the 
statement is made, "we were also under constraints because Lieu
tenant Colonel North and members of his staff constantly remind
ed us that the initiative to free the American hostages in Lebanon 
was continuing, and that every effort must be taken to avoid ac
tions," etc. Aren't we in conflict here? You can't have it both ways. 
Why didn't somebody speak up and say, we can't raise this issue in 
Casey's testimony because it is a sensitive issue of concern due to 
the effort to free the hostages and the fact that the Iranians were 
becoming unhappy. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think, one, we know—I surmised back in the 
August-September timeframe that there could be threats to the 
lives of the hostages because the Iranian government, radicals in 
particular, had influence over the captors in Lebanon, and if an
gered enough possibly could in retribution for what they felt was 
lack of good faith on the part of the United States, murder a hos
tage. That was a possibility. 

Lt. Col. North and his staff, I know they talked to Mr. Cave and 
they talked to me, and they talked to Mr. Casey, because I know 
Col. North talked to Mr. Casey, at some point said during that 
timeframe about particularly when Mr. Casey returned from Cen
tral America, that lives were still at stake, that the testimony 
given, if made public, could be damaging to the safety of the hos
tages in Lebanon and it would also, if it became public, could po
tentially endanger the lives of the Iranians. 

So at this stage I only had indications still, I did not have hard 
evidence of a diversion, but I felt—I think I felt inhibited and con
strained at that stage. That we, in no way, wanted to endanger 
those lives. 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Cranston has a question. Then Sena
tor Nunn. Then I want to return back to the question about Mr. 
'urmark's meetings. 



24 

Senator CHAFEE. Are we following the early bird rule? B 
this working here? °w is 

Chairman BOREN. I'm still asking questions. I'm just defer 
because there were interjections that people wanted to make ahr!̂  
the same subject. I'm afraid I still have several other questio ! 
need to ask. ns *• 

Senator CRANSTON. On page two of your testimony describ' 
events during the first phase in the middle of that large paragraïïf 
you say in keeping with Lt. Col. North's instructions, I did ! j 
inform Mr. Gates even though he was technically my immédiat 
superior—supervisor. What were your thoughts then and what a 
your thoughts now about why Col. North made that request tr 
you? 

Mr. ALLEN. At this stage I think Col. North believed that this 
initiative could be handled out of the White House with the assist-
ance of the government of Israel, with very limited assistance from 
the Intelligence Community and CIA, and he fully expected that 
the hostages would be freed and released in a matter of weeks or a 
month or so at most. 

So he did not—he did not at that stage believe that he would 
need to bring in the Agency in a support role as he later had to do 
or as later as Vice Admiral Poindexter. Mr. Casey agreed that I 
should keep it only to himself, Mr. McMahon, perhaps Mr. George, 
to keep it highly limited at that stage since it was an intelligence 
collection activity solely. 

Senator CRANSTON. SO it was more compartmented? 
Mr. ALLEN. It was extremely compartmented. And there was real 

confidence on the part of Lt. Col. North that this hostage issue 
would be resolved relatively soon. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Excuse me, could I just ask, along Senator 

Cranston's lines, were you specifically told not to inform Mr. 
Gates? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. I was told not to inform anyone in the Deputy 
Director of Intelligence and let only Mr. George know in the Direc
torate of Operations. And we held that. The intelligence was kept 
in extremely compartmented fashion. 

Senator NUNN. Mr. Allen, back to my question about why you 
didn't pursue this with Col. North. Here you have in effect an initi
ative with Iran whose purpose is to try to get the hostages out. And 
here you have great concern about the danger of the hostages and 
here's Col. North expressing grave concern to you about the dan
gers to the hostages. And all of that basically was keeping you 
from dealing with people and even affected the testimony of Mr. 
Casey, and yet you're dealing with him day after day. And you 
never even say to him, Col. North, I think what you're doing may 
be endangering the hostages? You never said that? 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not. 
Senator NUNN. NOW you mention on page 11, quoting your 

words, "In view of the lack of confirming evidence I was concerned 
about alleging illegalities in an initiative that directly involved the 
President." Where you informed that the President himself was in
volved directly in what North was doing. 



Mr ALLEN- I was informed that the President, in early December 
Led a meeting at which Mr. McMahon attended where the 

fi/tent after an hour and a half of discussion insisted that this 
-Stive go forward. 

Senator NUNN. This initiative meaning which initiative? 
Mr ALLEN. The Iranian initiative. 
fliairman BOREN. The sale of arms to Iran. 
Mr ALLEN. The sale of arms which would involve inter alia the 
le of arms to Iran in order to secure the release of the hostages 
nd also to allegedly develop a geo-strategic relationship again, 
th some elements—hopefully with some elements within the gov

ernment of Iran. And that led of course to the Presidential Finding 
f 17 January 1986. Mr. McMahon was quite emphatic and he de-

bribed it to me in some detail, that the Agency would support the 
president but he had grave reservations about the initiative. 

Senator NUNN. Okay. Now, I understand the Iranian initiative 
but I think it's important to separate that from the diversion. Be
cause those were mixing two different, distinct actions, as you've 
observed, and as you say in your testimony involved grave dangers. 
Now when you talk about alleging as I've just quoted, "I'm con
cerned about alleging illegalities in an initiative that directly in
volved the President," you're not talking about the Iranian initia
tive there, you're talking about the diversion of 

Mr. ALLEN. We're talking about an initiative which also included 
the—which included the diversion. You're absolutely right, sir. Not 
the Iranian initiative. That was legally 

Senator NUNN. Well, what I'm asking you is whether you believe 
the President was involved in the diversion? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir. I have absolutely no knowledge of that. 
Senator NUNN. Well, why then wouldn't you have talked to Col. 

North about it? Because you said the reason you didn't is because 
it was a high White House initiative. And this seems to me that 
the initiative on diversion directly contradicts what the President 
was trying to do on the Iranian hostages, does it not? 

Mr. ALLEN. At this stage my view was in lack of confirming evi
dence, I did not want to put into writing at that stage something 
that would talk about illegalities or improprieties. And I just felt it 
wasn't prudent. 

Senator NUNN. Why did you think then and you put in your 
words on page 11, in view of the lack of confirming evidence I was 
concerned about alleging illegalities in an initiative that directly 
involved the President? Now what initiative that was illegal in
volved the President if you didn't believe the President knew about 
the diversion? 

Mr. ALLEN. We were uncertain what might be involved in this. 
There was a great deal of secrecy involved in the initiative, even 
from me and I'm sure from other officials at the Agency. That was 
a generic statement that if we put down very bluntly in a memo
randum that a diversion had occurred which appeared to have the 
approval of at least the National Security Advisor there could be 
imputed that it could even reach to the Oval Office. And I didn't 
want to put that in writing. 

senator NUNN. So you were afraid that it might involve the 
resident, although you didn't know that? 



26 

Mr. ALLEN. I didn't know. I did not know at that stage. 
Senator NUNN. But that was your fear. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes, that was my fear, sir. That was indeed a— 
Senator NUNN. That the diversion might have involved the 

President. , , " ; 
Mr. ALLEN. Because the President was so empathie m that meet 

ing in early December which Mr. McMahon described in g ^ 
detail about the fact that he really wanted to pursue the initiative 
to free the hostages. # 

Chairman BOREN. Let's be clear again. Selling arms to the Irani-
ans, while unwise and resisted, in fact, by several people at the 
Agency, was not illegal in itself. 

Mr. ALLEN. Not in itself. No sir. 
Chairman BOREN. A diversion was illegal. 
Mr. ALLEN. That is what the attorneys have said, yes. 
Chairman BOREN. And when you say you were hesitant to explic. 

itly talk about illegalities, it was because they might involve the 
President. 

Mr. ALLEN. I had suspicions, but I did not know where they led 
at that staffe. 

Chairman BOREN. Your suspicion was that it might have in-
volved the President himself. 

Mr. ALLEN. My suspicions were that it could have gone into the 
Oval Office. I didn't know. And I don't think anyone, at that stage 
knew what, if there was a diversion, who had approved it, how it 
had originated, who had thought of it, and how many people were 
even aware of it at the White House. I didn't know. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me pursue ahead. I'll try to go through 
these without interruption as quickly as I can because I know my 
colleagues are getting anxious. But I think there are two or three 
things we need to clarify in your testimony. 

When the Iran-Contra investigation began, you testified several 
times before various bodies, including this Committee's preliminary 
inquiry, the Tower Board and the Joint Iran-Contra Committee. So 
you've given testimony in several forums. On each of those occa
sions you testified about your meeting with Mr. Gates on October 
1, 1986. 

The thing that strikes me is the differences m some ot these ac
counts and your current testimony. Let me give you a couple of ex
amples so perhaps you can help us with this. In your current testi
mony, you say that you recall mentioning to Mr. Gates within the 
context of the meeting of October 1st, Col. North's comment about 
taking $4 million out of the reserve to pay off Ghorbamfar You 
didn't recall that comment in your previous testimony in 198b ana 
1987. So there's a difference here about whether or not you believe 
you told Mr. Gates on October 1st about Col. North's comment. 

Another point in your current testimony that was omitted trom 
your previous sworn testimony in 1986 and 1987 is your recollec
tion that you told Mr. Gates about a frantic phone call you re
ceived from Mr. Ghorbanifar about his financial situation, wer 
trying to determine, of course, exactly what happened and tner 
are differences on those two subjects. Could you help us understanu 
how you resolved in your own mind what you told Mr. Gates at w 
October 1st meeting. 
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ALLEN. Yes, I think I can do that, Senator. When I gave my 
Mr- o mménts about this in December, I believe, about the 5th of 

i° her 1986 that was my very first interview and the first t ime 
^eCein ver debriefed on my knowledge. And at that stage I had just 
1 waS t d from a trip from Europe, I was getting ready to go on an-
returnea ^ g f 0 u o w i n g day with Attorney General Meese for coun-
other tr P t a l k g w i t h f o r e ign governments. So I gave a very quick 
t e r t i e w on a Saturday morning tha t was literally on the fly. I 

A ot had time to reflect and think clearly about my meetings 
>v, Mr Gates or even with Mr. Kerr. 
T tpr when I was able to think more reflectively, it was clear 
* T had ticked off to Mr. Gates three or four indicators of why I 

Î. flvpd I had reached this analytic judgment. And one of the 
v «i that I indicated was tha t Col. North's comment about taking 
infv from the reserve to buy off Mr. Ghorbanifar. 

"what I think is important out of this, in tha t case Mr. Gates cap-
rid the central message I had brought to him, was tha t there 
soossibly a diversion occurring and this was a matter of serious 

™rern So I think tha t Mr. Gates, whether he remembers all of 
Te particulars or not, that 's another matter. He captured the cen-
ralitv of the message I was trying to convey. 
Chairman BOREN. He got the bottom line of your message. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Gates has a remarkable ability for getting to the 

b 0ffirman BOREN. Based on the fact you refreshed your memory 
and thought about it more since your first interviews, you think 
vou're now accurate in saying you gave several indicators of your 
analysis to Mr. Gates. That probably included the comment about 
the $4 million out of the reserve and it probably also included the 
comment about your conversation with Mr. Ghorbanifar. 

Mr ALLEN. I do, sir. And as far as the frantic conversation with 
Mr Ghorbanifar, I really remember talking to Mr. Gates on tha t 
and saying that Ghorbanifar really believes he's being victimized 
in the financing of this transaction. m 

Chairman BOREN. Okay. Well, let me go on to another thing. 
Senator CRANSTON. Let me ask one question. I may have misun

derstood you but did you say tha t you thought you had ticked off 
Mr. Casey? , . ,. 

Mr. ALLEN. NO, sir. I said tha t I had given a number of indica
tors to Mr. Gates on 1 October and tha t I had ticked off 

Chairman BOREN. YOU mean listed them off. 
Mr. ALLEN. I listed, I'm sorry. It 's sort of an intelligence phrase. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU listed them off. 
Mr. ALLEN. I listed the indicators tha t suggested a diversion 

could be occurring. . 
Chairman BOREN. YOU were using the term in more traditional 

sense. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. I don't know these new terminologies. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me go into one other area that ' s ambigu

ous. You testified in your Iran-Contra deposition tha t when you 
told Mr. Gates about the possible diversion on October 1st, you 
quoted him as saying in the past he'd admired Col. North because 
of his work in crisis management and things of this nature but this 
was going too far. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 2 
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Iran-Contra deposition that you made no reference in any of 
discussions to anyone in the United States government beine°Ur 

volved in the activity related to a possible diversion. This is ace ^ 
ing to his memory. He doesn't recall you talking about Col Norft 
or others. ' n h 

He also testified in his deposition that he did not ask Col. Nortk 
about the diversion at the lunch he had with Col. North and Dir 
tor Casey on October 9th. This is after this meeting with you cT 
the 1st and his joint meeting with you and Mr. Casey on the 1th 
At his lunch with Col. North on the 9th, he didn't confront Col 
North because he didn't have any suspicion at that point that Col 
North or anyone else at the NSC was in any way associated with 
the speculation about a diversion. Again, can you tell us what is 
the basis for your recollection that you had clearly associated 
North or the NSC staff with your speculation? Were you briefing 
him from notes? You have gone back and refreshed your memory? 
You said you recall this about taking the $4 million from the rê  
serve. Do you recall how Mr. Gates responded to these comments? 

Mr. ALLEN. AS I recall, Mr. Gates clearly has many things, as 
Admiral Inman so admirably explained, on his plate at any one 
time. I had worked, when I was in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense very closely with Col. North on a crisis management prob
lem and crisis management capabilities and Mr. Gates was well 
aware of Col. North's strengths and abilities relating to developing 
and improving U.S. crisis management mechanisms, overall pro
grams and policies. 

I recall distinctly on 1 October that he said this. But he said it 
with deep concern that Col. North, whatever qualities he may have 
had in the past in performing services to the United States, that 
this was a very questionable activity at best and he reiterated that 
when we were with Mr. Casey on 7 October. It was, in essence, a 
statement of disapproval of Lt. Col. North's actions, if indeed, these 
actions were occurring. 

I did not talk from notes. We tried to keep records of this initia
tive to a minimum and I did not have any notes with me when I 
talked to Mr. Gates. 

Chairman BOREN. YOU met with Mr. Furmark three times. Octo
ber 16th, October 22nd, and November 6th as you have testified 
this morning. On the first two occasions Mr. Gates was traveling 
abroad. I believe you indicated you're not sure whether or not he 
saw your first memo because he was traveling abroad. But you 
wrote a memo to Mr. Gates and Director Casey dated November 
7th after the last meeting, reporting what Mr. Furmark had told 
you the day before. This time Mr. Gates was back in the country. 
You stated in response to Committee questions that Mr. Gates saw 
the November 7th memo and that you believe you recall discussing 
it with him. 

You say you don't recall any of the specifics of the discussion. 
But do you remember why you discussed the memorandum with 
Mr. Gates? 
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ALLEN- I cannot recall any specifics. I cannot go beyond what 
tatement—my written statement indicates. 

^rh irman BOREN. YOU don't have any memory of why it was? Do 
think that you did discuss it? 

°̂Sr ALLEN- Yes sir. But I cannot recall any specifics. There was 
entence in that, or one or two sentences that dealt with the 

0116 "dons of—that the Canadian backers, I believe, believed that 
SïSPoroceeds from the sale of arms to Iran had been diverted to 

rt the Contras. But I do not recall discussing the specifics of 
SUPIconversation relating to this memorandum. I cannot help you, 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you Mr. Allen. There are a few more 
stions that I may need to come back to if other members don't 

qUk them. Let me turn now to Senator Murkowski and he will be 
Slowed by Senator Chafee. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I have a question on behalf of one our col-
ipSues Senator Warner, with regard to the intelligence warning 
responsibility that you have. It's the understanding of the Senator 
from Virginia that you gave some warning on Iraq's intentions 
toward Kuwait in 1990. Is that correct? 

Mr ALLEN. That's correct. v 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I also understand, on behalf of Senator 

Warner that warning in itself can be rather controversial and not 
always popular. Based on your long relationship with Mr. Gates, I 
wonder if you could tell the Committee how you view the mission 
of warning, its importance, what will Mr. Gates do, in your opinion 
if he's confirmed, to improve the system by which we collect, ana
lyze and disseminate warning? . 

Mr. ALLEN. Well I believe that Mr. Gates' highest priority is to 
warn of threats to U.S. national security interests world-wide and 
that his responsibility is to alert the President and policy officials 
as early as possible based on reliable information that a threat to 
U.S. security is developing. 

In my view, in my conversations with Mr. Gates, he is an individ
ual who really wants to strengthen the warning function. He recog
nizes there will always be surprises to U.S. foreign policy, but I 
think he believes that with the proper techniques, the proper meth
odologies of warning and also with regional specialists participat
ing, that we can do a better job and we can avoid the surprise. 

If we have savvy warning officers working with country special
ists in a more dynamic and interactive way, I believe we can make 
our country more secure. Mr. Gates, when I became the NIO for 
Warning, he was the Acting Director for Central Intelligence. We 
spoke for quite a while over what warning was, what is wasn't, and 
he had a very clear and discerning eye on warning and I believe 
the warning community will be strengthened under his leadership, 
I have every confidence. He believes we need to do a better job in 
political intelligence. 

We can learn a lot about military mobilization. There were polit
ical indicators relating to Mr. Saddam Hussein's intentions and 
plans to invade Kuwait, and there were economic indicators that 
developed prior to the military mobilization. Once the military mo
bilization began around July 19, 1990 we were able, in warning, to 
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fairly well present a convincing case by the 25th of July ti 
Saddam Hussein would invade Kuwait. ha* 

So I'm very confident that Mr. Gates will take a very str 
hand in warning. ' °n8 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Yet if I can go back, the general presum 
tion was that we had little or no intelligence, or if we did, we d̂  
not act on it. And I gather you're saying because of the politici 
nuances it was difficult to, I guess, to come out publicly with an 
kind of an early condemnation of Iraq. In view of what they ha/ 
done with the Kurds and their record, why would that be such 6 

difficult thing to do? Clearly we were dissatisfied with what wa 
happening? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's right. And there were indications in as earlv 
1988 that Saddam Hussein was very unhappy with Kuwait exceed. 
ing OPEC oil production quotas. So when we go back as early as j 
think November 1988, we can see that there were indications of po
tential aggressive thinking on the part of Baghdad. 

And the fact that in 1989 and 1990 Saddam Hussein did not de
mobilize. He kept a million man army with 5,800 main battle 
tanks. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Without breaching security, can you just 
generalize why we didn't act on that intelligence? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think as Mr. Kerr has testified, and I don't 
want to get into classified but in closed session over in the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, I believe that the In
telligence Community performed rather well during that period. 

I think, to some degree, sometimes we tell the policy level things 
that don't correspond with actual policy initiatives or thinking. But 
I think this is the strength of the Intelligence Community is to be 
very independent and as objective as possible. I think overall the 
Defense Intelligence Agency, the CIA, and I, as the head of the Na
tional Warning Community did a very creditable in warning. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I don't want to depart too much from Mr. 
Gates because that's what this hearing is all about. So let me refer 
again to some of the specific questions. 

You testified on October 1st that you met with Mr. Gates and in
formed him about your suspicions that money was being diverted 
to the Contras. And earlier we understand that you met with Dick 
Kerr on August of 1986 and mentioned the same speculation. And I 
think the Chairman has focused in on the question of why you 
didn't go back to Dick Kerr in October instead of going to Gates 
and it wasn't because Mr. Kerr didn't act on it, it was because I 
think you said you wanted to take it higher up is that right? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. And I reported directly to Mr. Gates 
and to Mr. Casey, and at that stage it seemed to me it was time to 
get Mr. Gates' attention on this problem. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. But weren't you somewhat disturbed that 
Mr. Kerr hadn't acted on it? Or did it register or was it just dis
missed? 

Mr. ALLEN. I wasn't concerned about Mr. Kerr at the time. There 
were other people involved in supporting the White House initia
tive and they were not as concerned or as worried as I am. I have 
been called that I am more of a Cassandra so I thought that per
haps I was worrying too much. But as events continued through 
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. _ w and I saw no relief ii 
Sep 

her and I saw no relief in the problems, particularly the im-
J"r'te ver pricing, the fact that Canadian—well, that came later, 
passe ° t £ a t t^ere were operational problems continuing to de-
but the fact that Mr. Ghorbanifer had made threats to expose 
vel°P'.;. t i v e a n d the White House was essentially cutting him out 
theil entire effort, told me it that it would be prudent to bring it 
of 2r* fiâtes' attention at that time. 
t0cTfltor MURKOWSKI. All right. Now after you told Mr. Gates 

t vour suspicion on October 1st, did he ever indicate to you 
3 the did not want to be kept informed or that he wanted the 
t; n?v kept out of it or any conversations of that type? 

TS ALLEN Not at all, sir. He wanted to be kept informed. His 
Val reaction was one of surprise and one of being alarmed. He 
•iTnitiallv I don't want to hear this, but then immediately—he 
•A that in sort of sudden surprise at what I had to tell him—then 

f1 cflid this is a very serious matter. You take it to Bill Casey as 
^ n as possible. I think he used the word "immediately." 

Mr Gates did not tell me that he was going to be in on the meet-
• a with Mr Casey. I walked in one door and—the instant I walked 
•n nne door—he walked in from his connecting office into Mr. 
Î W s and sat down and went through the issue with Mr Casey. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And on the October 1st meeting with Gates, 
vou went into your suspicions of the diversion in enough detail so 
that there could be no question that you made the point? 

Mr ALLEN I made the point. Mr. Gates remembers that there 
was speculation, as he puts it, relating to a possible diversion of 
proceeds from Iranian arms sales to Central America. He got the 

^n^tc^MuRKOWSKi. Now going to the November 20th session 
where there was the attempt to draft the statement for Mr. Casey s 
testimony to be delivered the following day. You were at that meet
ing as I recall from your testimony. Is that correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct sir. ; 
Senator MURKOWSKI. There were a lot of things happening. 

There was North's people around telling them about the sensitivity 
of the hostages. 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct. . 
Senator MURKOWSKI. But at the time of the meeting on Novem

ber 20th how many people in the CIA had told you about your view 
that money had been diverted to the Contras? Was it common 
knowledge by that time? , 

Mr. ALLEN. It was not common knowledge. It was still held to a 
very few people by the 20th. The possibility of a diversion having 
occurred was restricted, I guess, to Mr. Casey, Mr. Gates, myself, 
Mr. Kerr, Mr. Helgerson, Mr. Twetten, Mr. Clarndge, Mr. Cave. 
Those are the only individuals I can say from direct knowledge 
knew of the allegations of a possible diversion. 

How many people saw my memoranda? I don t know. It s possi
ble that one of those officers showed my memoranda to other olti-
cers. But I have only direct knowledge, so you're only talking about 
a very small number of officers. . 

Senator MURKOWSKI. You're talking about seven or eight that 
you named. 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct, sir. 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. And were most of those there at t W 
o ses

sion? 
Mr. ALLEN. Most of those individuals were there at that sessi 

Yes sir. n-
Senator MURKOWSKI. Could you explain to us then why durin 

the drafting session no one suggested tha t the matter of diverse 
be included in Director Casey's testimony? 

Mr. ALLEN. This was a room of about twenty plus officers, as I 
recall, including our General Counsel and our Comptroller and 
Public Affairs, Congressional Affairs. We were simply trying to 
pull together the basic data on the initiative. I thought about rais-
ing the issue at some point, but I hesitated to do it because of all of 
the previous reasons that I have given. Why other officers didn't 
raise it—I can't answer for that because other officers knew of my 
suspicions and a small number of officers had copies of my memo
randa. I don't have a good explanation. I think we should have. 

At that time, it sounds rather comical in some ways that we 
could serve Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates so poorly but I was trying to 
put together a chronology. I know the Inspector General was, the 
General Counsel was, the Deputy Director of Operations was trying 
to put together a chronology. And no two chronologies agreed on 
even what the basic facts were. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. SO none of the 20 plus people mentioned it? 
Mr. ALLEN. N O sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. But in fact, you indicated that North's 

people were saying something like, well, be careful of the hostages, 
we don't want 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Weren't North's people in effect mention

ing it then? By saying we don't want to bring up the diversion, be
cause that will compromise the hostages? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir, they never once acknowledged that a diver
sion had occurred to me. All that they had said to me and to Mr. 
Cave and others, tha t they were very concerned that the testimony 
given to the Congress by Mr. Casey because it was a growing politi
cal issue would be leaked in some detail and tha t this could endan
ger the lives of our hostages or the Iranians with whom we were in 
contact. Those were the comments made by Col. North and his 
staff. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And they were at the meeting? 
Mr. ALLEN. They were not at the meeting. The were—we had 

been admonished about this both in person and over the telephone. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Were some of his people at the meeting 

though? 
Mr. ALLEN. NO sir. It was—there were no non-CIA officers at the 

meeting. This was the senior CIA officers trying to pull together 
testimony for Mr. Gates—I mean for Mr. Casey. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, it would seem to those of us with 
hindsight tha t the matter of diversion was the hot topic. It was 
either an unmentionable from the standpoint of what it would 
open up in Mr. Casey's testimony, if included. It is pretty hard to 
just ignore that nobody brought it up and perhaps it should have 
been brought up, or perhaps we didn't do a proper job of serving 
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Casey but I would assume the implications of putting it in 
^r' asons why it wasn't put in. Is there any logic in that line? 
we7 f

 ALLEN. That—yes, Mr. Vice Chairman, that is very good 
• rW»cause at that stage we had indications. We had an analytic 

logic Df~t__at least I did, and Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey and Mr. 
jUdgme ^ ^ n o t n a v e ha r ( i evidence. At that stage we were 

prior to the 17 January 1986 Finding, ffreSS on What n a p p e n e a pr io r LU u i e n «January IÏFOO r i n u i n g , 
^ î what happened subsequently. We recognized and I think Mr. 

v indicated during his statements up here to the Hill that this 
^ r i o t the final word. That there were other, you know as we 
wafipd data together, we would be able to perhaps give a more co-
E nt story. I know of no deliberate conspiracy to withhold that 

in the testimony. I think at that stage, in the confusion of the 
the fact that the Agency was a supporting entity and the 

ffite House was a support entity, that we were having great diffi-
itv getting some of the principal facts together on a short term 

2 That may not be satisfactory, Mr. Vice Chairman. In hind
sight'it is not satisfactory, but that indeed is a fact. That is what 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, one can only draw the conclusion 
that it was intentionally withheld in recognition of the fact that 
vou had 20 or more people there. Somebody was conducting the 
meeting. I assume somebody generally reached the conclusion of 
what points were going to be concluded and what points weren t. 

And I wonder if you could identify, for the record, who coordinat
ed the meeting and what role Mr. Gates played in the drafting ses
sion Did he accept a responsibility of trying to make it complete or 
were people coming and going? How was this thing finally brought 
together? , , . 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, this was being brought together to a large 
degree at that stage by the Directorate of Operations because they 
had provided L ~;_̂  

Senator MURKOWSKI. And would you name the Director/ 
Mr. ALLEN. That was Mr. Clair George, who was of course the 

Director of Operations, but there were a number of officers from 
the Directorate of Operations there—who were trying to pull it to
gether. The executive assistant to Mr. Casey was very active in 
helping actually write the testimony. Mr. Gates, I recall, came in 
and went through portions of it because he was responsible until 
Mr. Casey returned. And as I recall Mr. Casey returned on a 
Wednesday or Thursday of that week from Central America. Mr. 
Gates was responsible for telling people to get on with preparing 
the testimony. And—but then Mr. Casey of course, was finally re
sponsible. I believe he was there on perhaps Wednesday and Thurs
day of that week—I would have to check back with the record, I 
am not certain—but Mr. Casey then ultimately became responsible 
for helping put the final testimony together on the Thursday 
evening prior to the testimony that was given on the 21st of No
vember 1986. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Did you have an opportunity to review the 
final draft of the testimony representing the efforts of the 20 plus 
People before it was given to Mr. Casey? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 



34 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And did you have an opportunity aft 
Casey had seen it, or after it was given? And, if so, was it cha r 

Mr. ALLEN. At what point are we speaking? aar*ged? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. In other words, by the time you and th 

members had come up with whatever your consensus was and ^ 
sented it to Mr. Casey, and Mr. Casey delivered it to the Com ^ 
tee, were there any changes that were made by Mr r«c«mit* 
others. ' ^ or 

Mr. ALLEN. I believe there was some changes made after tk 
major group had dispersed, because there were questions raised 
to when we were first aware that HAWK spare missiles were ^ 
eluded on the flight that went into Tehran in November 1985 TW 
was one of the great issues as to when did the agency first becom 
aware that it was HAWK spare missiles and not oil drilling eoui* 
ment. And I believe the executive assistant and I worked on tht 
up until about 7 or 8—well at least until 8:00 on the evening oft? 
20th of November 1986. So there were some changes after the W 
group dispersed. But then of course, corrections were made and 
copies were available early the next morning to principal office™ 
prior to Mr. Casey coming to Capitol Hill to testify. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, in summary I guess the risk would 
have been when Mr. Casey was giving his testimony, had anv 
member of the Committee asked the question of diversion, the risk 
would have been, Casey would have had to either acknowledge it or 
respond to the contrary. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. ALLEN. I think that is correct. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. SO, I guess it behooves us as a Committee to 

be very perceptive about how and what questions we ask. 
Mr. ALLEN. Sir, your questions are very perceptive. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, it is clearly a case of the consensus 

within the Agency to engineer risk, but successful withholding of 
facts from the Committee because the Committee certainly would 
have liked to have known of that. But we didn't ask and they 
didn's tell us. Clearly one has to question the propriety of that. 

Let me go into one other brief area of questioning. I was struck 
by a reference in your statement on page 10. "Rather, I stated that 
allegations might be made by Ghorbanifar that the government of 
the 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 U.S. and of Israel." 

Now from the standpoint of the U.S., the project was diversions 
to the Contras. 

Mr. ALLEN. That is what I was thinking about at the time when I 
wrote that, yes sir. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. What were you thinking about with the 
funds that went to Israel? 

Mr. ALLEN. There were discussions or intimations from Lt. Col. 
North and from Mr. Nir that Col. North and Mr. Nir were talking 
about possible cooperation and counterterrorist activities, particu
larly against captors holding hostages in Lebanon. And I wasn't—I 
have nothing specific, but there were from time to time, statements 
made that to me talked about close collaboration by the NSC with 
Israel on counterterrorist action, which I wasn't certain were the 
kinds of actions that would have been sanctioned, say by the Presi-
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hv a Presidential Finding. I have no specific examples, but 
dent tetements were made by Col. North at the NSC and Mr. Nir, 
those st v e r y m u r ky , it was very murky. I have no specifics. 
k tor MURKOWSKI. In reference to some of the distribution 

^ t o Israel was in just general terms and not 
g0ïrg

 ALLEN. I have no specific example in mind right now. 
Kf' tor MURKOWSKI. Are you of the opinion that some of the 
£ were diverted to Israel 

iïr ALLEN. There was a question of where Mr. Nir, who was in 
rs $1 7 million and I'd have to go back and look at the record 

arrf iust how that occurred, but I believe it occurred having to do 
ïh the initial TOW missile project in August and September of 

l9So there were some shortfalls involving Nir, and I still don't 
V,OVP a clear idea of what those might be. 

Snator MURKOWSKI. Who would have that knowledge in your 
inion? Because wasn't there about $3.4 million or thereabouts al-

Epdlv diverted to the Contras? 
Mr ALLEN. I'm not sure what the amounts were. But clearly 

there were more monies in Swiss bank accounts that had been ac
crued from the sale of arms to Iran than I would have ever imag
ined I know Mr. Cave expressed surprise that there was a very 
aree surplus when it came out through the testimony of Mr. 
Hakim to the Joint Committee of the Congress on Iran-Contra. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well let me go back to the question I asked 
and I interrupted you in responding, but who might know whether 
Israel was a recipient of some of this diversion? North? 

Mr ALLEN. I would say that only Lt. Col. North in the United 
States would have a clear idea of whether this actually occurred. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Lastly, how does the inbox work? fa tins an 
imperfect science? Or is there a hole in it or does the wind blow by 
when it's full? [General laughter.] 

Mr. ALLEN. That's rather remarkable. Now the system—some ot 
my colleagues are here—the system works very well under normal 
circumstances. We have an Executive Registry, when documents 
are sent through normal channels, even sensitive documents—they 
are properly registered. Signature lines are tabbed, the documents 
go in for review by the Deputy Director usually and then by the 
Director. They're signed properly and then dispatched very precise
ly by the Executive Registry. 

In the case of the memorandum that Mr. Cave and I put togeth
er 

Senator MURKOWSKI. This was to Admiral Poindexter? 
Mr. ALLEN. TO Admiral Poindexter. We walked in on Mr. Casey 

at 9:00 o'clock on the 23rd of October and 
Senator MURKOWSKI. October or November? 
Mr. ALLEN. 23rd of October, 1986 and Mr. Casey said let s write 

all of this up and get it to Poindexter. I left my notes with Mr. 
Cave and he actually fashioned the memorandum. Mr. Cave, be
cause this was a very unusual activity directed by the White 
House, we did not go through normal registries. So it did not go 
through Executive Registry. 

Mr. Cave took it in, went over it with Mr. Casey. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. About what date was that? 
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Mr. ALLEN. That was about the 24th of October 1986. And M 
Casey agreed the memorandum was fairly explosive and should hÀ 
sent to Admiral Poindexter. Mr. Casey had a rather chaotic deï 
He had many documents, some classified, some unclassified, end 
less numbers of books which he was constantly reading and som 
how his secretary did not know that that was to be signed. And sh" 
filed it in a file. He felt that he had signed it. He called me î 
recall, on the 23rd of November at 6 o'clock and said, "get me all 
the documents that you prepared in your conversations with Mr 
Furmark and get them to me right away." I'll meet you in mY 
office. 

And so I raced into the Agency, collected the three memoranda 
including the one addressed to Admiral Poindexter. I had a copy 0f 
it: it was not signed. I took it into Mr. Casey and he said where is 
the signed version. And I said well I don't have a signed version. I 
said you must have signed your copy and sent it down to Admiral 
Poindexter. And he said, well, I know I did. And then his secretary, 
Miss Betty Murphy, looked in a file and pulled it out, the original 
and it was unsigned. That's a true story and it's regrettable but 
that's the way the wrong—the wrong inbox syndrome does not 
occur very often. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. There was no occasion then for any commu
nication to Admiral Poindexter, the whole month went by? 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not communicate with him. Mr. Casey may 
have communicated with him. I know that Mr. Casey said he had 
talked on the telephone with Vice Admiral Poindexter on the Fur-
mark memoranda. So it's clear that Vice Admiral Poindexter was 
aware of Mr. Furmark. And I know Col. North was because copies 
of the memoranda were sent through my channels down to Col. 
North. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you Mr. Allen. I have no further 
questions Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Chafee? 
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Mr. Allen as we sit 

here in September of 1991, we're reviewing what happened, trying 
to ascertain when it happened, with the clarity of post-event vision. 
And of course we look at it all with a very dispassionate attitude, 
antiseptic as it were. What I seek from you is more of a flavor of 
the time, the summer of 1986. And I'll be a little more specific. 
Things were happening. The immediate goal in connection with the 
Iran sale was obviously the release of the hostages. And Col. North 
was hip-deep in that. 

Now Mr. Fiers has described Col. North, and I'll read from the 
transcript, "I never knew Col. North to be an absolute liar, but I 
never took anything he said at face value. Because I knew he was 
bombastic and embellished the record and threw curves, speed 
balls and spit balls to get what he wanted. I've seen Col. North 
play fast and loose with the facts. But on the other hand there was 
a lot of fact in what he said." And then he goes on to describe him. 
"I might describe him a little better—a little bit like Hoyt Wu-
helm. As you remember, Hoyt Wilhelm never knew where the ball 
was going so the catcher wore a huge mitt so he could get it. 0U# 
was like that. You never knew where the ball was going. Some-
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it was tremendously effective and sometimes it was a totally 

An?then in connection with your relationships with OUie North, 
t!oD of page five, you say you had difficulty understanding why 

?? Col. North was telling me to use "patently false stories" with 

% r here's all of this atmosphere of things going on, where you 
re working toward the release of the hostages, and then on July 

S i sure enough, Father Jenco was released. Now my question to 
a could you just give us a little bit of the atmosphere, because 

^°e'oftne r e a s o n s t n a t ^ e Casey testimony was not as candid as it 
°hould have been were these threats or warnings from North re

eling danger to the lives of the hostages. But there was some-
fhing in what he had to say, I suppose, in that Father Jenco did 
ome out. Now did you feel that was associated with the North ef

forts, the release of Jenco? Did you think, well, he is producing, or 
did you dismiss that? 

Mr. ALLEN. Father Jenco was released largely because of the ef
forts of Lt. Col. North and the Iranian initiative and so was David 
Jacobsen. I don't think there is any question that the Ghorbanifar 
channel operated effectively in securing the release of Father 
Jenco and that the second channel acted effectively in the release 
of David Jacobsen. 

Col. North was accomplishing some releases—far fewer than an
ticipated and far slower. The flavor of the times, as you recall, '85 
and '86, was a very difficult time. In 1985 we had considerable criti
cism of our counter-terrorist strategy and some policies. You recall 
Vice President Bush at that time chaired a major task force on 
combatting terrorism and out of that came forty or fifty recommen
dations, most of which were implemented. 

Col. North was extremely effective and instrumental in the im
plementation across the government on those initiatives. We were 
losing, in some people's eyes, the battle against terror. There were 
a number of incidents that occurred. So there was a very strong 
flavor of the time if somehow we could short circuit some of the 
radicals in Teheran. The President I think felt very strongly about 
his hostages held in Lebanon, a very frustrating activity indeed. 

So the flavor of the times was one where we felt we had to make 
real progress and real strides against terrorism. And we did in 
many, many ways which we don't need to go into today. Indeed, 
Col. North occasionally embellished the record as Mr. Fiers as 
stated and he embellished it with me occasionally. But we had a 
good working relationship, particularly in the early years when we 
worked in crisis management, where I felt Lt. Col. North did an 
extraordinarily effective job in improving U.S. national security 
strategy and U.S. national security deterrence. 

But he seemed so insistent in the July and August time frame on 
telling me stories I knew were not true on why the prices of the 
HAWK spare parts were so high and it bothered me. And the more 
I dwelled on it the more I thought that he was protesting too 
strongly, and that there were other reasons he felt he could not be 
totally candid with me on this issue. 

And Mr. Casey believed at the time—and I think—I never dis
cussed it directly with Mr. Gates, but I think we all were concerned 
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about the safety and security of our hostages. And one thing that 
Director of Central Intelligence always has to do is to go the ext & 

mile to protect sources and methods. And I think Mr. Casey felt h 
had a strong obligation under law, and an ethical consideration t 
protect the lives of the Iranians who were in contact with us. 

Because we were not certain in some circumstances what da 
gers in which they might be putting themselves in maintain^ 
contact with the United States. g 

Senator CHAFEE. NOW I'd like to go on to the bottom of page 14 0f 
your testimony in which you say as follows, "Even though the issue 
of diversion of profits made from the arms sale to Iran was not in
cluded in Mr. Casey's testimony, I did not consider the issue 
closed." 

Now, just to refer back to the preparation of his testimony 
You've indicated that it was a rather chaotic time, that no one 
seemed to have the full story. You've conveyed the flavor, I think 
of the presentation of that. Now the part I'd like to get in once 
again is, overall, again, you've had this suggestion from Colonel 
North to be careful, don't endanger the lives of the hostages, and, 
of course, the point you've made about Mr. Casey worrying about 
the Iranians who were working with you. And, frankly, I think in 
the testimony we've had here, this is the first time that anybody's 
stressed that that was a factor when you were preparing the Casey 
testimony. Could you just review that briefly with us. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. We took very seriously that some of the Ira
nians in contact with our intermediaries, Mr. Ghorbanifar, and 
later with Major General Secord and Mr. Hakim, were taking 
risks. And, in fact, the intelligence suggested that there were real 
risks in some of them actively pursuing activities and agreements 
with the United States. The degree of risk we were not certain. We 
knew that the issue of hostages was a very fragile one. 

As you know, some British hostages lost their lives. Peter Kil-
burn very regrettably lost his life on the 17th of April, 1986 after 
our attack on Libya. We were very close to securing the release of 
Mr. Kilburn, and that was a very devastating experience. The offi
cers that worked on that, and Mr. Clarridge was among them, per
sonally devastated that we could not deliver Mr. Kilburn safely to 
the United States. Mr. Clarridge put in countless hours in trying to 
resolve that particular situation. 

Senator CHAFEE. I think he was from the American University of 
Beirut. 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, sir. And we had actually met with 
the families, and I had met with the families, and Colonel North 
had met with the families—the Kilburn family—and we had given 
them some indication and some hope that their relative might soon 
be released. And then we had to tell them that, indeed, we had con
firmed that indeed he had been murdered—and murdered by prob
ably Libyan agents. It was not a happy time. 

So, we had had experiences earlier with hostages and I think Mr. 
Casey certainly had that in mind. And I think quite sincerely, re
gardless of the issue of cover up of the diversion that was occurring 
at the White House, there were genuine concerns on the part of 
Lieutenant Colonel North, Vice Admiral Poindexter—he expressed 
the same concern over the lives of hostages and the lives of Irani-
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v Were in contact with United States officials and interme-
aflS w n 

^cL^ator CHAFEE. NOW, in your testimony you say in the luxury of 
•^T'iïht it's easy to cast stones at our efforts—you're referring to 

^ Casey testimony—but in the confusion of the time, I believe Pasey testimony—but in tne contusion ot tne time, i 
^6 cv officials tried to present accurately what was known. 
^ £ w the next point I'd like to get on—one of the suggestions 

t°s floating around here is that Mr. Gates just showed no inter-
* concerning the diversion to the Contras, that he looked the 

APT- way Yet, in your testimony, you say—and, again I go back to 
£ bottom of page 13—at the bottom of page 14 and the top of 

^p 15 Regarding the arms sale in the Casey testimony— I did 
P t consider the issue closed, nor did, I believe, either Mr. Casey or 
S?r Gates Both had encouraged me to pursue questions about im-

oorieties relating to the initiative. A small number of senior CIA 
fficers were privy to my memorandum. No one besides Mr. Casey 
nd Mr Gates encouraged me to pursue the issue." Now it seems 

to me that's a pretty strong statement on behalf of Mr. Gates 

Mr ALLEN. I have no quarrel with what Mr. Gates did and the 
fact that he took action; the fact that I thought that he had sent 
me off on the 1st of October to go see Mr. Casey alone, and when I 
walked in, he walked in almost simultaneously and sat next to me, 
in front of Mr. Casey, and we discussed the problems with the initi
ative the operational security problems, and then we also turned 
to the diversion. And Mr. Gates spoke up, as I recall, interrupted 
me as I was explaining the diversion to say that this was an issue 
that was serious and needed to be pursued. So, I don't have any 
quarrel at all with Mr. Gates on this issue. 

Senator CHAFEE. And then I think it's also important to know 
what your attitude was. You've stressed that you suspected, you be
lieved, but you lacked hard evidence, and then Ollie North talked 
about this reserve, and he talked about the Contras and other 
projects. What's this business about other projects? What did that 
make you think of? . 

Mr. ALLEN. I don't think I heard Mr. North talk about other 
projects. Lieutenant Colonel North did talk about that he would 
have to take it from the reserve to pay off Mr. Ghorbanifar in my 
meeting on 8 or 9 September 1986. The other projects were allega
tions that Mr. Ghorbanifar was likely to make profits from the pro
ceeds that were diverted to support activities of the United States 
and of Israel. I don't recall Colonel North talking about Contras or 
other projects in the context of taking money from the reserve. 

What it suggested to me was that there was a good amount of 
funds that had been accrued in some fashion. And the only reserve 
that I could think that could have been accrued would be through 
the so-called private fund raising efforts to support the Contras in 
Central America, or that excessive profits had been accrued from 
the sale of arms to Iran. And, to me, the evidence suggested the 
latter because of the intelligence that it showed fairly convincingly, 
because the Iranian sent out the microfiche and he had a bona fide 
microfiche, it's clear that they knew the base price of HAWK spare 
parts. We were not deceiving the Iranian procurement officers. So, 
it occurred to me that the latter alternative was probably the oper-
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ative one—that the reserve was built up from proceeds involved • 
selling arms to Iran. ^ 

Senator CHAFEE. What was your opinion of Ghorbanifar when h 
told you he was only taking forty-one percent? 

and throughout the initiative. He also produced. He also told th 
truth at times. I think what you have to do is carefully look at M 
Ghorbanifar and look at each action he takes or each propositi * 
or proposal he makes and examine it carefully on its merits. And ï 
examined this particular conversation very carefully because h 
gave me the base price—he gave me the price that U.S. interna 
diates were charging for the HAWK spare parts, and then he told 
me his commission—and his commission varied depending on the 
part involved. But he was right. Assuming he was telling the truth 
it averaged around forty percent. Mr. Nir, who called shortly after 
Mr. Ghorbanifar called, reinforced this very strongly with similar 
type examples. And at this stage, based on the intelligence, based 
on what Mr. Ghorbanifar told me, based on what Mr. Nir told me 
I thought there was general consistency here. So, in this case I 
said, Mr. Ghorbanifar may be telling generally the truth. And it 
turned out that indeed I think he was. 

Senator CHAFEE. Okay. Fine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Chafee. I believe Senator 

Rudman is next. 
Senator RUDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good morning, Mr. Allen. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Allen, I just really have two areas of questioning 

which I think we can do in the time that's allotted to me, and I'll 
try to get through them. Underlying most of these questions relat
ing to Iran-Contra is a basic premise held by some that Mr. Gates 
had a faulty recollection about several conversations. And then, of 
course, you get down to the question of whether it was faulty recol
lection or whether it was something else. And much of that re
volves around the meeting with Mr. Kerr, but it also relates to the 
meeting with you on October 1st which Mr. Gates clearly recol
lects. A great deal of it also has to do with some people who even 
believe Mr. Gates' state of knowledge was greater than he has tes
tified to—both here and in other forum. You, of course, have testi
fied a number of times on these issues, and I'm going to get into 
that in just a moment. 

But in order to get the general feeling of what Mr. Gates knew 
or should have known, or whether it was all right for him to 
know—that's a third aspect I'm adding to the issue—I want to read 
to you something that I, for the first time, have had a chance to 
ask you about in public. I'm not sure it's ever been asked to you by 
the Iran-Contra Committee in private—although you probably 
think everything in the world was asked of you at that time. 

Mr. ALLEN. Sir, I've testified too much. 
Senator RUDMAN. On page two you say, "During the first phase 

when there was no Presidential Finding I was asked by Colonel 
North to coordinate the collection of intelligence in the Iranian ini
tiative and to protect closely this White House effort. During this 
period I kept Mr. Casey and Mr. McMahon fully informed on the 
intelligence collected. Moreover, some of the intelligence was pro-
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, j ^ r Clair George, the Deputy Director of Operations. In 
^ • 0 Lieutenant Colonel North's instructions, I did not inform 
keepu1^ ^ e n though he was technically my immediate supervi-
Mr- ^a i rman of the National Intelligence Council." Well, you 

«c p i l e u x " " - " — - _~ • -

u was technically your supervisor. In fact, he was your super-
say h e ^ i t h e ? 
vfejr' ^ L L E N H e w a s . But you've got to realize that the National t [licence Officers under the way we operated, certainly under 
K Casey Mr. Casey viewed them as officers, very senior, who led 
u Community in their own functional or geographic areas, that 
if reported directly to him. On substantive issues, Mr. Gates 

guidance and direction to them and critiqued their work. But 
gw really we had direct and immediate access and Mr. Casey, I 
!!Spve wrote a—was our final reviewing officer. So we felt that 
the time that we had on substantive issues, we could report direct-

l y f d i remember talking to Mr. Casey and telling him that Lieu
tenant Colonel North wanted this held to just to himself, Mr. 
McMahon, Mr. George was okay, but I wasn't going to tell Mr. 
G a t e s . , ' - • • : • • • . >": , 

Senator RUDMAN. Let me interrupt you here. 

Senator RUDMAN. Did Colonel North specifically say, "Do not tell 
Mr. Gates," vhen he gave you a list of who could know and who 
couldn't? Did he delineate it? 

Mr ALLEN. He delineated it over a secure telephone that it had 
to be kept to the Director, the Deputy Director. He had no objec
tion it being shown to the DDO at the time. He did not want it 
shown to the DDI or other officials. So it was held at that level. 

And I told this to Mr. Casey and he affirmed that that was an 
appropriate procedure if that was—because he viewed that period, 
as essentially totally controlled by the White House. All that we 
did was to see if we could collect some useful intelligence. 

Senator RUDMAN. Have you ever testified to that particular set 
of circumstances and facts before? 

Mr. ALLEN. I think I have. 
Senator RUDMAN. Where? 
Mr. ALLEN. It may be in my testimony to the Congress. 
Senator RUDMAN. Well, I don't recall it. And I've reviewed most 

of it. But I am sure you are right. But you are testifying under 
oath this morning that that's what happened. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Senator RUDMAN. Because my next question, which is now un

necessary to ask, is that it seems almost remarkable to me that— 
unless it was the President of the United States or his National Se
curity Advisor, or any NSC staffers, you know as powerful as Colo
nel North was, and we know how powerful he was—that you would 
take his instruction not to inform your superior. You used the word 
technical, I don't agree with it. I think he was your superior. And 
you are now telling us that you did not simply take Colonel 
North's charge on that, but that you confirmed with Mr. Casey 
that you would not be sharing this initiative with Mr. Gates. 
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Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. Mr. Casey said tha t if that's the w 
the White House wishes this to be managed, bring the intellige 
to me and to Mr. McMahon and let us keep it at that level. n°e 

Senator RUDMAN. Did you ever discuss that with Mr. Gates sin 
it has happened? 

Mr. ALLEN. I don't think we ever did. It was clear by—by th 
time, January 17, 1986. Finding, then we of course shared the intef 
ligence with Mr. Gates. 

Senator RUDMAN. Oh, I understand that . But my question was 
that since the time that it happened until today, have you ever sat 
down with Bob Gates and said, "You know, I cut you out of that 
and the reason I did is North told me to cut you out of it. I checked 
it out with Casey and Casey said that was fine with him." 

Mr. ALLEN. That 's the way Mr. Casey said 
Senator RUDMAN. Right. 
Mr. ALLEN. Let us continue with these procedures because 
Senator RUDMAN. Have you ever told Gates that? You haven't 

answered my question, Mr. Allen. 
Mr. ALLEN. I don't think I have ever discussed that with Mr. 

Gates. No. sir. 
Senator RUDMAN. Well, fine. Okay. That 's my question. 
Mr. ALLEN. He is well aware of it. 
Senator RUDMAN. YOU know there isn't much new that comes 

out around here in these hearings so far. But that 's new. 
Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, sir. I'm glad there's something. 
Senator RUDMAN. And that 's also very important. Because the 

underlying question here, when all is said and done, and with all 
tha t has been written—much of it inaccurate—is whether or not 
Bob Gates has told this Committee the t ruth, whether his testimo
ny about his state of recollection is accurate, or whether he lied 
then and he lied now. And that 's really what this is all about. We 
are much more polite around here than that. But that 's what this 
is all about. 

And obviously the way you answer tha t question depends on 
whether or not a Member of the United States Senate feels confi
dent in voting to confirm him. 

And what you just told this Committee is that the Director of 
Central Intelligence made a decision, when you presented a request 
from Colonel North to him, to cut out your immediate superior, 
Robert Gates, from a very important initiative that had a great 
deal to do with intelligence. Let the record show at the time that 
Mr. Gates was Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, am I 
correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely. 
Senator RUDMAN. All right. 
Mr. ALLEN. And from my perspective, that is precisely the way it 

occurred. And for a period of months, the initiative ran and Mr. 
Gates was totally unaware of it as I have given in my statement 
today. 

Once he became aware of it, we discussed the initiative. But the 
earliest I knew that he became aware of it was in January. Al
though I was later told he had been included in some discussion 
with Mr. Casey in December. 
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ator RUDMAN. I take it from your answer to my question a 
oments ago that had Mr. Casey, who was the Director and 

C u t e l y y o u r superior 
^Tr MLEN. Absolutely. 

Kiator RUDMAN [continuing]. Said to you, "Mr. Allen," or 
, ^wlie " however he addressed you 

Mr ALLEN. Charlie. 
Siator RUDMAN. "I don't want you to do that. Irrespective of 
ht Colonel North has told you, I want Bob Gates to be in-

fmed " y°u w o u l d h a v e d o n e t h a t ? 

Mr ALLEN. I would have informed Bob Gates immediately, sir. 
îJrause I have always had a very warm relationship with Bob 
r tes We grew up together as analysts and worked together in the 

1 C\(XC\J c 

Senator RUDMAN. My second and last question goes into this 
«ame area of Mr. Gates' credibility. 

I have looked at your testimony and I think it is very difficult for 
ou to testify as to what you really knew at the time because it has 

to be conditioned by recollection refreshed since 1986 and in 1987— 
vou've testified so many times. And I've looked at your testimony, 
Ld although there were no basic changes in your testimony, there 
is an evolution which tends to get more information in it the later 
we go And I'm not being critical, Mr. Allen, I'm simply saying that 
when I look at that testimony at the time, it 's fairly restrictive. 

But one of the things that is interesting in it is this. That you 
have testified, and Bob Gates has testified, that at the time that 
you made your disclosure on October 1, 1986, he "startled" as you 
say, and took the action that he has testified to about going to the 
Director and also to the Counsel of the CIA. But there's also testi
mony that one of his responses to you was that , "Yes, I've heard 
rumors about that ." 

Do you recall that? 
Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely not. 
Senator RUDMAN. YOU don't recall it? 
Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely not. That is a statement tha t I did not 

hear. That is a statement Bob Gates did not make. 
Senator RUDMAN. TO you? 
Mr. ALLEN. TO me. 
Senator RUDMAN. It 's interesting. Recollection is very difficult. 

And one of the interesting things about this hearing is that every
body sitting on both sides of this table—not where you are sitting, 
but the people here and the people behind, particularly in the first 
four rows—all seem to think that the world enjoys immediate 
recollection of anything tha t happened. And, of course, tha t is not 
so. 

But it is interesting. Back on December 4, 1987, Mr. Gates says, 
"I was startled by what he told me," speaking about you, "And 
frankly, consonant with the way we have responded to such stories 
in the past, my first reaction was to tell Mr. Allen tha t I didn't 
want to hear any more about it. That I didn't want to hear any
thing about funding for the Contras. But then I realized tha t in 
contrast with some of the rumors tha t we had heard in the past, 
that what we had here was an analytical judgment based on the 
close reading of material and other knowledge of what was going 
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on, and I told Mr. Allen that I though we had better get that ; t 
mation to the Director." lnt°r-

But as far as him talking to you about rumors, you don't r 
that and you say flatly he didn't say that to you at that time? ^ 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir, he didn't. But the rest of the testimon • 
quite right. His reaction was one of being startled and his actuf ^ 
his direction was very explicit. n~" 

Sena to r R U D M A N . Mr . Allen, I t h a n k you for your testimony 
think you've tried very hard to answer these questions as accurat 
ly as you can, based on what you knew at the time this all h 
pened. I think the most significant part of your testimony as f' 
as I am concerned—in fact, really one of the most significant 
things I've heard after sitting here for several days, is that the D 
rector of the Central Intelligence Agency essentially himself was 
responsible for cutting Bob Gates out of the information that you 
possessed. And you were really the case officer working with Oliver 
North on much of this. Am I correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. I wouldn't call myself a case officer. But certainly 
Mr. Casey took director charge in determining who would know 
about this early phase of the initiative in the Central Intelligence 
Agency. And he did not want Mr. Gates informed. 

Senator RUDMAN. But you and Mr. Cave were very closely in 
touch with this as we look at the whole range of people from the 
Agency in this legal, if ill-thought out initiative. Nonetheless, you 
were the people that had to work with him? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. We were—I was directed by Mr. Casey to 
work closely with Colonel North on the initiative throughout the 
initiative. Mr. Cave did not join me—he worked for the Chief of the 
Near East Division of the Directorate of Operations—he joined me 
on 5 March 1986 and I provided him with the intelligence. And 
from that moment on, he essentially worked out of my office and 
essentially occupied my desk when I wasn't around. 

Senator RUDMAN. And to make sure that everybody understands 
what you're talking about, when you talk about the initiative, 
you're talking about the legal sale based on the Finding of arms to 
Iran, a matter of policy of the President of the United States. 
That's what you are talking about? 

Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely. 
Senator RUDMAN. When you are talking about the initiative. 
Mr. ALLEN. The 17 January 1986 Finding that authorized the 

Agency to do those things in support of the White House. 
Senator RUDMAN. Which have been characterized as legal but 

very dumb. 
Okay, Mr. Allen. Thank you. 
Senator NUNN. Senator Rudman, would you just yield briefly for 

one question on that one. On the initiative that you are talking 
about, Senator Rudman has been asking you about, you just men
tioned it was pursuant to the Presidential Finding, but your state
ment says during the first phase when there was no Président^ 
Finding. And that is the same place, same paragraph, on page 2 
where you talk about you never mentioned that activity to Mr. 
Gates. Maybe you're—maybe there is an overlap in time there1 

just want to pin you down on exactly what initiative you are talk
ing about. 
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Aĵ EN. I am talking about the Iranian initiative. 
Mr- VJJNUNN. Are you talking about the first phase of it? 
r̂11 ALLEN. The first phase of the Iranian initiative which was— 

though there was a so-called mini-Finding, there was no— 
even tn perSpective I think out at CIA, there was no fundamental 

•<?ential Finding that called on the Central Intelligence Agency 
^AA» the support to the White House initiative that later was 
to P r S e d in the 17 January 1986 Finding. 
^ tor NUNN. You describe that as collecting intelligence on 

Tntnian initiative. It really wasn't intelligence collecting as 
the h as it was activities towards the arms sale was it? 
mïï ALLEN. Well, it was collecting—it was more than arms sales, 

fT.'t w a s principally involved—it principally involved the inter-
«Taries involved and we tried to determine the reaction and re

u s e s of the Iranian government officials 
SPSenator NUNN. SO it was that reaction to what we were doing, 
J it included both sides of the coin. 

Mr ALLEN. Exactly. So that our side would have insights and ad-
ance knowledge of how they were accepting certain proposals or 

certain efforts on the part of the White House. 
Senator NUNN. Right, thank you. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to-Chairman BOREN. DO you have any additional questions Senator 

Rudman? Go right ahead. 
Senator RUDMAN. I just want to follow-up on Senator Nunn—it 

will take 30 seconds. And that finding which was retroactively 
done was the result of Mr. McMahon's concern that the Agency be 
discharging its statutory duties in a legal fashion because he had 
concerns with the activity—and I agree with that characterization 
of Senator Nunn's. That activity which was going on as well as in
telligence gathering needed a Finding? 

Mr. ALLEN. For the kinds of activities that the White House envi
sioned in January and I remember talking to Mr. Sporkin, now 
Judge Sporkin, about this, and he felt that this was going to be a 
difficult Finding to write and he, of course, went to work on that in 
early January of 1986. And I recall he had concerns about the con
tent of the Finding. 

Senator RUDMAN. Yes. Thank you very much Mr. Allen. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Rudman. 
For the benefit of my colleagues, let me just go over one bit of 

scheduling here, I have been consulting with my colleagues, Sena
tor Cranston has the press of an appointment and Senator Metz-
enbaum has agreed to allow Senator Cranston to go ahead and ask 
his questions. Senator Nunn also has some scheduling problems. I 
do not yet know whether Senators D'Amato, Gorton and Danforth 
wish to ask questions. They were here during Mr. Allen's opening 
statement. So what we will do is proceed with Senator Cranston, 
followed by Senator Nunn. We will then recess and come back at 
2:00 when we will proceed with Senator Metzenbaum followed by 
Senator Bradley. If any of our other colleagues wish to ask ques
tions at that point, we will do so. As soon as the rounds of ques
tions are completed, I have two final questions myself. Mr. Kerr 
will be the next witness this afternoon. 

So I recognize Senator Cranston at this point. 
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Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much, and I appreciate tk 
courtesy of my colleagues who've let me go at this point becau 
have to leave momentarily. ' ^ I 

We have been given a copy of the memorandum that you 
about in your testimony which you prepared after your October ÎS 
meeting with Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates and you then, at \f 
Casey's request, prepared a memo summarizing your conce 
about the whole matter. 

We have been given a heavily redacted, blacked out copy 0f th 
You can see how much of it has been eliminated so we don't kno 
exactly what was there. I want to ask you about two parts of J 

First, on page 2, there is a discussion of the festering sore, an as 
sertion that somebody claims to have co-opted somebody else o 
several people, that the Iranian leader is approving the way thin» 
are proceeding to some extent. And then there is a sentence, not 
withstanding, blank, somebody, has spoken of, quote, "éliminât 
ing," unquote, blank, somebody, sometime in the future. As we al 
know the word eliminating usually means in the parlance of the 
CIA, disposing of someone physically—killing someone. I am not 
going to ask who suggested somebody be killed, or who the person 
to be killed perhaps, would be, but I would like to ask whether you 
know that was quoting an American official or an Iranian official. 

Mr. ALLEN. I am certain it is not quoting an American official, i 
don't recall that particular sentence Senator Cranston. I will be 
happy to review the unredacted copy, which I have in my office. 
But it could not have been an American official. 

Senator CRANSTON. I am very glad to hear that. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 
Senator CRANSTON. Secondly, right below that the following ap

pears: "Ghorbanifar appears to be harassed by his creditors, some 
of whom already have brought the problem to the attention of the 
DCI and Senators Leahy, Cranston, and Moynihan." I have no 
memory of that and my staff that I have been able to consult since 
I just saw this this morning, has no memory of that. Do you recall 
the source of that information? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, Mr. Roy Furmark gave that story to Mr. Casey, 
I believe in a telephone call, or in person, around the 7th or 9th of 
September 1986. We later, I think, were able to adduce that Mr. 
Furmark was not telling the truth in that particular situation. It 
seemed to me that Mr. Furmark had sought out Mr. Casey in order 
to try to help Mr. Khashoggi get the White House to move along 
with the additional movement of arms sales to Iran so that some
how the funding impasse could be broken. It is my understanding 
that no conversations ever occurred with either of you, sir, or Mr. 
Leahy, or anyone else on Capitol Hill. 

Senator CRANSTON. I appreciate that clarification. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 
Senator CRANSTON. On page 2, you state in your testimony, 

during the period of September 85 to January 86, I never once 
mentioned this activity or my role in it to Mr. Gates, although I 
learned after the initiative became public that he may have had 
some knowledge of it in December 85. What were you referring to 

Mr. ALLEN. I believe that Mr. McMahon or Mr. Casey, one, had a 
meeting in the first week, around the 5th of December where Mr 
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t least attended part of the meeting that dealt with the 
^at^ House initiative and the fact that the White House at that 
0 ^ tt demanding additional support and services from the Cen
sor ̂ Hgence Agency. But I don't have personal knowledge of 
tral lnje ^ Q n l y t h r o u g h s o r t o f hearsay. 
tb tor CRANSTON. In the final paragraph, summarizing your 

^ ou say that you have no knowledge or indication that 
vieWS' fasev or Gates deliberately withheld any information. You 
either V7 c o n t r a ry , I believe, that both were troubled by the White 
^ i n i t i a t i v e and by the Agency support role especially since 
tfQU?L«r.v was uninformed even to the end about some aspects of 
the Agency ««> 
thn?™u presently believe that the Agency was totally uninformed 
houtsome aspects in view of the apparent involvement of Mr. 

Ct?ry
 ALLEN. I believe that some aspects relating to the financial 

armements contemporaneously at the time, I believe that Mr. 
r iv was not fully aware of all of the financial arrangements that 

Vht be involved in these transactions. As we know through I 
S the testimony of Mr. Hakim, and others, up to Capitol Hill, 
fnme of the things that he talked about including the profits that 
were accrued were certainly news to me, certainly news to Mr. 
rave and I suspect would have been real revelations to Mr. Casey. 

Senator CRANSTON. In our efforts to assess the nature of the Oc
tober 1 meeting you had with Bob Gates, did you do your best to 
impress upon him the seriousness and the possible very adverse 
consequences of the allegation that funds were being diverted? And 
did he ask you many questions about this? Was he skeptical? and I 
gather you did say it was just rumor unsubstantiated, you were not 
really certain? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I spoke first and foremost about the eroding 
operational security of the project. And I spoke with significant se
riousness on that issue. On the diversion, I listed some indicators 
that something was amiss and that a diversion to the Contras could 
be occurring and that I had reached sort of a conclusion, or analyt
ic judgment, that a diversion could well be underway. I believe Mr. 
Gates reacted correctly on both occasions. And it wasn't that he 
just washed his hands of it, he came in and participated with me 
and Mr. Casey on the 7th of October. 

Senator CRANSTON. One final question. You also recall having a 
conversation with Dr. Gates on your November 7th 1986 follow-up 
meeting with Roy Furmark. Dr. Gates does not recall that conver
sation. Can you speculate as to why he doesn't remember that? 
And a question relevant to that is, was it not as serious a conversa
tion as the one you had with him on October 1? And was this some
thing more or less said in passing rather than with any great em
phasis? 

Mr. ALLEN. I don't recall the specifics of the conversation about 
the 7 November memorandum. I can't add to what I have already 
given in my statements. I just do not recall the specifics. 

Senator CRANSTON. SO the memories of both of you are rather 
vague on that particular matter? 

Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely sir. And Mr. Gates was an incredibly busy 
Person and in my own world, I felt I was incredibly busy. So we 
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cannot—it is very difficult to remember each and every conve 
tion. ^ 

Senator CRANSTON. I well understand that. Thank you ,, 
much. V e r y 

Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Senator. 
Chairman BOREN. Senator Cranston. Senator Nunn. 
Senator NUNN. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I just have a few qUes. 

tions. 
Mr. Allen, refer to your statement on page 10, paragraph 2 Voi 

say I was particularly concerned about Mr. Casey's potential use of 
this memorandum. And the memorandum we are talking about L 
the one you have described here where you were reluctant to spell 
out what the diversion was in your judgment or at least your spec 
ulation at that stage. In other words the illegal activities, and you 
didn't refer to them directly. You referred to them in a rather 
broad fashion. So quoting you again, you say, "I was particularly 
concerned about Mr. Casey's potential use of this memorandum ' 
end quote. What did you mean by that? What did you mean—par. 
ticularly concerned, what did you feel? What was your worst case 
as to what he might do with that memorandum? 

Mr. ALLEN. My worst case fear, had I laid out all of my worries 
and indications of a possible diversion of profits, would be that he 
would go table it with Vice Admiral Poindexter and I would be 
proven wrong. Mr. Casey, as a fairly blunt Irishman, had a procliv
ity to take sometimes less than tactless memoranda that we might 
have written to him on foreign policy issues or intelligence issues 
and go put them before the person that might take offense at what 
we have written—we as National Intelligence Officers. He was ex
tremely candid at times. So I felt I could raise the concerns, both 
the operational security and the possible at least allegations of bad 
judgment, if not illegalities in a more oblique way, because I—and I 
took the two original—I took an original and a copy to Mr. Gates 
because I didn't take it in directly and I told Mr. Gates to—one 
copy was for him, the original is for Mr. Casey. Mr. Gates wasn't 
available, so I left the instructions with his secretary to get to Mr. 
Casey and to go over it. Because I was quite concerned that he 
would take it downtown and create a furor at the NSC level in par
ticular, perhaps with Vice Admiral Poindexter and Lieutenant 
Colonel North and others, that Allen had made some allegations 
that just couldn't be substantiated. 

So I felt I would, knowing his proclivity, and the way he reacted 
to issues like that, by just meeting them head on, I made it some 
what oblique. 

Senator BRADLEY. But he did give it to Poindexter, right? 
Mr. ALLEN. He surely did, sir. He did just what I thought he 

would do. 
Senator NUNN. He did what you thought he would do? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 
Senator NUNN. But by that time you had already told them 

beyond what you had—you had already told Casey, beyond what 
you had in the written memo, hadn't you? 

Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely sir. 
Senator NUNN. You'd given him all the fears that you had about 

the diversion 
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ATLEN. He and Mr. Gates had my fears and my indicators, at 
^"•n a general sense. 

leastin, N U N N Weren't you also then afraid that he might in his 
Senior g i m p j y t e l l Admiral Poindexter that Charlie Allen, 

oWn ï\what he said in writing, is saying that there may be a di-

versi°n ° N ^^ j t h i n k t h a t WOuld have been fine. I just didn't 
f to out in writing something that so directly would have been 

w u nring the White House had I been wrong in my analytic 
•hl!raent I had no problem with him discussing it 
]UKitor NUNN. I understand. 

Snator RUDMAN. Would the gentleman yield for a moment? 
Snator NUNN. I will be glad to. 
Snator RUDMAN. Just on this point, it's interesting the Senator s 

r nt Questioning is that the memo itself which is the famous lost 
mo when you look at it and it's fairly long—the reference to 

£• dvnamite disclosure which became the cause célèbre in the 
tire Iran-Contra affair, is contained in a rather obtuse para-
anh—that's my word—but on page 6 it says—and it's in a lot of 

^her things that are written—it says: the government of the 
TInited States along with the government of Israel, acquired a sub-
«Hintial profit from these transactions, some of which profit was re
tributed to other projects of the United States and Israel, period. 
And that is the whole business about it in a very long memoran
dum which I found, you know—I just thought it was kind of a 
minimal reference to what really was a pretty significant matter. 

Senator NUNN. Well basically, though, you were at risk in the 
very thing happening that you feared with that written memo if 
Mr Casey had confronted Admiral Poindexter with what you had 
told him orally. 

Mr. ALLEN. That's the way I felt sir. 
Senator NUNN. SO you had some apprehension about it, 

that's 
Mr. ALLEN. I felt that I was quite apprehensive. 
Senator NUNN. And you also at that stage according to your pre

vious testimony when I was asking you questions, you clearly were 
afraid that if there had been some of illegal diversion, if that 
indeed your fears were correct, you also were afraid at that stage it 
might go all the way to the Oval Office? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, sir. Absolutely. And at the time 1 
was a very good friend of Vice Admiral Poindexter and still hope 
that I am because we had worked together very closely at the NSC 
and I was of course very close to Lieutenant Colonel North. And 
I—there were personal relationships here involved and I didn t 
want to make—it was clear that the chain led from Col. North to 
Vice Admiral Poindexter and then possibly on beyond the Admiral. 

Senator NUNN. Did you tell Mr. Casey or Mr. Gates, that you at 
that stage feared that this illegal diversion may go all the way to 
the Oval Office? 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not, but it was clear that I implied it could go 
all the way to Vice Admiral Poindexter. 

Senator NUNN. YOU implied it in your conversation with him? 
Mr. ALLEN. That is correct sir. I mentioned Lieutenant Colonel 

North in my conversation with both Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey. 
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Senator NUNN. Did either Mr. Casey, or Mr. Gates, giVe 
reply to that? That the trail was leading up to Vice Admiral T>^ 
dexter? ***> 

Mr. ALLEN. Only in the sense that it was a serious issue 
Casey was very emphatic that we had to confront the White Ho^ 
on the question. Mr. Gates said it troubled him and said if this ŵ  
occurring that the issue had gone too far, and that was when to8 

Casey said well you better put down some of these concerns abo* 
the entire initiative in writing. You got to remember I spent a gn̂ î 
deal of time talking to Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates about the ope 
ational—eroding operational security and the enormous political 
fall-out that would occur internationally if and when the Irania 
initiative was exposed. 

Senator NUNN. SO what we have here is you put in writing in an 
oblique, but nevertheless you certainly indicated in that memo that 
the diversion could have occurred in some fashion, and then you 
told Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates orally that you feared the diversion 
had occurred and that it had gone to the Contras, and then you 
also reduced that to writing pursuant to Mr. Casey's request that 
you do so? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 
Senator NUNN. And then that memo was the one that Mr. Casey 

was supposed to have sent to Admiral Poindexter, but did not? 
Mr. ALLEN. NO sir. That is not correct sir. The memorandum 

that Senator Rudman was referring to was a memorandum that he 
actually took to Admiral Poindexter and left it with Vice Admiral 
Poindexter. The memorandum that fell into the wrong in-box was 
written around the 23rd of October 1986 by Mr. Cave based on my 
notes after a meeting with Mr. Furmark, for reasons that are I 
guess explainable. Since we went outside the normal executive reg
istry, Mr. Casey failed to sign it and his secretary filed it. 

Senator NUNN. Did you get the impression—now I understand 
now that you are talking about that memo—<lid you get the im
pression that Director Casey and Admiral Poindexter were doing a 
lot of oral conversation during this period, and you described Mr. 
Casey's style was to just go in and basically say, here's what my 
guys are saying, what do you say about it? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is right. Mr. Casey said that he had called Vice 
Admiral Poindexter on a couple of occasions, I think after Mr. Fur-
mark had made his initial overture to him and after my conserva
tion with him, I believe on the 7th of October and the 15th of Octo
ber. If I am not mistaken, he also on more than one occasion in the 
October timeframe brought this problem either directly to Vice Ad
miral Poindexter or over the secure telephone. 

Senator NUNN. Would it be entirely possible that he, even 
though that memo that you refer to about the Furmark meetings 
that it got in the wrong box, would it have been entirely possible 
that that was discussed orally between Mr. Casey and Admiral 
Poindexter? 

Mr. ALLEN. I have no personal knowledge. It is quite likely be
cause it was Mr. Casey's penchant to punch a button and get Vice 
Admiral Poindexter on the line. 
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, NUNN. So tha t in effect, the information contained in 
^ -a lW missing memo may very well have gotten to Admiral 

t h r f f S You don't know that? 
^01? ALLEN. It may have well, I am certain that Lieutenant Colo-

i KTnVSireceived a drop copy of it unsigned. 
tor NUNN. So you did not ever tell Mr. Casey or Mr. Gates 

Sena c ~,wJ fViic divers ion mierht. en all t h e w a v to t h e Oval 

Snrth received a drop copy of it unsigned 
tor NUNN. SO you did not ever tell M 

i a feared this diversion might go all the way to the Oval 
that y 
F A L L E N . No sir. 

<& ator NUNN. YOU never used those words? 
\ff ALLEN- Never sir. 
a a*nr NUNN. And the most you indicated to them was tha t 

yOU 
t least implied to them, tha t it might go to Admiral Poin-

Mr ALLEN. That's right sir. But my personal fears were tha t 
mehow this initiative had gotten off the track and it might have 
ne even higher. But I had—that was sheer speculation. 

g°Senator NUNN. Did you speculate on tha t to anyone? Did you 
ever say those words to anyone, tha t this might go all the way to 
the Oval Office? 

Mr. ALLEN. I don't recall expressly discussing the possibility of 
Presidential involvement. 

Senator NUNN. Expressly? How about indirectly.'' 
Mr. ALLEN. I can't recall that. It was more in the sense tha t the 

NSC initiative is off the track and that a diversion may be occur
ring for reasons separate from freeing hostages in Iran or opening 
doors with elements in the Iranian government. That it could be 
supporting the Contras. That is as far as I went. And it was direct
ed at the NSC and not at—and any comments I made were never 
directed at the Oval Office. But I of course had the worries and 
concerns. 

Senator NUNN. YOU had that worry and you had tha t concern, 
but you don't every recall saying that directly or indirectly to 
anyone? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO sir, I do not. 
Senator NUNN. Did Mr. Casey or Mr. Gates ever tell you tha t 

this might involve Admiral Poindexter directly? This diversion. 
Mr. ALLEN. NO, they did not. On the 7th of October, it was clear 

that Mr. Casey wanted to bring the matter immediately to the at
tention of Vice Admiral Poindexter. That 's as far as I can go with 
that. 

Senator N U N N . Did Mr. Gates or Mr. Casey ever tell you or 
imply to you that this diversion knowledge might go all the way to 
the Oval Office? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO, they did not, Sir. 
Senator N U N N . Did anyone else tell you this? Did Colonel North 

tell you this? 
Mr. ALLEN. NO, Sir. He did not. 
Senator N U N N . Clearly, Mr. Allen, something was in your mind. 

You were involved in the hostage rescue. That was very much on 
your mind. You wanted to free the hostages. You had, I'm sure, 
misgivings like everyone involved with the Iranian initiative itself, 
and then you came upon this knowledge about the possible diver
sion to the Contras, which diversion would have been directly con-
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trary to President Reagan's intention in terms of freeing the h 
tages had it angered the Iranians—would it not? h°s-

Mr. ALLEN. I would think it would have angered the Irani 
and that was my deep concern tha t the Iranians would take rer' 
bution and execute one of the hostages. ri> 

Senator N U N N . YOU had quite a fear tha t this diversion went 
the way to the Oval Office or you would have blown the whistl 
would you not? e> 

Mr. ALLEN. I had no idea how far the 
Senator N U N N . But your analytical mind told you that it had 
Mr. ALLEN. I simply had worries and I tried to put that ouV"f 

my mind. I felt I wanted to get the information to Mr. Casey, andl 
went through Mr. Gates because I knew Mr. Gates would help J 
in getting the information properly to Mr. Casey. 

Senator N U N N . But even with all tha t fear, including your fear 
of the very mission you were involved in—that is, the rescue of the 
hostages—even with all tha t fear, you never mentioned this appre. 
hension about it going to the Oval Office to either Mr. Gates or Mr 
Casey? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO, Sir, I did not. 
Senator N U N N . Mr. Allen, during your meetings with Mr. Gates 

on October 1st and your meeting with Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates on 
October the 7th, did you mention Lieutenant Colonel North's ad
monition to you to defend the pricing of the arms or his proposal, I 
believe to you, to manufacture a false price list? 

Mr. ALLEN. I recall tha t I mentioned to Mr. Gates on the 1st of 
October and Mr. Casey on 7 October tha t I can't remember exactly 
how I brought up the name of Lieutenant Colonel North, but I felt 
that he was the person orchestrating the activity—the opening of 
the second channel—and that even though it had not been official
ly blessed, I guess until about the 9th of October by Vice Admiral 
Poindexter, I knew we were headed very rapidly to an opening of 
the second channel and closing the first one, cutting Mr. Ghorbani-
far out. 

I'm sorry, I 
Senator N U N N . The real question was whether you mentioned to 

Mr. Gates in your meeting on October 1st, or the meeting where 
both Casey and Gates were present on October 7th about Colonel 
North's request or admonition to you to defend the pricing of the 
arms. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, in general we were told that we had to defend in 
any conversation we had with Mr. Ghorbanifar or Mr. Amiram 
Nir, we had to follow the stories that were essentially concocted 
over at the NSC as to why the price of the HAWK spare parts were 
so high. That was one of the issues tha t was configured into the 
conversations on the 1st and 7th 

Senator N U N N . YOU did 
Mr. ALLEN. His exact words I don't recall. 
Senator N U N N . Right. I mean, you conveyed that as part—at 

that time still speculation but analytical speculation I would call it 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir, it 's analytic. 
Senator N U N N . Analytical speculation tha t something was hap

pening in terms of the diversion. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes, Senator. 
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ator NUNN. So, both Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey would have 
^ at that stage of at least your analytical speculation and fear 

k^^that Yine and would have also known that there was at least 
alon£ XQ believe that the price on these arms being sold to the Ira-
reaSOlwas being substantially inflated. 
F A L L E N . That is correct. 

el ator NUNN. And you expressed those apprehensions to both 
. ra tes and to Mr. Casey? 

^ A S I N . I believe I did. 
Cpiiator NUNN. But you didn't include those in your memo that 

"M^ALLEN. I don't know whether I included them in my memo-
dum or not, but it was along those lines, that Colonel North 
continuing to insist that there was good rationale for the pric-

Ï and it didn't make sense. 
Senator NUNN. Did you get the impression that Colonel North 
* trvinff to pull the Iranians leg and was winking at you? Or, did was uj"' . u_ j. : i^ _^„n„ u± „_, „i— i 

evethat"the pricing was justifiable on the arms? 
u get the impression he was trying to really make you also be-

eve that the pricing was justifiable on the arms? 
Mr. ALLEN. I think he probably believed tha t I had deep skepti

cism about what was going on and about the stories. It was clear 
and evidence has been developed tha t as we moved on into the ini
tiative and the September and early October time frame, tha t Lieu
tenant Colonel North had either told someone or had some notes 
that it's important to cut Charlie out of the initiative. I think he 
believed that I was asking the wrong questions and raising the 
wrong issues. 

Senator NUNN. Oh, he wasn't just winking at you. He was really 
trying to make you believe that the arms pricing was justified. 

Mr. ALLEN. But at the same time I believe tha t at some 
point 

Senator NUNN. He knew you knew better. 
Mr. ALLEN. That's correct, Sir. 
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, could I just follow up on just 

one question Senator Nunn asked. Mr. Allen, during your testimo
ny in an answer to a question from Senator Nunn, you made the 
point that Vice Admiral Poindexter was a friend of yours. I think 
you said you hoped that he still was. And you also said Colonel 
North was a personal friend of yours. Is tha t correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is very much correct, Sir. 
Senator RUDMAN. If that 's so, when you came to your—I think 

rather spectacular analytical conclusion based on intelligence 
which we are not free to discuss here—conclusion, which was 
pretty educated speculation, or analytical speculation as Senator 
Nunn termed it, why didn't you go to Colonel North who, by our 
own statement, you knew? If what you thought was true, this was 
J very serious matter. The man was a friend of yours; you had 
°een working with him. Why didn't you go to him and say, "Ollie, 
you know, if this is true—what I think is happening around here— 
you re apt to be in a jam." You're all apt to be in a jam. Why 
didn t you do that? 

Mr. ALLEN. I could have taken tha t route. 
Senator RUDMAN. Did you consider it? 
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Mr. ALLEN. Yes, I did. But it retrospect—at the time content* 
neously I did consider it. At the same time I felt that I migff1? 
stonewalled at the NSC because when questions were raised ii? 
me on several occasions in June and July about the pricing Q? 
tion and the Iranians complaints over the pricing, I was given v 
know—very detailed—and what appeared to me as I put it, T^JJJ 
ly false stories. I thought I might again only find m y i 
stonewalled. I felt that given the fact I lacked conclusive p 2 
that it would probably best raise it within my own Agency, w 
my own superiors, and see what they would do. And we went u 
the chain and I think the result was achieved that I wanted P 

wanted the Director to get this down to the National Security M. 
visor, which he did. I could've and I didn't. 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, I'll just follow it up with a brief one 
mean, had you been stonewalled, well, so be it. You would have 
been stonewalled. But the fact is, if you wanted to confirm the data 
and be able to go back to your superiors and say, "I've got hard 
data now, this is what's happening," didn't you consider that 
maybe based on your friendship—as cynical as that may sound-
you ought to find out what was going on there and report it back to 
your superiors to confirm that a diversion in fact was taking place? 

Mr. ALLEN. I could have gone that route. I raised the operational 
concerns—the operational security—and I think Colonel North and 
other members of his staff were concerned over the operational se
curity. I chose to take the other route. I took the other road, Sena
tor Rudman. 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, that's fine. I just thought the question 
ought to be asked. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. May I just follow up on that? The fact that it 

was the White House make a difference? 
Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely. 
Senator BRADLEY. Why? 
Mr. ALLEN. Because there's a certain aura with the White House. 

There's a certain aura with the office of the Presidency. It is some
thing that everyone looks upon—all Americans generally—with 
great respect. There's a certain great symbolism about the office of 
the Presidency. An intelligence officer like myself doing some spec
ulation and then drawing initially—and then drawing some analyt
ic judgments based on indicators, I felt it would be perhaps a very 
difficult process to take this directly to the White House when I 
had my own Agency and my own professional colleagues who I 
trusted like Mr. Gates, I could go to Mr. Gates or Mr. Casey with 
the issue and the problem. 

Senator BRADLEY. SO you were respectfully, but nonetheless, in
timidated by the fact that you would be in the possession of a 
hunch, which if proven correct, would prove extremely damaging 
to the President. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, there was the potential, and it was more than a 
hunch. There were indications that something was amiss, and I tel 
that just trying to go down and take on the NSC on this—even 
though I was close to Colonel North as Senator Rudman noted--1 

felt it would be first and foremost I should take this to the peop1* 
within the Agency. We've been told and reminded many times D) 
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• § Direct01"8 and by Inspectors General if we have worries 
reviou o j . j m p r 0 p r i e t i e s or waste, fraud, and abuse, let's go 

^ p c h a i n . And that 's what I did. 
Jp tor BRADLEY. YOU said in response to Senator Rudman's 

^ a
 a i s 0 that you had tried to get some confirmation in June 

qU?nlv which is earlier than I had known your suspicions were 
and JU1>' 
^VT^ALLEN- Late June, when the pricing began to go awry, I 

M-*' . » ——~ 4-V.Q i -ûQcnn «rV»\7 w o r e +V»e» Tvn r» i « r« s i n I r a n or» /»#vri_ j what was the reason, why were the Iranians in Iran so con-

ince 

""that they know exactly the base prices. So I asked Col. 

i f-jjat they knew the real price of the HAWK spare parts 
I said, the intelligence suggests, and it is pretty reliable intel-

that they know exactly the base prices. So I asked Col. 
\frth why the costs were so high. Why was there such a mark-up 

the cost being given to Mr. Ghorbanifar, and then he puts his 
amission o n t 0 p . And first, it was Ghorbanifar's problem, and 
ifn later there were a number of stories tha t I was to convey to 
Mr Ghorbanifar about reopening production lines, going to third 
> untries to which the United States had sold HAWK spare parts 
$nd buying them back and making them available to the Iranians. 
All that seemed to be a little too much to be credible. 

Senator BRADLEY. SO tha t in fact you never got a clear answer on 
why the pricing was what it was? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. 
Senator BRADLEY. And you were told to—against your own in

stincts to say that it was one thing when you didn't quite know 
what it was, but you suspected it was quite something else? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. I was given guidance to tell tha t to 
the Iranian middleman and to the Israeli official who was working 
with Mr. Ghorbanifar. 

Chairman BOREN. Given guidance by whom? Excuse me. 
Mr. ALLEN. By Lieutenant Colonel North. 
Senator BRADLEY. At that moment, how did you feel about your 

government? 
Mr. ALLEN. Well, I felt good overall about my government, 

but 
Senator BRADLEY. HOW did you feel about your NSC? Or your 

White House? 
Mr. ALLEN. I at that stage, felt that the National Security Coun

cil staff had sort of lost it 's perspective on this initiative and tha t it 
did not—it had lost its strategic direction. It was reacting in a very 
tactical way and that it was trying to stay ahead of a looming ava
lanche. 

Senator BRADLEY. Looming avalanche? 
Mr. ALLEN. That's right, to use a metaphor. 
Senator BRADLEY. The avalanche being? 
Mr. ALLEN. The avalanche being some form of—particularly the 

fell-out that would occur immediately from the exposure of the ini
tiative, which occurred as you know in November 1986. 

Senator BRADLEY. And the damage to national interests? 
Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. 
Senator BRADLEY. And the damage to national interest com

pounded by the damage to try to not really fess up to it? 
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Mr. ALLEN. That's correct. And that is the reason in the me 
randum that Senator Rudman quoted, I urged that we do a » 
based review because I thought we had lost our strategic object̂ 0" 

Senator BRADLEY. In the November 7th memorandum? ' ^ 
Mr. ALLEN. In the 14 October memorandum. 
Senator BRADLEY. The one that was basically done after the (W 

ber 7th meeting? ^ 
Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. And no response? 
Mr. ALLEN. Well, the fact that there was no real reaction at th 

White House, I am certain that Vice Admiral Poindexter must 
have shared it with someone at the White House because it iau 
out very explicitly that a disaster was looming. And I waited to see 
what was to be done. I even suggested they form a panel with a 
number of distinguished experts to look at the initiative. And noth
ing happened. 

Senator BRADLEY. Which they waited for the Tower Commission 
to do that. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir, Senator Tower was a distinguished man, yes 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Allen, let me take you back to just a few 

wrap-up questions. We'll proceed this afternoon with Senator Metz-
enbaum and Senator Bradley. 

Let me go back to an important question for us in evaluating 
what Mr. Gates has told the Committee in his testimony. This is 
the conversation that Mr. Kerr says that he had with Mr. Gates 
after you told him in August about your suspicions about the diver
sion. 

Mr. Gates testified to us that he remembers distinctly his conver
sation with you on October 1, but he doesn't remember the conver
sation with Mr. Kerr. 

You have indicated that Mr. Kerr did not talk to you again about 
his conversation. You indicated that Mr. Kerr didn't tell you he 
had this conversation with Mr. Gates until after Attorney General 
Meese made the public revelations about the diversion? 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. SO really you are one of the three people-

yourself, Mr. Kerr, and Mr. Gates—that can give us some insight 
into these conversations. Now, Mr. Gates has indicated that if Mr. 
Kerr told him either directly or indirectly about your suspicions of 
the diversion it didn't register with him. And we said in discussions 
with Admiral Inman and others, we have all had the experience of 
a staff member coming on a busy day, telling us things that didnt 
really register with us even though we might nod our head and 
appear to be listening. 

Now I think it becomes important to have your assessment of 
how Mr. Gates reacted when you yourself went to him on October 
1st obviously in more detail about the same matter that Mr. Ken 
says he had already reported to him. ., 

Now, describe again for us Mr. Gates' reaction when you told 
him on October 1st. . , 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct. I went into Mr. Gates, I explains 
that the first channel was being shut down—the Ghorbanifar chan
nel. A new channel was opened and I explained to him tna 
when—we can't discuss the details of that in open session—asw 
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involved, but I said I wasn' t certain of how reliable tha t 
who w ^ was> and then I went through some of the indications of 
"^nerational security. So I divided the conversation into halves. 
the °P®on̂  half discussed my suspicions that something was awry. 
Tfa hen j w e n t through a number of the indicators, Mr. Gates 

11W maybe some, but not all. I recall several. Mr. Gates reacted 
his initial statement which was not a serious statement—now 

^ t to make that very clear, it was not serious—he said, I don't 
1 w*f1to near about this, but he said that in surprise and also in a 
Waf rbed way. And he said, this potentially is very serious. He said 
fce admired Col. North and his work in crisis management, and 

I t l r s of that nature, but this goes too far. You need to get to Mr. 
?a<Sv and you need to do it immediately. Now I failed very badly 

not going immediately to Mr. Casey— 
rhairman BOREN. Well, let me stop you now because I am more 
tprested in your opinion of Mr. Gates' reaction when you told 

!?m this You didn't learn until after the Meese announcement 
that Mr. Kerr told you that he had already said something about it 
to Mr. Gates. 

Mr ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. In your opinion, from the reaction of Mr. 

Gates, do you think he was hearing what you said about the diver
sion for the first time? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes I do. 
Chairman BOREN. Why do you think that? 
Mr. ALLEN. The surprise upon his face. The way he reacted. Sort 

of stunned by the fact that the White House would commingle two 
separate activities in such a way. And in fact he made that com
ment, I cannot believe that the White House would commingle 
these activities. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Allen, we have had testimony from Mr. 
Fiers, for example, that he was in a meeting once in Director 
Casey's office where Director Casey questioned Col. North in front 
of him. He feels it was being the witness to a charade which would 
at least lead us to believe that people can feign not knowing, or 
feign surprise so as to convey a certain message to someone else 
with whom they are talking. Do you think there is any possibility 
in this situation that Mr. Gates, if he already had this conservation 
with Mr. Kerr, was merely pretending to be shocked and surprised 
when he talked with you? 

Mr. ALLEN. I have known Mr. Gates for almost 25 years. Mr. 
Gates is no actor. Mr. Gates was telling the truth. I think that's 
the first time he had heard of this matter of a possible diversion. 
And I have no reason to believe his credibility on that count. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, now Mr. Kerr said he told him before. I 
guess you are not 

Mr. ALLEN. I understand that. I have no reason based on my 
direct conversation with Mr. Gates on the 1st of October to doubt 
his comments, his statements and the fact that this was—that this 
!ssue had taken him by surprise. 

Chairman BOREN. SO if someone else had said it to him, you feel 
this is the first time it registered with him at least? 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Gates has a very active mind and if someone 
else—and as Admiral Inman said, there are times when Mr. Gates, 
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you're into see Mr. Gates, and I have done it many times, and v 
feel his mind is flying on 100 different separate issues from J 
you are telling him. 

Chairman BOREN. Well let me ask you this 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, could I follow up on that point<> 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator BRADLEY. This made a big impression on Mr. Gates? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Senator BRADLEY. YOU told him you suspected diversion? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Senator BRADLEY. And you then told him who you thought was 

involved? Your suspicions? 
Mr. ALLEN. I told him that 
Senator BRADLEY. Somebody at the NSC. 
Mr. ALLEN. The NSC. 
Did you mention Lieutenant Colonel North? 
Senator BRADLEY. Right? 
Mr. ALLEN. I mentioned Lieutenant Colonel North. 
Senator BRADLEY. And did that make an impact on him? 
Mr. ALLEN. That had an impact on him. 
Senator BRADLEY. What was—how was his reaction? What was 

his reaction? 
Mr. ALLEN. He said, well, Lt. Col. North has done excellent 

things in the area of crisis management, and perhaps other fields, 
but that overall this goes too far. 

Senator BRADLEY. SO he shouldn't have forgotten that, should he? 
Mr. ALLEN. He didn't forget it. He remembered essentially what 

I—he essentially remembered the bottom line, that a diversion— 
Senator BRADLEY. Well, but there are two points here. Ones a di

version, and who's responsible. And you have testified that he 
clearly was effected by both, and yet he has faulty memory when it 
comes to involvement of the NSC. 

Mr. ALLEN. All I can say, Senator, is to reiterate that from my 
perspective Bob Gates was hearing this for the first time and it 
registered on him in a way that caused him concern. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me ask this. You apparently, by taking 
this to Mr. Gates, trusted Mr. Gates at this time. 

Mr. ALLEN. I've trusted Mr. Gates for many years. 
Chairman BOREN. All right. You apparently said that you decid

ed not to take it to the NSC because, for various reasons, you decid
ed instead to go through your chain of command. 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct. 
Chairman BOREN. Does this mean you also trusted Mr. Casey at 

this time? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU did not believe at this time that Mr 

Casey knew about the diversion? 
Mr. ALLEN. I had no reason at all to believe he knew of a diver

sion. ,. 
Chairman BOREN. All right. Now, this is something I still dom 

quite understand. I was listening to what Senator Rudman was 
asking you awhile ago. You trusted Mr. Gates, you believed this 
was the first time that at least the magnitude of this possible diver 
sion registered with him. He took it to Mr. Casey and was there 
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M Casey when you came into the meeting. They asked you 
with Mr- t h i g m e m o r a n d u m . It's pretty clear that you certainly 
to Prepoicions about the National Security Council, which included 
had susP ^ o r t j 1 a n ( j Admiral Poindexter at this point. Some suspi-

ciof- ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 
i!" man BOREN. And yet you didn't seem to be alarmed at the 
th^t Mr Casey and Mr. Gates took this memorandum and took 

faCt accusation to the very people that you suspected? 
y0?J ALLEN I felt that, getting back to perhaps an avenue that 

Mr ..nnnsed for Senator Rudman for me to take to the NSC, I felt 
was proPV&

 m o r e i m p a c t and effect if the Director of Central In-
ilffnce went with it. I didn't know he was going to take Mr. 
r tes I only found out the next day that he had in fact taken Mr. 
Gnfflirman BOREN. SO you weren't alarmed. You really expected 
that it would get to the NSC, but you felt your superiors really 
\M have more clout in taking it? >* _. '.. 
Mr ALLEN Yes. And I felt—I wasn't certain whether they would 

Jnd the memorandum over, in fact I didn't want it handed oyer, 
£ u s e it was really accusing, at best, the White House of fairly 
unintelligent policies at the time. . ' * 

Chairman BOREN. They were either acting beyond the bounds of 
the law or un-intelligently or both? 

Mr ALLEN. It was a very dumb effort. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. It was not a complimentary memorandum. 
Mr. ALLEN. It was a very critical memorandum. It said the White 

House had lost its way on this initiative. 
Chairman BOREN. I gather that, according to Mr. Gates, there 

was some direction given that the White House Counsel should be 
consulted about what you said in that conversation. Also apparent
ly that the Legal Counsel at CIA should be consulted at some 
point? Do you have any knowledge of that? 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Casey, when he came back, called me in the tol-
lowing day after seeing Vice Admiral Poindexter, and during the 
conversation—Mr. Gates was present—during conversation, he ad
vised, he said I told the Vice Admiral to get the White House 
Counsel involved and then allegedly Vice Admiral Poindexter said 
that I don't know whether I can trust the White House Counsel. 
Mr. Gates did not tell me that he was involving the CIA General 
Counsel. 

Chairman BOREN. Although apparently he did. 
Mr. ALLEN. I have no reason to doubt that. 
Senator BRADLEY. What was the date of that meeting? 
Chairman BOREN. That was on October the 
Mr. ALLEN. 16th, perhaps. The morning of the 16th. 
Chairman BOREN. The memo was on the 14th and then they 

went over to the White House. ' ' 1 / 
Mr. ALLEN. On the 15th. And they called me in and Mr. Gates 

and Mr. Casey were the only people present and that was the 
morning of the 16th. ^. . 
. Chairman BOREN. DO you think it's possible, because this is sub
ject to various interpretations, Mr. Gates has said well when I 
learned this my first thought was to take it to my superior Mr. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 3 
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Casey, his thought was to take it to Admiral Poindexter. Mr. G 
said I thought at that time he was a straight arrow. I think th 
was the term he used. So the thing was to notify all the chain f 
command plus the General Counsels of both institutions. N 
that's one hypothetical way of looking at that. That this was a s^ 
cere effort to go through the chain of command and inform th 
people you normally inform. 

And he said, I guess in retrospect I was naive, I shouldn't hav 
been so trusting about people just because they were above me j* 
the chain of command. 

Now there's another hypothetical way of looking at this and that 
is, gosh, Charlie Allen has come up with analysis that's prettv 
damaging, and if it is true the roof is going to blow off the place. So 
let's find a way to tip off the guilty parties that they're in trouble 
that they've been found out by taking this to Mr. Poindexter. 

Why isn't that a reasonable hypothesis for why they went to the 
White House? 

Mr. ALLEN. For a lot of reasons. But first and foremost I don't 
believe either Director Casey or Mr. Gates are those kinds of 
people. I believe that this information from everything I know was 
new to them. They acted upon it; they took it to the White House-
they called me in afterward and they were still, Mr. Gates, I re-
member was troubled and so was Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey in that huge desk of his piled with endless papers, 
said, well you've read that memo that I did from Roy Furmark. I 
said no, I hadn't. That's when he pulled this thing out of—and then 
he said I want you to pursue this. I want you to get more informa
tion on this because Mr. Furmark clearly has interesting informa
tion about the bridge financing and that appears to be totally awry. 

He said I'll call Mr. Furmark and get him down here to talk to 
you. So the fact that they didn't just come back and say we've done 
our job, Mr. Gates and I have done our job. The Director said I 
want to pursue this with Mr. Furmark. So I thought this was an 
indication of sincerity. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, Mr. Allen, it could be. Let me say this. 
Could it not have been that Mr. Casey did know about the diver
sion and that he wasn't so shocked and surprised about the diver
sion, but he was shocked and surprised by the inept way in which 
it was being carried out? 

And, therefore, he might well have been shocked to learn about 
all these problems with Mr. Furmark, but he might have known 
about the diversion. His shock might have been oh, this has been 
so mismanaged, this is all going to blow sky-high. Is that another 
possible hypothesis? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's strictly a hypothesis. I have no evidence that 
Mr. Casey was thinking along those lines. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me ask you this question and this is a 
little bit beyond the bounds of our focus. Then I have two last ques
tions which return us back to Mr. Gates. You obviously think Mr. 
Gates was not knowledgeable about the diversion and I assume you 
still think so? 

Mr. ALLEN. I firmly think that, yes. 
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. m a n BOREN. Implied in your testimony is the feeling that 
t at that point in time you also trusted Mr. Casey and did 

at 1?SLve he knew about the diversion, at least in toto. 
D°ir ALLEN. Contemporaneously I had no reason to believe that 
f w 0f the diversion. 

he v̂T irraan BOREN. NOW, since that time we ve really had only one 
's testimony under oath on that question and that was the 

^KTnnv of Col. North which I cited and put into the record, I be-
nn the first day of our hearings. He indicated that Mr. Casey 

lieJt'now of the diversion. Have you drawn any conclusions or have 
npculated yourself, not in terms of what you believed at the 

y0U but what you believe now in terms of whether Mr. Casey 
\^t «bout the diversion when he was talking to you through this knew aou^ " 
WM16 ALLEN Other than Lt. Col. North's statement which he gave 

AIT nath I have no reason to believe, that DCI Casey knew of 
ï f L S n . I have no personal evidence of that. I found that Mr. 
f W sometimes walked a fine line, but he never crossed the line 
K S on what I've seen of the Director. And I have no reason to 
E e he was deliberately deceiving me at the time. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, let me turn to two last questions. Ac
t i n g to your interrogatories during the week of November 21, 
while Mr Casey's testimony was being prepared you had a conver-
Son with CIA Associate General Counsel Makowka regarding his 
E v e r y of the unsigned copy of the retroactive Finding prepared 
after the November 1985 flight approving the assistance the CIA 
had provided. Do you remember that? . 

Mr ALLEN. I recall that there was a question of a mini-Finding 
and the issue had arisen. I believe there was a mini-Finding and 
Mr. Makowka and I discussed it. . 

Chairman BOREN. YOU refer to mini-Finding, meaning what some 
have called a retroactive Finding? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's correct. ; 
Chairman BOREN. According to the testimony Makowka told you 

that Mr. Gates had raised this Finding at the White House and 
had been told by North or Poindexter that, quote, It did not 
exist " 

And upon hearing this, according to your testimony you called 
North yourself and he reiterated to you the Finding does not exist. 
Is th.3.1 correct ' 

Mr. ALLEN. That's a fact. Lt. Col. North was quite emphatic oyer 
the secure telephone saying that such a Finding never existed, it s 
never been signed and you should forget about it. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, at a meeting which occurred the next 
morning in Director Casey's office, you raised the matter ol the ret
roactive Finding once again, I believe. According to your answers 
to us, you were rather abruptly told by Mr. George to keep quiet. 
And that's an accurate summary of what happened? 

Mr. ALLEN. That's a polite way of putting it. Yes fir 
Chairman BOREN. Did you view these efforts by the White House 

and by Mr. George as a deliberate effort to keep any mention ol 
this unsigned Finding out of the Director's testimony? 

Mr. ALLEN. I never dwelled on it at the time. I was firmly con
vinced that one existed and of course Mr. Makowka demonstrated 
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that one existed, at least a draft existed. And that it had been se 
to the White House. I found tha t disquieting. I didn't understand 
exactly what was occurring. I may have been naive about it, but > 
didn't ring t rue because Mr. Makowka had actually drafted it QJ\ 
recall for Mr. Sporkin. 

Chairman BOREN. SO by implication you're saying they certainl 
want me to stay quiet for some reason. You're not sure exactlv 
what, but it made you suspicious. 

Mr. ALLEN. That really bothered me because on the 24th of IV 
cember 1985, Lt. Col. North at the White House had talked with 
Mr. Makowka and me about a document that had been signed and 
there's one copy of it in his corner safe. Both Mr. Makowka and I 
assumed that it was the retroactive Finding or the mini-Finding 
that had been signed. 

I don't think Col. North ever used the term Finding. 
Chairman BOREN. But you were aware of the fact that he told 

Mr. Gates, no, it doesn't exist. And when you called him back, he 
even told you that. Even with the background knowledge you had? 

Mr. ALLEN. That 's correct sir. That 's correct. 
Chairman BOREN. If you got a sensation from others that they 

didn't want you to talk about this, did you ever feel any pressure 
in any way whatsoever from Mr. Gates, even by a wink or a nod or 
a glance, that you should not bring that matter up or talk about it 
in terms of the testimony? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO. Mr. Gates never indicated tha t he wanted any
thing but full disclosure of the facts to me. Never any indication, 
never a wink, never a nod. No, he was very direct on this. 

Chairman BOREN. The Committee has recently interviewed Di
rector Casey's Executive Assistant, who was deeply involved in put
ting together his testimony. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. And he continued to work on putting together 

his testimony after these chaotic meetings tha t you and others 
have described. The people who have participated in those meet
ings went home, including Mr. Gates. And apparently Mr. Casey 
continued to work on his own testimony and with his Executive As
sistant. 

The Executive Assistant says tha t on the night of November 
21st, after the Director's testimony had been given, that he had a 
discussion with you where you told him for the first time your 
speculation about a diversion. According to his statement, you said 
you were really concerned because profits were being diverted to 
the Contras. He said it hit him like a ton of bricks, to use his 
words. I'm talking about the Executive Assistant to Mr. Casey. 

Do you recall that conversation? 
Mr. ALLEN. No sir. I do not. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU don't recall a conversation with him? 
Mr. ALLEN. I'm sorry. I cannot recall. I recall that 21 November 

1986 was one of—was an extremely stressful day. But I do not 
recall discussing it with the Executive Assistant. 

I recall working on the testimony with the Executive Assistant 
after Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey had left and we worked on some 
further revisions, either up to eight or nine o'clock that Thursday 
evening. 
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• man BOREN. While you were working with the Executive 
^ f n t during that period of time, still working on Director 

^sSlS^ testimony, did you raise your suspicions of a diversion with 
Casey s i e 

hiJJ- A ^ N No sir. Not at that time. We were struggling to get 
+ rv correct on the so-called movement of HAWK missiles into 

t h l n around the 24th, 25th of November. And it took us a long 
r hpfore we even got the basic facts correct on that, 

^ a i r m a n BOREN. Here you know you've told Mr. Gates, you and 
rates have gone to meet with Mr. Casey about your fears, 

'VP written a memorandum which has been taken to the NSC 
y°!i nerhaps discussed with legal counsel. You've kind of waited to 

t hand see how the NSC would respond to the fact that the 
nie in the Agency know this now or at least have very strong 

rewî.vSdidr?tPyou say something about it since this was the final 
J 3 * being put on Director Casey's testimony. I guess you and he 
ere the last two, other than Mr. Casey himself who could have 

made some more changes, that worked on this. 
Mr ALLEN Mr. Casey had a penchant for changing things right 

»n to the last moment. And there probably were a few additional 
adjustments made the morning of the 21st. I believe there were a 
few adjustments made to the testimony. 

Senator BRADLEY. And Mr. Gates made some contributions? 
Mr ALLEN. I don't recall, sir. It was more of getting facts down 

and whether we could use the term Southern Air Transport, how 
to use that. . ., . 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Gates admits making a contribution. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes. He may have made it. I don't know that. 1 re

member 
Senator BRADLEY. After? 
Chairman BOREN. NO, not after the afternoon. The last was on 

the afternoon of the 21st. Rather, the afternoon of the 20th 
Mr. ALLEN. On the afternoon of the 20th, Mr. Gates made some 

changes. I don't recall specifics. But yes, he did. 
Chairman BOREN. He testified to that. 
Mr. ALLEN. On the morning of the 21st, it was a matter ol tine 

tuning. I think there were a few minor adjustments made to the 
6 WhyTat the last moment, that evening on the 20th of November 
or on the morning of the 21st of November, I did not give my deep
est concerns in some form of written statement m the testimony, 1 
cannot answer that. At the time, there were a number ot factors 
that led me to believe that I did not have the conclusive evidence, 
that this would be too difficult to get inserted into testimony at 
that stage without the confirming evidence. 

I was troubled. And if I told the Executive Assistant after the 
testimony on the 21st, it was clear I was still troubled. 

Chairman BOREN. I guess that's what I don't understand, lhe 
testimony of Mr. Gates, I believe, and others was that he partici
pated in the drafting of the testimony up until the afternoon of the 
20th making some changes. Then he went home and others went 
home. And I gather what you are saying is that you were still 
behind after the others had left working with the Executive Assist-
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ant on some additional changes and then finally Mr. Casey was th 
last one that worked on it before he went off to give his testimon 

But, I guess it is just hard for me to understand why. Obviousi
y 

you've had this concern about the diversion really gnawing at yj' 
And you've thought a lot about it. As you testified in response t!i 
questions from Senator Nunn and Senator Bradley, you felt inhibk 
ed and very concerned because you had suspicions you said, not 
proof but suspicions, this could go all the way to the President of 
the United states. 

I guess I don't quite understand why you wouldn't have said to 
the Executive Assistant to Director Casey when you are putting 
the final—other than Casey himself—touches on the testimony 
well, there's this other thing that has just been eating at me for 
months. Shouldn't we at least think about whether we ought to 
bring it up to Casey as to whether or not he ought to put that in? 

Mr. ALLEN. I could have done that. I felt at the time though I 
had brought this matter to the attention of a number of senior offi
cials—and I believe the Vice Chairman counted eight or nine—that 
had at least word of the diversion. And several and most had seen 
my memoranda that I had written, the one on the 14th of October 
as well as the meetings with Mr. Furmark. So I could have done 
that. But at the same time, late in the afternoon and early evening 
of 20 November, as I set forth in my written statement, we were 
still trying to get a lot of basic facts together. And I was trying— 
we were certainly trying to get that November 85 shipment in a 
more coherent form. 

You would be surprised how much difficulty we had getting a 
few simple facts together, with everyone agreeing as to what really 
happened. 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. Senator Bradley has one last question and 
then we are going to take a recess. I think we'll come back at 2:30 
to give a little more time since we've gone on longer than we an
ticipated. 

Senator BRADLEY. Your October 14th memo, which was taken to 
the White House? To the NSC? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. This is a memo in which you laid out your con

cerns, suspicions, diversion. 
Mr. ALLEN. There was little mentioned about the diversion in 

that as Senator Rudman has pointed out. 
It layed out sort of the origins of the initiative. Who were the 

parties involved. What were the objectives. It did talk about poten
tial problems and implied improprieties. But it didn't lay out all 
my concerns in depth. 

That was the memorandum. 
Senator BRADLEY. And who told you that they were going to con

sult White House Legal Counsel? 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Casey said that he advised Vice Admiral Poin-

dexter to seek legal counsel, to get the White House Counsel in
volved straight away. And Vice Admiral Poindexter looked at Mr. 
Casey and said, I don't know that I can trust the White House 
Counsel. 

Senator BRADLEY. And who was the White House Counsel? 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Wallison, I am told. 
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n ALLEN. I don't know, sir. 
Mr . m a n BOREN. Peter Wallison was the White House Counsel. 
^a l tor BRADLEY. And who said that he couldn't be trusted? 
Sjn a

A L L E N. Vice Admiral Poindexter, according to Mr. Casey, 
ftm not certain I can trust the White House Counsel. 
a* tor BRADLEY. SO that you have the head of the NSC advised 
Sf*f h e ad of the CIA to consult his Legal Counsel, but he says I 

by ??rust my Legal Counsel? 
c a l a tor RUDMAN. If the Senator would yield? The record will 

that what he did do was to consult the NSC Legal Counsel. 
Wrtiat has been a matter of record for five years. 

fcnator BRADLEY. But the poin1>-was the White House Legal 
^Mr̂ ALLEN I don't know sir. I have no knowledge that Vice Ad-

val Poindexter ever alerted the White House Counsel. 
c£nator BRADLEY. But clearly the document itself, if the docu-
n is what Senator Rudman, read, is not a neon sign blinking, 

K n e e most of this was also conveyed by word of mouth, verbal 
t l conceivable that this could have been conveyed by word of 
nnth that there is a real problem here. It is conceivable Mr. 

fwv could have talked to Mr. Wallison. It is conceivable that the 
Xftf Legal Counsel could have talked to Mr. Wallison. It is conceiv
able that this would be the first time that anyone really knew that 
they were going to have to have some kind of strategy to deal with 
this emerging scandal. Is that not correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. My concerns over the diversion could have been ver
bally expressed. Yes. 

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me just say from the study by this Com

mittee and from the Iran-Contra Committee—and Senator Rudman 
may want to comment because he served as Vice Chairnian of that 
Committee—the record reflected that Legal Counsel of the NbC 
was told The record also reflects that around this same time that I 
don't know whether it was Mr. Gates or Mr. Casey took their con
cerns to the Legal Counsel of the CIA, Mr. Doherty, who I believe 
has also indicated to us that he was informed by them of the prob
lems. ,. j 

So, we do know that the concerns in your memo were discussed 
with Casey, then Poindexter, the Legal Counsel of the NSC, and 
then the Legal Counsel of the CIA. The record does not reflect that 
Mr. Peter Wallison, the Legal Counsel of the White House, was 
ever told. I might yield to Senator Rudman because he is very fa
miliar with this history. ','•-[ 

Senator RUDMAN. The Chairman is correct. And what s interest
ing about all of this—since we are getting into a few irrelevancies 
here—is that although the civilian lawyer at the White House was 
in fact the White House Counsel to the President of the United 
States, he was not trusted by Admiral Poindexter. The National Se
curity Council lawyer, who was a Navy Officer, was trusted by Ad
miral Poindexter. 

Senator CRANSTON. It seems to me the point ought to be made 
that the matter of trust related to that person's desire to follow the 
law and to protect his President and that if there was a matter of 
mistrust, it was not trusting somebody to do something improper. 
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Chairman BOREN. I'm told by our-
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, just—is it that the rec 

shows that the NSC General Counsel was consulted about the°? 
version? *" 

Chairman BOREN. Let me clarify that. 
Senator BRADLEY. Or about the problem? I don't think 
Chairman BOREN. Let me clarify that because I want to be fair t 

the NSC Legal Counsel. Mr. Snider, our legal counsel, informs m° 
that his reading of the record is that the NSC legal counsel, I 
lieve was a Navy Commander, was informed about the problem 
with the operation. The record says he was informed about the 
problems of the operation. It does not explicitly say whether or not 
he was told about the question of the diversion. 

Senator RUDMAN. That is absolutely correct. And it is a matter 
of some contention, I might add. 

Chairman BOREN. Right. It was never resolved as to whether or 
not he knew explicitly about the diversion. He did know there were 
problems with the operation. 

Apparently the White House counsel was not informed about 
any of this. At least the record doesn't reflect that. And the legal 
counsel at CIA was informed specifically about fears about the di
version, was he not? Is that correct, Mr. Snider? 

But the CIA Counsel, Mr. Doherty, indicates he was informed 
about the full range of concerns including a possible diversion. 

So that's what the record would reflect. And we are dealing here 
obviously it is a very—it is a sad commentary, as many of us said 
as we sat through those days of the Iran-Contra proceedings, that 
we had a government in which many people were operating not 
trusting each other. Not only a matter, as we've seen before, of the 
Executive branch not trusting the Legislative and the terrible 
damage that causes to the Constitutional process and the relation
ship of trust and the confidence of the American people. Here 
there was even within the Executive branch itself, all sorts of 
levels of distrust. It's a very sad commentary that we went through 
a period of time like this where professionals in the field had to 
wonder who knew what, who should they tell what, who could they 
trust, who was play acting with them, who was being straightfor
ward with them. 

And I guess to some degree, Mr. Allen, you leave us even still 
with some mysteries that perhaps we can never resolve as to what 
some of these people who were dealing with you knew. 

Well, we will resume 
Senator CRANSTON. May I just make one more comment on this 

matter? 
Again, some of the mistrust was not trusting somebody to be 

willing to do something improper. 
Chairman BOREN. Wrong. Exactly. 
Senator CRANSTON. And that may have specifically been a reason 

why Robert Gates was excluded from the loop, from the compart
ment. 

Chairman BOREN. Well I think you have to say that it is, as 
sometimes we say in politics, a tribute to you to have certain en
emies sometimes. When some people use the term "mistrust' or 
decide to cut some people out of meetings, that's not necessarily a 
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torv term. We're talking about the White House counsel. I 
^ y assume, for example, that they said they didn't trust the 

> House Counsel, what they meant was if they were doing 
fh*n£ wrong, they couldn't trust the White House Counsel to 

80 1 2 with it and keep quiet. Now that's the kind of mistrust I 
goat°anybody would like to be guilty of on the receiving end. I 
th-v that one of the things the Committee has to decide is, was 
t l f ates cut out of the loop? Was he or was he not? And if so, 
Mr- ? rjw's one of the things we've tried to uncover the answer to 
Whfh se hearings. Members will of course reach their own conclu-

Sl0iJfS Allen, we've kept you an awful long time here at a single 
3r" We appreciate your patience in answering our questions. 

Î An have at least two Members, Senator Metzenbaum and Sena-
Siadlpv who have additional questions this afternoon. There 

tor t be at least one other Senator with additional questions. We 
income back at 2:30 and complete our questioning of you at that 

tlThank you very much. We will stand at recess. 
[Thereupon, at 1:25 o'clock p.m., the Committee was recessed, to 

reconvene at 2:30 o'clock p.m. the same day.] 
AFTERNOON SESSION 

Senator CRANSTON [presiding]. We are going to proceed with the 
hearing now. We thank the witness for returning to the table, ben-
ator Metzenbaum has some questions to ask. 

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES E. ALLEN—Resumed 
Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Allen, let me get something clear. 
At the present time, what position do you hold at the CIA? 
Mr. ALLEN. Currently, sir, I am the National Intelligence Officer 

for Warning. 
Senator METZENBAUM. And whoever becomes the new Director, 

would you intend to remain as a member of the team and continue 
your employment? You have been there how many years, 25, 30/ 

Mr. ALLEN. I would hope I could remain for a while, as part ot 
the team. Yes, sir, that is my intention. I still have a daughter to 
educate at the University of Hartford. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Actually, we are asking you some very 
difficult questions about a man who might be your future boss. 

Mr. ALLEN. I understand that, sir. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Let me ask you a question that has oc

curred to me as you were talking this morning, about people deal
ing with the Iranians and Ghorbanifar, and the White House and 
various other people in the intelligence sector. 

Am I wrong? Did we not have an announced U.S. policy that we 
would not deal with terrorists or those who were holding hostages, 
and that we would not negotiate with them; that we would not 
make any deals with them; that we would not be in communication 
with them except to seek the release of the hostages? But nobody 
raised this. Is that your recollection of our national policy at that 
time? 
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Mr. ALLEN. I'm well aware of our policy at the time. It had be* 
enunciated for some years, I believe, beginning with PresiE 
Nixon, after the Ambassador and the DCM at Khartoum, I believ 
were killed by terrorists, that we would not negotiate or deal with 
terrorists. And this policy was part of the watchword that was car 
ried out through the work that I did on counterterrorism, with Arn 
bassador Oakley, and then later with Ambassador Bremmer at th" 
Department of State and with the NSC. 

Senator METZENBAUM. SO you were very much aware of it, anj 
you understood that was the position we were following. 

Now how does it follow, then, that when you learned that COIQ. 
nel North was, indeed, negotiating indirectly with the terrorists 
and was talking about quid pro quo consideration, how does it 
happen that neither you nor anybody else at the CIA or at the 
White House raised the question that hey, this is just contrary to 
our national policy as enunciated by the President? 

Mr. ALLEN. I believe our view was that we were not negotiating 
directly with terrorists, per se. It was clear that Iran and other 
countries, a small number of other countries, were viewed as states 
that sponsored terrorism. The initiative that was begun in 1985 
with the assistance of the government of Israel was to find ele
ments within the Iranian government with whom the United 
States could deal—particularly to counter terrorist activity by Ira
nian-influenced captors in Lebanon; and also to try to encourage 
the development of a climate where Iran would not engage in ter
rorism; with the view that we had a political vacuum in southwest 
Asia, and that there were substantive reasons to see if we could 
constructively find elements within the Iranian government who 
were willing to renounce terrorism and to rejoin the community of 
nations. 

The prospective, as presented to me by the White House and by 
Vice-Admiral Poindexter, and Lietuenant Colonel North was that 
these were not terrorists with whom we were dealing; that these 
were elements within the Government of Iran who could influence 
and control terrorism in Iran and perhaps even in Lebanon. And as 
a result, we went for almost 2 years, I guess, we went from a period 
from the summer of 1985 into September of 1986 and no Americans 
were kidnapped—no additional Americans were kidnapped in Leb
anon. I believe Frank Reed was finally kidnapped around the 8th 
of September, 1986. That was frequently cited by Lieutenant Colo
nel North and others that we were on the right track. Not only 
were we aggressively trying to free our hostages in Lebanon, but 
that we were trying to counter terrorism sponsored by the Iranian 
government. 

Senator METZENBAUM. He said we were on the right track be
cause only one American had been kidnapped? Is that what you 
are saying? 

Mr. ALLEN. I am saying that there was a hiatus in kidnappings 
that stretched for many months. We also looked to see if terrorism, 
internationally, had continued at the same level from the govern
ment of Teheran. 

We were told that this policy was clearly—had the support first, 
and initially by the National Security Advisor, MacFarlane, and 
later by the National Security Advisor, Vice Admiral Poindexter; 
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, n 0f course, I learned directly from Mr. John McMahon in 
mber 1985 that the President of the United States strongly 

^Sîrted this initiative toward Iran. 
sU8Tator METZENBAUM. Why had he strongly supported the initia-

f dealing with the Iranians, of selling them arms? Was it the 
^ ffht that (a) it would cut down the amount of terrorism in the 
^ M and (b) that somehow it would help release the hostages? Is 
!w what your testimony is? 

Mr ALLEN. I'm saying that that was the policy initiative as ar-
• lated by some individuals at the NSC. And that, of course, has 

S part of the record, I guess, over the last 3 or 4 years. 
Senator METZENBAUM. And that reflected the policy of President 

ppairan Is that your testimony? 
Mr ALLEN. My testimony is that the President, from discussions 

T had with Mr. McMahon, in mid-December 1985 reflected that he 
1 oported the Iranian initiative as delineated by Vice-Admiral 
Pmndexter, and Lieutenant Colonel North. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Allen, as a National Intelligence Offi-
you were a senior analyst with substantial experience. Bob 

Gates has testified that when you came to see him on 1 October 
1986 you based your so-called speculation regarding the possibility 
of a diversion on two things: sensitive intelligence that you had 
been handling; and your observation that General Richard Secord 
was involved in both the Iran arms sales and in supplying the Con
tras with arms. ; .-.-.>. :'-•; 

Your statement indicates that you told Gates of two other 
sources of information as well: one, direct conversations with Mr. 
Ghorbanifar; and two, Ollie North's reference to the reserve, as the 
source of possible funds to pay off Mr. Ghorbanifar. 

I understand you also told Mr. Gates that Mr. Ghorbanifar had 
been charged $15 million for arms that were only worth between 
$5 million and $7 million, and explained to him that this meant 
that somebody other than the Iranian middle-man was cheating 
the Government of Iran. 

In your professional opinion, what was the significance of the 
confluence of these several different warning signals? 

Mr. ALLEN. These were what I would call intelligence indicators, 
some of them quite separate from each other. The reference by 
Colonel North to the reserve; Mr. Ghorbanifar's impassioned plea 
to me for help—my view is that you take those indicators, as we do 
today in our intelligence world, and you look at them; you aggre
gate them, and from that you try to develop some analysis. And 
that is what I did. I had no documentation whatsoever, from 
anyone, of—that would be considered valid in a courtroom that a 
diversion had occurred. It was an analytic conclusion. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, it is a little bit more than that, is it 
not, Mr. Allen? You told Mr. Gates a whole series of items and in
dicated, I believe, the exposure of the initiative could be imminent. 
You told him about the channel, the Ghorbanifar channel, and you 
also told him about the Secord channel. You told him that you 
were concerned about other aspects: the impasse over the price; the 
arms being sold to the Iranians; and that you thought the proceeds 
might have been diverted to support the Contras in Central Amer
ica. And then you went on to describe the impasse over the pricing 
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of the HAWK spare parts, and the refusal of the Iranian Govern 
ment and the officials involved to pay for the parts because th 
price was five or six times their actual cost. You went on to tell 
him to note the desperate financial straits of Manucher Ghorbani 
far; and his "frantic calls to me in August of 1986 in which he in 
sisted his commission; and the price or parts averaged only about 
40 percent." 

You went on to mention "Lieutenant Colonel North's reference 
to the reserve and his conversation with me on September 1986" 
an indication that substantial profits were being obtained from the 
arms sales to Iran. You pointed out that Mr. Hakim and Major 
General Secord directed and controlled the second channel to Iran 
and at the same time, evidently, were principals involved in the so-
called "private" effort to aid the Contra struggle against the Sandi-
nista regime in Nicaragua. 

Now, all of these sort of come together. I mean, you are telling 
him all of these things. And I am asking you, if somebody had told 
you all of those things, would you not have been sufficiently alert
ed and concerned; would you not have taken some major steps to 
see what was going on? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think in the light of hindsight, those indica
tors, based on the knowledge that was revealed later, become even 
starker. In the context of the time, they were indications. We did 
not have confirming proof. 

I think Mr. Gates reacted with—as I have testified—with sur
prise and concern, and directed me to take some action with Mr. 
Casey. 

Senator METZENBAUM. With some concern. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Well, you did not just tell him one thing; 

you did not just tell him about Ghorbanifar being concerned about 
being cheated. You did not just tell him about any one of the sever
al things I have previously mentioned. 

You told him a whole host of things. And you are saying and he 
reacted with some concern. 

Do you not, as a trained intelligence officer, believe that it was a 
matter of major moment? I mean, there were enough indicators. 
This was not just circumstantial evidence. You talk about whether 
there is enough evidence in a courtroom. This is some pretty specif
ic information that you mentioned to him. 

And Mr. Gates took some notice of it and told you, as I remem
ber, to prepare a memo. And then you prepared the memo. And 
the memo had less in it than what you had originally told him. 
And you explained why that was. 

But the question I have is, were you not telling him that there is 
really something going on out here? And was Gates not sort of 
brushing it off and saying well, get a memo off to Mr. Casey? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, let me correct the record, Senator, if I may, sir. 
Yes, I did cite and list—as I think Senator Boren said, I wont 

use the term tick—I listed a number of indicators. Mr. Gates told 
me to see Mr. Casey. It was Mr. Casey who directed me to write the 
memorandum, not Mr. Gates. Mr. Gates was present when Mr. 
Casey gave the direction. 
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ator METZENBAUM. YOU are a seasoned intelligence officer. 
out together evidence about the Iranian initiative and the 

^0Ufra re-supply network. You reached an analytic judgment that 
aversion had occurred. 

N w history has shown that you were absolutely right. You were 
• ht on target. The question is—and this is a difficult question for 

because in all likelihood you are going to become an employee 
?̂Mr Gates' why do you think Mr. Gates dismissed this analytic 

•dénient as "mere speculation," and "flimsy" in his 1987 testimo-
JU

V before this committee? 
Those are his words: "mere speculation" and "flimsy." 
That stuff you gave him was not speculation and flimsy. You 

reporting certain facts to him, and it certainly was far from 
fl msv Why do you think he dismissed it in that manner? 

Mr ALLEN. Well, I—he certainly, at the time, first did not react 
as if the information I had imparted was just flimsy information. 
He reacted, I thought, very constructively. 

My view was that, as an experienced analyst, I have analysts 
who work for me in Warning who come to me with indicators. 
They list them and they believe that developments are going to 
occur which are perhaps quite potentially damaging to U.S. inter
ests I have to evaluate that and say whether I agree with it or not. 

And very candidly, sometimes I disagree with even my most ex
perienced Warning officers. So I can only—I can't respond to that. 
I have cited—I had listed a number of indicators. I thought Mr. 
Gates reacted quite properly. And as to his testimony later, I can't 
comment on that. 

At the time, contemporaneously, in October 1986, he seemed to 
react with—in the proper way, to get this to Casey, and then he 
went with Mr. Casey to see the Vice-Admiral at the White House. 

Senator METZENBAUM. This is really, in my opinion, the crux of 
this inquiry. Because the question is, does a man who knew or 
should have interpreted the warning signals, have an obligation to 
do more about it than Mr. Gates did? Or, can he say he told Casey, 
and Casey told you to prepare a memo? And then after the memo 
comes through, which is a much lesser version of that, which you 
told him it is. As you, yourself said, you did not want to say things 
that were so strong because it could create just tremendous reper
cussions and indicate illegalities at the White House. 

My question is, given those circumstances, does Mr. Gates have 
the sensitivity to become head of the CIA? And you do not have to 
answer that if you do not want to. But if you are inclined to do so, 
I would appreciate it. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Gates has been a man with whom I have worked 
for most of his CIA career. He has been off at the NSC a great 
deal. But I have known him and worked with him. I have respected 
him. When he was Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, 
and later as Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, I frequently 
prepared estimates and interagency memorandums on counterter-
rorism. He was always a healthy critic of my work, and he was 
always constructive. 

He is certainly an individual who probably knows, as well as 
anyone I know, the overall issues and problems facing the Intelli
gence Community today. It's hard to conceive of anyone having as 
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much knowledge or actual personal grasp of the issues. But nf 
course that 's a decision that has to be made by you, sir. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I do not think tha t anybody questions hi 
knowledge. I think our questions relate to his sensitivity, his judg 
ment, and his candor—some of which he has covered in his mea 
culpa. 

When you were interviewed by the Tower Board, you told them 
that when you briefed Bob Gates on 1 October 1986, he replied that 
he did not want to hear what you were telling him; that he did not 
want to hear any rumors of a diversion. 

If that is a fair statement of Gates' initial reaction, and I under
stand that he did go on to tell you to see Casey right away 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, he said that more, I believe, in surprise, and in 
the sense of being startled. 

It was clear from the tone, and from the way he recovered, was 
that tha t was not a serious statement. Don't tell—I think his reac
tion was my God, don't tell me about something like this. Because 
this raises some questions about the—about perhaps activity within 
the NSC or at the White House. 

But then he said this potentially is a very serious development. 
You see Director Casey immediately. So I—it's my interpretation of 
tha t statement that he made, and it's been 5 years, is that it was 
not a serious statement. It was a statement of the way many of us 
react: we don't want to hear the kind of news tha t comes to us that 
is not palatable. But then he asserted himself, in my view, by tell
ing me to go see Mr. Casey. And I had a very clear mission to per
form. 

Senator METZENBAUM. He told you he did not want to hear any 
rumors about it. That 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I don't recall exactly his words. But please 
don't tell me tha t this is happening—but it was said not in a seri
ous vein, by any means. His directions, Mr. Gates' directions are 
unmistakable when he gives them. 

Senator METZENBAUM. NOW you have set the meeting with Casey, 
six days later. And there you go through the same train of reason
ing; you report to him the same kinds of things—I do not know of 
anything more. Gates is present. And at tha t point, Casey tells you 
to write up a memorandum. 

Gates says tha t your resulting memorandum, which was pre
pared, I think, 8 days after the meeting, contributed to his lack of 
action on this matter, because it was less forceful than your oral 
presentation. You noted in your statement, however, that you were 
justifiably afraid that anything you said in tha t memo would go 
straight to the White House, with you being named as the accuser. 

Did Bob Gates say anything to you like: "Say, Allen, how does it 
happen that your memorandum is so much less forceful than what 
you told me?" Or did he say, "I noticed you had a soft memoran
dum that did not really tell all tha t you said before, but if you 
want to say more, you can be sure I will protect you if anybody 
comes down on you for doing it?" 

Did he ask you why your memo was not as strong as your oral 
presentation? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO, sir, he did not ask that. I know that—as I testi
fied to Senator Boren—when I finished the memorandum, it was 
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holiday, the 13th of October, Columbus Day. The next morn-
on a. ,00k the original and a copy up to Mr. Gates' secretary, in a 
^ipd envelope. Mr. Gates was out at the time. And I kept check-
• hack during the day, because I wanted Mr. Gates to hand the 
fr?. ai to Mr- Casey. And I kept checking with his secretary. And 
° r ^ in the day on the—I guess tha t was the 14th—it is my under

ling that he had taken it in to Mr. Casey at some point, either 
St&the 14th or early on the 15th. And Mr. Casey, either on the 14th 

15th, according to what Mr. Gates—and you refreshed my 
0f mory—Mr. Gates said Mr. Casey got on the telephone immedi-
"flv after reading it, and made an appointment to see the Vice-
Admiral. And that appointment was on the 15th. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Did Bob Gates do anything to obtain fur
ther information tha t might determine whether your concerns 
were warranted? Did he do any follow-up at all? 

Mr ALLEN. He did not ask me for additional data. I think he had 
taken it to the Director, and the Director had taken it to the White 
House He was aware tha t the Director had asked me to see Mr. 
Furmark, which I did on three occasions. And I took Mr. George 
Cave with me when I went to New York so there would be two of 
us listening to Mr. Furmark. It just wouldn't be Charlie Allen lis
tening to Mr. Furmark, so we would have a very valid debriefing. 

So I believe Mr. Gates had pushed this thing forward with Mr. 
Casey jointly, and that he had put this huge problem on the desk of 
Vice Admiral Poindexter. 

Senator METZENBAUM. NOW the memo that you wrote contained 
the fact that Mr. Ghorbanifar had been charged $15 million for 
those missile parts. I know the matter was taken to the White 
House. 

In retrospect, do you think tha t Mr. Gates had a further respon
sibility than that which he performed, knowing tha t there was this 
illegal diversion, and knowing that the $15 million was being 
charged? Was it enough for him just to say, "well, tu rn it over to 
Poindexter?" 

Mr. ALLEN. That is a very difficult question for me to answer, 
Senator Metzenbaum. We did know that Mr. Ghorbanifar had to 
raise $15 million. We did know, and came to know tha t the real 
cost of those missile parts was only about $3.4 million, if I recall 
correctly—3.4 or 3.5. So there were—I kept calculating at 3.4. It is 
clearly a heavy mark-up, to say the least, as to whether Mr. Gates 
should have done more at the time. 

I thought Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates had done what was required. 
In fact, I expected to see, over the coming weeks, initiatives at the 
White House to try to deal with this burgeoning problem of oper
ational security if exposed, it would cause major, international fall
out; and two, that they might look into any possible illegalities or 
even improprieties or just questionable, where questionable judg
ment had been used by the White House. 

Senator METZENBAUM. In retrospect, Mr. Allen, do you think Mr. 
Casey should have done more than he did? 

Mr. ALLEN. Should Mr. Casey? 
Senator METZENBAUM. Excuse me, Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates. 
Mr. ALLEN. Should they have done more? In hind-sight, I guess 

we would have to say yes. But at the time, contemporaneous with 



74 

the atmosphere and the knowledge that I had in October 19ge 
thought they had acted appropriately by going to the White Hou 
They had encouraged me, and we met—Mr. Cave and I met-~wS 
Mr. Casey, before we went to New York on the 22nd, in order? 
tell him what we were going to try to obtain from Mr. Furrnark 
that we were pursuing it. And when we were preparing the test 
mony in November, the week of 17 November, 1986, I think we all 
felt that the final, bottom-line was not really necessarily known t 
us in this initiative. 

It turned out that we underestimated the calamity that was 
about to befall us. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Ghorbanifar was asking for the money he 
felt he had coming. He came to you and rather persuasively in^j. 
cated that the security of the mission was being threatened, if he 
was not paid. This alarmed you enough to come to Mr. Gates. And 
1 week later you learned, in Director Casey's office, that Mr. Fur-
mark was essentially delivering the same, threatening, message: 
the middle-men will blow the mission if they do not get paid. 

Did you have any feeling at that point that the CIA, in a sense, 
was being blackmailed, and do you think Mr. Gates understood 
that threat? 

Mr. ALLEN. I can't speak for Mr. Gates. Mr. Gates was on an im
portant overseas trip, the second-half of October. I was on overseas 
travel in November, and certainly early November. I can't speak, 
but it was clear to me that Mr. Furrnark was using some leverage 
with Mr. Casey, an old business associate, to try to get the Agency, 
I believe, to move the White House along. 

I did not consider what Mr. Furrnark was doing was all that ap
propriate. And Mr. Casey, however, had considerable trust in Mr. 
Furrnark. 

Senator METZENBAUM. In your deposition to the Iran Contra 
Committee, you said of the October 14 memo, "I took it originally 
to Mr. Gates' office, EYES ONLY, to his secretary on the morning 
of the 15th. And I said I have a very, exceedingly-sensitive memo
randum. I said I didn't want to give it directly to Casey because I 
wasn't certain what he would do with it. I wanted Mr. Gates to 
look at it carefully first, and decide what to do with it." 

That was your testimony to the Iran Contra Committee. Did you 
not believe that Mr. Gates would understand the explosiveness of 
your memo, and take action to protect you, as well as to try to re
solve an unfolding risk of disaster? Did you not think he would 
take action? 

Mr. ALLEN. Didn't I think he, himself, would take action? I had 
confidence that if required, and if the problem was very explicit, he 
would take action. At that stage we were putting our concerns, 
both for operational security in the diversion, and the fact that this 
whole project needed immediate White House review in order to 
avoid total disaster. 

The message was loud and clear in the memorandum that Mr. 
Casey delivered to the White House. He did not recount all of the 
discussions that he had with Vice-Admiral Poindexter. But he did 
say that the Vice-Admiral read the entire memorandum in his 
presence. 
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tor METZENBAUM. Well, the fact is that Mr. Gates knew that 
^ n a morandum was not a complete one. He was present, and 

the m e pOSition to point out tha t that was not all tha t Charlie 
was H * , talked about. His failure to do tha t certainly raises ques-
^ e n because the entire picture was not presented in your memo-
ti°n,s' a n d you explained why it was not. 

a t knowing that, do you think that Mr. Gates followed the ap-
iate procedure in failing to speak up to Poindexter? 

prïïfr
 ALLEN. I think you have to direct tha t question—I believe 

îiave already—to Mr. Gates. I believe tha t I did what I should 
y°u .}onè and that is warned—up my chain of command—of seri-
haVe oblems. j think—I'm simply speculating—it seems to me that 
2JS Qates and Mr. Casey, in their conversation with me on the 7th, 

A then again, I guess, on the 16th, believe they had placed the 
if den back with the White House and with a very senior official, 
So was our National Security Advisor. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I do not think any member of this com
mittee questions the propriety of your actions. I think you have ex-
Sained why you did not go as far in your memo as you did in your 
nral presentation to Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey. But one man who 

y that the memo did not accurately reflect all tha t you knew, 
„ Mr. Gates. The question has to do with his failure to speak up, 

or°to speak out, or to take further action. 
Mr ALLEN. Well, both Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates knew of my 

analysis, which was not based on hard, confirming evidence, but 
based on a list of indicators. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates wrote, in response to a question 
from this committee in the early part of this summer, "To the best 
of my recollection, Allen never mentioned to me or speculated tha t 
anyone in the U.S. Government, including the CIA, NSC, or White 
House was involved in the possible diversion of funds paid by the 
Iranians to support the Contras." 

That sounds to me to be somewhat contrary to what you have 
told us here. Am I misunderstanding? 

Mr. ALLEN. I told Mr. Gates in the context of the meeting on 1 
October, that Lieutenant Colonel North was involved in giving 
guidance to U.S. intermediaries, like Mr. Hakim and Major Gener
al Secord, and that they were in the middle, in the main, sitting 
astride the second channel. And tha t that raised questions tha t if 
they controlled the second channel to Iran, at the same time while 
operating in support of the Contras in Central America, and so-
called private initiatives, that was one additional indicator tha t we 
were—the problems might lie with the United States, ra ther than 
with Mr. Ghorbanifar or the Government or Iran. But tha t was-j-
Mr. Gates, as I told Senator Boren, and to use Senator Boren's 
word, Mr. Gates got the bottom-line. He recognized tha t there was 
a problem and that it had to be brought to the attention of Mr. 
Casey, and then the White House. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I am not really questioning that, at the 
moment. I am directing myself to his statement to us, tha t "Allen 
never mentioned to me, or speculated that anyone in the U.S. Gov
ernment, including the CIA, NSC or White House was involved in 
the possible diversion of funds paid by the Iranians to support the 
Contras." 
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If I heard you correctly, tha t statement is not accurate. 
Mr. ALLEN. My recollection is tha t I mentioned Lieutenant Col 

nel North's involvement with Major General Secord, and M 
Hakim. That 's my recollection, Senator. Mr. Gates may have a d'f 
ferent recollection. ^* 

Senator METZENBAUM. But in the context that you mention t 
you were referring to these excess funds, to the excess funds bein 
used to support the Contras. Am I correct in that? n8 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, tha t was my speculation. That was based on-
there was an analytic judgment reached based on a number of 
pieces of intelligence. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Then Mr. Gates says that "Allen never 
mentioned to me, or speculated tha t anyone in the U.S. Govern
ment," et cetera, "was involved." That is not in accord with your 
recollection. 

Mr. ALLEN. I recall tha t I mentioned Lieutenant Colonel North 
as being involved in the establishment of the second channel, and 
that Major General Secord and Mr. Hakim were controlling the 
second channel. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Controlling the second channel and there
by using the excess profits to fund the Contras. 

Mr. ALLEN. That was my speculation based upon a set of indica
tors, which you can call analysis, analytic judgment, or you can 
call it a speculative judgment—whatever you want to call it. 

Senator METZENBAUM. And that is what you told Mr. Gates? 
Mr. ALLEN. Along those lines. That is the way I recall it. Mr. 

Gates recalls it differently, and that 's understandable. It's been five 
years. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Gates has indicated he believed the 
Boland Amendment essentially probihited the CIA from inquiring 
as to whether the Boland Amendment was being violated. Was that 
your understanding of the way the Agency interpreted the Boland 
Amendments? 

Mr. ALLEN. Sir, I would—I have no opinion on the Boland 
Amendment, other than I was aware tha t it prohibited, at certain 
times, assistance by the Agency to the Contras of Central America. 
I was focused, day and night, on freeing hostages and counter-ter
rorism, and counter-narcotics. And I really didn't contemplate the 
Boland Amendments. So I can't really answer tha t I—but I was 
aware that CIA was prohibited from providing assistance to the 
Contras at certain times. 

Senator METZENBAUM. YOU say you were aware of that? 
Mr. ALLEN. I was aware of it generically, sir, yes. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Nobody ever told you tha t if you asked, 

"is what we are doing violating the law," tha t that inquiry, in and 
of itself, would be a violation of the Boland Amendments. Nobody 
ever suggested tha t to you, did they? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO, sir, not to my knowledge. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I have no further questions, Mr. Chair

man. 
Senator MURKOWSKI [presiding]. Senator Cranston wanted to be 

recognized for one question. 
Senator CRANSTON. I wanted to return, if I may, to the October 

14, 1986 memo regarding a possible diversion of funds that you pr̂  
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f r Mr- Casey, at the request. I have asked the Committee 
pared *̂  m y staff to give you a copy to refresh your memory. 
staff an^i people, somewhat familiar with surrounding events at 

gevera |n Cju ( jmg some of the staff of this Committee, have sug-
t̂ at tin* > ^ w o r ( j "eliminating" may not mean, perhaps, killing 
gestej• r rfYie language that you are reading toward the bottom 
s°m age there, discussing discussions with Iranians, has a lot re-
0fthe P ^ ^ yQU WJJJ n o te . I have read both the classified and the 
d i ified version and they are about the same. There is a huge 
un t that is blacked out on this page. But the language states, 
^ ILtandine , "Blank," blacked out, "has spoken of 'eliminat-
n0t^ ank^blacked out, "sometime in the future." 
lDnH vour use of the word "eliminating" there, in quotes, imply 
u 11 took it to imply that it meant, actually proceeding to kill 

pone whom they wished to dispose of? Or was it something gen-
S° 1 like eliminating them from this kind of activity? 

Mr ALLEN. I don't recall the sentence. It has been a long time 
•rl I've read the memorandum. There were comments made at 
me Doint in 1986 that the Iranians—some elements within the 

fanian Government could threaten Mr. Ghorbanifar, threaten his 
ffe And I don't have an un-redacted version. But it could refer to 
hat I would have to see the un-redacted version, sir. But there 
were rumors, or some of the intelligence I saw could have implied 
displeasure on the part of some elements—not all—within the Ira
nian Government at Mr. Ghorbanifar's activities, although he 
seemed to have good credentials with some key officials, because he 
went in with MacFarlane. He didn't go in on the same aircraft. But 
he was in Teheran when Mr. MacFarlane and others were in Tehe
ran. And he came out totally unscathed. 

Senator CRANSTON. I thank you for the clarification. 
I would like to make two comments: one, I am glad that you 

stated that your memory and your strong belief is that this re
ferred to some Iranian who was speaking of eliminating someone 
else, and not an American official; and secondly, I am concerned on 
the point that Senator Metzenbaum brought up about whether we 
were dealing with terrorists at a time when it was the law not to 
do so. 

The way this reads, it sounds like it was someone we were deal
ing with that made the statement about eliminating someone else, 
and not some third party somewhere else in Iran, which would lead 
to some substantiation of the fact that we were dealing with some 
pretty tough characters, and not the sort of reformists that some
one suggest we were seeking to deal with. 

But some would believe there were not any visible reformers we 
could find at that time in Iran. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think that some of the individuals with whom 
we were dealing in Teheran, we hold some data on those individ
uals. Based on some aspects of their activities, one would have con
cerns about their reliability and their devotion to good principles of 
government, yes. However, it was looked upon by the White House 
as explained to me, that it was to probe the Iranian government to 
Jj7 to secure the release of hostages. And as you recall, we had 
Reverend Benjamin Weir, Father Jenco, David Jacobsen released, 
and to see if we could find elements within the government with 
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which we could engage in some long-term dialogue, and 
change. However, some of the immediate individuals wit] 
we were dealing—and I can't go into it in this room—were 
most pleasant people in the world, from my perspective. 

Senator CRANSTON. Apparently we have not found such a 
in this particular person, whomever it may have been. rs°n> 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, Senator Cranston. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Senator Cranston. 
Senator Bradley. 
Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman M 

Allen, we have been over this territory a lot. And so I do not wa 
to spend a lot of time going over it. I would like just to touch cf 
four or five quick things. And then I would like to move to Iran \f\ 
could. 4,1U 

You told Mr. Kerr, in August, that you had some concerns about 
what was going on; that there possibly could be a diversion. A dav 
or two later, Mr. Kerr met with Mr. Gates and told him this. And 
in fact, Mr. Kerr recalls that he wanted to make absolutely sure 
that Gates knew that there was an over-charging on pricing of 
weapons, and that the money was being diverted to the Contras 
This is what Mr. Kerr says. 

Mr. Gates says that he really has never—he said in that meet
ing, he did not say that he had heard rumors of this diversion. Mr. 
Kerr reports that he said he heard rumors that there was this di
version, and Mr. Gates says no, the first time he ever heard about 
this was October 1. The first time he ever heard about the diver
sion was October 1. And that's a conflict between what Mr. Kerr 
says Mr. Gates said, which is I heard rumors; and what Mr. Gates 
says, which is I never heard about it until October 1. 

You cannot help us with that? 
Mr. ALLEN. Sir, I cannot help you at all. 
Senator BRADLEY. But you can help us with the next point, which 

we went over a little bit today, which is on October 1, you told him 
that the diversion had taken place, and that you had real concerns 
that there was active involvement by Mr. North, who was part of 
the NSC. 

Mr. Gates certainly recalls you telling him that there was a di
version. But he says, specifically, that no one on the NSC was in
volved. This morning you testified that he had a look of shock, or a 
look of startle on his face when you told him both that there was a 
diversion, and that there were people at the NSC involved. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, that is correct. 
Senator BRADLEY. And therefore, it stretches, just a little bit, to 

say he would remember that there was a diversion, but that he 
would not remember that the NSC was involved? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, let me make it clear that my analysis led to 
the conclusion that there could be. I didn't have proof. I didnt 
have it confirmed at that time, nor did I put it in a sense of abso
lute certainty. We put it—it was an analysis. There were uncer
tainties. 

Senator BRADLEY. But he clearly knew that what you were talk
ing about, because as you recall, he said something like well, he 
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s had a lot of respect for North because of crisis manage-
^^^Rut now he's going too far. So there's no mistake in your 
nient- J*u ^ e k n e w somebody on the NSC was involved. 
mind tJJLEN> That was my recollection that—and in fact, Lieuten-
Ur- ^\Z\ North had done remarkable work in the field of crisis 

flt ment. And I think everyone acknowledges that—absolutely 
nan^el*\ j e W O r k i n some respects. And so it was clear that Mr. 

un as familiar with the work tha t Lieutenant Colonel North 
Gates w ^ c r i s i s management. And I recall tha t he said that this 
had o°n n T a d m i r e Colonel North for the work he's done in 
is going lou lOL ' 

*LpaStor BRADLEY. SO only Mr. Gates can answer tha t discrepan-

M ALLEN. My recollections are along the lines you just de-

scribed. 
Stator BRADLEY. The next day or so, after this meeting you had 
•Ï Viim he goes to the White House for a weekly meeting with 

fndextêr And the memo from the CIA, the CIA memo of the 
mitines says the special Iran project was discussed. 

Now Mr Gates says that he has no memory of this. No 
memory—that the special Iran project—what tha t refers to. Is it 
Credible to you that two days before, when he heard about it for 
•he first time that there was a diversion, and tha t members of the 
NSC specifically, Mr. North, was involved, tha t two days later he 
c0Uid not remember a discussion about the Iranian project? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, Mr. Gates will have to answer that. I have re
counted the discussion tha t occurred on 1 October. 

Senator BRADLEY. But you also recounted how startled he looked, 
and how much this registered, and how this was the first t ime he 
had heard about this. # 

Mr. ALLEN. It was my distinct impression it was the first t ime he 
had heard of the possibility of a diversion. 

Senator BRADLEY. SO only Mr. Gates can answer that. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Gates will have to respond. 
Senator BRADLEY. NOW, also, one week or two later, some time— 

the exact dates I do not have right in my mind, but some time in a 
two-week period in October—after these meetings, he goes on a 
trip, and on the trip Mr. Twetten says that he discussed the diver
sion to the Contras with him, with Mr. Gates. Mr. Gates says he 
has never discussed this with anyone. 

Now there is a question—did he discuss diversion to the Contras 
with Mr. Twetten on the trip or not? And that , I suppose, is some
thing that only Mr. Gates can answer. 

Mr. ALLEN. Only Mr. Gates could answer tha t question, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. All right, now, on the last point, which is the 

November 7 memorandum that you did, in which you alluded to 
money being diverted for—I think the reading is unauthorized U.S. 
and Israeli projects—I think that is what you said. 

Mr. ALLEN. This was 7 November? 
Senator BRADLEY. Was tha t the 7 November memo? 
Mr. ALLEN. NO, I think I said something a little more specific 

' November. 
Senator BRADLEY. What was that? 

on 



Mr. ALLEN. I don't have a copy. I didn't bring copies of 
memoranda. I think that Mr. Furmark said that if I recall corr^ 
ly, we met at the Key Bridge Marriott Hotel. And he sa id-^ 
this was on the 6th of November, the memoranda was datedTN 
vember—that the Canadians involved in backing Adnan Khasho^ 
were of the belief that the bulk of the proceeds or the profits ft? 
the sale of Iranian arms had gone to Central America. And th! 
was about the way I think it was characterized in the memora 
dum. I don't have a copy of the memorandum. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Gates says he has no memory of everv 
having—of ever reading the memo. Now you say—I think you said 
today—that you recall discussing the memo with him. 

Mr. ALLEN. I do recall, but I don't recall specifics. 
Senator BRADLEY. But you recall discussing the memo? 
Mr. ALLEN. I recall that there was some exchange on that. And 

shortly after that, I left on a trip to the Middle East. 
Senator BRADLEY. Which is a direct contradiction of him saying 

that he never remembers ever reading the memo. 
Mr. ALLEN. Our memories are not always perfect, obviously. 
Senator BRADLEY. And essentially, Mr. Gates is the only one who 

can answer that? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes, Mr. Gates can answer that. He has no recollec

tion. I have a recollection, but I do not recall the specifics. And 
then I recall leaving shortly for a trip to the Middle East. 

Senator BRADLEY. If I could move from this subject to Iraq. Let 
me ask you, how long have you been the National Intelligence Offi
cer for Warnings? 

Mr. ALLEN. A little over 3 years, about 3V3 years. 
Senator BRADLEY. Well, it's about 1988. 
Mr. ALLEN. March 1988. 
Senator BRADLEY. And in 1988, essentially the war comes to an 

end, and the Intelligence Community arrives at an assessment that 
says Iraq would not make war on any of its Arab neighbors for the 
next several years. You knew that was the Intelligence Communi
ty's assessment. Is that right? 

Mr. ALLEN. I recall there was an estimate in September 1989 
that I believe made a statement along those lines, yes, sir. 

Senator BRADLEY. Did you know there were large areas of uncer
tainty in that estimate? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, there were uncertainties. 
Senator BRADLEY. Could you describe those at all? 
Mr. ALLEN. I can't recall the uncertainties. We in Warning, had 

a lot of uncertainties about Iraq, starting in 1988, after the war. 
We had worked on warning issues during the war. And we began 
to look at Iraq as a very fundamental, front-line player among 
Arab states, because of its massive army. 

Senator BRADLEY. SO it did not decrease its army? 
Mr. ALLEN. It did not decrease its army. Some agencies speculate 

and wrote that it would develop into a leaner, and even more effec
tive fighting machine. It had over 50 divisions when the war ended, 
and it maintained over 50 divisions in November 1988. We were 
concerned over some of the public statements that were emanating 
from Baghdad, of a fairly coercive nature towards Kuwait. And we 
flagged that issue at the time for the Director. 
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BRADLEY. SO that you knew that Iraq had not demobi-

liz -̂ ATTEN. Yes, sir. 
tor BRADLEY. YOU knew they had gassed the Kurds; you 

S« n 5 a t they were still in active pursuit of strategic technology, 
^ f Ï S E N Yes, sir. 

tor BRADLEY. YOU knew that they had revived clandestine 
Jfwîth terrorists. 

ti^r ALLEN. Absolutely. 
GT ator BRADLEY. And you knew they had the largest army in 

v. rerion and they were not demobilizing. 
iKr ALLEN. That is correct. 
Senator BRADLEY. But you did, or did you not know, that they 
A nvested vast sums of money in an ambitious uranium enrich-
nt orogram for nuclear weapons? 

Mr ALLEN. I'm not sure how far I can go in this particular 

f°Snator BRADLEY. But did you or did you not know that? 
Mr ALLEN. I believe tha t we were aware tha t a nuclear weapons 
roffram was being pursued. The question was—and I'm not compe-

fpnt to make the judgment—was how close were they, were the 
fraais to developing a nuclear weapons capability. We were con
cerned in that time-frame over Iraqi non-conventional weapons de
velopment in all three areas: nuclear, biological, and chemical. 

Senator BRADLEY. Were you aware of all the methods tha t they 
were pursuing? 

Mr. ALLEN. We were not aware, no sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. For nuclear development? 
Mr. ALLEN. For nuclear development. 
Senator BRADLEY. At tha t time? 
Mr. ALLEN. At that time, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. And you say tha t you felt tha t there were 

warnings that Iraq was planning to invade Kuwait, or at least you 
felt that was 

Mr. ALLEN. We saw aggressive tendencies on the part of Iraq. We 
saw it one, become a front-line player in the Arab confrontation 
with Israel. We—and this was 1988, 1989. And into 1990—we were 
particularly concerned by the speech tha t Saddam Hussein made 
on April 1, 1990, which I read and reread many times because of 
the threat that he made to, I believe, burn Vs of Israel. I remember 
sitting and reading the speech he gave number of times, just to get 
the sense of what this man really had in his brain. 

Senator BRADLEY. Yet, the prevailing view in the Intelligence 
Community was that he was not going to invade any of his Arab 
neighbors for 3 or 4 years. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, we in the Warning community are Cassan-
dras—and we never accepted tha t premise. We always 

Senator BRADLEY. But tha t was the prevailing view. 
Mr. ALLEN. That was a prevailing—that was—assuming tha t 

what you quote was accurate from the estimate, tha t was a prevail
ing view. 

We in the Warning community, and tha t includes officers around 
foe Community, as well as my own staff and myself, we were very 
questioning towards Iraq and its posture. My staff worked with 
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DIA and with CENTCOM looking at a possible threat scenario i 
Kuwait by Iraq. And it turned out to be a very good scenario i 
fact. ' m 

Senator BRADLEY. And when did you develop that threat scenar
io? 

Mr. ALLEN. That was in January 1990, January—early, in tu 
winter of 1990. 

Senator BRADLEY. Let me ask you, did you ever receive a request 
from Mr. Gates, as Chairman of the Deputy's Committee, to chai-
lenge the consensus view that Iraq was not going to invade any 
Arab neighbor for several years? Did you ever receive a request 
from them? 

Mr. ALLEN. NO, I didn't. But as the NIO for Warning, I'm a fairly 
independent individual, and I don't need the Deputy National Se
curity Advisor to ask me to do something like that. 

As Judge Webster and Dick Kerr knows, I don't hesitate to put 
my opinion forward. 

Senator BRADLEY. TO your knowledge, did anyone else in the In
telligence Community receive such a request from the Chairman of 
the Deputy's Committee, Mr. Gates? 

Mr. ALLEN. Not to my knowledge, sir, no. 
Senator BRADLEY. Not to your knowledge. 
Mr. ALLEN. NO, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. If you had received a request, what would you 

have done, if you had been asked, in early 1990, why and how Iraq 
might use force? 

Mr. ALLEN. I would have utilized the methodologies that we nor
mally do in doing an intelligence warning assessment. We would 
have looked at—using our techniques and methodologies—we 
would have done a total review of political, economic, social, as 
well as possible military indicators, and pull them together in some 
sort of a long-term warning assessment, something that we do reg
ularly. 

Senator BRADLEY. But did you do that? 
Mr. ALLEN. We did not do a formal 
Senator BRADLEY. Because there was no request. 
Mr. ALLEN. There was not a request. We began to warn on omi

nous developments in Iraq, though, in the fall of 1989, and I think 
we wrote a couple of warning pieces that dealt with some of their 
ballistic missile developments—which I don't want to go into in 
any detail, but which gave us concern in warning. And we provided 
that to the senior intelligence and policy officials. 

This is case where I think some of views were put around the 
community, and around the policy community. 

Senator BRADLEY. Did you receive any guidance from the Depu
ty's Committee about keeping a closer watch on Iraq in 1990? 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not personally receive any such guidance. But 
the Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, Mr. Frits Er-
marth encourages me to be the devil's advocate, and to be the indi
vidual that turns over rocks to see what's under them. So I certain
ly had the mandate to do so. , 

Senator BRADLEY. DO you think that more active interests on tne 
part of the Deputy's Committee, with regard to early warning 
would have enabled you to generate better information? 
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. ALLEN- I think that early warning is the way we should 

igai 

it than crisis management. 

n threat management in this Government. And I think the 
jn^ligence Community should get more oriented to threat man-

a^We can always warn at the last minute when it's obvious tha t 
is going to occur. But if you warn early enough, you can truly 

^ the policymaker the tools to avert, diffuse a crisis. And that ' s 
£v e

w a y I do national intelligence warning. 
Senator BRADLEY. SO the answer is yes. 
Mr ALLEN. Yes. 

Senator BRADLEY. If there had been an active interest on the 
rt of the Deputy's Committee, there would have been a better set 

nf information. 
Mr ALLEN. Yes, I think—I think we have to have regional and 

try analysts. And I think we have to have functional warning 
Cnalysis, if we're going to avoid the kind of problems tha t we suf
fered in' 19^3, 1979, and again, I guess, in 1990—certainly at the 
policy level. 

At the intelligence level, as we move towards actual military mo
bilization, as Mr. Kerr and I have testified, the Intelligence Com
munity record is reasonably good. 

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Senator. 
Chairman BOREN [presiding]. Thank you very much, Senator 

Bradley. . . . . . . . 
I think the last series of questions indicate how important early 

warning is. It is going to become even more important in the new 
environment because we are going to have fewer troops forward-
positioned around the world. We are going to have fewer installa
tions, fewer troops out there. A kind of Panama situation where we 
are already on the ground is going to be the exception, ra ther than 
the rule. 

So earlier warning to give the policymaker other options as a 
way of averting conflict becomes all the more important. 

Mr. Allen, I thank you. I do not believe there are any more ques
tions from members of the Committee, Thank you for taking the 
time to come and answer all of our questions. We appreciate your 
cooperation with us in these hearings. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very grateful. 
Chairman BOREN. If we could ask Mr. Kerr, the Acting Director, 

to come and take the witness stand at this time. 
It is my hope that we complete Mr. Kerr 's testimony today. I 

have been told that there will be a vote on the Floor at 7:00, and at 
7:15, and then perhaps another one after that . So we will proceed 
ahead with the hopes that we can complete the questioning of Mr. 
Kerr. 

As I have indicated, Mr. Kerr has previously testified before us. 
The Intelligence Committee Members have had an opportunity to 
question him recently. So I hope we can complete our questioning 
of Mr. Kerr this afternoon, in light of the fact that we have already 
had a good opportunity to question him on these matters. But obvi-
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ously, there are some very important questions that need to be dj 
rected to him. 

Our last witness today is Richard J. Kerr, currently serving 
Acting Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Kerr has been servie 
as Deputy to Judge Webster since he was confirmed by the Senate 
in March of 1989. Prior to this, from January of 1986 until March 
of 1989 Mr. Kerr served as the Deputy Director for Intelligence, the 
DDI, where he had previously served most of his career at the CIA 

As we have heard, Mr. Kerr was told by Charles Allen—and we 
have just heard Mr. Allen's testimony through the course of today 
Mr. Kerr—that you were told by Charles Allen in the summer of 
1986 of a speculation concerning a possible diversion. And subse
quently, according to Mr. Kerr's testimony, he reported this to Mr. 
Gates. 

Mr. Kerr, in fact, has testified at length about this matter, in a 
deposition taken on September 11 which we released last week to 
the public. And while we will be unavoidably retracing much of the 
same ground that we went over in the deposition, there are also 
some additional questions we wish to pose. 

And Mr. Kerr, let me say, we appreciate very much your willing-
ness to return in public, and go over this matter with us again. We 
gave you very short notice the last time, and had you come late in 
the day. And I apologize for the fact that we have now given you 
three different times and dates when we thought we would get to 
your testimony in these proceedings, and we appreciate your pa
tience with us in understanding that the schedule is sometimes 
hard to control. 

As with all of our witness, I would ask, since we are in the con
firmation process, that you stand and be sworn at this time. 

Do you, Richard Kerr, swear that the testimony you are about to 
give will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you? 

Mr. KERR. I do. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Kerr, are there any opening comments 

you would like to make before we go on to the questions? 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD J. KERR, ACTING DIRECTOR OF 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. KERR. NO, I—just go directly to questions. 
Chairman BOREN. We already have your deposition before us, 

and it has been made public. 
In response to the written questions posed to you by the commit

tee, you stated, in late summer 1986, Charles Allen came to you 
and said that U.S. arms were being sold to Iran. He told Y°.u *jhe2 
was reason to believe that these arms were being sold at inflated 
prices, and at the end of the discussion, he speculated to you that 
the money might be going to the Contras. That was his analysis, 
there might be a diversion. 

He offered no evidence of this, you say, in your comments to us, 
merely giving you his personal speculation. , 

You went on to say you raised this with Mr. Gates, who was tne 
DDCI at the time, either the same day or the following day. ioj 
say that this occurred not in a formal meeting, but in a meeting 
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oU walked into his office and discussed a number of other 
wberC including this one. 
itemS' <?av y ° u ^ ° n o t know w n a t Mr. Gates did with the informa-
^h i t you recall Mr. Gates asking you to keep him informed. 

lionvSt correct as far as I have gone at this point? 
S KERR-

 T h a t i s c o r r e c t -
S!" 'rman BOREN. In your deposition of September 11, 1991, you 

that your best estimate in terms of when this conversation 
*h Pharlie Allen occurred was in, I quote, "late August." 
vi Allen, in his testimony, says mid-August, and he refined that 

in testimony today to say he thought it was the third week 

N w since your deposition last week, the Committee has ob-
Jd notes of two interviews in December 1986 that raise some 

^tions concerning the time of Mr. Allen's report to you. I asked 
ï?Allen about this this morning. 
Since we did not have these at your deposition, I would like to 
ver them with you this afternoon for just a moment. 
The notes of the first December 1986 interview with you say, 

"Charlie told me on 12 or 13 May that he suspected some of the 
money from the sales was going to the Contras." 
The notes of a followup interview with you on the 7th of Decem

ber 1986, a little later in the same month, reflect that you were 
asked by' the interviewer if you could narrow the time between 
May and late summer when you were informed. 

You say that you were confident that the visit was before Sep
tember and most likely was in the June to July period. It may have 
been as early as May or as late as August. And the note says, refer
ring to you: he is convinced that in his own mind that it was closer 
to the beginning of the time span than the end. 

The other interviews done during the same period suggests a pos
sibility that the diversion issue might have been raised in conjunc
tion with the briefings Mr. Allen gave in preparation for the May 
25,1986, trip by Bud McFarlane to Tehran. 

Of course, we know that Mr. Allen was reading certain highly 
compartmented intelligence reports that, as early as March and 
certainly by June, indicated that the Iranians had been seriously 
overcharged for the weapons they were buying. 

As you know, Mr. Allen said to us that during June and July, his 
concern about this was on the increase. 

What we are having trouble sorting out is this. There was some 
discussion at one time of a meeting in May or earlier in the period. 
Mr. Allen now remembers it was the third week in August. You 
said in your most recent deposition with us that you think it was 
in mid to late August. 

Were there two separate meetings with Charlie Allen on the sub
ject of the diversion, or was there only one meeting with Charlie 
Allen on this subject? 

Mr. KERR. There was only one meeting. And if I can, let me tell 
you about the timing. 

1 was un—very uncertain about the timing, and I still could 
noU-cannot pin it down to a precise time. In part I think it is 
useful to say that, first of all, this was a meeting that took place 
over a period—this conversation dealing with this particular sub-
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ject probably took place over a period of about a minute. It WjL 
piece of other business. It was not a formally scheduled meeting l 
was a walk into an office to just 

Chairman BOREN. YOU are talking about Charlie Allen's visit to 
you? 

Mr. KERR. NO, my meeting to—the whole meeting with Boh 
Gates, following that. So both tha t meeting and the meeting with 
Charlie I do not have either on a schedule or I don't have a clear 
time frame to put it in. 

I've looked back at my own notes and my own records, and the 
only conclusion I can come to, first of all, there was only one meet 
ing, and the only timing tha t I can get—give you is that it Was 
sometime between—I thought between tha t period of the end of 
May and early September. 

I really don't have much more precision except to look at my 
notes and find that Charlie Allen did come to see me several times 
during August. 

Chairman BOREN. SO there was not a May meeting and an 
August meeting? There was only one meeting? 

Mr. KERR. That 's right. 
Chairman BOREN. One meeting. And your latest best estimate is 

tha t it probably occurred in August sometime. 
Mr. KERR. That 's the best I can do, given my own records and my 

own notes and my recollection. But I cannot be precise about that. 
Chairman BOREN. IS the difference between your thinking first 

that it was in May and now thinking in August based upon your 
refreshing your memory and looking at your schedules? 

Mr. KERR. Well, I was trying to put limits to the time, and I am 
uncertain about, I don't remember saying a specific time in May, 
because I would not have been able to come up with a particular 
time. I never had a date, but my view initially was, the best I can 
recall, tha t it was between the end of May and the end of August 
sometime. , ... 

As I said, I have tried to narrow that down a bit by looking at 
my own records. In talking to John Helgerson, who is uncertain 
about the date, who sat in on the meeting with me with Charlie 
Allen, so we have kind of narrowed it down to tha t time. 

But again, I have no specifics I can give you in terms of a specific 
Chairman BOREN. Did anybody else other than Charlie Allen dis

cuss the possible diversion of funds with profits from the overpric
ing of the arms to Iran with you at any time before this became 
public in November of 1986? 

Mr. KERR. NO. 

Chairman BOREN. NO one else? 
IVIr KERR NO. 
Chairman BOREN. NOW let me first go to the meeting Mr. Alien 

had with you, and then we will go to your meeting with Mr. bates, 
as you recall it. . 

Mr. Allen described his meeting with you today and his sww 
interrogatories were pretty much reflected again in his statemen 
to us this morning. 

And I quote from Mr. Allen's answers to our interrogatories: 
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, to j^jr. Kerr that project's lack of operational security and pointed out 
{stress*1

 mgnts w e re being made to shut down effectively the first channel, 
J*1 no ^ ^ f l r link to the Iranian Prime Minister's office. 
the Gn°r.^j in some detail the pricing impasse that intelligence showed had exist-
idescflb*! m o n th. The intelligence showed that the Iranians in Tehran believed 

ed for °ver
 e being grossly overcharged by agents of the U.S. Government. I fur-

*at tbey \ed why I believed the NSC was mixing the Iranian project with the 
*er ^tSÎ* initiatives in Central America. 
^ ^ number of indications, this including the fact that Mr. Albert Hakkim 

1 • 3 General Secord were totally managing the new established second chan-
^ ^Tthat they were also the key individuals in the so-called private efforts to 
ae1, ̂ the Contras in Central America. 
5jPport *n, ^iied m y concerns, Mr. Kerr asked me to keep him closely informed on 

^*A ploDments. I ran into Mr. Kerr later in the day at the CIA Operations 
these deve ^ again returned to our earlier conversation and expressed the view 
Cent?r. an ^ ^ q u e s t i 0 n of whether the initiative would be leaked, but when. 

\ t me stop right there and say is that a fair summary? Does 
memory of the conversation with Mr. Allen track that de-

^Mr̂ ERR. I think that is a fair description. Let me, though, put 
J~ ' bit of context. First of all, this is the first occasion I had at 

v time to have any information about the activity that Charlie 
plated relative to this arrangement, about Ghorbanifar, about the 
nroole involved so that you have to put it in the appropriate con-
St That is, I got a fairly big dump of information from Charlie 
that really did not have a lot of, that I could tie a lot to or put in 
any context. # • . . . -
What I got out of that conversation was essentially what you de

scribed, Charlie saying as well, and that is that there was evidence 
indicating that the Iranians were being overcharged, and also spec
ulation on the part of Charlie that it is possible that money gained 
from being overcharged was being diverted. 
Now, as I remember that, it was much more speculative on the 

part of Charlie Allen's part than you had just read in that testimo
ny. I don't remember evidence or information that would be sup
portive about that. It was merely the people involved and the 
nature of the fact that there was money. 
Chairman BOREN. SO you remember the discussion of the people? 

You do not essentially remember it differently, but it was more 
speculative, at least in your memory, than the way it has been 
stated by Mr. Allen as I read it? 
Mr. KERR. That is correct. And if I may, I did my own little note 

on the 25th of November, just to myself on this, which I have been 
using as the basis to my recollection. It is the most current recol
lection that was done in 25 November in 1986 and I said, at that 
point in time, that Charlie came by to fill me in on developments, 
including the fact that arms were being provided in this arrange
ment with Iran. 
He also expressed his concern that some of the money being re

ceived from the Iranians was being used to support the Contras. It 
fas in that context and in that relatively brief form, that I recol
lected it. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, now, let me now turn from this conver
sion that you had with Mr. Allen in which Mr. Helgerson was 
ŝo present; is that correct? 
Mr. KERR. That is correct. 



88 

Chairman BOREN. NOW, let us turn to the follow-up conversât1 

that you had with Mr. Gates. At your deposition I asked 
whether you had passed on all of the information that Mr Avt°U 

had given to you to Mr. Gates, and you said, no, that "the ot? 
thing about that conversation that it seemed to me was worth fr 
our perspective at least, making sure Mr. Gates knew, Was Jf 
issue that funds were being overcharged, and that money ^ 
being passed to the Contras. 

Was that a fair statement of what you passed on to Mr. Gatetf 
Would you describe for us now the nature of the conversation 
Could you set the scene for us, describe just exactly how this con 
versation took place and what you said that related to this whole 
Iran-Contra matter during that conversation? 

Mr. KERR. After talking to Charlie, when I concluded that exact
ly those two points that you made were worth at least calling tô 
Bob Gates' attention, one that to make sure that he had heard that 
there was overcharging, and that there were arms provided—make 
sure that he knew that. 

Also, to pass on this speculation that there was—the funding, the 
extra money was being used to fund the Contras. I considered it to 
be speculative and to be rumors, but I nevertheless thought it was 
sufficiently important to make sure, at least, that he had heard 
just that much. 

So, I did not schedule an appointment. I went down to Bob Gates' 
office, and this is something I did rather frequently. After all, I had 
worked with him for a number of years. I was a close associate and 
a colleague and a friend, and also I often went to Bob Gates for a 
whole variety of things as the Deputy Director for Intelligence. 

So I went into his office, and in a very brief forum, summarized 
Charlie Allen's comments and then also conducted some other busi
ness of things that were going—that I was 

Chairman BOREN. DO you remember how long the entire meeting 
took? 

Mr. KERR. It could be a minute—you know, it would be 60 sec
onds or 2 minutes in terms of that conversation. It was very brief, 
and the entire meeting was not very long. As I said, it was not a 
scheduled meeting. I didn't have an agenda. I just had some things 
I wanted to pass on and talk to him about. 

Chairman BOREN. SO the part dealing with what Mr. Allen had 
told you, you say lasted a minute or two? 

Mr. KERR. At most. 
Chairman BOREN. Can you explain why you limited what you 

told Mr. Gates in this way? In other words, you did not go into all 
the things that Mr. Allen had told you. 

Mr. KERR. Well, as I said earlier, first of all I have to go back to 
say that the detail that Mr. Allen provided was considerable, but 
nevertheless, it didn't fit into my knowledge or my understanding 
very well, and so I didn't come away with a lot of the facts. 

Charlie delivers you a lot of information over a relatively short 
period of time. I had no context to put it in, and what I was trying 
to do was pass on what I thought were the key points that I w® 
concerned about to Mr. Gates. And that was—I wasn't interested. 
quite simply, in providing all the detail, but merely to highh# 
those two points. 
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• man BOREN. Mr. Helgerson has stated in his sworn re-
^ " t o our interrogatories that he was present during a meeting 

5P°DS\fr Allen, as I mentioned. He cannot confirm the date of the 
^ • 2 either, but he remembers the meeting. He says he remem-
^Mr Allen saying he had reason to suspect funds from Iran 
bers^^ ^ ^ t e d , and he also recalls Mr. Allen indicating to you 
had bee fought the NSC staff was somehow involved in the sus-

pejjjf* ^es of the first interview with you in December of 1986 
t that you might have mentioned the NSC involvement to 

5îggrSates According to this report, when you gave Mr. Gates the 
Ï mation, he responded, "God only knows what Ollie is up to." 
S in your deposition on September 11, 1991, you say, at page 

oi f the transcript that Mr. Allen's information was "very inter-
V s primarily because of Ollie North and a view that most 

estlT £ad of Ollie North, and this was kind of a loose cannon." 
Sf°m this it is likely that you reported Allen's information to Mr. 
TÏL rplatine his concerns about the diversion to Lieutenant Colo-
SorthTor the NSC staff. 
Let me go back to that. Do you recall whether or not you said in 

this conversation something in addition to saying Charlie Allen has 
peculation that arms are being overcharged and that there is a 

diversion of funds, maybe going to the Contras? Do you recall if 
vou said in this brief conversation was either something about 
Colonel North or NSC involvement? 

Mr KERR. Well, Charlie had in his original conversation—and 
I_I had mentioned this earlier, but Charlie had mentioned—I 
mean, obviously, in that conversation had mentioned that Ollie 
North might have been involved in this. Ollie was involved, and ob
viously, in arms to Iran and the connection between that and the 
excess money was the connection I think that drove Charlie to be
lieve that the people involved might well have a connection with 
supporting, giving the Contras money. 

So that's where he drew the association, and it is pretty clear, 
and I clearly mentioned that to Bob Gates as well, saying this is 
something that at least Charlie is concerned about in part because 
of the excess money, and because Ollie is involved. 

Chairman BOREN. NOW, do you remember what Mr. Gates said in 
response? You told him briefly you say in one to two minutes Char
lie Allen is speculating to me that there is overcharging and there 
may be a diversion and that Ollie North of the NSC might be in
volved. 

Do you recall what he responded? 
Mr. KERR. Well, first of all, let me say that I am more certain 

about what the essence of my conversation in terms of what I was 
conveying than I am about the response. But my understanding, 
and again, I refer back to some notes I used, and I wrote on the 
25th of November in '86 saying that 

Chairman BOREN. That was after the diversion became public? 
Mr. KERR. Shortly after the meeting with Charlie I went to Bob 

Gates and told him what Charlie Allen had conveyed to me and 
asked him if he had heard about the Contra connection. He indicat
ed that he had heard rumors, but knew nothing about the rumors. 
Ullie's involvement probably would generate any number of 
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rumors no matter where he was. Some connection, real or othP 
wise, would have been made to Contra support. 

He said at that point in time, kind of following that, and that i 
about the total extent of the conversation. He said keep him fo 
formed. 

Chairman BOREN. He said keep me informed? That is a quote 
again, from what you said in your deposition. He said to keep yoi| 
informed? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, that's right. 
Chairman BOREN. For you to keep him informed? 
Mr. KERR. That's right, sorry. 
Chairman BOREN. NOW, as you know, this is a very serious 

matter for this Committee to try to determine. Mr. Gates says now 
that he just does not recall that conversation or at least that part 
of the conversation about the diversion. It did not register with 
him. 

By the way, you and Mr. Allen testified this morning—I have 
been a little unclear on this, and so have other Members of the 
Committee—that you later told him that you had not told Mr. 
Gates? 

Mr. KERR. I later told Charlie Allen? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Mr. KERR. I am uncertain. I probably did. I do not know specifi

cally but I would 
Chairman BOREN. He said today that you told him that within a 

day or two after the diversion became public by Attorney General 
Meese. 

Mr. KERR. I have no reason to disbelieve that whatsoever. 
Chairman BOREN. I believe this morning you said that you said 

something to him after this was all made public: well, you know, I 
told Bob Gates about that, and that sure is a problem for him or he 
has a problem about that, or something? Do you recall? 

Mr. KERR. Well, it was clear when we began the review of all of 
this, and IG's, and people were talking to us. As I told this story of 
what I passed on to Bob Gates, and Bob Gates' reaction, and Char
lie's initial informing of me, and then I heard that Bob could not 
recall the conversation, it was clear that there was a disconnect 
there. 

It obviously has led to a ton of ink in print and discussion since 
that time. I can do nothing but provide to you my recollections of 
this. 

At the same time, I think it is quite easy to understand from my 
perspective, quite easy to understand why Bob Gates might not re
member. First of all, I did not do this as an element of high drama 
as something that was terribly exciting and a breaking piece of in
telligence. 

I did it as a piece of information that I considered to be very 
speculative and without having any context or anything to put it 
in, merely information to make sure that someone, my boss, knew 
a piece of information. I would have done that about a lot of other 
kinds of information outside this in terms of rumors, intelligence, 
things that were happening that I had no certainty about, but nev
ertheless would make sure that you give somebody a heads up 
did it in that context. 
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, same time, it is quite easy for me to understand from my 
rsDective, someone coming in and giving me information 

0wn ^ Variât I couldn't put in context, getting a lot of different 
like tnis^m people, that it is quite possible to forget that and to 
inputs {.jjat 
DlreCrman BOREN. Mr. Kerr, let me ask you, and again this is an 

PIV important point. As I said to Mr. Allen this morning, in 
extre wavs you Mr. Allen, and Mr. Gates are in the best position 
^ J some light on this. 

T ked Mr Allen for his opinion this morning as to whether or 
? P thought that the point about the diversion had registered 

•* Mr Gates prior to his telling him on October the first. Mr. 
Tin's answer, in essence, to me was I do not think so. I do not 
u t it had registered with him in a meaningful way prior to that 
wause he expressed such surprise. I do not think he is that good 
factor. That was the gist of his answer. . 

T would like to ask you for your assessment. I know you have in-
Jated you are a friend of Mr. Gates and a co-worker for a long 
£ You are the Acting Director of this agency now. Undoubtedly 
ifMr. Gates is confirmed, you would continue to be a colleague of 

\ r t to^he best of your ability and standing back from all of that, 
do vou believe that it is really credible for this Committee to be-
Ueve the testimony of Mr. Gates that if, indeed you did tell him 
this information in August sometime, that it did not register with 
him and that he does not remember receiving it? 

Mr KERR. I think it is quite credible, and I have great confidence 
in Bob Gates' integrity. If he would have remembered, he would 
have told you so. He would have in his discussion with the IG and 
with others have said so, I am quite confident that he does not re-

mAnd! again, I would say that that doesn't surprise me. I had ai lot 
of conversations with him on a variety of different subjects. I didn t 
bring this in as a crisis or as a major issue. There are times when 
people are distracted by other things and don't pay attention even 
when you are talking to them. That happens to me; I have other 
things on my mind. And I am sure that if I went back through my 
own record, I could not recall many visits of people who came m 
and talked to me, even if I try to put a specific time on it. But 1 
think that is quite credible, and I have confidence that that is ex
actly what happened. „ . _ , , . 

Chairman BOREN. Well, according to your recollection of this con
versation, you do remember him saying back to you, keep me in
formed, or something like that? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, something to that effect. 
Chairman BOREN. Did you ever get back to him on this subject.'' 
Mr. KERR. NO, I never got any more information on it. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU were, as DDI, a senior agency manager. 

Usually the DDI sits on a high-level panel to review covert oper
ations; is that right? _ , 

Mr. KERR. That is now true. At that time, it was a more informal 
system in terms of the review of covert action programs, but it cer
tainly it true now. There is a group that reviews them systemati
cally and passes recommendations up. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 4 
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Chairman BOREN. The DDI now sits on that? 
Mr. KERR. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. But that was not formal at that time? 
Mr. KERR. I believe that it was instituted. I'm not sure when th 

formal structure was instituted to review them, but the previoi 
practice had been to provide to the DDI a copy of the finding which 
was then handled in a very careful way with one of the principal 
officers in the directorate. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, setting that aside, if a senior NIO ex 
pressed concerns to you as Mr. Allen did about the likelihood that 
at the very least, the operational security of a highly sensitive 
covert action was about to be compromised. He conveyed that there 
was this overcharging. Let us suppose there was not even a diver
sion, but that overcharging, as it had been handled, could cause 
this very sensitive operation to be divulged. 

Looking back on that, do you not feel that you had an obligation 
to have more than just a casual conversation with either Mr. Gates 
or Mr. Casey or somebody about that? 

Mr. KERR. Well, hindsight's a great thing. Looking back on it, I 
wished I would have done a lot of things with regard to that. I'm 
not sure that at the time, and in the context of the way of my own 
responsibilities and in the context of what I knew about that, that 
quite simply, if I were to do it over again with that same knowl
edge, I would do it differently. 

I heard information that I found a bit confusing, but neverthe
less enough alarming that I wanted to at least notify my immedi
ate boss, and I did that. 

I did not see in that an area that I had responsibility to pursue 
or an activity that I would pursue. 

I am reasonably curious and aggressive and not necessarily stuck 
in a particular little rut. I am inclined to look at other things, but 
in this case, it seemed to me this was an activity that, one, Charlie 
was involved in and that I had passed the information back to Mr. 
Gates. 

I did not feel more needed to be done at that point in time. Per
haps I should have. 

Chairman BOREN. Looking back on it, do you wish that you had 
been more aggressive about it? 

Mr. KERR. That's nice speculation, but that's not very satisfying, 
quite simply. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me turn to one other matter and then I 
will turn to my colleagues. The Committee has in its possession an
other memorandum recounting your September 2, 1987, interview 
with the Iran-Contra Committee prepared by a staff member of 
CIA's Office of Congressional Affairs. According to this particular 
memorandum, you told the Iran-Contra Committee that when you 
informed Mr. Gates of Charlie Allen's speculation, he responded 
that, "He was aware that rumors were circulating, that profits 
were being made on the sales of arms to Iran, and that money from 
the arms sales was being made available to the Contras." 

In looking at the notes of the Iran-Contra staff, we have also 
found a notation at this point of the interview with you confirming 
that Mr. Gates was "aware of rumors." At your deposition, you 
said, and I quote the deposition that we just took recently, "My im-
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on again, looking back over and trying to recall precisely 
pr6f1 nt, w a s that he expressed surprise, concern, with some sug-
4 -6 that there had been rumors or there had been something to 
ffeffect that he had heard before." 

XT w Mr. Gates, in his testimony before us at the beginning of 
onfirniation hearings, stated that he had heard rumors about 

* e °ontribution by third countries to the Contras but he did not 
* e that he recalled hearing rumors about the diversion per se. 
^T vour conversation with him, was there any possibility that he 

referring to third country contributions and not to the infor-
Wation you were relating to him on the diversion? Let me split 
Sgt in two parts. First, do you recall his saying something about 
vJne aware of rumors? 

Mr KERR. Yes, I did. And my notes—the contemporaneous notes 
that I made suggest that. 

Chairman BOREN. Can you spell out in your own words your best 
recollection of what he said about rumors? 

Mr KERR. I am uncertain about that. I believe, based on my own 
notes that it was speculation about that there was funding or 
donor funding or finding for the contras, but I cannot go beyond 
that I do not recall—for instance I can't with any specifics recall 
him saying I have heard of rumors of the diversion of money from 
the covert sales to the contras. I do not believe he said that. 

Chairman BOREN. YOU do not think he talked about rumors of 
diversion per se? 

Mr. KERR. NO, I do not believe so. 
Chairman BOREN. He talked about rumors, and you did not know 

whether he was talking about rumors of diversion or rumors of 
contributions to the contras? 

Mr. KERR. Again, going to my own notes, it appears to be, and 
the best of my recollection is it was rumors about funding for the 
contras but not funding out of the diversions. But I cannot be spe
cific about that. Again it was a very brief conversation. It was 5 
years ago. Even my notes were written some considerable time 
after that 

Chairman BOREN. Would you be willing, Mr. Kerr, to provide a 
copy of your contemporaneous notes for the record? 

Mr. KERR. Certainly. 
Chairman BOREN. We will receive those then for the record. 
[The document referred to follows:] 
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fhairrnan BOREN. I apologize for breaking in at one point about 
tter for the record that I forgot to read into the record earlier. 

^received September 25th—today, I lose track of time—a letter 
the Committee that is addressed to our General Counsel, Mr. 

? der and it is from Mr. Stanley Arkin, attorney for Mr. Fiers. I 
t to read this letter into the record. I would point out it is not a 

wan statement. It is a letter from Mr. Arkin asking that the 
SWOfrd be corrected that on Mr. Fiers' testimony in one regard. And 
this is addressed to Mr. Snider. 

"This is to confirm the information transmitted to you earlier that upon receiving 
reports of his testimony before the committee last week, Mr. Fiers believes 

Pffthe record should be amended in the following respect. 
M Fiers testified to a meeting in the fall of 1986 involving himself, Oliver North, 

unram Casey, and Clair George, and testified that just after the meeting, Mr. 
r «re had speculated to him that "sometime in the dark of night, Bill Casey had 

d̂ Til take care of Central America. Just leave it to me." 

This is a quotation from the New York Times' account. 
Mr Fiers recalls that Mr. George's speculation was that Mr. Casey had said this 

toI trust from your earlier conversation in my office you will take appropriate steps 
to amend the record in this respect. Thank you for your attention. Stanley S. Arkin. 

We will release copies of this letter. This is the conversation that 
Members will recall where Mr. Fiers described that he thought he 
had been put through a charade. Do you recall that conversation 
with Mr. George, Colonel North, Mr. Casey and himself? As they 
were walking away, Mr. George had an additional conversation and 
he said that when he was quoting Clair George as saying that he 
speculated that Mr. Casey had sometime said, "Sometime in the 
dark of night, "I'll take care of Central America, just leave it to 
me." Mr. Fiers recalls that Mr. George was speculating that Mr. 
Casey had said that to the President. 

So I put that in the record just to correct the record as he re
quested. 

[The document referred to follows:] 
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Britt Snider, Esq. 
United States Senate 
Select Committee on intelligence 
Washington, DC 20510-6475 

Re: Alan Fiers 

Dear Britt: 

This' is to confirm the information transmitted to you 
earlier that upon reviewing press reports of his testimony 
before the committee last week, Mr. Fiers believes that the 
record should be amended in the following respect. Mr. Fiers 
testified to a meeting in the fall of 1986 involving himself, 
Oliver North, William Casey and Clair George and testified that 
just after the meeting Mr. George had speculated to him that 
"Sometime in the dark of night, Bill Casey has said, 'I'll take 
care of Central America, just leave it to me.'" (This quotation 
is from the New York Times account). Mr. Fiers recalls that Mr. 
George's speculation was that Mr. Casey had said this to the 
President. 
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,**—*OT" 
Britt Snidar, E.q. 2 Saptaabar 24, 1991 

I truat from your aarliar convaraation with my offica 
that you will talce th« appropriât, «tap» to amand tha racord in 
this respact. 

Thank you for your kind attantion to this. 

v4W truly y»ur// 

ftànlay S. Arkin 



Chairman BOREN. That completes my questioning for now M 
Kerr. I will turn it over to the Vice Chairman. Senator Cranston ^ 
next in order of arrival at the afternoon session. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Senator Chafee, if he wishes to return t 
ask questions. Senator Bradley, Senator Rudman, and Senator Dan 
forth. 

We will turn first to Senator Murkowski. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Kerr, you mentioned about an Inspec 

tor General's review of the CIA involving the Iran-contra affair T 
think that would be December of 1986. Was not Mr. Gates Acting 
Director at that time? * 

Mr. KERR. I believe so, yes. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I will repeat that. You talked about an In

spector General's review of the CIA involvement in Iran-contra in 
December of 1986, and my question was, was not Mr. Gates Acting 
Director at that time. 

Mr. KERR. Yes, he was. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And did he not request the Inspector Gen

eral to undertake the investigation? 
Mr. KERR. Yes, he certainly did. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Can you explain how significant this is in 

view of some allegations concerning Mr. Gates in this matter? 
Mr. KERR. Well, I think Mr. Gates was quite confident in terms 

of having IG inspection. He did not know, obviously, because he 
could not recall my conversation with him that we were going to 
end up with a statement by me that indicated a conversation that 
he couldn't remember. But that 's what happened. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. But it clearly appears to be the appropriate 
action of an administrator pursuing, if you will, a correct proce
dure, as opposed to somebody who was trying to hide something. 

Mr. KERR! NO, I do not think there was any attempt to hide any
thing. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. YOU have never denied that you might 
have mentioned Charlie Allen's speculation to him in August of 
1986 and I guess you simply had no memory of it. So do you recall 
whether you and Bob Gates discussed Charlie Allen as the source 
of this information and whether you thought it was reliable? 

Mr. KERR. At the time—you are talking about in the August con
versation? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Yes. 
Mr. KERR. NO, it would have been, as I said, a very brief conver

sation. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. YOU did not dwell on the source, then? 
Mr. KERR. NO, I am certain—I would be certain that I told Mr. 

Gates about where the source of my information, which was Char
lie. But beyond that, and beyond saying that it was Charlie's specu
lation, I don't think there was any further conversation. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. N O conversation into the reliability? 
Mr. KERR. Of Charlie? Of Mr. Allen? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Of the source. 
Mr. KERR. I do not believe so, although it is possible. Charlie can 

be excitable at times. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, we all can. Generally the information 

from Charlie Allen, you would regard it as what? 
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KERR Having worked with Charlie over the years, and I 
Mr- ^ t 0f respect for Charlie in many ways, I am always careful 

baveAhe information he provides and judgments about that. 
about w» MURKOWSKI. You might typify it by taking his informa-

^ a grain of salt or something like that? 
ti(S KERR That's exactly right. 

tor MURKOWSKI. YOU would not necessarily speculate. It was 
Snnwing him, you feel comfortable with it, and you just 

K/r KFRR I think that is fair. 
cf «tor MURKOWSKI. YOU were head of the Intelligence Director-

•1986 and met frequently with Mr. Gates before and after the 
ate ïinn became public, which was November 25, 1986. I am inter-
dlIe? n vour assessment of Mr. Gates' attitude. Did he seem to 
*** tn lparn more facts or did he tend to ignore the facts about 
fhe diversion after October, 1986? Was there any appreciable 

^MTKERR I think after the Meese announcement, I do not think 
>WP was any question. My involvement in putting together any 
nfnrmation after that was very limited, but I sat in a couple meet-
Ï and I clearly was involved in staff meetings and things I 
S k there was a very aggressive attempt to try to understand the 
w* And Bob Gates is a person who is inclined to do that, to try 
to organize and manage and try to get to the facts and to array 
them and get people working on them. .;, 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And that was evidenced in his demeanor 

Mr. KERR. NO question, no question. '• ' 
Senator MURKOWSKI. NOW in Mr. Gates opening statement 

before this Committee, he acknowledged that he personally could 
have done better, he could have been more sensitive, he should 
have pursued more information. I think you have indicated a simi
lar willingness, with hindsight, to have taken a more active and ag
gressive posture. But I think he said in his statement that he 
learned from those mistakes. 

You occupied a position of leadership in the agency and are now 
acting head of the agency. Give us an assessment on how the Iran-
Contra matter was handled within the CIA in 1986 and how others 
in a position of leadership responded to the information which 
Charlie Allen provided. Was it like a bomb shell? 

Mr. KERR. Well, certainly the announcement itself and the reve
lation of involvement was a bomb shell in the sense of new infor
mation. People—I think, again, people tried very hard to try to or
ganize the information and organize the facts and the chronology 
of what happened in that period because we were under great pres
sure of course to get the information straight, to get it organized 
and presented. . . T , . , T 

In this particular situation, the one characteristic that 1 think l 
found in CIA over the years is the record of intelligence has a ca
pacity to array and organize its information rather easily because 
its business is the production of information. It has dates, times, 
and information all neatly arrayed. So it can recall and organize 
what it did rather systematically. 

The Directorate of Operations is quite good in organizing its re-
Porting, knowing what clandestine reporting it has provided and 
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getting it organized. But it is much less able to organize its o 
ational activity and recall it in a systematic way because, in nJrf* 
lot of it is done verbally without memo of records and without 
written record. I think during that period my impression was th a 

we were having a very difficult time getting the story and the ch 
nology and the information together from the various participa t°" 
which had been kept essentially compartmented. n^> 

So while there was a very real effort to do that, it was a v 
difficult process. ^ 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I am interested in that meeting held N 
vember 20th to prepare the testimony for Mr. Casey. I think M°" 
Allen indicated under oath this morning that there were seven I 
eight principals there, and the hot potato clearly was the divers»/ 
of funds that was not mentioned. And, of course the Committee did 
not ask the right question directly of Mr. Casey. 

Tell us your recollection of how it was handled. How could some
thing as hot as this not come up as an issue of whether it should be 
included or excluded? Was it just so hot that nobody wanted to ad
dress the appropriateness of including it? 

Mr. KERR. NO, I think there's a simpler explanation than that 
that it was not principal to the agency's business. It was not in
volved in the diversion of funds. It was not involved in this activity 
in any way. What it was trying to do was document the record of 
what it was involved in. So it focused on its own business and on 
the things it had knowledge of, not on the things that were outside 
of its immediate area. 

So it would be quite logical not to focus on that and that that 
would not be central to putting together information on this par
ticular subject. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. The diversion question would have been ap
propriate for somebody to ask Mr. Casey had somebody on the 
Committee thought of it, wouldn't it? 

Mr. KERR. I think the focus though was on the business of that 
particular hearing, and quite simply, I think that is the area, 
trying to get our own information together, that is where our own 
emphasis was placed. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Yet the diversion topic was the burning 
fuse, so to speak, of the whole plan running awry even though it 
was under the auspices of Colonel North. 

Mr. KERR. I think the other side of that is there were relatively 
few people in that room who had any knowledge or any detail of 
that particular set of activities, Charlie being probably the one 
with the most extensive amounts of knowledge. We have heard his 
testimony describing the nature of that meeting. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I guess in hindsight one wonders whether 
you would expect to ask the Director how he was going to answer 
the question if it were to come up, but that did not come up either. 

Mr. KERR. Not to my knowledge. Did it come up in the testimo
ny, I guess would be the question. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Let me turn briefly to another topic, slant
ing of analysis. You succeeded Mr. Gates as head of the analysis 
side of the CIA. You were his deputy prior to that. From the asso
ciation which you had with him, which was # long one, and your 
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u n (j as an intelligence analyst, did Mr. Gates to your 
b Ipdee ever slant intelligence to make it fit policy? 
^7 KERR- NO, I don't believe that for a moment. I believe what 

I'A was aggressively push analysts, and push people, and have 
be check their own evidence and their own assumptions. And he 
ftemtrong views about various issues but he also was quite willing 

that 

y ten to the views of others when presented with a comprehen-
rase and presented with evidence. But he would certainly test 

siVe le's arguments. And that is the business that we are in; so that 
^ n t surprising. If you don't do that, you make a mistake. 

ttit I have known Bob over the years, and we haven't agreed on 
i t of things on substantive issues. We've had a lot of discussions 
kSt them and I have found him quite willing to change his views 
\*n riven a good argument. And I hope I have done the same, 
«fenator MURKOWSKI. This has received a lot of attention. Is the 

ligation that the CIA slants intelligence for political reasons 
nmething new or has it always been around? 
Mr KERR. It has always been around. It is not new. I do not 

think it is accurate. I think to the contrary, to the degree that it is 
Possible w e are as an agency as objective as you can be. Wesome-
Kmes follow a wrong course or set of assumptions and lead our-
i e s into conclusions that may not be helpful. Often we are 
wrong in some our judgments, but I have not been, in my experi
ence there, I have never been told what to write, told to change my 

C°And I would argue quite simply I think that assertions that Bill 
Casey somehow gave us instructions each morning to change our 
information to coincide with his beliefs is just dead wrong. I found 
him willing to listen to arguments. If you could persuade him, he 
would side with you on conclusions that went against his initial 
views on something. I think he was susceptible to persuasion and 
to evidence. . . 

So I think the idea that somehow we are going to twist the anal
ysis—for one thing, in my judgment, I would not know how to twist 
it because I do not know who—what the customer is I am going to 
twist it for because there is no agreement across our customer line 
about what the answers are either. 

So my belief in this is and has been over the years that you do 
the best, most objective job you can. You do it as clear and as pre
cisely as you can. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. We have already heard at least one or two 
cases where Mr. Gates had an aggressive statement or speech that 
he was asked or told not to release or give. I am referring to an 
instance where the Secretary of State was not too happy with some 
preparation for a major address. So recognizing that occasionally 
somebody in the Administration sat on Mr. Gates because they did 
not agree with him, to your knowledge did Mr. Gates ever suppress 
intelligence analysis that he thought would upset senior policy 
makers? 

Mr. KERR. NO, to the contrary. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. But sometimes they might sit on him? 
Mr. KERR. Sit on him in terms of a public speech is one thing, 

but not in terms of the production of finished intelligence. Those 
are quite different things. 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. I appreciate that distinction. 
Concering this business of slanting intelligence that we hear 

about—it seems that much of it has got to be in the eyes of the 
beholder. But you said allegations have been around for some time 
I assume they were common before Gates joined the CIA. 

Mr. KERR. They have been with us from the time I came to this 
agency in 1960. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Then one could assume as well that thev 
have continued since he left the CIA to go to the NSC? 

Mr. KERR. They have. I have people and customers and people 
who still are not convinced at times we are giving them informa
tion that is not colored somehow. I argue strongly that it is not. I 
think the problem of politicizing intelligence is a much more com
plex problem than shaping a product. There are times in intelli-
gence when we produce intelligence on a particular subject where 
we write frequently about a particular subject, and a customer will 
reach the point where they believe we are over-emphasizing the 
threat or the danger on a particular issue. 

So it is a perception that we are taking the subject, writing about 
it too often, using fragments of information to draw analysis out. 
There are people who argue we are carrying a line too far and be
coming alarmist. Quite simply, George Schultz believed that when 
we wrote about coups in the Philippines. He criticized us for pick
ing up every coup threat. We also had a major coup there not long 
afterwards. So I take all that with a grain of salt, quite simply. 

We do provide some context as best we can. There are times 
when aggressive analysts may carry a particular subject more con
sistently in our product than perhaps it deserves. But we try to bal
ance that out with good judgment. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. SO you would take issue with those that 
contend that Gates has been responsible for slanting intelligence? 

Mr. KERR. I take serious issue with it. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. It went on before he got there; it has gone 

on since he left. 
Mr. KERR. I take issue with it in part because if he did it, I did it, 

and I didn't. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And we can always ask him whether he did 

it. 
Mr. KERR. NO, this is not just a single person. This is a partner

ship and an organization that produces intelligence, not an individ
ual. And I think the organization and the individuals in it can take 
great pride in their objectivity. I'm not saying they are always 
right or they fully understand the issues or have the complete evi
dence in all occasions 

Senator MURKOWSKI. SO the distinction you are making is that 
he could not have done it without you, he could not do it individ
ually? 

Mr. KERR. An individual can have an impact certainly but it is 
in terms of questioning and probing and asking questions. Certain
ly the leader of an organization can have an impact on the product, 
but you cannot tell this organization to change the yeses to nos, 
and the left to right. It will not stand still for that. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Can you turn from white to grey? 
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Mr KERR- YOU can push people if they are willing to be pushed. 
, fLy are willing to modify their judgments because they cannot 

d up to your own arguments, you can push them around in 
*?? rpeard. Good, thorough analysts stand up, argue their cases, 

A win their cases. In my judgments they won their cases as often 
not with Bob Gates as they did with anyone else. Again, I would 

^«ert we won our cases with Bill Casey as often as not. 
elnator MURKOWSKI. YOU do not feel that in your long associa-

with Mr. Gates t1-
Way or another? 

n with Mr. Gates that you were ever pushed against your will in 
nne way or another? 

Mr KERR. NO, not whatsoever. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. My last question is, in your judgment, 

chould Bob Gates be confirmed? 
Mr KERR. Yes, I don't think there is anybody I can see who can 

i a better job of taking the leadership of the agency at this point 
n time, and I think it is an important time, and I think he has the 
vLion to keep it on the right direction. I think it is an extraordi
narily strong agency now, but I think its future is very critical and 
I think he is important to its future. 

Senator MURKOWSKI [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Kerr. We very 
much appreciate your testimony. 

Senator Cranston is next. 
Senator CRANSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome the op

portunity to meet with you again. 
When did you first see the October 14, 1986, memo that Mr. 

Allen prepared at Mr. Casey's request? 
Mr. KERR. Senator, I'm not sure that I saw it until very recently. 

I don't think I saw it on any occasion contemporaneous with its 
preparation; I'm quite sure of that. 

Senator CRANSTON. Did the memo differ in substance and tone 
from the conversation and had with Mr. Allen in August of that 
year? In other words, did the memo change your mind about the 
nature of Mr. Allen's concerns when you finally read it? 

Mr. KERR. Well, when I read it this time, obviously it was more 
complete, more comprehensive, and is a little more black and 
white. Looking back at it of course I do not know how much I have 
added from my other knowledge about all this. As I would say 
right now, my view of it is quite different. 

Senator CRANSTON. I believe you said in your previous appear
ance before this Committee that you do recall discussing with Mr. 
Allen his follow-up meetings with Roy Furmark on the subject of 
the diversion of the funds, but that you do not recall sharing that 
additional information with Bob Gates, who you said had asked 
that he be kept informed of further developments. Is that correct
ly? 

Mr. KERR. I cannot recall the detail the subsequent conversation 
with Charlie, but I believe it only involved the issue of overcharg
ing for the arms. I do not believe there was further discussion of 
the diversion. But I did not go back on the particular issue. No I 
did not. 

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Allen testified this morning that he does 
not recall speaking again with you until November. Where do you 
recall any additional conservation you and with him? 
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Mr. KERR. My conversations with him on other subject were 0 
the warning issue, but I do not believe we talked about this pa£ 
ticular issue again. 

Senator CRANSTON. DO you recall seeing memos Mr. Allen Pre. 
pared after the meetings with Mr. Furmark? 

Mr. KERR. NO. 
Senator CRANSTON, what is your review now of the nature of Mr 

Allen's concerns, having read the memo? 
Mr. KERR. Well, I go back again to an earlier time frame of 

August. I am not sure how I would have, even in hindsight, inter
preted his conversation or his information at this point in time, dif
ferently. Certainly in the later period, you see this building of con
cern and also the concern and the problem of security and other 
things coming out, which are more extensive and certainly raise 
more concerns. 

Senator CRANSTON. Why did you not share with Mr. Gates the 
additional information you got about the Furmark meeting and 
what you derived from your additional talks with Allen? 

Mr. KERR. I cannot say why precisely except that Charlie Alien-
again I did not look as someone who was the responsibility of the 
Director of Intelligence. And I thought it more appropriate that 
Charlie talk to Bob Gates. I believe at one point in time in this con
versation that I recommended that he go and talk to others about 
it because I had no authority in this particular area, which of 
course Charlie did. 

Senator CRANSTON. In retrospect, was there anything you would 
have done differently from the way you handled the information 
you got from Mr. Allen? 

Mr. KERR. I would like to say, Senator, I should have spent more 
time on this and focused on it and gathered more information and 
then gone forward with a more persuasive case. But I have to 
admit, even in hindsight, I find it difficult to imagine that I would 
have done that given the nature of the information I had and the 
circumstances. It would have been nice. It would have looked good 
on the record, but I am not sure in fact even in hindsight, it was a 
practical judgment. 

Senator CRANSTON. I would like to ask you one general question 
based on the fact that you have this background in analysis but 
that you also presently have experience in broader responsibilities. 
Some experts believe that it would be wise to separate analysis 
from operations, clandestine, covert, overt, and so forth. Do you 
have any concerns that the mix of having the two types of work in 
one agency can lead to less subjective analysis, to a temptation at 
least to back up, justify, or otherwise help out your own colleagues 
and your own pgency by the way you analyze something that re
lates to an operation they are carrying on in one way or another? 

Mr. KERR. That is an important question and one we had dis
cussed over the years. I believe it would a serious mistake to take 
the Directorate of Operations away from the Directorate of Intelli
gence. I believe that the two work in some ways against and with 
each other in a very constructive way. 

I think it is important to have the people, for instance, who are 
running clandestine, particularly covert operations, separate from 
those who are assessing the developments in the country where 
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rt operations are being run. To me it is a little bit like having 
c°ve

 al Motors do their own Motor Trend assessment of their cars. 
^•n probably not a good idea to have the two in the same organiza-

tl0When you have them in separate organizations, you create some 
sion across that line. And I think is a useful, healthy tension. I 

?nk you should maintain some of that tension so that the people 
?'n£ the analysis do not get coopted into being enthused about 
inning the operation. = -

But I have seen in my experience no instance where that has 
been a problem. To the contrary, if anything, where we have had 
rtjblems, sometimes they are a little too antagonistic, not too 

In the contra issue itself where the Directorate of Operations was 
nvolved in a convert action, we had a very independent and I 
thought a very aggressive Directorate of Intelligence assessment of 
the likelihood of Contra success. For the most part, that assessment 
was fairly negative about the prospects for the success of the Con-
tras 

So I think in fact it works rather well. I think there needs to be 
a tension across the lines. I would not put them together. I think 
that would be a mistake. But I think they have reached the point 
also where they complement each other in very sophisticated oper
ations. And if I can, the best example of that would be terrorism. 
There, having some analysts working closely with operations 
people and collectors I think has made a significant difference in 
our ability to take information and turn it into action. So there is 
an area where it works rather well. It's one you need to control 
and watch very carefully. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much for a very thoughtful 
answer. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Senator Cranston. Senator 
Metzenbaum? 

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Kerr, you served under Bob Gates as Associated Deputy Di

rector for Intelligence, then you succeeded him as Deputy Director 
for Intelligence in 1986. 

During this period, officials in your Directorate complained to 
you that intelligence analyses or estimates were being perverted. 

On May 12, 1987, you wrote a memo entitled "The Integrity and 
Objectivity of National Foreign Intelligence Estimates," arguing 
that the process for drafting estimates was flawed. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce that memo into the 
record at this time. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. It will be entered into the record as re
quested. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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1 2 MAY 1987 

SSCI #91-4376 
W/91-4099 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman, National Intelligence Council 

FROM: Richard J. lerr 
Deputy Director for Intelligence 

SUBJECT: The Integrity and Objectivity of National 
Foreign Intelligence Estlaates 

REFERENCE: NFIB 89.9, dated 28 April 1987, Sane Subject 

1. Although generally satisfied with the integrity of most estlaates, we 
believe that the objectivity, quality and usefulness of Comaunlty estlaates 
could be significantly Improved by changes in the process — and the role that 
key individuals play in that process ~ by which estlaates are produced. 
Individuals, not process, are the critical element in the integrity and 
objectivity of national intelligence estlaates. Without individual integrity 
and objectivity at all levels, particularly at the top, no process will work; 
with It, any process will be successful. ^ M M f c 

2. The role of the National Intelligence Officer, in our Judgment, is 
critical. An impartial estimative process requires the full expression of 
views by participating agencies and the clear identification for our consumers 
of areas of agreement and, often most importantly, disagreement. In order to 
fight what is often an unhealthy desire to reach consensus, the NIO must, above 
all, see himself as a manager of the process, the one who ensures that the 
tough questions are addressed, that consensus views represent real agreement 
and not papered-over differences, and that minority views are fully expressed. 
It has been our experience that when the NIO subordinates this responsibility 
to the advocacy of a particular analytic line that the integrity of the 
estimative process suffers. 4 M N M * 

3. The manner in which the NIO interprets his role usually depends on how 
the Director of Central Intelligence interprets his role in the estimative 
process. The DCI must first reconcile the potential conflict between his roles 
as both policy and intelligence advisor to the President. Maintaining the 
integrity and objectivity of the estimative process requires, above all, that 
the DCI prevent his role as a policy advocate from undermining the impartiality 
of his intelligence support to the President. But it also further requires, in 
cur Judgment, that the DCI recognize — as we believe the NIO must — that his 
first responsibility is to ensure the full and clear expression of views by 
NFIB principals. The DCI must, of course, provide the President with his 
assessment — estlaates are "issued by the Director of Central Intelligence" 
with which "the National Foreign Intelligence Board concurs, except as noted in 
tne text" — but a DCI overly concerned that estimates reflect his assessment, 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 
„ n the interplay of h i s views with those of other NFIB p r i n c i p a l s , 

-ith«r lously underaining the o b j e c t i v i t y and i n t e g r i t y of the es t imat ive 
r i * » s e f 

^ e the current e s t i m a t i v e process provides both the DCI and the NIO 
"• «noortunitles to weigh i n , the degree of s e l f - r e s t r a i n t that both 

ulttple ° ^ r i t l c a i . He b e l i e v e tha t i t i s almost impossible for the MIO to 
eiercise 1 M t e ^ manage the coordination of that draf t in an object ive 
dr,ft *" similarly, we be l ieve the I n t e g r i t y of the e s t imat ive process suf fers 
lanner* __ o r ^ a o r e f requent ly , the NIO act ing in the name of the DCI — 
•men w* M k e d r a f t est imates conform to h i s views before entering community 
•r < tion. He t e n d t° °* d i s t r u s t f u l o f those NIOs who presume to apr-1' 
•:,ri "?..<fâtive voice of the Community because the ir des i re to be s o l e 
;rle3<nation. He tend to be d i s t r u s t f u l o f those NIOs who presume to speak as 
'"'" thorititive voice of the Community because the ir des i re to be s o l e 
1118'«an often undercuts t h e i r w i l l i n g n e s s to seek a l t e r n a t i v e views. We •»•• 
iXktS[ Uy concerned with the tendency of some MIOs t o c i r c u l a t e the ir own 
' dinated aater ia l and views as . possess ing the same s ign i f i cance as prl 

«m MFIB approval. These "private" communications, of course, are not 
til Ml m » rr _ _ . . j _ . . __j fc_.i.«__ tw-l. «two» m>ni<ii/<»i »« »k_... . 

dinated aaterial and views as. possessing the same significance as printed 
^'lth HFIB approval. These "private" communications, of course, are not 
'^ t to the same rigorous review and testing that other products go through. 

. QU,. suggestions for Improving the integrity and objectivity, as veil as 
aiallty and utility, of foreign intelligence estimates fall into several 

ategorles: 

.-He are clearly doing too many estimates.'and too many of our 
' estimates look more like research papers than estimates. 
NIE/SNIEs should address critical intelligence questions on 
Important policy issues and should be analytic and estimative 
In nature. He believe that HFIB — or perhaps a subgroup 
consisting of the principal production agencies ~ should 
approve TORs to ensure that only Important topics are selected 
for NFIB consideration, and that the critical issues are being 
addressed in the estimative process. 

„7he role of the National Intelligence Officer as the manager 
of the estimative process can be improved In several ways. 
NIOs should never draft estimates, accepting Instead that their 
principal responsibility is to seek the full and clear 
expression of views including their own. We also believe the 
NIOs should recognize that their status derives from their 
facilitation of community positions on Intelligence Issues, 
not their own substantive views which can be misconstrued as 
community views. The institutional role of the NIOs — as well 
as their perceived objectivity — could be strengthened, in 
our view, if the NIOs were located away from CIA Headquarters, 
a move that would enhance the impartiality of the estimative 
process and reduce the temptation that NIOs sometimes have to 
serve as the advocate of the X I 1 s view to the exclusion of 
others. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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-He «ust work harder to facilitate the expression of Minority 
views, which, in our Judgaent, is critical to the integrity 
oTThe estiaative process. Even as we have expressed our 
concern about the lapact that the NIOs and the DCI aay have 
upon the openness and objectivity of national estlaates, we also 
recognize that each NFIB agency aust recognize its responsi
bility to state fully and clearly its views and avoid "brokered" 
estlaates reached largely through a desire to fora a consensus. 
Ve in the DX should be wore willing to take ainorlty positions 
and resist the tendency to strive always for a coaaon position 
with the DCI, a pressure that way lead both the DCI and the DDI 
to aute important differences in judgaent. He also believe we 
aust develop better ways of presenting ainorlty views, possibly 
through direct Incorporation into the text or the use of split 
text. 

—As we suggested earlier, we believe the role of NFIB should be 
strengthened. The DCI, as Chairaan of NFIB, is clearly "first 
aaong equals," but, in our JudgBent, the weight and status of a 
National Foreign Intelligence Estiaate derives largely froa 
the fact that it represents the judgaent of the Intelligence 
Community, including the DCI. NFIB itself should decide 
what are appropriate topics and intelligence Issues by passing 
on TORs as well as final drafts. The Senior Review Panel — 
a useful external check — should report directly to NFIB, 
coBBenting on TORs and final drafts for NFIB consideration 
rather than to the NIOs for soaetiBes arbitrary treataent. 

^CLASSIF IED 
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Senator METZENBAUM. I would like to quote some of your com 
ments from that memo. 

Without individual integrity and objectivity at all levels, particularly at the to 
no process will work. *' 

You went on to say: 
An imj 

pating ageiitico 
ment. In order to fight what is often an unhealthy desire to reach consensusT tta 
national intelligence officer must above all see himself as the one who ensures'that 
minority views are fully expressed. 

I think this was underlined, but I am not sure. 
It has been our experience that when the NIO (National Intelligence Office) sub-

" î advocacy of a particular analytic line, that the 

„.ipartial estimative process requires the full expression of views by pa r t i • 
pating agencies and a clear identification for our consumers of areas of disaeraT 

ordinates this responsibility to the 
integrity of the estimative process suffers. 

You went on to say: 
The Director of Central Intelligence must first reconcile the potential conflict be

tween his roles as both policy and intelligence advisor to the President. Maintaining 
the integrity and objectivity of the estimative process requires, above all, that the 
DCI prevent his role as a policy advocate from undermining the impartiality of his 
intelligence support to the President. 

A DCI overly concerned that estimates reflect his assessment rather than the 
interplay of his views with those of other principals risks seriously undermining the 
objectivity and the integrity of the estimative process. 

Now, we all know that, that at that time, Bob Gates had been in 
charge of that process which you were criticizing. He had been in 
charge of that process for several years. Would you tell us what 
were the problems with estimates written under Bob Gates' leader
ship? 

Mr. KERR. Well, first of all, that is a memo that I prepared. It 
was not directed at estimates necessarily prepared under Bob 
Gates, but it was directed at the estimates process generally. 

Senator METZENBAUM. He had been in charge of the process for 5 
years at that time? 

Mr. KERR. He was the chairman of the National Intelligence 
Council and also the Deputy Director for Intelligence. And so he 
did have responsibility for estimates, but there was the estimative 
process, and the drafting of that was done in an office, a separate 
office. 

And the problem I had and the reason I wrote the memo was, 
first of all, to state some rather general principles that I thought 
were worth restating at a time when we were relooking at—taking 
another look at the estimative process, how it was done, how things 
were drafted, when the DCI should get into the review process, and 
how to make the process work. 

My concern at that point in time, and it is still a concern, is to 
try to make that process as good a process as possible. I had had, 
and you in this Committee have looked at two estimates and held, 1 
think, two estimates as examples, I think of what has been charac
terized as politicizing products. 

In my judgment, the Mexican estimate, which was one of tneJf 
timates that I was concerned about, and actually referring to. This 
estimate, one that you have dealt with, and the Iranian estimate, 
were not politicized. They were just poorly done. They were exam
ples of what I thought was a bad process on those two estimates 
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vr w there are a hundred other estimates that I think were done 
^r'well, but on those two, and on some others, I had some prob-

And my problems were fairly straightforward. 
lenL was, in both of those cases, the NIO was the drafter of the 

•mate. I found it difficult having an NIO draft the estimate and 
? sit at the head of the table and take the comments on his own 

unless you are a very big person, that's tough to do, and I don't 
r^ that's the way the process should work. So, I was complain-

?<T about that. 
On the other hand, I believe on the Mexican estimate, the initial 

, ~ft 0f that estimate was what I considered to be a very bad draft. 
Itwas a very good paper. It was a very interesting monograph and 
very bad estimate. 
I wrote to the drafter when I saw the first draft at the very be-

(rinning in this 1-year process and said exactly that. This is a bad 
draft for an estimate. It has no evidence. It has a lot of assertions 
and a lot of conclusions, but it would be nice if you had some facts 
^That started off, in my judgment, a Mexican process, a process 
for the Mexican estimate that ended up with a bad estimate with 
eight or so footnotes on the first page. It wasn't politicized, it was 
just a bad job and a bad process. 

And what I was trying to do in this particular memo was to say 
we need to look at the process. We need to have the NIO's play the 
appropriate role as a mediator and in listening to people. Some
times that doesn't happen. So I was trying to emphasize that point. 

Finally, the only other thing I would say is that you have to re
member that at that point in time, I was the Deputy Director for 
Intelligence, the Deputy Director for Intelligence and the head— 
the National Intelligence Council, are always a bit at odds as to 
who is going to be the premier analytic element, the estimative 
group in the NIC or the DI. So there's always a little bit of creative 
tension there. 

So that was the purpose of it. And that was the objective, but it 
was to make the process more sensible and to make a better proc
ess and hopefully to make a better product. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, Mr, Kerr, I have a little difficulty 
with your answer, because your answer sort of indicates that you 
were doing a textbook commentary, that you were just looking at 
this overall process. 

But your memo is far more specific than that. You say, "main
taining the integrity and objectivity of the estimative process re
quires, above all, that the DCI prevent his role as a policy advocate 
from undermining the impartiality of his intelligence support to 
the President." You go on to say not a general view about how to 
do analysis, but that "a DCI overly concerned that estimates reflect 
his assessment rather than the interplay of his views with those of 
other principals, risks seriously undermining the objectivity and in
tegrity of the estimative process." 

Now, your answer is a very, very lengthy one, and almost con
tused the issue. You weren't writing an estimate. You were writing 
a memo having to do with the integrity and objectivity of national 
toreign intelligence estimates, and you were doing it in the context 
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that Bob Gates had been the director of that process for the previ 
ous 5 or 6 years. 

You were addressing yourself to the responsibility and the role of 
the DCI; wasn't that the case? 

Mr. KERR. I was, but what I was doing, it was not addressed to 
Bob Gates or to a Bill Casey or to a Stansfield Turner, or to an 
individual. It was to the Chairman of the NIC. I mean, it wasn't tn 
the Director. It was to the Chairman of the National Intelligent 
Council, which, at that point in time, I believe, was General 
Horton. 

My objective was to say there are some First principles, there are 
some principles that we should follow in this, and I wouldn't even 
argue all of them were violated or had been or anything else. 

What I was saying, there are principles that you need to follow 
and you need to think about these. Sometimes our process in the 
past and my particular concern was with the way several esti
mates, particular estimates had been handled. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator Metzenbuam, I wonder if you 
would yield to accommodate Senator Rudman who has to leave at 
5:00, and I believe just had one question or two? 

Senator METZENBAUM. If it is two short ones, Warren, I have no 
problem. 

Senator RUDMAN. About how long, how much more time does 
Senator Metzenbaum have? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, Senator Metzenbaum's 10 minutes 
has expired. 

Senator RUDMAN. HOW much more time does Senator Metz
enbaum need? 

Senator METZENBAUM. I guess I would to another 10 or 12 min
utes. I don't mind if Warren wants to go and I will come back. 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, as a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, let 
me just ask a procedural question. What are the plans of the com
mittee? Are we going to finish this witness this afternoon and then 
recess until tomorrow for a closed session? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. That is the intention of the chairman. 
Senator RUDMAN. DO you know what time that closed session is 

going to be tomorrow? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I am advised 9:00. 
Senator RUDMAN. Well, actually, Mr. Chairman, you know I have 

been listening to all of this, and Mr. Kerr has answered just about 
every question that I believe is relevant to the nomination of 
Robert Gates to be Director of Central Intelligence, so I have no 
questions. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator Metzenbaum, you may proceed. 
Senator DANFORTH. Excuse me. On the 10-minute rule, what is 

the reason for the rule? Can any Senator just go on for as long as 
we want, or are we going to have rounds? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I think it is fair to say that the chair has 
accommodated the Senators to the extent of their questions, and 
while it was the intention to try to limit it to ten minutes, and 
then go a second round, in actuality we have accommodated the 
Senators' extended remarks. 

Does the Senator object to the procedure, or were you just asking 
for a clarification? 
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Qpnator DANFORTH. What does the list look like now? 
efnator MURKOWSKI. The list looks currently like Senator 

rt, fee Senator Bradley, Senator Rudman, Senator Danforth, Sen-
tr DeConcini, and Senator Warner. 
<L Senator Warner is dead last. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I would like to point out my questions 

i. * not been quite that long. The answers have been rather 
ha™ * 
^Senator MURKOWSKI. I could time them, if you want to compare 
them I think they have been about equal, but go ahead. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Admiral Inman suggested last week, in 
,. testimony, that while the more senior officials were more résist
ât to change, are against Mr. Gates' nomination, the youngsters 
t the CIA, as he put it, are looking forward to his leadership. Do 

a ^ e e that there is internal opposition to Mr. Gates from the 
more experienced people at the agency? If so, is this due only to a 
fear of change or is it due to more serious concerns? 

Mr. KERR. The Agency, generally, is always concerned when it 
gets a new leader. However, it has a good deal of knowledge with 
Bob Gates. I don't think there is great concern about him by any 
means. People, I think, are looking forward to someone who is ef
fective and has the confidence of the President and he is able to 
provide leadership to the Agency. 

I believe they believe he can do that. 
Senator METZENBAUM. And that is pretty true across the board? 
Mr. KERR. I believe that is true. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Could you speak a little louder? It is hard 

to hear. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you. I guess I was too far from the 

mike. Sorry about that. 
Let me go back to the estimates. One of the estimates that 

prompted the most criticism was the one in May 1985 that over
stated the threat of Soviet inroads in Iran and recommended West-
em arms sales. 

At Tuesday's hearing, Bob Gates finally admitted that he had in
tervened to stifle dissent on this estimate. Were there complaints 
that your analysts made to you regarding that estimate? 

Mr. KERR. Well, Senator, I don't know. I'll have to watch the 
hearings completely, but I don't think Bob Gates would have said 
that stifled an estimate. I think he said, as best I understand, that 
he talked to Mort Abramowitz and said that he didn't think Mort 
had a real footnote and was taking a footnote of something that 
was already in the estimate. I believe that was the case. 

You don't stifle, nor have I ever seen in this process, Bob Gates 
stifle an estimate. To the contrary, and again, I would say this of 
Bill Casey as well, they encouraged estimates. If you don't agree 
with the footnote—if you don't agree with the estimate, take a foot
note, and express your views in a systematic clear way has been a 
statement that I have heard rather consistently in the National 
*°reign Board meetings from both Bob Gates and from Bill Casey. 

Senator METZENBAUM. IS my recollection wrong? I thought I re
membered Bob Gates saying that he had called for some footnotes 
10 be eliminated. 
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Mr KERR. I believe he talked Mort out of it, but Mort usually 
was not intimidated. If he wanted to take a footnote, he did often 
and frequently did take footnotes. Mort was quite willing to ex 
press different views, and so if Bob persuaded him, he must have 
been persuaded that it wasn't a useful footnote. 

Senator METZENBAUM. YOU told the Tower board that when y0u 
briefed Bob Gates on Charlie Allen's concerns about a possible di
version, Gates said that this sounded like something Ollie North 
would do. ;r • : L, ••; i , 

Did this give you the sense that Gates was already aware of 
something? Did it give you any signal? 

Mr. KERR. Sir, I think it gave me a better sense ot judgment and 
perspective on Ollie North than anything else. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Would you repeat that, please? 
Mr. KERR. What it did was to say, this is something he might do, 

Ollie might be involved in. I think it is a better statement and com
mentary on Ollie North, but not—I think it was a casual statement 
at most. - . j . 

Senator METZENBAUM. YOU do not think that it indicated that 
Bob Gates comprehended what was being told to him, or under
stood or remembered? 

Mr. KERR. NO, I believe he comprehended what I told him. I be
lieve he did, yes, at least at the time I thought he did. 

Senator METZENBAUM. YOU said you were not terribly surprised 
that Bob Gates might forget his meeting with you in August of 
1986, but Bob Gates has also testified to failing to recall the Decem
ber 1985 meeting with John McMahon at which he first he learned 
of an arms sale Finding. 

He also forgot his involvement in White House efforts to sell CIA 
the assets of the so-called private benefactors. 

From you experience, could Bob Gates have that bad a memory 
that he forgot all three of those things? 

Mr. KERR. Bob Gates has an excellent memory, Senator, but, I 
mean, that card on both sides is filled with today's activities as the 
Acting Director. That's about what Bob's card daily looked like at 
about 15 or 20 meetings with people on 15 or 20 different subjects. 

I don't find it at all surprising that a one minute conversation on 
something that's tucked into other issues and is based on specula
tion would be forgotten. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Even when it involves possible violation of 
laws by representatives of the United States? 

Mr. KERR. Sir, I think it is important to say that it did not in
volve violation of the law by the CIA or by the organization that 
we are responsible for. It was rumors about what somebody else 
had done outside the organization. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Somebody at the National Security Coun
cil? 

Mr. KERR. That's right, yes, sir. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I realize you were not given a copy at the 

time of Mr. Allen's October 14, 1986, memo regarding his concerns 
about the security of Iran arms for hostages operation. 

I believe, however, that you have had a chance to review it. I had 
asked that that be done this morning. You have served ^ . ^ J î , ? 
Director or Acting Director since Mr. Gates left the CIA in 190» 
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if you were given a memo that included the following: "Ghor-
^Tar and his creditors appear determined to recoup their losses 

at the risk of exposing U.S. covert arms shipments in ex-
even for release of our hostages, and Ghorbanifar has said he 
^w not sit idly by and permit himself to be made the fall guy in 
•matter," and "Ghorbanifar might tell the press the U.S. Gov-

ent acquires substantial profits from these transactions, some 
1nIhich profit was to be distributed to other projects of the U.S.," 

emo that gave recommendations for action, underlining the 
• ? that Ghorbanifar had too much documentary evidence tha t im-
1 ates U.S. officials? What action might you have taken if you 
n ueen given such a memo? 
Mr KERR. It's hard in hindsight to say that , but certainly, if I 
!1 given that today, I would take action, and I'm sure tha t Bob 

f tes given that today would take action. I don't know specifically 
hat action he took on the basis of that, but we learn rather quick-

ySenator METZENBAUM. HOW does the CIA decide whom to give 
monetary awards such as a performance award, a meritorious offi-
«r stipend, or distinguished officer's stipend? 
Mr. KERR. It's a process tha t starts with the immediate supervi

sor in every component who recommends people at the SIS level, 
the executive level, either for, recommends a stipend and at what 
level or decides that tha t person should not get a stipend. 
It then works its way up to the, usually at the component level, 

there is a career service associated with each component, the DDI, 
the DDO, DDS, and DDA, tha t is reviewed by a board there. Usual
ly it is by a panel of people who would, in effect, vote on their or
dering of priority among people tha t are recommended, and then 
finally, at the end, the component chief makes the final selection, 
usually based on tha t recommendation. 
Ultimately, the DDCI and the DCI then either add to tha t or 

changes based on their knowledge. It 's a very systematic 
process. 
Senator METZENBAUM. The Director himself is not the final 

word? 
Mr. KERR. The Director until lately is the final word, but very 

seldom does, in my experience, and I ve been involved in this now 
for quite some years, does the Director ever do anything—do very 
many things. He may add somebody or move somebody up on the 
list. He may actually reach down and recognize an individual for 
exceptional work. Or he also can take somebody off the list. But 
they are few in number. 

Senator METZENBAUM. DO you care to comment on the fact tha t 
while Bob Gates was Acting Director, awards were given to Clair 
feorge, Allen Fiers, and Dewey Clarridge, all of whom were disci
plined months later for their Iran-contra activities? Clair George 
even got an award in 1988 when Bob Gates was Deputy Director. 
°o you think that is just one of those things, and nothing for us to 
really be concerned about? 
Mr. KERR. Well, I can't judge the reason for the awards except to 

'J* at the jobs they held and the performance independent of reprimands. That came later. But in terms of the sensitivity 
^d the importance of their jobs and the complexity of them, and 
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their activity, again, I didn't make tha t judgment but it seems to 
me tha t it is not unlikely tha t they would have been put in fo°r 

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you very much, Senator Metz

enbaum. 
Senator Danforth? / - • _ . 
Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Mr. Kerr, I Would 

like to direct your attention to the meeting in late August between 
vou and Mr. Gates at which this subject of the overcharges and the 
Allen analysis or speculation or however you characterize it, took 
place and ask you to describe tha t meeting as fully as you can. 
Where was it? m 

Mr. KERR. The meeting with Allen/ 
Senator DANFORTH. NO, with Gates. 
Mr. KERR. It was in his office. 
Senator DANFORTH. In Gates' office? 
Mr. KERR. What I did was 
Senator DANFORTH. And only the two of you were present? 
futf KERR Yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. It was either about another subject or about 

a number of other subjects. 
Tvi|- KERR Yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. HOW long would tha t meeting have lasted, 

and I know that it is looking back 5 years, and it seems impossible 
to remember, but if you do know? 1 1 r 

Mr. KERR. It was very brief. I would say 5 minutes total. 
Senator DANFORTH. It was a drop-in kind of a thing? 
Mr. KERR. It was a walk in through the secretary without a call 

in advance, which I did occasionally. 
Senator DANFORTH. And during that meeting, more than one 

subject were discussed by you, one of which was your conversation 
with Mr. Allen? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 
Senator DANFORTH. And what do you remember saying to Mr. 

Gates? , j , i j 
Mr KERR. I said that Charlie Allen had come to me and had de

scribed some of this information tha t led to his judgment that 
there had been overcharging for the weapons and that profits, sig
nificant profits had been, money had been made beyond the cost ot 
those weapons. ; , , , 

I also remember him specifically saying tha t Olhe North had 
been involved in this. He also then 

Senator DANFORTH. NOW, wait a second. This is you talking to 
Gates? 

Mr. KERR. I'm sorry, I'm getting back to. . 
Senator DANFORTH. What I want you to do is to try to recaii 

what you said to Mr. Gates. n i ; ^ - , 
Mr. KERR. My conversation was very brief with him as l naw 

said, and it indicated tha t Charlie had come, indicated that there 
had been money from the sale of weapons beyond that, and tnai 
tha t money was being used, diverted to the Contras. 

That was Charlie's speculation about what purpose that monej 
might be used for. 
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r DANFORTH. Did you characterize it as Charlie's specula
ting*0* 

^ KFRR Yes. I'm quite sure I did, although I cannot recall the 
^ •word ing . But that would have been, I almost certainly 

P^jfLve done that. 
*° tor DANFORTH. What was Mr. Gates response? 

^ K F R R He expressed concern. And as I said in my note, again 
^ dicated that it would not surprise him to find tha t Ollie 

thaivln*fls involved in such an activity. 
? ntially then, that was about the extent of it indicated. He 
rfme to keep him informed. 

K Tor DANFORTH. Is tha t when he said that he had heard 
^ to that effect? 

rUS KERR Yes. Rumors to the effect, I believe, tha t money was 
.raised'from donors, or given for the Contras. Again, I am not 

d\ certain of the connection between tha t and the diversion of 
f u i . tor DANFORTH. YOU are not sure one way or another wheth-

he indicated that he had ever heard tha t Iran proceeds were 
uin<r diverted to the Contras? 
Mr KERR I don't believe he did indicate that, but I cannot, I 

would have been surprised had he indicated that . 
fcnator DANFORTH. SO you don't believe he, to the best of your 

mowledge, he did not indicate that? 
Mr. KERR. NO. , , ' 
Senator DANFORTH. SO what he meant by rumors was what / 
Mr KERR. Donors, or money being raised for the Contras. 
Senator DANFORTH. Jus t tha t donors were being used but not 

that money was being diverted? 
Mr. KERR. That is my assumption, but again, I cannot with preci-
on recall his precise words 
Senator DANFORTH. Did anything in Mr. Gates response to your 

comments to him surprise you? 
Mr KERR. NO. Did his comments back to me surprise me.' JNo, 

they didn't. He expressed concern, surprise, but again, we were 
dealing the way I presented it, at a level of speculation and low key 
and not with any supporting evidence behind it. 
Senator DANFORTH. It would be impossible for me to try to re

member words after 5 years, but do you remember the words tha t 
he used? 

Mr KFRR "NO I cannot 
Senator DANFORTH. In essence, did he more or less just say he 

was surprised or was not surprised? 
Mr. KERR. I really cannot, I'm afraid, recall the precise words. 1 

have a little more precision on the words, but I think I gave be
cause I had gone up with some idea of what I wanted to tell him, so 
I am more confident about tha t than I am about this precise re
sponse. 

Senator DANFORTH. But you think that he said tha t he had heard 
^mors, that there was this benefactor program going? 

Mr. KERR. I believe so, yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. But he did not indicate any prior knowledge 

or hint one way or another tha t there was any diversion of funds 
from Iran to the contras? 
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Mr. KERR. I do not believe so. The only thing that I can 
up, quite honestly, Senator, out of this is a comment to the 
tha t he wouldn't be surprised if Ollie would be involved in gjjjï?* 
thing. But tha t is not fore knowledge in my judgment. h a 

Senator DANFORTH. That would be in your view more of a «w 
ment of his view of Ollie North? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. And sort of the manner of Ollie North anri 

not a statement about foreknowledge of this particular statement 
tha t you had made to him? 

Mr. KERR. That would be my judgment, yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. Thank you. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Senator Danforth. Senator 

Warner? 
Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I think the witness has re

sponded to the questions tha t you and the Chair and others have 
put down. I would simply follow up on one question there that Sen
ator Danforth asked about the meeting, and you said Bob Gates 
sort of said keep me advised. 

Did you keep him advised? 
Mr. KERR. NO, I had no further knowledge about it. I found it 

would have been useful to pass on, and I knew Charlie Allen essen
tially was involved in it, and tha t he, in some point in time had 
certainly engaged Bob and the Director in this. So, I had no par
ticular knowledge to pass on. 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, in appearing before the Committee 
on the first day, set forth in his opening remarks some goals that 
he had. Have you had an opportunity to look at those goals? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, sir, I have. 
Senator WARNER. Let us discuss the one: We must dramatically 

expand our clandestine human intelligence collection effort. At the 
same time, we must consider the implication for our covert action 
capabilities. 

A dramatic decline in Soviet aggressiveness and disruptive activi
ties in the Third World, we must remedy the gap between the 21st 
century collection systems and a 19th century system for informing 
policymakers. Let us pick up on tha t last one, and would you share 
your views: 

Mr. KERR. Well, this is an issue where I certainly agree with Bob 
Gates, and we have talked about this before he left the Agency, 
and in fact, we had a project going with a Director of Intelligence 
to look at an automated system using for the dissemination of our 
product and what amounts to real time and to have a current intel
ligence product, not just the publication each day, but a product 
tha t went to people electronically. 

We had funded some activity on it and had developed it a fair 
distance. But it reached the point where rather significant costs 
were going to be involved, and at this point in time it wasn't obvi
ous to either of us that either our customers or the organization 
were quite ready for it, but I think I would agree with Bob that it 
is a necessity and is going to be a necessity. We need to update our 
distribution system. 

Senator WARNER. Another one. The intelligence budget should be 
considered by the President, the senior advisors in the Congress, 
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. but independently of the defense budget. You are familiar 
^kthe process now. Let us start off with a question. 
orkat about making the defense budget, I mean, excuse me, well. 

defense is public. But that portion therein of the CIA budget 
fl# Î the top line. You Are A Career Man. 
pvf KERR- On this issue, I'm fairly conservative not because I am 
ocularly concerned about the number itself. I don't think that 

Ptffe issue. What I am concerned about is that the explanation of 
t number and in breaking it down into its component parts and 
ng a discussion of that, which seems to be the inevitable proc-

haV\hat would result from an open number, then leads to, I think, 
is in terms of protection of information about where we are 

tting our emphasis and what kind of activities we are involved 

\ seems to me that is the appropriate purview of our Oversight 
Committees. We report to them, and quite simply, that process I 
ould find more satisfactory than trying to defend it in an open 

Senator WARNER. SO you lean towards, as I do, making the least 
amount of it public? 

Mr. KERR. I do. 
Senator WARNER. This is a very interesting one on page 12: CIA's 

Relationship To and Support For the U.S. Military Must Be Im
proved. 
Mr. KERR. I agree with that. 
Senator WARNER. Did you have an opportunity to look at Gener

al Schwarzkopf s remarks before this Committee? 
Mr. KERR. Yes, I did. I don't think they accurately reflect the 

role intelligence played. I don't think General Schwarzkopf, to be 
honest, understood fully what intelligence he got, how he got it and 
where it came from. I'm not sure he needed to understand that as 
a commander in order to command troops, but I don't think he ap
preciated it fully. 
I think the intelligence he got was much more comprehensive 

now. I think there are problems. And I think there are things that 
we could make some significant changes, how to move from a civil
ian fundamentally a civilian strategic organization, as CIA is, and 
to an organization that can effectively help and apply that infor
mation to the military. 
I think it is an important challenge for us. It works the other 

way, too. The military needs to figure out how to tap the resources 
of the national community more effectively. Those are things we 
are working on. We have some things underway right now that I 
think are important that will help that. Some more gaming of in
telligence problems. To involve the military in intelligence before 
we have a crisis. I think we need to practice together more. And 
they need to have more confidence in us and we need to have more 
confidence in how they handle materials. 
But there's work to be done in this area. 
Senator WARNER. Another one, the relationship between national 

and tactical intelligence programs must be dramatically—and I un
derline dramatically—improved. 
Mr. KERR. Well, that goes essentially to the point I was trying to 

naa*e- I think the division between national and tactical has 
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become fairly fine, nearly an indistinct line. National re<-0u 
that were used in Desert Storm, together with tactical, f0rT

8 

same objective. And the commander didn't care where he got a 
information, he only wanted it at the right place at the right ti 

Senator WARNER. His last remark: ' me 

The Intelligence Community, and the CIA in particular, must build on ODen 
Director Webster, the foundation that he has laid and encouraged to develop î f88 

popular understanding and support for the U.S. intelligence activities. ^ 

I would you pick up on that one? 
Mr. KERR. I think I have changed my view about this in the k 

several years. Intelligence officers, historically, have said the 
always wanted to made no comment publicly on everything. Be! 
cause the minute you make a comment, then you had to explain it 
and then you had to go further and describe it. And then you were 
never in a position to describe the full story, because you could not 
use the full extent of your information, which was classified. 

But I think we do need to describe to people in a more graphic 
way, what the business of intelligence is; what it does for the pol-
icymaker. We need to describe the oversight process, this process 
that we're involved in with your Committee. I think that's an im
portant one. People need to understand that there is oversight, and 
there is responsibility involved in this. And I think that's extraor
dinarily important. And we need to have the confidence of people. 

Senator WARNER. DO you feel that that will help build the 
moral—a greater degree to openness and public understanding of 
the dedicated work that the CIA personnel perform? 

Mr. KERR. I think so. Although morale is very high, it's an orga
nization that doesn't let—I mean it's used to criticism, it's used to 
scrutiny. It's used to doing its work, and doing it well. And so I 
think it's very high. And it's not—the CIA is not particularly wor
ried about the fut—its own future. 

Senator WARNER. I wasn't suggesting that, but I'm glad that you 
brought that up. I—of course, I'm pleased that it's in the State of 
Virginia, the majority of them. And I find in my contacts there 
morale is quite high. And they're very proud to be a part of it. And 
they feel that the work product being used, from the President on 
down by the policymakers in our country. 

Mr. KERR. Well, that's true. I believe that. 
Senator WARNER. And if I may say, I think you've done a fine job 

in stepping in and carrying on for this period of time. Good luck. 
Mr. KERR. Thank you, sir. 
Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN [presiding]. Thank you very much, Mr. Kerr. 
Senator DeConcini has joined us and has indicated—he was here 

earlier and had to step out—and he does have some questions he 
would like to ask. So I recognize Senator DeConcini at this time 

Senator DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good afternoon, Mr. Kerr. I would like to touch on just a couple 

of things that maybe you can help me with. 
Please put yourself in the frame of mind of 1985 and the papal 

assassination and who might have been involved. Are you familiar 
with the subject matter? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, I am. 
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Senator DECONCINI. And realize—I am not interested in getting 
Sf classified information—obviously we cannot. I am looking for 

^ P answers and would like to verify some of the facts that have 
S reported to us. 

It has been reported to the Committee that prior to the drafting 
f this 1985 assessment, a meeting was held, chaired by Director 
rlsey, i n w n i c h M r - C a s e y expressed his views that the Soviets 
\ L behind the attempted assassination of the Pope. It has been 
* rted that there was disagreement on the Soviet involvement, 
Ld that Mr. Gates suggested that the Soviet analysis division 
ïaft an assessment that lays out a specific case that there was, 
indeed, Soviet involvement. 

Did you attend such meetings? Are you aware of any such meet-
ft 

Mr. KERR. I'm not sure I attended the precise meeting you're 
talking about. But I'm certainly aware of the process, and the task
ing of the paper, and was involved during that process, yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. But you were not at a meeting where it 

might have been, or was suggested by Mr. Gates that the Soviet 
analysis division go prepare something implicating the Soviet 
Union? 

Mr. KERR. Senator, I may have been. But I certainly—if I wasn't 
at the meeting—I certainly—if I was at the meeting, regardless, I 
knew about the tasking for the Soviet Division, yes. 

Senator DECONCINI. DO you know why Mr. Gates would have 
gone ahead and told them to do that based on the information you 
recall now about the incident? 

Mr. KERR. I think the process—yes, I do remember. This was a 
debate that had been going on for quite some time in the Intelli
gence Community, and outside matters, the degree of Soviet in
volvement. And there was, I believe—and I know Bob Gates be
lieved this—a tendency to disregard the possibility of Soviet in
volvement. I think at times our—there was a tendency to say we 
don't have evidence of it clearly, so—and it doesn't make sense, so 
it probably didn't happen. And I think Bob Gates, and I certainly 
would agree with him, believed that you should push this evidence, 
and push this 

Senator DECONCINI. Well, is there a difference here between 
pushing or letting the analysis division know that you want a cer
tain answer from them? 

Mr. KERR. NO, I think in this case it was make the case. In other 
words, the idea was, sit down and try to make a case for 

Senator DECONCINI. And, if indeed you could not make a case, 
that s what you should come forward with? 

Mr. KERR. I think—quite often in this process of intelligence, you 
ask people to test the hypothesis, to see if you can make a case on 
this- -

Senator DECONCINI. And in this particular case, the recommen
dation, I guess, did come forward, and ultimately some kind of a 
report was put together 

Mr. KERR. That's correct. 
Senator DECONCINI [continuing]. That indicated there was such 

vivement. 
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Mr. KERR. It certainly laid out the evidence for that. It still w 
ambiguous, I think, in the end. Was 

Senator DECONCINI. DO you recall the assessment? 
Mr. KERR. Yes, I thought it was 
Senator DECONCINI. Was it a balanced-
Mr. KERR. I don't think it was intended to be-
Senator DECONCINI [continuing]. Assessment? 
Mr. KERR [continuing]. Balanced. 
Senator DECONCINI. YOU don't think it was? 
Mr. KERR. NO, I think it was intended to do exactly what the 

title suggested, and that was make a case for it. 
We are, for example doing—we do this on a regular basis. We set 

up a scenario and pursue that, to see if, in fact, the evidence would 
support it 

Senator DECONCINI. Excuse me. 
Mr. KERR. GO ahead. 
Senator DECONCINI. It has been brought to this Senator's atten

tion that there was a cover page on it, on top of the assessment 
that pointed out that there was some difference within the depart
ment, and there were some—whoever wrote the cover memo did 
not feel like this was indeed what it should be. 

Did you ever see a cover sheet, or cover memo? 
Mr. KERR. I have, subsequently, only in reviewing the process re

cently. 
My understanding is that that footnote, or that forward was 

written by the Soviet Division as a part of their contribution to the 
paper, and was subsequently—but did not relate to the whole 
paper. In other words, it's just 

Senator DECONCINI. DO you know what the cover page said? 
Mr. KERR. I can't recall it precisely, but I have read it, yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. YOU can't recall? 
Mr. KERR. It was—I mean I can't recall the detail of it. It essen

tially was 
Senator DECONCINI. Was it in contradiction to the report? 
Mr. KERR. NO, I think it was a forward that described the con

text of how the report was made, and the fact that this was a case 
for it, a case for Soviet involvement. 

Senator DECONCINI. Oh, you think it was an argument support
ing the Soviet involvement, and supporting the assessment that 
was attached to it? 

Mr. KERR. I believe it was a description of the purpose of the 
paper, and the purpose behind the paper. 

Senator DECONCINI. I see—I think I see. That means that to the 
best of your recollection, it said, we have put this together because 
we have been asked to put everything we can put together that im
plicates the Soviet Union in this. Is that more or less 

Mr. KERR. It made the case for. I believe that's the situation. 
And that is, I believe, fundamentally the title of the paper was the 
case. 

Senator DECONCINI. DO you know that we have not seen the 
cover page? Is it because it is lost, or do you know? That cover 
page? 

Mr. KERR. I think I've seen a copy somewhere. 
Senator DECONCINI. I don't want to make a big deal of it. 



123 

tfiTRR I know I've seen a copy, so I see no reason why you 
i/in't see a copy 01 it. 

c0 tor DECONCINI. I am not making a big deal about it, but I 
S^like t 0 s ee it because it has been brought up so many times. 

*oU innld help us find it, maybe that is all I need to know. 
jf you 

Mr 
KERR- Sure, we can provide a copy 

G? ator DECONCINI. Or any cover sheets, if there are more than 

OIMr KERR I believe there's only one. 
cTnator DECONCINI. Thank you. Let me turn to another area 
flv an issue that was raised with Mr. Fiers when he testified, 

I t is monitoring, or collection, or having a report—or whatever 
•< called—of information on members of Congress, Congressional 
'îfff and American citizens. ; . 

Were vou ever involved in the collection of such information, the 
rumination of it, or monitoring of any kind on members of Con

es their staff, or just general American citizens who might be in 
Imposition to some Administration policy on Nicaragua or any 
plMrGKERR. No, the only thing that I can say I was involved in, 
Hirectlv Senator, on this issue, is I have, on occasion, seen report
éethat was directed against foreign nationals that had some refer
ence to a U.S. citizen in it. And the material that I have seen, most 
ten the names are not in there. They are deleted as part of a 

process for keeping the names out. But that was kind of inadvert
ent collection, when I have seen it. 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU are not privy—you were not privy, 
then, to the fact that there was supposedly a report put together 
regarding former Congressman Barnes? 

Mr. KERR. I have subsequently seen that material, and read 
Casey's notes on it. But I was not involved in it at the time. 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU were not involved in it. 
Mr. KERR. NO. 
Senator DECONCINI. DO you know who was involved m that, be-

gj^jgg 

Mr. KERR. I think Alan Fiers certainly was the principal, and 
Bill Casey was personally involved in it. So I'm not sure, beyond 
those two. But certainly those two were. 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU were left out? 
Mr. KERR. NO. I was not involved in that issue, no. 
Senator DECONCINI. DO you know if Mr. Gates was? 
Mr. KERR. NO. I do not. I can't speak to that. 
Senator DECONCINI. What, as far as you are concerned, is there 

for acquiring information on members of Congress for any reason.'' 
Mr. KERR. NO, there is no—to my knowledge—there is no direct, 

certainly no intention to do that. There is inadvertent information 
acquired as part of other collection. But again, we have rather— 
certainly, very careful procedures for handling that material, and 
for protecting the individuals involved. 

Senator DECONCINI. There is information that Mr. Casey had 
actual names of supposedly either members of Congress or staff 
members of Congress that were collected through intelligence gath
ering means, where normally that information is kept by the 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 5 
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Agency—I mean the name of the person is kept by the Agen 
blacked-out. And Mr. Casey had that. Do you know if that's ? 

Mr. KERR. I believe that is true. In the specific case you're t i f 
ibout, that was—I believe, if I'm not mistaken—was a k„ ** 
agence collection i 
"e those names are t 

of that particular report. 

^oian intelligence collection report, and not a technical intellie 
where those names are taken out. And I think that was the na t^ 
of that particular report. Ure 

Senator DECONCINI. HOW would it be that he would get that ho_ 
cause he would order it up? ' be" 

Mr. KERR. I believe—and I only know this quite simply bas^ 
upon what I saw briefly of Alan Fiers' testimony—but my unde 
standing is that Alan Fiers personally brought that to the atte 
tion of the Director. But that is my only knowledge of it. 

Senator DECONCINI. Is it your understanding that the Directe 
could instruct the gathering unit or agency to give him the actual 
names? Was the policy of that collection intelligence group o 
agency always to black out the names? r 

Mr. KERR. I'm not sure of the procedure, if we're talking about 
the signals area. I'm not sure of the precise procedure for acquiring 
names when they're not included in the report. I don't know the 
answer to that. I'm sure that you can—somebody could acquire 
them. But I don't know the procedure for that. 

Senator DECONCINI. You're not familiar with any reports being 
sent to the President or the Vice President from Mr. Casey involv
ing aid or the policy of Nicaragua that dealt specifically, or made 
reference, specifically, to any members of Congress or their staffs? 

Mr. KERR. NO, I'm not. 
Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask this witness a 

question on intelligence-sharing of our Government with Iraq 
during the Iran-Iraq War. I am not sure that I can do that here. It 
is not a question of any great significance, and it occurred a long 
time ago. But I need your guidance. 

Chairman BOREN. Why don't I ask the General Counsel to come 
and confer with you just a minute about what it is. And if this is 
something we cannot handle in open session, we can ask for Mr. 
Kerr to answer in writing. Or we can convene privately, for a 
minute, as we break up, and have you have an opportunity to ask 
that and then enter his response into the record. 

Senator CRANSTON. Could I ask a question while we are waiting? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator Cranston. 
Mr. KERR. IS this fair? 
Chairman BOREN. We do not want to let you have a breather, 

Mr. Kerr. 
[General Laughter.] 
Senator CRANSTON. YOU mentioned Bill Casey's notes on conver

sations between Members of Congress and the Sandinistas. Do you 
know the dates of those notes? 

Mr. KERR. NO, I don't know them. We certainly could provide the 
date for you. 

Senator CRANSTON. I would appreciate it if you would. 
And Mr. Chairman, do you know if the Committee has copies of 

those notes? 
Chairman BOREN. I do not. 
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I ^ t o r CRANSTON. DO you know if the Committee has copies of 
^ena*<« Bill Casey made between Members of Congress and the 

t h e? "stas? 
S^Wrman BOREN. I assume we will get that as one of the things 

have requested. I know Mr. Kerr, as Acting Director and his 
W# are putting together all of the information on it. I asked for a 

rehensive survey of all the information that might have been 
^Srted by Members of Congress, what was the extent of it, and rted by Members ot Uongress, wnat was tne extent 01 it, ana 
' i t was done with it, and so on. When we go into our closed ses-
•« tomorrow, we will have a report. 
As I understand, Mr. Kerr, there is someone from the Agency 
lTwill be prepared to come and present that material to us and 
swer any questions. So we will have an opportunity, in closed 

311 -on to go into all of that. 
T take that as a very serious matter. I think at the very least, 

A e has been no evidence, thus far, that anyone set out to inten-
vmallv target a Member of Congress. But in the course of collect-
r ; Gainst other targets that were legitimate, contact showed up. 
They may have been very harmless contacts, but they showed up. 
And therefore they became of record. 

And so the question of how to safeguard that information and 
how to make sure it is not abused has come up. Admiral Inman 
had his suggestion that, for example, it would not be disseminated 
to other agencies. It would be protected. As I recall, one of our wit
nesses—maybe it was Admiral Inman—suggested there should be a 
oolicy perhaps, of conveying some improper behavior or question
able behavior privately to the Leadership of the Congress, to dis
cuss it with them, as to how to proceed in this kind of joint fashion 
if it involved a Member of Congress, or a member of a Congression-

But i do think this is something we need to probe not only to 
make sure that nothing improper happened here and to find out 
what the facts were, but also to determine if we really do have 
sound enough policy guidance. We really need some standard oper
ating procedures to cover a situation like this. 

We have not found thus far that there was any illegality in the 
sense of deliberately targeting a Member of Congress, or trying to 
operate domestically by the Agency, or improper targeting by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, which obviously is the other 
agency primarily involved here under their counterintelligence re
sponsibility. ,. ,. .„ 

I understand from staff that the Agency has indicated they will 
be able to give us a comprehensive report. 

Senator DeConcini. 
Senator DECONCINI. Senator, I can finish up if the benator is tin-

ished 
Mr. Kerr, in May of this year—May 21, as a matter of fact—I 

was at a hearing up here. And you appeared before us regarding 
Desert Storm. You said, regarding sharing of intelligence informa
tion with Iraq during the Iran-Iraq conflict, we never provided sen
sitive information, no imagery was provided. 

Now, there is some dispute as to that. The Inspector General 
came out with a report in July—and I cannot go into the sub-
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stance, I am told, because of the nature of it—But I think it is Ve 
fair to say that there was sensitive and substantial intelligent 
that they believed our government gave over to Iraq. 

Do you still stand by your statement as of May 21, 1991? 
Mr. KERR. I would have to go back and look at the context of it 

But I think I—as I remember my response, what I was referring to 
is sensitive, in terms of sources and methods, and providing them 
information that would compromise our own capability, and also 
quite simply, providing them imagery that they then held—in' 
other words, we didn't give it away. We may have given briefings 
we may have given line drawings, and we did give some informa
tion. 

But when I—the context that I was answering it, and if I misin
formed you then I'm sorry—was sensitivity of the intelligence 
sources and methods—not that we didn't give intelligence. 

Senator DECONCINI. NO imagery was provided? 
Mr. KERR. Imagery was shown—again, I draw—we probably 

should do this in another 
Chairman BOREN. I want to allow the Senator from Arizona to 

get an answer, and we will get an answer. But I am very concerned 
we not tread into specifics here, because we have been particularly 
admonished— 

Senator DECONCINI. I understand, Mr. Chairman. I remember 
that meeting so well, and I have the greatest respect for you, sir. 
And when you told me that, I was surprised. I said my God, here it 
comes from the Acting Director—I guess you were Acting Director 
then in May. 

Mr. KERR. I was something, I don't remember what it was. 
Senator DECONCINI. YOU were certainly in a position that you 

knew about it, which I gathered very clearly, so I went back and 
asked my staff to pull out the language. It just seems to me that 
there's a big difference between the information you gave us 

Mr. KERR. If I can on that, let me provide—go back to the record 
on that, what I said, and provide a written comment, if that would 
be helpful to you. 

Senator DECONCINI. That would be helpful. 
Mr. KERR. There was certainly no intent to misinform you. I may 

have misunderstood the question. 
Senator DECONCINI. I understand, and my concern is during the 

period of time that this information was given over, what involve
ment was Mr. Gates', if any, in the information. Because I intend 
to ask him the same questions, how substantive it was, and what it 
was—which we cannot go into here. So if you are going to research 
that, I would like to know what involvement, in your recollection, 
was Mr. Gates aware of? 

Chairman BOREN. Let me suggest this, that perhaps, Senator 
DeConcini, you and Director Kerr could have a verbal conversation 
about this so that you understand each other and then have Mr. 
Kerr supply his answer, which would track what he tells you ver
bally, so we could then have it officially as a part of the record as 
well. 

Senator DECONCINI. All right, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. It would then be a continuation of the sworn 

response here. 
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Mr KERR- That's fine. I would be glad to submit that. 
Xmator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, that's fine. 
vf y I a sk o n e additional question, and then I will wind up? 
rhairrnan BOREN. Yes, sir. 
cTnator DECONCINI. Mr. McMahon testified here on something 
t was really interesting to me. Whereas, prior to Mr. McMahon 
had testimony by Mr. Fiers indicating that indeed, when Mr. 

T pv was Director, there was references made. And I don't know 
? f it is any such bad thing, to the political situation and how the 

nits of some intelligence affected the Administration. 
The reference he gave, I believe, that Mr. Fiers gave, if my recol-
tion is correct—was about a training manual provided to the 

X r a s by the CIA. In the presence of Fiers, Mr. Casey said that 
•̂c was hurting the President in the polls; that this was the only 

S e that he was down in; and what were we going to do to fix it? 
Mv question is not so much as to that specific incident, but more 

Jas to the statement by Mr. McMahon that politics was never 
art of any report or decision that he was involved in there. I do 

Snt know that it is so bad that it is, but those kind of statements 
rpallv are doubtful in my mind, because I think the people I know 
•n the CIA are just as politically aware—if not more—than most 
Government officials, because that is their job: to know what the 
politics is in other countries, and you cannot avoid that without 
knowing what the politics is in your own country. 

I just wonder if you can give me your candid view as to how 
much the political process weighs in at the Agency? Obviously, I 
am sure you are going to say that it is unprofessional to sit down 
and create intelligence to justify a political premise that the Presi
dent wants to make a statement on. I am not suggesting that. 
What I would like to know is in the course of developing informa
tion that you have been tasked to do, either within the Agency or 
from outside that Agency, what is the political involvement? 

Mr KERR. Well, that is a serious and important question. 
No one sitting in the job of DCI, or the Deputy, or in a senior job 

in CIA or elsewhere in the Community is unaware of the politics or 
the pressures on particular issues. I mean, after all, we have to be 
sensitive to that, because if you don't know that, it's not just poli
tics, it's—you have to understand what is important to the policy
maker, and what is making the difference to them, or you do not 
fully understand how to—what they need from you as help. 

But when I say help, I don't mean we tell them what they want 
to hear. In my judgment, our obligation, and my obligation to the 
President, and to other policymakers is to tell them as accurately 
as I can, the information. That's the obligation. And not telling 
them is falling down on that obligation, in my judgment. 

So—but we—there are times when you practically you will say 
we have driven this point home again, and again, in our product. If 
we do it one more time, we're going to lose a policymaker m terms 
they won't pay attention to us. 

Senator DECONCINI. Then based on that, do you think Mr. 
Gates—I'm sure I know the answer to this—but for the record, do 
you think Mr. Gates could withstand someone from the White 
House, even if it be the President, calling him and telling him, you 
know, put together something here, justifying my position—when 



128 

indeed he could not do it. That Mr. Gates would sav, I can'* A • 
that isn't right. d o ^ 

Mr. KERR. I think that's quite easy to withstand. It is not tv. 
much of a problem, quite simply. ha t 

I have had, as, you know, a person—and certainly Bob Gates h 
had—I've had people call me and express great unhappiness y?tk 
what I—with what the Intelligence Community or CIA had writt 
about a particular issue, at very senior levels, saying they ft 
agreed, they though it was wrong, they thought we were on trT 
wrong course and we were hurting policy. And again, my reacti 
to that—that doesn't happen very often, I'll tell you—but if m v °n 

action to that is my obligations are rather clear in this regard A ^ 
Bob Gates, I would think would have no hesitation, whatsoeve 
He's done that over the years. He understands that issue. But h" 
also is going to do it as I would try to do it, in a way that's helnfiil 
to the policymaker. y l 

It is not just enough to provide them information that they don't 
want to hear. It's also useful to try to tell them—help them under 
stand it and put it in some kind of context—and perhaps even oV 
scribe opportunities that might exist for doing things. 

Senator DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank vou Mr 
Kerr. J ' ir-

Chairman BOREN. Senator Chafee. 
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. I apologize, Mr. Chairman, and Mr 

Kerr for being so late. I know that you have had some previous dis
cussion here about a sensitive source that was targeted on the San
dinistas that disclosed information, or from which it was learned 
that meetings were taking place between Congressional staff and 
Sandinistas—I believe you mentioned that, haven't you? 

Chairman BOREN. We have talked about that. 
Senator CHAFEE. NOW, my question is, was any classified infor

mation being transmitted to the Sandinistas from Congressional 
staff, that you know of, Mr. Kerr? 

Mr. KERR. I don't believe so, Senator Chafee. But it would seem 
to me that as we were discussing earlier, Senator Boren, if we 
could discuss this in a closed hearing, I think we probably could 
give you a better description of what it was, and what we were 
talking about and what our controls are, and how we handle it, 
and what this particular incident involved. 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Chafee, we have requested, beginning 
with the time in which the first news stories were carried about 
this matter, the Agency to provide us with a full briefing and infor
mation. Director Kerr has tasked the Agency to come up with that. 
I do not know if he is yet, personally familiar with all the details of 
the data 

Mr. KERR. Yes, I am. 
Chairman BOREN [continuing]. But tomorrow, this will be one of 

the items that we will take up in closed session. We will go into all 
the information that they have gathered together for us, and go 
into what it was, what was done with it, and the rest of it 

So we will be able to pursue all that tomorrow 
Senator CHAFEE. Well, I think that is good, Mr. Chairman. The 

only reason I brought it up—and I just do not want anybody to go, 
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oress or anybody to go out of here with the idea that dossiers 
^re kept on certain 

Chairman BOREN. Of course not, no. 
Senator CHAFEE [continuing]. Members or staff, because that just 

t the case. There are no dossiers kept. It was—this information 
iS me up, and through these sources, and 

Mr KERR. I think you will find out of this—if I can say this 
ch—and that is that there was a legitimate—a very careful 

m^cess And my understanding of how the information was then 
eà and subsequently used, I think is, you will find it is very con-

t]active. And there is nothing sinister, there is no problem about 
it. I think it was usejd very openly. 

Senator CHAFEE. But I think that is right. And I think that we 
hould destroy the suggestion that there was anything sinister, if, 
deed, the suggestion is out there. I believe that completes the 

LeStions, Mr. Chairman. 
Could you roughly go through our time now? Are we meeting at 

930 tomorrow? . 
Chairman BOREN. We will meet at 9:00 tomorrow m our closed 

Committee room. And tomorrow it is my hope that we could com
pete all of the classified items. We will be talking about intelli
gence sharing with other countries. We will discuss, specifically, 
the matter of Iraq that has been raised this afternoon, and been 
raised previously by Senator Bradley. We will be talking about the 
politicization of intelligence. We will be able to go, in that session, 
into the classified intelligence estimates. And we will also have this 
report on the collection which touched on members of Congress, or 
Congressional staffs. 

So those will be the three topics tomorrow. It is my hope that we 
can cover all three of those topics in closed session. It will be a 
lengthy session, throughout the day and perhaps into the evening 
hours tomorrow. . 

Then, my thought is that we will begin Thursday morning with 
the nominee as our concluding witness. First, Members of the Com
mittee can ask any classified questions of the nominee they wish to 
ask in closed session; items that might have been stimulated by 
other things they have heard during the course of the hearings. 

Then we will come into open session for Members to complete 
their questioning of the nominee. It would be my thought that we 
have at least a good opportunity to complete the hearing process on 
Thursday, with the last rounds of questions of Mr. Gates. And 
unless there is something else that we do not foresee at this point, 
he could be our concluding witness. 

There are two or three Members that has indicated they still had 
additional questions to ask him. I think Senator Metzenbaum had 
indicated to me he had maybe 15 to 20 minutes more of questions 
for Mr. Gates. I think Mr. Bradley had 10 or 15 minutes in addition 
to any questions that might have been stimulated during the proc
ess. I had a few questions on the future of intelligence. We really 
have not had a opportunity, that many wanted to have earlier, to 
focus more questions about the ideas that the nominee might have 
for the future. 
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I see no reason why we could not complete our business by th 
close of business on Thursday, giving staff then time to prepare th 
transcripts for us to study over the weekend. 

Senator CHAFEE. That would take us into the week of Septembe 
30, and we go out on that Friday, under the latest arrangement 
Presumably during that week, we might have a chance—at least 
the Committee— to vote. 

Chairman BOREN. I think we could deliberate in the committe 
and vote, and that would be done in public session, sometirn 
during that week. 

Senator CHAFEE. Then it is up to the leader, when it would be 
taken up on the floor. 

Chairman BOREN. Exactly, our Committee Rules provide that we 
have to have at least 48 hours after the time the transcripts of the 
hearing are available to Members before we vote in the Committee 
But I would think that if we complete our business on Thursday 
that should give adequate opportunity to take action some time the 
week of the 30th. 

Senator CHAFEE. Just casting thoughts ahead, the chances of a 
Floor vote, then coming up before that Columbus Day recess 
before we go out on the fourth, are probably slim. 

Chairman BOREN. Probably, just because again, you have the 3-
day rule, after the Committee vote, before it can be done by unani
mous consent. But I do not know that any nominations to this post 
have ever been handled by unanimous consent on the Floor. So I 
would doubt that would be practical. 

Senator CHAFEE. And then we come back on the 15th, I believe. 
So it would probably be in that week? 

Chairman BOREN. I imagine so, but I have not discussed that spe
cifically with the Majority Leader. But he has indicated to me that 
he intends to take it up in a timely fashion when our Committee 
has finished deliberation, barring some major controversy in our 
Committee. 

I have a couple of last questions for Mr. Kerr. I know he would 
be disappointed if we allowed him to leave so early in the evening. 
It is only 6:00—just a few more questions that really touch on the 
future. 

In the course of our hearings, as you know, we have, in this Com
mittee, Senator Warner, Senator Nunn, myself, and others, a large 
majority in this Committee, have adopted as part of our bill for 
this year what we call the National Security Education Fund. This 
program would be located, essentially, in the Department of De
fense, with an advisory committee drawn from the Intelligence 
Community, the Defense Department, and the State Department, 
and so on. This is aimed at making improvements in the area of 
foreign language, and area studies like Middle Eastern studies, Af
rican studies, Latin American studies, and others. It should also 
strengthen those courses of studies at our colleges and universities. 
Some graduate fellowships would be provided in these areas of 
study for those that then would agree to accept some employment 
with the Government. 

Now, Mr. Gates has indicated his support for this concept, 
having had his own experience with the National Defense Educa-
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. t Admiral Inman also was very strongly supportive in his 
tion A*jJ" 
teStin

l0IVgr |f yOU Would agree that improvements in the academic 
1 w°!!und of our future Intelligence Community work force are b a C K° 

n t KERR- There is no question. I think the area studies pro-
and the loss of those in universities has had an impact on 

intelligence Community. So from that perspective, I think it is 
*e vs valuable, I think, to have additional area studies, and famil-
^Sion and training. . . , . 
B i r m a n BOREN. SO you believe there is a national security re-

• ment for programs like the National Security Education Pro-
qU1m we have talked about in our Committee? 
M̂ KERR- I do. I would be less than candid, however, if I didn t 

T was concerned about where the money comes from, and the 
Smnal Foreign Intelligence Program. _ 

rhairman BOREN. I understand you have to defend the priorities 
f the budget. But you would regard this as a valid national secun-

^MTTERR NO question. It is important, and our ability to get 
nalified people and have people with area familiarization is îm-
Sant, very important for intelligence. And it will be more so in 
thChairman BOREN. Well, that is something that has been so 
alarming to me, to discover that only 8 percent of our college stu
dents in any given year, are taking a foreign language at a time 
when'we are internationalizing more and more—not only with the 
need for intelligence, defense, and diplomatic communities, but ob
viously also as a part of the global economic marketplace. 

But it was interesting to me that when we had some ol those 
that were present at the creation of the CIA come and talk to us m 
our Committee, really historians of the Agency, that one of the 
things they emphasized was the need to improve the quality ol edu
cation; that so many of our universities had slipped back, done 
away with, and watered-down their international studies, their 
area studies and their language studies. 

Mr. KERR. Or cancelled programs—as you know, we have a lot 
of-because of that, we have been forced to do a lot of our own 
training, internally, in language, and also some fairly rudimentary 
training, at times. But we do a lot, and we will do more in the 
future. . 

Chairman BOREN. It also increases the lead time it takes, does it 
not, when we talk about—and we have had a lot of talk, and cer
tainly you have been a part of this process with this Committee— 
beefing-up human intelligence and also analysis, so that we have 
people that we can put into certain areas of the world where we 
have been thinner than we have been in others. And our coverage, 
either for operations officers, or analysts, is something that we just 
cannot snap our fingers and do overnight. As you say, if they are 
not coming out of the colleges and universities with the language 
skills, the ethnic studies, the religious studies, the cultural studies, 
and all the rest of it, very often they almost have to start from 
scratch, sending people back to school, training them themselves. 
And that lengthens the process of adjustment, does it not? 
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Well again, Mr. Kerr , t hank you very much. I know it has be* 
long day for you. I apologize. And now, within jus t a few d a ^ days have had to bring you back twice. But I th ink you understand \h* 

sues. 
t h a t our members a re t rying to meet their own responsabilité 
and felt it was essential. l e s > 

your testimony and that of Mr. Allen is critical on certain iss 
We would not have asked you to come back were it not for the f ̂  

I apologize that we have had to shift the time on you two 

very busy as Acting Director, and that you would come during tu 
4-i~,~ „ l~+ 1 _ 4-1 i.: i.i__.L i__ J " 6 WIS 

three different times, even today, at least twice because of our o 
scheduling problems. We are appreciative of the fact that you ** 

time slot and answer the questions that we had. 
Mr. KERR. Thank you. I have had things to fill in while I wasn't 

here. And I wouldn't have missed it. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Kerr. 
We will stand in recess until 9:00 in the morning when we will 

have our closed session. 
[Whereupon, at 6:10 p.m., the Committee adjourned.] 



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

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 1, 1991 
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room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. David L. Boren, 
Chairman of the Committee, presiding. 

present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston, 
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PROCEEDINGS 

Chairman BOREN. The Committee will come to order. 
This morning the Committee takes up the subject of the record of 

Mr. Gates as Deputy Director of Intelligence, Chairman of the Na
tional Intelligence Council and Deputy Director of Central Intelli
gence in the preparation of intelligence for policymakers. 

Initially, the Committee undertook to review this subject in 
closed session. We did so because the debate involves specific classi
fied intelligence analysis. It became apparent that a substantial 
portion of the discussion could take place in a non-classified con
text. And because the issues are important to the American people, 
we decided that as much of the discussion and questioning should 
be held in open session as possible. 

As I have said in the course of these hearings, it is not only our 
purpose to weigh the qualifications of the nominee for this impor
tant position, it is also our purpose to share to the maximum 
degree possible with the American people information about the in
telligence process. The taxpayers of this country pay for the intelli
gence establishment of this country. I think there is great value in 
having the American people understand as much as possible about 
our Intelligence Community, how it operates, issues which impact 
it, and the future course of intelligence in the next century. 

In preparation for today's session, we asked the CIA to declassify 
a large number of documents. The Agency has been cooperative in 
this regard, and that number of documents have been declassified, 
all of which, I believe, have been released to the public today. The 
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Agency has, however, decided that it should not declassify th 
portions of finished intelligence products known as National a^ 
Special National Intelligence Estimates and intelligence asses 
ments. It was my hope that at least the key judgments or findm 
of these estimates could have been made public. It remains J? 
hope that in the final report to the Senate, the Committee will ^ 
able to add more to the public debate from these documents. And 
we will certainly endeavor to do so at any point that we can But 
for now, I believe that we have more than enough to begin 
healthy public debate on this very difficult and complex subject 3 

There may be some instances during the course of our question 
ing, we will have to enter into classified areas which will have to 
continue in closed session because of the classified nature of the 
underlying document or the underlying pieces of raw intelligence 
that would compromise sources and methods. As I have said pri-
vately to all of our witnesses this morning, if at any point in time 
they are asked a question by Members of the Committee they think 
will force them to go into classified information in their answers I 
hope they will not hesitate to notify the Chairman so that we can 
pursue those questions that might involve classified information in 
private session. It is my hope, again, that most of this discussion 
can take place in public and I think certainly most of it can. But 
we do want to be sensitive to make sure that all of us try to keep 
clear in our own minds the line between those matters which are 
classified and not classified. I do appreciate the willingness of the 
witnesses today to help bring those matters to our attention when 
any Member of the Committee might inadvertently ask a question 
which would get into a classified area. 

The Committee has conducted an extensive review of specific al
legations by some of the politicization of intelligence. This has not 
been easy because we lack even a consensus of opinion on a defini
tion for politicization. What is to one individual the skewing of in
telligence, to another is effective management review of intelli
gence. 

However one chooses to define it, politicization of intelligence 
analysis is a very serious matter for this Committee and for all of 
those who care about the independence and integrity of U.S. intelli
gence. If the analysis of intelligence information is slanted or mis
represented at the back end of the process, then what use are all 
the resources costing, over the years, billions of dollars, that we 
commit to the front end in collecting intelligence, everything from 
human intelligence to satellite collection. We must be assured that 
all of the information gained through those costly resources will be 
marshaled in a fair, an impartial way, and an objective way to be 
given to the policymaker in a form that will be most useful to the 
policymaker in trying to reach the best decision that is in the in
terest of the American people. 

As a result, the Committee has undertaken a very serious review 
of all the credible allegations of politicization. The Committee staff 
has conducted over 80 interviews, reviewed dozens of intelligence 
products, tracked down several internal CIA memoranda and other 
documents that might shed light on particular cases. Staff investi
gation has highlighted four cases that we hope to lay out for Mem-
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and to the public today as we continue in the course of these 

h6|irst, a 1985 special study was commissioned by Mr. Gates, that 
•A out the case for Soviet involvement in the 1981 attempt to as-

inate the Pope. New evidence had come to light, and although 
S3S°„«P- „ f QsYiriot A n a l v c i c and tV»P H i r P é t r i r a t . p n f Or«»i»ai-ir»r»c nmn-

bers 

SOffice of Soviet Analysis and the Directorate of Operations con-

tin* 
the 
^^ t rnu ld be made. The key issue for this Committee is whether ment tuui ' „+*wi u„ îvr,. P . « W +~ « i i » m . i - k 

• ued to believe tha t the Soviets most likely were not involved, 
T objective of the fast-track study was to challenge this conven-

nal wisdom and to discover if a strong case for Soviet involve-

case was accurately represented by Mr. Gates to policymakers 
A whether he took sufficient steps to obtain balance of intelli

gence in this area. 
The second case is one that took place in May of 1985. A May 

1985 Memorandum to holders updating a special national intelli
gence estimate that had been produced in October 1984 is also at 
ssue. It is alleged tha t the National Intelligence Officer who called 
for the update cited support from Mr. Gates, who at the time was 
simultaneously Chairman of the Council and head of all CIA ana
lysts to persuade CIA Soviet analysts not to formally object to in
clusion of his view that the Soviets had major opportunities in 
Iran. Some imply that this estimate laid the predicate for the sub
sequent Iranian initiative on the part of the White House staff. 
And we will be looking at tha t whole question of Mr. Gates' in
volvement in tha t matter as we proceed today. 

Third, a series of Inspector General reports in the late 1980's ex
amined the flagship office of the Directorate of Intelligence, the 
Office of Soviet Analysis, and found that there was at least the per
ception of, quote, "politicization", and tha t it was widespread. Staff 
investigations also found considerable indications tha t morale in 
SOVA, the Office of Soviet Analysis, became a serious problem in 
the mid 1980's, continuing to this day. The issue for this Committee 
is to what extent any of this was caused by Mr. Gates or any of his 
actions and policies. 

The fourth area tha t is a focus for us this morning is a 1986 
speech by then-Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, Robert 
Gates, on, quote, "The Soviets and SDI", unquote, which was large
ly based on an unofficial CIA working or white paper that was pro
duced in a short time by a senior CIA directed energy weapons an
alyst, and then quickly declassified. The speech openly supported 
the President's strategic defense initiative. As Mr. Gates indicated 
in his testimony, tha t probably wasn't a good idea. 

We've assembled before us today six witnesses who have knowl
edge of these and other issues based upon their experience in the 
Agency. 

First, Mr. Mel Goodman, a former CIA analyst and manager of 
intelligence analysis, now with the National War College. 

Second, Mr. Graham Fuller, currently with the Rand Corpora
tion and a former National Intelligence Officer for the Near East 
and South Asia, will provide his views on these issues. 

Third, Mr. Hal Ford, who has some forty years of intelligence ex
perience and who, from 1980 to 1986, served in various positions on 
the DCI's National Intelligence Council. 
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Fourth, Mr. Larry Gershwin, National Intelligence Officer f 
Strategic Programs since 1981. He is also here today to provide h"* 
perspective on the issue of politicization as it relates to Soviet str^ 
tegic programs. a" 

Then we will hear, fifth, from Ms. Jennifer Glaudemans, forme 
CIA analyst, who will give her views from the perspective of that 
echelon in the organization. 

And then we will finally hear from Mr. Douglas MacEachin, cur 
rently Chief of the Central Intelligence Agency's Arms Control In 
telligence Staff and formerly Director of the Office of Soviet Analv 
sis. y* 

In order to have a balanced presentation of this matter and to 
try to be as fair as possible, it's been determined that it would be 
valuable for us to hear the perspectives of all of these witnesses 
We will first hear them one at a time. We've allocated approxi-
mately twenty to twenty-five minutes to each of these presenta
tions. Although I would say to those who are testifying this morn
ing that we do not want to limit you in any way that will make it 
impossible for you to lay out all of the items you wish to bring 
before us that you think are relevant to us. So we will not keep an 
exact time clock. I would just ask for cooperation as much as possi
ble to try in as brief a period of time to bring forward all of those 
substantive matters that you think that the Committee should 
hear. So you will be the guide of your own time limitations but I 
would just ask that you would be as sensitive as you can to the 
time of the Committee. 

We will hear from all six of these in terms of their opening state
ments without interruption by questioning from Members of the 
Committee. This will give us all six of these perspectives before we 
begin the rounds of questioning by Members of the Committee. 
After each has testified, I'll ask all six of our witnesses to come for
ward and act as a panel. Members of the Committee will be able to 
direct questions in our questioning rounds to any members of the 
panel of six to whom they wish to address questions. 

We will begin with ten minute rounds of questioning and simply 
continue those rounds of questionings as long as we need to in 
order to complete the questions that any Member of the Committee 
wishes to ask. 

I think in fairness we will go through the rounds and then con
tinue with additional rounds as long as there are Members who 
want to ask those questions. 

We do have two or three votes that will begin at approximately 
11:00 o'clock. We should be able to resume then by about 11:45. We 
will go on for at least an additional hour at which time we will 
break for the caucus lunches which occur on Tuesdays, and then 
we will return at approximately 2:15 this afternoon. 

It is our plan that we will complete testimony this week. I would 
put my colleagues on notice that we may well go into the evening 
hours tonight and any other evening this week so that we can com
plete this week. 

When we have completed the questioning and testimony of these 
six witnesses and consider if there should be any other additional 
witnesses brought on this subject or any other subject before the 
Committee, we will then have testimony again from Mr. Gates, the 
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minee, who will first testify in closed session to respond to still 
n°nsitive and highly classified matters related to liaison relation-
tios with other nations or any other classified questions. And 
Hen we will return in open session so that Members of the Corn-

will have another opportunity in light of all of the testimo-
1111

 tkat we have heard over the past three weeks to ask additional 
uestions of Mr. Gates or to request from him clarifications before 

L hearings are concluded. 
So I would ask first if there are any other statements that Mem

bers'of the Committee would like to make before I ask Mr. Good-
an to come forward. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. The Vice Chairman. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you. I think the record should note 

that Senator Nunn and Senator Warner have been called down to 
the White House, and they didn't share with me the message so I 
can only guess that something significant will be coming back from 
them, but let the record note that. 

A very brief statement, Mr. Chairman. 
The allegation that intelligence analysis has been slanted or sup

pressed as you stated, is certainly a serious one. It goes to the in
tegrity and it goes to the very heart of the intelligence process. The 
taxpayers have paid many, many millions of dollars to build an 
exotic collection and communications system and to maintain a 
massive intelligence bureaucracy. But what is that investment 
worth if the analysis that actually goes to the policymakers at the 
end of the day is tainted? 

But the specific issue before us today is whether Robert Gates, as 
the senior manager of the CIA and Community analysis, was re
sponsible for slanting or suppressing intelligence to please policy
makers. 

I think the record should note that we have heard from three of 
the most experienced and respected figures in American intelli
gence, John McMahon, Admiral Inman, and the current DDI, Rich
ard Kerr, testify that they believe Robert Gates did not do so. Mr. 
Gates, himself, has given this Committee strong assurances that he 
regards the integrity of intelligence analysis as vital. 

In my view, therefore, those who assert the contrary have a very 
heavy burden of proof. And let us insist that those who try to make 
the case for slanting intelligence—and those who rebut them— 
stick to the facts. Accusations are certainly very easy to make, but 
responsible testimony requires evidence. 

Let us also keep in mind that as the DDCI Bob Gates would have 
to confront dozens of issues every day. As DDI he probably read 
and certainly edited nearly every major piece of intelligence analy
sis produced by the CIA—perhaps 25 major articles and mono
graphs per week, that adds up to well over a thousand per year— 
not to mention internal memos, letters and so forth. 

Out of the thousands of possible candidates for slanting of intelli
gence, how many do we have before us? Well, as the Chairman in
dicated, it's my understanding from staff that approximately four 
or five. That doesn't mean that they should be brushed aside by 
n̂y means. They should be examined and where there seem to be 

issues, Mr. Gates will be invited to respond and explain. 
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After reviewing the prepared testimony of some of the witness 
it is suggested that there is a pattern of harsh criticism by A/f' 
Gates of the Soviet Union. I think we're all reminded of that d 
in 1983 when we heard of the shootdown of the Korean Airlin^ 
Flight 007. I recall the circumstances where one of our Senato^ 
spoke on the Floor of the United States Senate—Senator HelnT 
He happened to be in Anchorage, Alaska with Senator Symms at 
the time the two Korean flights were about to depart, and he rp. 
called the instance where he took two children that were on that 
flight 007 on his knee and told them a story while their mothe 
took care of a few personal needs. I recall his statement at the 
Floor of the United States Senate that said that these two children 
little girls, had a right to life and a right to be loved, and thev 
were murdered in cold blood. I think as we reflect on the Soviet 
Union it's also fair to reflect on the contention that the Soviet 
Union's current situation is a result of our policy of maintaining 
peace through strength—that the Soviets bankrupted themselves 
in the arms race. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I was struck by an eloquent op ed pub
lished recently by my distinguished colleague, Senator Moynihan 
In it he notes that the 1975 resolution declaring Zionism a form of 
racism did not originate with the Arabs, but was instead a cynical 
Soviet maneuver. Bob Gates is chastised by his critics for taking 
too harsh a view of the former Soviet Union. Senator Moynihan 
has provided a useful reminder that those who took a harsh view 
did so with some justification. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that this op ed by Senator Moynihan 
be entered into the record as read. 

Chairman BOREN. Without objection. 
[The document referred to follows:] 
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,(/, e[ Patrick Moynihan 

#g Red Lie 
// was the Soviets, not the Arabs, wlrAtame up with Zionism is racism." 

Monday las'- 'n a s '"* a n a * ' r e s s as 
imwican statesman will ever give, 

f « Bu* a l W '«• «•* U n i t e d Nations 
""Su one of the most sordid acts of the 
!0 "Ttoulitarianism: the 1975 resolution 
Sarins Zionis" to be a form of racism. In 
* S it was » resolution to deny the state 
j Israel the right to exist 
% vou would take the measure of just now 
Jcsirous that event was. you need only 
\ L | t the news reports of the president's 
•Tj^s Without exception, so far as I 
ijow, Resolution 3379 is described as an 
irab initiative. 

It was nothing of the sort. It was a 
calculated lie of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union that began in the age of Stalin 
i«j culminated in a two-part article in 
Pravda Feb. 18-19, 1971, an article that 
asserted, among other things, "The tragedy 
of Babi Yar will forever be a reminder not 
only of the monstrous barbarity of the Nazis 
but also of the indelible disgrace of their 
accomplices and followers—the Zionists." 

The author was one Vladimir Viktorovich 
Boâakov. then or shortly thereafter bead of 
the paper's international department. An 
English-language pamphlet followed promptly. 

Today is the 50th anniversary of the 
massacre at Babi Yar. Just possibly the time 
has come when we can deal with the Holo
caust—can "accept" it. "absorb" it or how
ever it is the psychologists put it. For my 
part I can report that I never came near to 
understanding it until I encountered the 
Zionism resolution. 

I was our U.N. ambassador at the time. 
The motion appeared as from nowhere in 
October 1375. in what is known as tlie 
Third Committee, which is to say the politi
cal committee. There had been faint rum
blings of it—something floating about at the 
World Conference of the lnternmion.nl 
Women's year, held in Mexico City that 
summer—but no real warning. 

When the resolution appeared, our rep
resentative, Leonard 'Garment, spoke up 
hitdon Oct. 3. The new Israeli ambassador, 
Chaim Herzog, was furious and fierce. We 
hadn't a third of the vote behind us. I went 
over and hugged him and said "— 'cm," 
•Ml was as much as I knew or understood 
oltnc situation. 

We waited for State Department instruc
t s None came. We called Herzog. He 
hut none either. Nor was there any outcry 
from the Jewish organizations in New York. 

The first break finally came from William 
Korey. then director of the international 
attar» department of li'nai ll'rith. He told 
Suae Cannent, a member of our delega-
ira. of the Pravda article. 

After a little more digging, a historical 
patlem emerged. It went back as far as 1952 
«hen Rudolph Slansky. then general secretary 
« the Czechoslovak Communist Party, was 
charged with Zionist connections, and con
fessed. By 1975 it had become conunon for 
»iet television to show David Ben-Gurion's 
*e superimposed on that of Hitler. On news-
Ï1 ?i°R e * ""rctoig Israelis would be 
'*»ed by marching Nazi stomitroopers. 

'« origins of this escalating campaign 
• w complex. The disappearance of ethnic 
., "*&»>* attachments was central to 

mst Prediction, but things weren't work
s' ™l *»< ™Y- The Israeli victory in the 
* «V War of June i % 7 generated great 

enthusiasm among Soviet Jews. Could the 
Ukrainians, they must have wondered, be far 
behind? Strong measures were called for. 

What none could predict, certainly not a 
hack such as Bolshakov (now, incidentally, 
head of the Paris bureau) was the impact 
the charge would have. 

At President Ford's personal direction. I 
lobbied vigorously against the measure 
when it came to the floor of the General 
Assembly. Herzog raised a storm of his 
own. A Belgian motion to adjourn almost 
succeeded, but on the final vote, we lost 2 
to 1, and silence fell. 

An Orwelliau coup had occurred at the 
United Nations. The place that had been the 
embodiment of liberal expectation after 

/ never came near to 
.understanding the 
, Holocaust until I 
encountered the 
Zionism resolution. 
World War II had moved Inward totalitari
anism: the inversion of truth, the Big. Big 
l.ie—this was nuw the language of the 
General Assembly. 

Kven those who should have understood 
backed off from the fight. Ten «lays alter llie 
vole, my wife was sealed .it a furtnal dinner 
next to the French atribassador. who allowed 
that the resolution would never have passed 
if the American statement had not been so 
"cotdrjjniational." In point of fact, with that in 
mind,TKiôTspôlten aller the vote. 

After it was over, silence fell, or near 
silence. No one wanted to talk about Zionism 
and racism. The totalitarian effect took hold: 
Don't fight: it's hopeless. It even seems to 
have prevailed in Israel, where, so far as I am 
aware, nothing much was written. 

In 1979 The 1'result-ill's Commission on 
the Holocaust visited Babi Yar in Kiev. Five 
Wiesel was chairman. They were taken, as 
lie describes il, to the "huge, ugly, bbsplie-
mous" memorial the Soviets had finally put 
up. lie roukl not contain his shock, his 
anger. There was no mention of Jews. Now. ' 

this is Eue Wiesel. a survivor of the camps 
the incomparable, unflinching witness to 
what totalitarianism can do. and yet he had 
never heard of the Pravda articles, the 
charge that Babi Yar was a collaboration of 
the Gestapo and tlie Zionists. Nor. evident
ly, had anyone with him. Like the Holocaust 
itself, it was somehow too horrible to know-

Now, finally, that long night has lifted 
Two weeks ago, Wiesel was in Kiev, where 
Ukraninian President Leonid Kravchuk 
pledged to him that the Ukraine would vole 
to rescind the Zionism resolution. This past 
Wednesday, in Washington, Kravchuk m. t 
with senators and repeated this pledge. 
adding that the Ukraine had been 111.•" 
Soviet sponsor.of the resolutionjiack m 
1975. This is something that appears all 
across what was once Soviet society: llie 
need to face up to the lies, somehow to 
exorcise that past. 

Presidents Bush and Kravchuk will need 
help. The gentlest thing to say about the 
U.S. State Department is that it has been 
indifferent to the issue from the first. I have 
been in the Senate 15 years now. We have 
enacted four statutes calling for tlie repeal 
of Resolution 3379.1 liave never once heard 
Irom the Stale Department acting on its 
own; never once heard of an embassy tnM 
to t.ike the waller up wuh, say, Mexico. ,«s 
we get into trade discussions, or say. Cam
eroon, during aid discussions. 

The Aral need help in this regard. t.»i. 
They were not above accusing Jews of r.n -
ism—such talk liegan to appear in tlnir 
ikmiuiciits in the 1960s—but trie Zionism 
resolution was <io/.iheir_wujative. Tlie le.i.l 
sponsor wasjxm.iaju,jhcii_a_jvj]ully owned 
subsidiary of Moscow. The Arabs went alon;;. 
of course, but none of them wlwoped it up 
the way Guyana did—to cite one example. 

Let the Arabs, then, vote to rescind now. 
or if they can't do that, just stay away when 
the matter is reconsidered. We can count on 
the three current Soviet votes, plus three 
new Baltic delegations. All of Europe will he 
with us. China doesn't matter. As for the 
nonaligncd: Announce we will close our em
bassy in each and every country that votes » t 
And as for the U.N.: Do this, and you just may 
have a part to i>lny in the next millennium. 

77ir writer, a Democratic senator front 
New York, teas United States ambassador 
to the U.N. in 1975 and 1976. 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. Finally, Mr. Chairman, I look forward t 
the testimony; I commend each of the witnesses for coming f0 
ward. A democracy certainly depends on citizens such as these i 
will listen closely to Mr. Gates' critics carefully, with an open, bu 
somewhat skeptical mind. 

I thank the Chair. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. 
I would ask first then if Mr. Goodman would come forward. Mr 

Goodman, since this is a confirmation hearing I would ask that you 
be sworn. Would you please raise your right hand. 

Do you solemnly swear tha t the testimony that you are about to 
give is the t ruth, the whole t ru th and nothing but the truth? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I do. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. You may be seated. 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, would you make sure that all 

of the witnesses hold the microphone close to their mouth so that 
we can hear them at a normal level. 

Chairman BOREN. That 's a good point. These microphones are ad
justed so tha t you have to be within three or four inches of the 
microphones in order to be picked up, so I would ask all of our wit
nesses to speak very close to the microphones. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, because I know that our micro
phone technology is primitive here in the Senate. 

Chairman BOREN. We welcome your testimony, Mr. Goodman. 
We will hear the testimony of all six of the witnesses and then I 
would ask tha t you rejoin us as a member of a panel for question
ing to all of you from Members of the Committee. We welcome you. 
We received your testimony already in closed session, and as we in
dicated at tha t time we felt tha t these are issues important for the 
American people to hear as we debate the future as well as the 
past of American intelligence. We appreciate your willingness to be 
with us again this morning. 

TESTIMONY OF MELVIN A. GOODMAN, FORMER DIVISION CHIEF, 
OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Mr. GOODMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to say at the outset tha t I want to thank the Committee 

for the opportunity to address this very important issue of the poli-
ticization of intelligence. I also want to make the point that I am 
speaking on behalf of so many of my colleagues still at the Agency 
who share these views regarding the need to protect the ethics of 
the intelligence process. And, finally, I want to thank the Commit
tee for the opportunity to discuss these issues in public. For too 
long the CIA has hidden behind a wall of secrecy not to protect le
gitimate assets or legitimate secrets, but to protect its reputation. I 
feel this has complicated our efforts, the CIA's efforts, to recruit 
the best brains in the country. And I also feel that it has created a 
public perception of the CIA's disregard for law, morality and 
public disclosure. I might add tha t I was very active in CIA's ef
forts to correct that preception—speaking on campuses, giving 
papers at academic conferences. The record will show that no 
Agency officer probably spent more time and was more active m 
that regard. 
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Iso want to point out that I agree with Admiral Stansfield 
er a former DCI, that the Agency owes the nation a better 

^•standing of its mission and its activities. And if you'll permit 
^ T would just like to briefly describe my own background be-
me' it'g important to understand my vantage point in being able 
caUSitique Bob Gates' performance as both an analyst and a man-

^received my Bachelor's Degree from Hopkins in Diplomatic His-
L and a M.A. and Ph.D. from Indiana University in Diplomatic 

Iftory- jyjy dissertation was on Soviet-American relations. I joined 
Sf CIA as a junior analyst in 1966. I was on the SALT I delegation 

an intelligence adviser in '71 and '72, and I taught at the Uni-
r̂sitv of Connecticut in 1972 and 1973. I was with the State De

triment's Bureau of Intelligence and Research from '74 to '76. I 
fturned to the Agency in 1977. I became a Branch Chief for Soviet 
foreign policy, a Deputy Division Chief from '79 to '82—also for for-
tn policy—a Division Chief for Soviet Foreign Policy in '82 to '85, 
Ifd a senior analyst for Soviet Affairs in '85 and '86. I was sworn 
into the Senior Intelligence Service by Bill Casey in 1982 and pro
moted in the Senior Intelligence Service by Dick Kerr in 1984. 
I must say that there has been some confusion with regard to the 

circumstances of my departure from the CIA and I'm going to take 
a few minutes to explain that. 
In 1985,1 was told privately by the Director of my office that Bob 

Gates had ordered my removal from my managerial position in 
SOVA. I was not the only one to be removed. There were three of 
us. One was considered too soft on Soviet-Third World relations. 
One was considered to have too bleak a view on the Soviet econo
my. And one was considered too apologetic on Soviet-American re
lations and arms control issues. This letter or memo also designat
ed likely people to replace the three who were to be ousted. 
At this point I became a senior analyst to the Director of the 

Office of the Soviet Analysis for Soviet Affairs. I was very produc
tive during this period but I did seek the first good opportunity to 
leave SOVA. 
In 1986 I was named to the National War College faculty. I con

sider the National War College one of the most unique teaching op
portunities in the country. And one of the most challenging oppor
tunities due to the presence of the best and the brightest in terms 
of military officers at the colonel level and Foreign Service Officers 
at the FSOl level. 
It is a very competitive place with constant debate and great dis

cussion. I received civilian awards from the DoD during this period 
and previously no agency official was ever given a four-year tour at 
the National War College. My evaluations at the National War Col
lege will document my high standing there. Just as my personnel 
record at the CIA will confirm my high standing there. You are 
certainly welcome to examine all of these records. 

I only provide this detail because my position offered this excel
lent vantage point to work along side of Bob Gates and for Bob 
Gates over a long period of time. From 1988 to 1990 while I was 
still at the National War College, the CIA made numerous efforts 
0 get me to return. In 1988 I was offered the job of Division Chief 
fa East European Affairs. 
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In 1989 I w a s offered t h e job of D e p u t y G r o u p Chief f0r Q~ 
Political-Military Affairs. In 1990 I actually became the Directs 
the Center for the Study of Intelligence for short period of t/ °f 

Nevertheless, in 1990 I resigned from the CIA to join the Nat 
al War College Faculty on a permanent basis. When I did so 110n' 
ried my complaints about politicization to the DDI and the DDrf 
never carried them anywhere else, although I had spoken to the! 
spector General on earlier occasions. n* 

At the National War College I am Director of their Geostrate 
Program. I teach courses on Soviet foreign policy and domes?0 

policy and I direct the annual National War College trip to tlf 
Soviet Union. I've written books on the Soviet Union, numerous a 
tides and op ed pieces. 

Why did I leave? Why did I leave the CIA? I left because of poi 
ticization. And I must state at the outset that I agree with John 
McMahon that the integrity and the objectivity of intelligence is 
central to the mission of CIA. Second, I would like to say at the 
outset that I agree with Bob Gates that slanting intelligence would 
transgress the single deepest ethical, cultural principle of the CIA 
Indeed I would argue that the CIA was constructed to protect ana
lytical independence. And I certainly agree with the Acting Direc
tor of the CIA, Dick Kerr, who has stated that the Agency's 
strength is its ability to produce intelligence that represents the 
entire Intelligence Community. 

Indeed, it is because intelligence data is subject to interpretation 
and because policy departments have their own intelligence bu
reaus and their own policy agendas that the CIA was established as 
the one place where objective analysis could be done without fear 
or favor. 

That explains, for example, the need to separate the Directorate 
of Operations and the Directorate of Intelligence. After all, the Di
rectorate of Operations is part of the policy process. Covert action 
is policy, operational policy, and the Directorate of Operations 
should not be able to influence the Directorate of Intelligence, 
which could lead to the slanting of intelligence to support covert 
action. 

Moreover, I strongly believe that any effort to subvert the proc
ess of independent analysis—that is politicization—can lead to the 
loss of life as in Vietnam, to national embarrassment as in the Bay 
of Pigs, and to national tragedy as in Iran-Contra. 

Now I can understand the country's desire to put Iran/Contra in 
the background and I can certainly understand the Congress' 
desire to put Iran/Contra in the background. But it should never 
be forgotten that the actions and the policies of very few people in 
government, including the CIA, led to the sale of arms to the same 
Iranians who held U.S. diplomats hostage for more than a year, 
and were linked—and we know this from intelligence sources—to 
the murder of more than two hundred Marines in Lebanon, the 
savage bombing of the U.S. Embassy in Beirut, and the death of a 
good friend, Bob Ames. I can assure you I won't forget and my col
leagues at CIA and the National War College who sacrifice their 
lives for this country will never forget Iran-Contra. 

One additional point before I begin. I have never said, I have 
never claimed and I will never write that Gates politicized all 
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that the Directorate of Intelligence had to deal with. Bob 
f̂fc is correct with regard to the fine work of some of my former 

^fazues on such issues as the Philippines, Lebanon and Soviet 
08 lleag* 

forces. 5trhefe issues were not targets of Casey's politicization. And there-
thev may have been protected from efforts to corrupt the intel-

fore e process. There were two primary targets for politicization. 
«? t nearly all intelligence issues connected to covert action; that 
^he operational commitments that Casey had made regarding 

f n Nicaragua and Afghanistan. All those issues were politicized. 
The second area concerned Casey's other major concern. His 
rid view of the Soviet Union; that is, the Soviet Union as the 

W<urce of all U.S. problems in the international arena. Casey seized 
80 every opportunity to exaggerate the Soviet threat. This included 
?he case for Soviet involvement in the Papal plot, international ter-
orism, and Soviet-Third World relations, my own area of speciali
sation.'All those issues were politicized. 

Gates' role in this activity was to corrupt the process and the 
ethics of intelligence on all of these issues. He was Casey's filter in 
the Directorate of Intelligence. He protected Casey's equity in these 
issues. And as the memo calling for the bombing of Nicaragua 
showed, he pandered to Casey's agenda. There were other memos 
of this type that maybe you have not seen. I remember one calling 
for military force against Libya to, quote, "change the map of the 
region," unquote. 

Gates' other contribution was to ignore and suppress signs of the 
Soviet strategic retreat, including the collapse of the Soviet empire, 
even the Soviet Union itself. I will address that in my conclusion. 
Let me describe what I mean by politicization so I can give you 
some context for this charge, because I still don't think it's proper
ly understood. And then I want to give you definite, direct exam
ples of Gates' role in politicization. 

I'm going to deal with politicization in terms of five issues: 
One, the imposition of intelligence judgments without adequate 

evidence, often over the protests of the consensus in the Director
ate of Intelligence and even in the entire Intelligence Community. 

Two, I will deal with the suppression of intelligence that didn't 
support Casey's agenda or Gates agenda. 

Three, I'm going to talk about the use of the Directorate of Oper
ations to slant intelligence of the Directorate of Intelligence. 

Four, I'm going to talk about the manipulation of the intelli
gence process that existed for forty years to protect dissent, to pro
tect differences of opinion, to protect differing views and to protect 
the ethics of intelligence. 

Five, I will talk about the manipulation of personnel or what I 
call judge-shopping in the courthouse, finding someone to do your 
bidding, to write your analysis, to reach your conclusions. That was 
how the Papal Plot memo was written. That's how links were sug
gested between drug dealers and international terrorists. That's 
how Soviet aircraft losses in Afghanistan were exaggerated, espe
cially losses to STINGER missiles. 

I might add that there were other agencies that had problems 
with these issues with regard to CIA analysis during this period. 
^d it would be interesting to get the testimony of other intelli-
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gence agencies with regard to their views of what the CIA was n 
during at this time. 

I'm going to start with my first charge, the use of the Director 
of Operations to slant Directorate of Intelligence analysis. I will k! 
making a very important charge. And I know it's a very serion 
charge. I believe that the CIA was responsible for providing th 
NSC and even the President with misleading and false information 
on a sensitive issue. 

As you well know, George Cave, from the Directorate of Oper 
ations, joined Robert McFarlane on the trip to Iran in 1986. Upon 
returned he was allowed or encouraged to do several things. One 
he sent a typescript memo to the White House regarding Iranian 
politics. This memo was never coordinated in the Directorate of In. 
telligence. The memo argued for the fact that there was a moder
ate faction in Iran that wanted to establish contacts with the 
United States. 

Two, he sent Directorate of Operations reporting along with the 
PDB, that is the Presidents Daily Brief, to the President. These re
ports were at variance with the views of the Directorate of Intelli
gence and the senior analyst on Iran with regard to whether or not 
there was a moderate faction in Iran. 

Three, he was allowed to brief the NSC on the basis of these re
ports. He was given a special channel to the White House and the 
NSC. 

Also, I might add that the NIO for Counterterrorism, Charlie 
Allen, sent a memo to the NSC stating that moderates were eager 
for improved relations with the United States and that they were 
in sufficient charge to carry this policy out. 

Five, the NIO for counterterrorism briefed the NSC on Iranian 
attitudes toward the United States. Again, the analysts of the Di
rectorate of Intelligence were not consulted. 

Now all of the activity that I've cited thus far was not coordinat
ed within the Directorate or Intelligence. It was at variance with 
the views of the Directorate of Intelligence and with the entire In
telligence Community, especially with regard to the existence of 
moderate factions in Iran wanting contacts with the United States. 

I believe—this is my opinion—that this was a conscious attempt 
to provide uncoordinated information to the NSC and even the 
President in support of operational activities. This effort had devas
tating consequences. It violated the ethics of the Intelligence Com
munity and it may mean that when President Reagan said that he 
thought he was dealing with a moderate Iranian faction with inter
est in dealing with the United States he was acting on the basis of 
false CIA analysis. 

So a question remains. Was the President himself a victim of 
CIA misinformation or even disinformation? I direct your attention 
to a ten-page memo, now de-classified, that describes this activity 
in detail with regard to a small group of agency officials who ig
nored the Directorate of Intelligence and in the process misin
formed the President. 

The lesson in this is that when you intentionally disrupt or even 
corrupt the processes and the integrity and the ethics of the DI you 
run the terrible risk of providing incorrect analysis to senior offi
cials on very sensitive issues. Gates clearly did not protect our 
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tern nor ouf* ethical standards and did nothing in response to 
'? ten page memorandum. He had no reaction, according to the 

thor of this memo, and reportedly he called the drafter a 
' hiner" who complained of being out of the loop. 

T̂his was Gates' reaction to one of the most egregious misuses of This 
enty five y e a r s _at t n e . Central Intelligence Agency. In other 

Directorate of Intelligence that I've encountered in nearly 

ords, Gates, who has written eloquently about the importance of 
rlA's ethical principles, made no effort to stop the corruption of 
the central mission of the CIA—to present informed intelligence to 
^licymakers, especially the President. 

I'd like to make one footnote here. In Gates' testimony to the 
ToWer Board on January 1987—you'll find it on page 39, in re-
sDonse to a question from General Scowcroft—he said that you will 
find no one in the Intelligence Community who will say there are 
moderates in Iran. Scowcroft asked, are you speaking for the Intel
ligence Community? Gates said yes, it was Iran and Israel that fed 
the notion. 

What I am saying is that the CIA also fed the notion. The Direc
torate of Operations of the CIA, the Counterterrorism Center of the 
CIA and the NIO for Counterterrorism were feeding this notion. 

My second charge deals with the imposition of intelligence judg
ments without persuasive evidence. I could cite many issues of this 
but I would like to emphasis the worst that I know of—the Papal 
Plot, the so-called case for Soviet involvement. 

John McMahon told this Committee that Casey wanted to find 
the Soviets guilty of the plot, and this is true. He also told this 
Committee that there was no evidence linking the Soviets to the 
plot. And this is true. In fact, there was very good sensitive DO evi
dence that suggested and indicated the Soviets were not linked. 
This evidence was not reflected in the 1985 memo, and I can dis
cuss it in closed session. 

Gates told this committee that Agency work on the Papal Plot 
was haphazard and that the DO put little effort in collection. That 
is false. He has also argued that the DI was too cautious. That is 
also false. The DI stuck to the evidence and I direct your attention 
to the 1983 memo on the Papal Plot done by a senior analyst which 
concluded there was no evidence linking either the Soviets or the 
Bulgarians to the Papal Plot. 

In any event, the point I'm trying to make is that there was pres
sure throughout to produce an assessment implicating the Soviets. 
Pressure on me to do so but the evidence wasn't there. But four 
years later, four yours after the Papal Plot, a weak DO report— 
and DO officers acknowledged personally to me that they would 
not have issued that report, because the sourcing was so bad, and 
we can discuss that in closed session—but that because there was 
such high-level interest in the subject particularly on the part of 
Bill Casey that they felt they had to issue the report. 

In any event that report led Bill Casey to direct Bob Gates to 
write the case for Soviet involvement. The Office of Global Issues 
was given the task originally and ultimately SO VA was brought in, 
that is, the Office for Soviet Analysis, to create a team, in camera, 
to make the case for involvement. Thus, a secret team prepared, 
essentially, a secret study. 
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Now the sources did not deserve such sensitivity or compartme 
tation, but we can save that for closed session. The point I W a n t r* 
make here is that the intelligence was just not that sensitive. M<w 
of it was based on Agca's public trial in Italy. Agca, I might say i* 
well known as a liar and a dissembler. 

In any event, the assessment was terrible. The scenario was far 
fetched. The analysis was tendentious. That was my view at the 
time when I fortuitously found out about the estimate, and it's also 
my view now after examining two in-house studies that were done 
of the assessment. 

The important thing here is that when Gates received the assess
ment, he was not satisfied with it. In fact, the senior Soviet analyst 
told me that she tried her hardest to give Gates what he wanted 
but it still wasn't enough. After all, I might point that out her as
sessment did at least note the inconsistencies and the anomalies in 
the evidence. And that there was a reference originally to these in-
consistencies in the Key Judgments and the Summary in the origi
nal draft. 

Senator D'AMATO. Mr. Chairman, I am wondering, at this point 
could we ask who that senior Soviet analyst was to whom you 
made reference? What that person's name is? 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, are we going to have questions 
or go through? 

Senator D'AMATO. Well, I would just like that clarification, that's 
all. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, you know, I have a lot of ques
tions, too. 

Senator D'AMATO. Well, I haven't asked a question. I'm wonder
ing if we could get the name, that's all. Point of clarification. 

Chairman BOREN. If Mr. Goodman wants to clarify the name, he 
may. Otherwise, let's proceed and hold our questions. If you'll just 
make notations of names you want to go back into, then we'll ask 
those during the question period. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I don't mind mentioning names as long as people 
aren't under cover. But I think I would like to complete my state
ment. 

Chairman BOREN. Let's allow all the witnesses complete their 
statements and then if additional clarifications are desired by 
members of the Committee, we'll do so. I'm afraid if we start down 
this path we'll have too many interruptions. Mr. Goodman you 
may proceed. 

Mr. GOODMAN. The important thing to me is that these inconsist
encies in the argument were dropped from the Key Judgments and 
the Summary and I believe that Bob Gates was responsible for that 
fact. 

It's also important that Bob Gates, I believe, dropped a scope 
note that was written for the assessment that noted the limits in 
the methodology, especially the failure to examine the counter-ar
guments, that the Soviets may not have been involved. Bob Gates, 
however, added his own cover notes to the assessments. And in at 
least one case, a cover note I'm familiar with, said, and I quote, 
"This is the most balanced and comprehensive work on this subject 
ever done," unquote. 
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fact, two in-house studies noted numerous flaws in the paper. 
iuumniarize some. I just want to add that I perceived these flaws 
I n I initially read the paper. All of the in-house studies just con-

Î my original analysis. But I do direct your attention to the 
îî ies J do have one concern, however. The Committee has de-
ftfified one of those studies and I wish you would de-classify the 
ht one- ^ *s n o t s e n s ^^ v e ^n t e r m s of sources and methods. I 

°! k if y°u r e m o v e s e v e r a l sentences and I can help in that proc-
the entire text can be declassified. 

^Chairman BOREN. It is declassified and it is in the briefing books. 
Mr GOODMAN. I don't have it. The Cowey Memo? 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I understand the summary is 

declassified but not the report. 
Mr. GOODMAN. The summary is not good. 
Chairman BOREN. It was all provided I'm told to members last 

"senator BRADLEY. The whole report is declassified? And avail-

Chairman BOREN. I'm told that it is, yes. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Thank you very much. I was not aware of that, 

Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. The full report is provided. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I'm sorry. The important thing is that these two 

in-house studies are very important documents. They show that al
ternative explanations were never examined. They show that the 
seventh floor management—that is, Bob Gates—overwhelmed the 
analytical line of the piece. They show the lack of balance in the 
assessment. And they show the poor sourcing, and I think there is 
a reference to the poor use of sources. 
I might add, from my own contacts in April 1985 when I learned 

about the paper, I made my own calls to DO officials and DI offi
cials, both at the analytical level and some at the managerial level. 
And they told me they distrusted the paper, particularly its use of 
sources. 
Now the important thing here to understand is that this episode 

and how we learned about this episode all contributed to at least a 
perception of politicization in the DI. Analysts believed there was 
politicization. 
Now I want to deal with my third charge regarding intelligence 

on Iran which I believed involved every instrument of politiciza
tion. 

Let me introduce this subject by providing some context. From 
1981 to 1985, the Directorate of Intelligence, that is, the analyst in 
the Office of Soviet Affairs and the analysts in the Near Eastern 
Office developed rather strong analytical positions on several key 
issues. Iran support for terrorism was significant. Iran's political 
scene did not include a moderate faction seeking ties with the 
United States. The Soviet position in Iran was in decline. Soviet 
arms sales were declining significantly. I might add that in 1986 
55f w^re n o Soviet arms deliveries to Iran. 
Ine important point about all of this is that this analysis was 

based on very strong evidence. Now one thing is certain and can be 
a°cumented. The CIA changed its analytical position on all of these 
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views during a very important period. We're talking about mid 
May 1985, before the delivery of HAWK missiles to Iran. 

I think it is also important that the views were changed without 
a strong evidentary base, and over the protests of the senior ana 
lysts, particularly in SOVA. I find it is also interesting that t 
1986, after the disclosure of many of these events associated with 
Iran-Contra, the CIA then reverted to the old line it had consistent 
ly established from 1981 to 1985. 

I will now present the facts. They are all documented to show 
this tergiversation. But I feel compelled to add my personal opinion 
that the switch was designed in one way or another to support the 
arms sales to Iran. In any event, we are dealing with politicization 
And we are dealing with Bob Gates' lack of candor with this Com
mittee. > . 

Now, I've already explained the role of George Cave and Charlie 
Allen and the special channel to the NSC and even the President 
which delivered incorrect information on Iran. I've stated how this 
channel circumvented the DI. Let me describe a 1985 estimate 
which changed several important analytical lines on the Soviet 
Union and Iran, ignored many trends and ignored much evidence 
that showed the Soviet role, its influence, its arms sales to Iran, 
were in decline. I might add that this was the view of the entire 
Intelligence Community. 

Now, Gates has told this Committee that he was unaware of dis
sent, and he has told this Committee in his '87 testimony that 
there was no dissent. There were no footnotes. And that the DI, his 
own Directorate of Intelligence, had the opportunity to do both. In 
fact, Gates suppressed dissent. And he even strongly pressured one 
agency, the State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Re
search, not to take a footnote. I think he also strong-armed his own 
Directorate of Intelligence. 

Now there were two views. The view of one individual, the NIO 
for the Middle East; and the view of the Intelligence Community 
with regard to the chances for Soviet influence in Iran. The NIO 
felt there was, indeed believed, there was a good chance for Soviet 
influence in Iran. The Soviet analysts in the DI and the rest of the 
Intelligence Community supported the view that the Soviet Union 
had problems in Iran, influence was down, assets were down, and 
they had already tilted toward Iraq and would protect that posi
tion. - : . 

I believe that the NIO for the Middle East has conceded that the 
SOVA analysts did feel a great deal of pressure and that there was 
an effort to create a high impact scenario, even if it was an un
thinkable one at that time. , 

Now, never mind that it was wrong and ignored the evidence ana 
never mind that it was a minority one, a view of one man. But it 
was done in order to sound an alarm. But it was done to sound, 
what I think, was a false alarm. Now, it's worth recounting this in 
view of the letter that Bob Gates sent to you, Chairman Boren, in 
1987 when he said that there was no dissent from any aSenfy.a^| 
that the integrity of the intelligence process was preserved. Actual
ly, the analysis on Soviet and Iran was changed. And it was don 
without good evidence. 
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tin* on the eve of the HAWK delivery to Iran, there was an-
?r important analytical argument that was changed. This one 

rding Iran's support for terrorism. Bob Gates has written in 
reg Washington Post, in November 1987, in Foreign Affairs, in the 
*e

ter of 1987-88, and in Studies of Intelligence, which is an in-
se CIA publication—in all three places he used the same exact 

^^jage—that few people in the CIA believed that Iran's support 
^terrorism was down and that no CIA publication ever said so. 
T fact, the CIA's Product Evaluation Staff, which reports to Bob 

r tes concluded in late October 1987 that at least three publica-
7nS said Iran's support for terrorism was down, and termed it, 
tl0i j quote from their report to Bob Gates, that "this was a 
ârked discontinuity in the analytical line. And even worse, no ap

urent evidence was cited explicitly or implicitly to justify such an 
Srupt departure." 
Now, let me just review the bidding. At the same time all of this 

was going on, you have the Counterterrorism Center briefing this 
message to the NSC. You have the NIO for Counterterrorism, 
Charlie Allen, doing the same. And once again, I think this is im
portant, neither the DI nor any other intelligence agency agreed 
with these views. 
Now, finally we have the Fuller memo that made the case for 

lifting the arms embargo against Iran in order to pre-empt the 
Soviet threat, or what he perceived of as a Soviet threat to Iran. I 
personally believe this is dangerous policy advocacy, but I don't 
want to get into that issue now. 
Now all lines of analysis were pointing in the same direction at 

this time in order to support the decision to supply arms for Iran. 
This was maybe intentional, maybe unintentional. But the point I 
want to make is that in the case of the estimate in '85, you have 
cases where you overstate and misstate the Soviet role in Iran and 
you ignore dissent. 
In the question of Iran and its support for terrorism, you have a 

changed line. Iran's support for terrorism was not down. In the 
case of George Cave and the NIO for Counterterrorism, you're 
making a case for a moderate faction wanting U.S. contracts. 
Again, no analyst believed this. 
And finally you have the Fuller memo with regard to lifting the 

arms embargo. 
Now just to sum up this point. I think that this swerve in analy

sis in the estimate on Iran and the intelligence on terrorism and 
the view with regard to the moderate faction were all cases of poli-
ticization. That is my opinion. I believe that Gates suppressed dis
sent in the estimate. I believe that Gates then did allege falsely in 
the letter to Chairman Boren in 1987 that he had protected the 
process. 
Now what I also believe is that the key players in all lines of in

telligence were brought to bear to support arms sales to Iran. Yet I 
nnd it interesting that in Gates' own testimony to the Foreign Re-
r?f.s Committee in 1987 he completely ignored this swerve in the 

Intelligence. Even though he had a contribution from the Office of 
^viet Affairs that described this swerve. And I think you have 
Juments to support what I am saying here. 
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Let me make one footnote. George Shultz, at the Iran-Co^ 
hearings, said that he had grave doubts about CIA intellige"

 a 

This Committee asked Bob Gates what he thought Shultz mel 
when he made that statement. Gates told this Committee thaU 
thought Shultz was talking about the Philippines and Lebanon î 
fact, Shultz said he was talking about Iran and terrorism. And * 
know that he told the President the same message. 

Let me make one slight footnote here about misinformation a. 
opposed to disinformation. I think this is important, not for t£ 
Committee certainly, but for the public that is watching what ^ i 
become a debate on these issues. 

Disinformation is a very serious charge. I know that. And I hope 
that what I have been describing was not disinformation. In the J? 
telligence lexicon, there are several terms that describe inaccurate 
reporting. One is misinformation. That is simply information that 
is misleading or false. There may or may not be an intention to de
ceive. 

Disinformation, however, is information known to be wrong, but 
is intentionally disseminated for some specific reason. 

Now, I don't know the motivation for sending misleading and in
accurate information to the White House. It may have been an 
honest mistake, stemming from the strong convictions of Charlie 
Allen and George Cave, then working for Col. Oliver North on the 
shipment of missiles to Iran. In that case, the action was certainly 
one of serious misjudgment and corruption of the intelligence proc
ess, with the disastrous results that I have already noted. 

The testimony of Robert Gates before the Tower Commission sug
gests, however, that the motivation may have been more manipula
tive. Mr. Gates stated that no one in the intelligence community 
believed there were moderates in Iran willing to deal with the 
United States, and that such a notion was being advanced only by 
the Iranians and the Israelis. In fact, as I have mentioned, such a 
notion was also being advanced by Mr. Allen and Mr. Cave in their 
communications to the NSC and even to the President. 

If, in fact, no one in the Intelligence Community believed that 
notion, it is possible that disinformation was being passed to the 
President. 

Now, I would like to deal with the suppression of intelligence. In 
some ways, I consider this just as important as my previous exam
ples because it deals with all the things, all the analysis, we were 
never permitted to say. We are talking about the intelligence the 
policy makers never got. Trends that were never reported. Data 
that was suppressed, particularly with regard to Soviet retrench
ment and retreat. , 

I must say that I have read very carefully Senator Moynihans 
remarks about the CIA intelligence failure. And I am stung by 
those remarks. I think he is right. I think there was an intelligence 
failure. But I hope one day I could sit down with Senator Moyni 
han and have the opportunity as a professional intelligence officer 
to discuss all of the evidence we had on those issues and all of the 
evidence we could never report. . 

Now I know this area best because it is my area of specialization 
That is Soviet Foreign Policy and Soviet-Third World relations, in 
1982, I wrote a National Intelligence Estimate in which I assessed 
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t strengths and weaknesses in the Third World. But I did con-
^f that there was tenuous evidence of a Soviet retrenchment 
c7riiat the Soviet drive to expand may have reached its limits, 

^frorn Gates that killed the draft, but I think it is worth read-
, a u s e it showed Gates' approach to the problem. His empha-
ideology and his belief that Soviet-US relations were second-

A that the OOViet unve tu eApaiiu may nave reacnea lis limits, 
to the costs, due to the returns, due to the risks. I got a 1982 

due from Gates that killed the draft, but I think it is worth read-
nieIbecause it snowed Gates' approach to the problem. His empha-
^ nJdeology and his belief that Soviet-US relations were second-
5 to the Third World for Moscow. The fact that , according to 
$ the Soviets had unlimited political and military assistance 

ffer the Third World. The fact tha t the Soviets had tactical cre-
tivity 

n the Third World and that the Soviets had larger Soviet 
oeratives and motives in the Third World. All of that was in the 

fates memo. 
Let me just digress for a minute—please permit me this. The 

r tes' view in 1982 may indeed have been the conventional view 
f Î many people. But to hold that same view in 1985 when She-

rdnadze became Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union; and to 
Hold it in 1986, when Gorbachev went to the Party Congress and 
talked about the bleeding sore in Afghanistan; and to hold tha t 
yiew in 1987, a year that saw the purge of the military and the 
INF treaty; to hold it in 1988 when Gorbachev announced the with
drawal from Afghanistan and then at the UN in a shocking speech, 
announced his unilateral cutback of soviet forces; and to hold tha t 
view in 1989, when we saw the election of the Congress of People's 
deputies and the withdrawal from Vietnam; and to hold tha t view 
in 1990, when we saw the beginnings of a political revolution in the 
Soviet Union—this suggests a fixation. Not a line of analysis. 

Now let me go on with the point I wanted to develop. 
In 1985, my senior analyst on this subject and a scholar in resi

dence from the State University of New York, returned to the 
same subject of the Soviets in the Third World. Now this time they 
did a study based on very hard information tha t we were not get
ting, that looked at the indicators of influence—and I think meth
odology is very important in this process and we were following the 
methodology of Professor Alvin Rubinstein of the University of 
Pennsylvania, who has written a very good book on how to assess 
Soviet influence in the Third World—we looked at indicators of 
military aid, economic aid, Soviet advisors, ship days in out of area 
waters, and all of these indicators were either stagnant, some were 
even dropping. And that was the reason for writing the paper. We 
thought we had an important message to say in 1985. We thought 
we had good evidence. 

Now the paper was killed. What is interesting is tha t a year 
later, Bob Gates wrote in the Washington Times an article called 
War By Another Name"—and remember tha t Gates told this com

mittee that all public remarks were submitted to DI analysts and 
that his remarks followed the intelligence views of the CIA—that 
the Soviets were targeting the oil holdings in the Middle East, the 
Panama Canal, the minerals of South Africa. Now there was no 
evidence, no good evidence tha t you could cite to support these 
barges. 

The point I want to make is tha t I am not aware of any DI ana-
tyst who ever reviewed this piece for the Washington Times, and it 
certainly didn't follow what the CIA was saying in any product out 
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of the DI on the Soviets in the Third World. Now this same articfe also talked about Soviet links to the terrorist activities of Sw 
Libya, and Iran. Again, we did not have good evidence of S t 
links. This article also advocated the use of military power in *? 
third world. the 

My opinion is that no agency official at any level should ever a 
into policy advocacy. But what I find interesting in all of this • 
that in 1982, when my estimate was killed on the Soviets in nf 
Third World, this was followed by a Wall Street Journal Op-S 
piece by Bill Casey, making the case for the Soviet threat in th 
Third World. And then in 1985, you get another paper killed in th! 
Directorate of Intelligence, and this was followed within a year ta 
Bob Gate's article in the Washington Times. 

Let me digress just for a second to give to you one personal expe-
rience. In the mid-80's, I was briefing someone on Chet Crocker̂  
staff—Chet Crocker of course is the State Department official who 
negotiated the cease fire in angola—and in talking to members of 
Chefs staff, I always took the view based on evidence, that the So
viets would be cooperative in his efforts. I basically made the case 
for Soviet cooperation. 

These views were met with disbelief. And I'd say, why are you so 
shocked, and his response was, but you don't write any of this in 
your products. And I told him we can't get this kind of line out. It 
is very difficult to publish this line of analysis. 

Now, let me look at other areas of suppression of intelligence. 
We tried to get out a piece in the Office of Soviet Analysis, to make 
the case for why the Soviets would not deliver MIGS to Nicaragua. 

On one of these episodes, we received a note back from Bob 
Gates, who killed the article, that it would be, quote, "unhelpful to 
lead with our chins on this issue," unquote. Now I only say this 
because General Schwarzkopf noted not too long ago, that he had 
certain difficulties with the intelligence he was receiving. And he 
said what he needed was the best guess of the Intelligence Commu
nity. Policy advisors, military officers, know that they are getting 
the best guess. But they want that. I think that is what we are 
there to do. The problem was, and why I consider this politiciza-
tion, is we were always allowed to give our best guess when the So
viets were involved in one nefarious activity or another, but we 
couldn't even guess at all when it meant that there were signs that 
the Soviets maybe were being conciliatory, or moderate in some 
fashion. 

I can tell you this same story with regard to a paper we did on 
the military limits of the Mujahadin. We were told this paper was 
too journalistic, even though other agencies were writing on this 
issue and getting it correct. Now we couldn't get this view out in 
the Directorate of Intelligence because I think—this is my opin
ion—it appeared to disagree with Gates' line that the Mujahadin 
would be getting more aid, they would be doing better, and as 
Gates said in his memo to me, that the Soviets, quote, "would have 
to consider more seriously more dramatic action," unquote, in Af
ghanistan. , 

We were arguing at the time that there was a case to be made 
for Soviet constraints in Afghanistan. And I might add that the so
viets did not add any troops to their presence after 1984 when we 
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re arguing this case. We just couldn't get this story out. We 
ldn't publish this kind of evidence 

'S0w this was true also with regard 
Ad 1 will give you a personal example from 1981. This was before 
Ses joined Bill Casey's staff—he was still the NIO for the Soviet 

Ji this was true also with regard to Soviet problems in Africa. 

! At that time, he commissioned an assessment on Soviet 
licy in Africa. I didn't believe the assessment was a good one. I 

f d to go to the meetings for coordination because I was the DI 
Voresentative to the coordination process. And I thought it was 
nlv f&ir t 0 g 0 t o ^ e drafter t o &ive n ^ m s o m e advanced warning 
Sat I was going to have some problems at the meeting. I thought 
L naoer had ignored evidence that the Soviets were having their 
tnc V"-r . A f • „ „ TH.~ ~ 1 4. 1_~ J a. 1 i.l__ . i own problems in Africa. The analyst who drafted the paper said 
vour problem isn't with me. I was just, quote, "a hired gun" on this 
Lper. I asked, who hired you? He said, Bob Gates. I took my prob
lems to Bob Gates. This was the first encounter I had with Bob 
Gates, someone who I have known since 1968. The first encounter 
with Gates on integrity and the intelligence process. 

There was an angry exchange. It is not necessary to go into that. 
The important point I want to make is that when we got to the 
coordination meeting, even though some changes were made in the 
coordination process, at one point in these deliberations, Bob Gates 
says that this is the paper that Casey wants, and this is the paper 
that Casey is going to get. 
One final example of suppression and manipulation. And I cite 

this one, because politicization is such an insidious process. It is 
hard to track. In July 1986, Gorbachev announced at Vladivostok 
that the Soviets would be withdrawing 6 regiments from Afghani
stan. In September '86, the DI was getting evidence that actually 6 
regiments were going into Afghanistan. In other words, we were 
dealing with what looked like a sham withdrawal. Indeed they 
were taking 6 units out, but they also appeared to be introducing 6 
new units. The analyst wrote this for the National Intelligence 
Daily. That is the premier publication of the Directorate of Intelli
gence in that it is our serialized publication and it is coordinated 
with other agencies. 

This view was blocked from the National Intelligence Daily and 
the manager of the product was told we can't run this. We need 
more indicators. We can only write with information. Therefore, 
there was a delay. More indicators came in, another item was sub
mitted, again it was blocked. And the message we got from the 
leadership was that to run this item now would show that the Sovi
ets can't be relied on in arms control negotiations. Now this wasn't 
Bob Gates who was involved in this. The point I am trying to make 
J that in October 1986, all of this activity with regard to the with
drawal of forces and the introduction of forces, had already been 
eaked to the press before the CLA ever even reported on it. The 
lesson here is how insidious politicization can be, in that anyone 
^ resort to it, if he wants to, to protect his, or her, own agenda. 

Now I want to talk about the manipulation of the system. What I 
^ judge shopping in the court house, because you can always get 
someone to do your bidding in a situation such as this. Let me tell 
you one anecdote. A senior analyst was called in by Bob Gates and 
Wd that Bill Casey wanted a memo that would link drug dealers 
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to international terrorists. This senior analyst looked at the evi 
dence and couldn't make those conclusions. The evidence wasn't 
there. He was told to go back and look again. He did that and said 
the evidence wasn't there. Gates took the project away from him 
and gave it to another analyst. I believe there is an ethical issue 
here. 

In 1987, Gates at Princeton said that estimates were never seen 
by the DCI before they were published. That's false. It was true 
before Bill Casey arrived at the CIA, but it was false to say that in 
the 1980s because Casey and Gates introduced unprecedented 
measures that changed the process of how we prepared estimates 
For one thing, we had to clear terms of references and drafts that 
went out to other agencies before coordination. In other words, Bill 
Casey and Bob Gates had a very early opportunity to weigh in on a 
particular estimate. We were also told individually—I was told, 
others were told, I can provide you names of people who can prol 
vide other examples—that the DI could not take footnotes to cer
tain sensitive estimates. It is also true that during this period, from 
about '83 to '86, the Gates chaired both the Directorate of Intelli
gence and the National Intelligence Council In other words, he has 
the filter for all intelligence analysis that came out of the CIA. 

Now I still believe that the international terrorism estimate in 
1981 was an example of politicization. I am not going to develop 
that now, it is important however because that was the estimate in 
which Bill Casey really cut his teeth on us. That's when he really 
learned a lot about us and we learned a lot about him. The impor
tant thing is that I was told personally by the chairman of the Na
tional Intelligence Council, during the process of writing this esti
mate, that we're operating under constraints. 

Let me add one point here that I think is important in dealing 
with what I consider exaggerated analysis or even misinformation 
put out by the CIA. I think there were 3 classic instances where 
there was misleading agency analysis which I think—this is my 
opinion—placed a terrible burden on US policy makers and even 
created an ethical issue. I have already discussed the papal plot. I 
could discuss international terrorism in this same light. But I want 
to add a new issue. And that was the one of yellow Rain. In some 
ways, it is similar to international terrorism in that you had a 
charge from Secretary of State Al Haig, without evidence, that the 
Soviets were responsible for the use of chemical agents in South
east Asia. 

The DI, the Directorate of Intelligence, provided much of the 
misleading information on this subject. The important thing is that 
the intelligence was issued and that embassies in Southeast Asia 
were encouraged to spread this line about Soviet use of chemical 
a g e l l t S - • C Ir t 

The embassy in Bangkok—that is our embassy in Bangkok 
didn't believe this charge. They set up their own investigation, they 
found no evidence, and they merely stopped making the charges 
they were directed to report regarding Yellow Rain and the Soviet 
use of chemical agents. , 

Now, finally, let me talk about the personnel problem at CIA. 
don't have a lot to add to documents that I think you have in your 
own record. It's all in the Inspector General Reports, and it is all in 
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anagement surveys and I think you have seen those sur-
the m* n a v e them all. I think they show, on the basis of what I 
vey aven to the IG, and what I know is in those reports from 
^ r s who have talked to the IG, that it shows a history, a record 
ethical abuse and politicization. 

T ieht add that I don't think the worst of it is in those reports. I 
"told personally that the worst of my charges did not go into 

W3S eports because it was considered too sensitive, but I was told— 
th6he fair—that they brief this message to the DI orally. So that 
\ message may have gotten across. AH I am saying is when you 

the Inspector General reports you are not seeing everything. 
T would like to add two points however on the issue of personnel 
licy Each example of politicization—and I know this first hand 

f m dealing in the Directorate of Intelligence—led to a great deal 
f self-censorship by the analysts. The perception was held by 

policy 

any g°°d analysts, senior analysts, that certain evidence was 
foing to be ignored by the 7th floor if it did not suit a certain 7th 
floor policy agenda. And I think this self-censorship gets into the 
insidious nature of politicization. 
I want to just point out one other issue. We lost a lot of good 

senior people in the Directorate of Intelligence because of this ac
tivity. I think we lost our best people. Some of our best people are 
working now for other intelligence agencies. I've already circulated 
a list to this Committee of the tremendous seniority of Soviet ana
lysts up to 1985 in the Office of Soviet Analysts and the very inex
perienced analysts and manager who now work there. 

I think this exodus of analysts is important. I think the fact that 
there is almost an analytical disapora out there, throughout Wash
ington and the academic community, is very important. These are 
people who are fed up. These were people who felt an ethical di
lemma. I know each one of them. I have talked to everyone of 
them. I think there is a waste of government resources in the fact 
that this has happened. 

Let me tell you about one anecdote of someone who has stayed 
behind, who is still there. One day he wrote a piece that apparently 
attracted a great deal of anger from the management of the Office 
of Soviet Analysis. This was recent. This was in the last year. He 
was called in by his supervisor and told, and I quote, "You know, 
this isn't a democracy we are running here. Your job is to know 
the message the office wants and make sure the analysts get it 
right," unquote. This kind of thing is what gets people to leave the 
CIA. This is the kind of event that leads to the loss of very good 
people—very experienced people—very senior people. 

Now, what are the implications of all of this? Frankly, I find this 
history distasteful. I find my own recollections distasteful. I don't 
want anyone on this Committee to think that I get any satisfaction 
whatsoever out of bringing any of this to you. I might add that I 
did not come to the Committee; the Committee came to me. I might 
also add that I have spent my entire professional life in govern
ment service, and I am proud of that fact. I've spent nearly thirty 
years in the United States Army, in the State Department, the CIA 
and the Department of Defense. I learned the culture and the craft 
°f intelligence from people I respect, admired and took very seri-
ously—people like Sherman Kent, Ambassador Llewellyn Thomp-

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 6 
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son and William Hyland. Those were my mentors in the i 
gence business. And I take the intelligence business very se " 
ly—both its ethical dimensions and its analytical dimensiol0Us" 
firmly believe that intelligence has a very special role to ola18* 
our government. I firmly believe that intelligence must hav^ ln 

ethical compass. Indeed, the very seal at the CIA states "Sept v11 

The Truth." This motto goes right to the heart of the profe^f , 
ethic of the intelligence officer. 0nal 

Now, I have no idea frankly what you may think of the work 
do, but I want to assure you that our standards are high and We 

believe that our only unique contribution is in terms of indepe^ 
ent analysis done without fear or favor. 

Now the fact has been expressed here by some that Gates lack 
strategic vision in his own area of expertise—that he missed th 
strategic retreat of the Soviet Union, the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. Now that's important, and I'm not gainsaying that that's 
very important. The fact that Gates was more often wrong than 
right, especially when he substituted his own judgment for the 
view of his analysts is also important. The fact that policymakers 
missed data, they missed trends, they missed analysis on trends 
that led to missing an historic opportunity with the Soviet Union 
and certainly led directly to the sad venture in Iran, of course 
that's important. 

But what I think is most important and most offensive is that 
Casey and Gates arrogated to themselves the power to make intelli
gence judgments; that they had contempt for a process designed to 
allow independent analysis; that they damaged the integrity of 
that process and the credibility of the CIA where I've spent twenty-
four years; that they ignored the long established ethics and moral
ity of an intelligence officer; and that even the President of the 
United States was given misleading analysis and uncoordinated 
views. Frankly, I worry about the signal that would be sent in re
turning Gates to the environment he created. I worry about the 
effect this would have on the standards of others back at the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency to be led by someone so lacking in vision, 
integrity and courage. 

I might add that one of my great heroes is General Matthew 
Ridgeway—one of the great soldier-statesmen of the 20th century. 
And when he lectured at war colleges and staff colleges, he was 
asked about intellectual toughness. What does it mean to be intel
lectually tough? And the characteristics he always set forward 
were the vision to see the choices before you, the integrity to make 
the right choice, and the courage to act on that choice. 

In closing, I guess what shocks me more than anything else is 
that so few people at the CIA could create such an environment 
and do so much ethical damage and that they could do it so easily. 
I think it is for that reason that I have such a sense of shame. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Goodman, for your 

statement. As I indicated, I would ask that you stand by when we 
finish the opening comments of the other five witnesses. Then you 
will resume as a panel which the members of the Committee will 
question and that, obviously, will take place some time this after
noon. 
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motile vou very much, Mr. Goodman. 
n r next witness will be Mr. Graham Fuller. If Mr. Fuller will 

e come forward. Mr. Fuller, as I indicated in my opening re-
pleaf i s currently with the RAND Corporation, formerly with the 
? / a former National Intelligence Officer for the Near East and 

th Asia involved in the preparation of some of the intelligence 
^?mates—one in particular that had been referred to in Mr. Good-

mMi-S Fuller, we appreciate your adjusting your schedule to be 
th us today, and I would ask as we are in a confirmation process 

?vou would be sworn and raise your right hand at this time. 
Do vou solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give 

• the truth, nothing but the truth, the whole truth so help you 

God- „ T , 
Mr FULLER. 1 do. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Fuller. You may be 

«otpH We would appreciate having your opening remarks at this inie We will withhold questions until later. If you can possibly 
esent a ^ the information you can to us in the shortest possible 

LIP we had hoped to hold these opening statements to about unie, «v- F , „ _ ^ „u^,,4. J ^ „ U I ^ . 4-v,̂ *- 4-;^,^. twenty-five or thirty minutes. We've gone about double that time 
so far So I don't want to put constraints on any individuals to skip 
over any of the items that they may feel are important, but, within 
the bounds of doing that and being sensitive to our time con
straints, we would welcome any opening statements which you 
might like to make. 

TESTIMONY OF GRAHAM FULLER, FORMER VICE CHAIRMAN, 
NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman I can stay within that time frame, I 
hope. I'd like to point out also that I was not aware that I would 
even be testifying at all until some forty-eight hours ago. I have 
not had opportunity to dredge through past documentation and 
such things as the previous witness has, so I am drawing, I'm 
afraid, on my best memories of events and incidents that have been 
referred to so far. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I am happy to do what I can to shed 
any light on past work at CIA that involves Robert Gates. I do not 
want here to comment on many of the charges made against Bob 
Gates that relates to his handling of the DI. I was not in the DI. I 
was working in the National Intelligence Council, and I would 
largely limit my remarks to my experiences in that field. 

Mr. Chairman, I served at CIA Headquarters first as NIO for the 
Near East-South Asia from 1983 to 1986, and then as Vice Chair
man of the National Intelligence Council for the two following 
years after that. During those years, I had many occasions to work 
very closely with Bob Gates. 

Now, let me give you something of my own background in brief 
and where I'm coming from. I have a BA in Russian Language and 
History and an MA in Soviet Studies, both from Harvard Universi
ty with a minor in Middle Eastern Studies. I served overseas in the 
Foreign Service for nearly twenty years, most of the time in the 
Middle East and in various sensitive positions of considerable re-
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sponsibility that I don't need to go into here. I then served at OT 
Headquarters for five years. I finally left government service at tu 
end of 1987 when I was able to first retire to go to RAND Cor 
tion, where I am now a Senior Political Scientist. My goal in ?°ra" 
ing the government was to get greater freedom, both to write 
to speak out publicly on foreign affairs. I have just published^ 
book on The Geopolitics of Iran, and I've completed numerous n v? 
lished studies for RAND on the Soviet Empire, on Turkey, on G Vf 
security policy and on the long-range outlook for the Middle Eat 
Since leaving government I have published regularly in a variet 
of newspapers, magazines and journals, including Foreign P0li 
and Foreign Affairs on both Soviet and Middle Eastern affairs T 
also have a book coming out in January called, The Demm*™»'» 
Trap: Pitfalls of the Post-Cold War World. acy 

I mention these publications, Mr. Chairman, mainly to establish 
the fact that I have long had a serious interest in foreign affairs 
which I have maintained up to the present time, and hopefully to 
suggest thereby that I have not been merely some dutiful public 
servant fulfilling the political agenda of William Casey and Robert 
Gates—as some of the testimony about my tenure at the NIC 
might seem to infer. 

Mr. Chairman, as I read the testimony of others in the past 
week, I find myself disquieted. Serious charges have been raised 
against Bob Gates, especially those of Mel Goodman. While I know 
and respect Mel Goodman as a very knowledgeable and experi
enced Soviet analyst, in all frankness, I do not readily recognize 
the Bob Gates described in his testimony. I am indeed disturbed at 
hearing the specific and worrisome accusations that he levels 
against Gates. But I find that when he talks on those incidents of 
which I am personally familiar, his account, in my opinion, con
tains serious distortions in content and in the manner of telling. 

In brief, I do not believe that during my five years tenure at the 
National Intelligence Council I witnessed anything that I would 
call improprieties in the conduct of estimative work by Bob Gates. I 
have no direct knowledge of his leadership of the DI which has fig
ured in so much of the testimony. But I do know that within the 
confines of the NIC and the National Estimates, I have not seen 
Gates engage in anything that can be loosely called politicization of 
intelligence. 

Now how do we define that? In my terms I would call it the de
liberate distortion of the intelligence to satisfy policy goals. That 
there is room for immense difference and debate within the Intelli
gence Community is well known and hardly limited to the Intelli
gence Community—these debates can be raucous and bloody. But I 
think it is very important to distinguish between sharp differences 
of opinion and sharp disagreements about the implications of those 
differences on the one hand and deliberate distortion of facts on 
the other. 

During my entire time at the NIC I felt there was a scrupulous 
regard and concern for the integrity of the estimative process, and 
a singularly high proportion of time spent in talking about what 
the integrity of that process implies in concrete terms. To be specif
ic, at no time was I ever told what either the Administration or 
Gates or Casey wanted to come out of an estimate, or what it 
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1H say, or what conclusions it should reach. Not only was I 
s told what to say, but I would have regarded it as outrageous-
i t f v e r

e r to even hear the suggestion, and I would have rejected 

i4 f°i?Ave taken flak from Casey for what we ended up saying on 
1 v,n__he did not always like the product that I delivered to 

°<?CaS1but i have never been told what to say, even indirectly. 
? " ! was never a hint that there was an unspoken line somehow 

Slow and that I was to respond to. 
Mr Chairman, I may have many failings, and I have indeed 
A* errors in calling the political shots correctly on a number of 

ma;ps over my many years in this very risky business of prediction. 
f I noDody who knows me would ever call me a toady or patsy to 
BULr management. If I have any reputation it is one of mdepend-
UPJT feisty individualism, originality of viewpoint and perhaps 

pn considered to be a maverick on some issues. But I have never 
h d my own integrity questioned, and I have never been a snap 
and salute man to the seventh floor. 

T was in fact, tested extremely early on in my tenure as NIO. I 
tJ»k on' an estimate of the situation in Lebanon in 1983 after the 
kraeli invasion in which George Shultz's May 17th Accords were 
he cornerstone of U.S. policy there—an attempt to somehow get 
the Lebanese to join in a peace policy with Israel over Syria s live 
or dead body. Our estimate there stated categorically that U.S. 
nolicy aspirations were founded on unreality and would not suc
ceed Casey was unhappy with this result and he told me that we 
had not taken sufficiently into account the degree of American re
solve to force a settement in Lebanon through military use if neces
sary We were asked to revisit the issue, bearing in mind the pros
pect that the U.S. indeed just might employ force in the region to 
attain a settlement and that might dissuade Syria from following a 
rejectionist line. The second estimate produced by the Community 
produced the same result. But by then Casey had come around to 
understand that perhaps this was, in fact, the correct analysis. But 
Shultz wanted yet another estimate, based on still another premise. 
And we still said his May 17th Accords were doomed to failure. 

After the death of so many Marines and the pullout of American 
troops, Shultz later complained to Casey that, quote, "The Agency 
had not been supportive of American policy in Lebanon. Casey at 
that time replied to Shultz that it was not the CIA s business to 
support American policy in its estimates, and furthermore, that the 
estimates had not been wrong in their conclusions. Now, that is 
one reason why Shultz hated Casey and distrusted Agency esti-

Mr. Chairman, I feel that it's important to impart at least a little 
flavor of the Casey tenure at CIA. Again, I can only speak oi it 
from the vantage point of estimative work at the NIC. Casey was a 
man of huge intellect and far-ranging interests. I think he s well 
known to most of you in many different capacities. He had a geo-
strategic mind if there ever was one. It was at once his source ot 
brilliant strength and greatest weakness. Casey had a broad sense 
of global politics and the interrelationships of things. He could usu
ally think of ten more implications of any international event than 
the average analyst could. He read widely and his NIOs had to run 



160 

to keep up with his restless mind and flow of various hypoth 
He was an unabashed Cold Warrior and tended to view all ev^8-

in terms of their impact on the struggle with the Soviet \]n^ 
apart from other regional implications. 1 0 n> 

Now Mr. Goodman, I think, has suggested what I think i« 
slight parody of Casey's views on these things. I do not think Cas & 

viewed all evils as emanating from the Soviet Union or from t\? 
Soviet Empire. He certainly was willing to blame them for a ve 
healthy proportion of what went on in the world, but his mai!? 
strategic concern was what world events anywhere in the gloVl 
meant to the American-Soviet confrontation. That was his particu 
lar focus—how does it affect the American-Soviet balance and th 
Western-Soviet balance. 

While I shared a deep suspicion of Soviet motives and ambitions 
with Bill Casey, I often disagreed with him sharply in his interpre
tation of many issues where he was inclined to overstate the Soviet 
role or the Soviet ability to influence things. This was especially 
true in the Middle East where I constantly pointed out to him that 
the Syrians and the Iranians and the Libyans and others had 
ample reason to want to do many nefarious things on their own 
without much help from the Soviet Union. But the fact remained 
that the Soviet Union did give very, very considerable assistance to 
both Syria and Libya in pursuing those goals. 

Mr. Casey was indeed impatient and analysts who cleaved to 
narrow interpretations of events. He could be intimidating in his 
style and his knowledge, but he was willing to take as well as to 
give if he had any respect for his interlocutor. I can think of few 
NIOs who did not need to respond firmly with him to hold their 
analytic ground on some occasion. But Casey respected the judg
ment of those who seriously defended their views, even if he did 
not like it. He could be withering if the analytic work in his view 
was weak or excessively narrow or formalistic. Long range strate
gic estimates, after all, is not a game for kids. We all had to be 
tough, but nearly all of us relished a Director who took a hands-on 
interest in the pith and substance of our analytic work. I frankly 
think that is far more desirable than a Director who stays aloof 
from the substance of the work of the Agency. But in Casey, the 
passion for involvement reached an excess that was obviously to be 
his Achilles Heel by the end. 

Now, Bob Gates may be a skillful staffer who has served a 
number of differing bosses well, but he too is not a faceless bureau
crat. He is immensely intelligent, has a superb grasp of substance, 
he is a quick study, and he fully understands the relationship be
tween policy and intelligence. He was indeed able to keep pace 
with Casey's own geopolitical instincts, but he was also able to tone 
down some of Casey's more far-fetched hypotheses in discussions 
were held in which I have been personally present. Where Casey 
did not always hide what he hoped intelligence might indicate, 
Gates was always fully aware of the requirements of analytic pro
cedure and the validity of independent analysis from everything I 
saw within the NIC. I cannot speak to charges leveled about Gates' 
handling of research within the DI, but he was certainly respectful 
of the process in the work of the NIC. 
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did share a hard line view, but a very well-informed view 
û Soviet Union independent of Casey. The international situa-

^ + that time I would argue perhaps justified a fairly hard-line 
tion -n any case. The world was very different in 1980 to 1985 
view i Qorkachev than it has been in these stunning years that 

Valise of the strongly ielt uasey position, i am airaia a counter-
uire seems to have sprung up among the SOVA analysts that 

k me quite vividly as I got involved in estimative work. As 
strU<h as Casey tended to link many world events in terms of its 
01 Hcations for Soviet policy—although not as simplistically as his 
1 sers would have hv-SOVA seemed to bend over backwards to 
aCCoensate. I think Mr. Goodman's own testimony very clearly in-
? tes the degree to which this had become almost a running 
fSle—at least in some portions of SOVA, and particularly the 
X d World area. We have heard as much from almost all recent 

tnesses in this area. SOVA, in my own personal observation— 
ndII must say this is based primarily on SOVA's work in Third 

World areas—in my own personal observation seemed inclined to-
ards ves a highly benign vision of Soviet intentions and goals as 

Sated to the Third World. p . 
Mr Chairman, at the time, I too, was frankly uncomfortable 

with much of SOVA's approach to Third World issues, personally 
and independently of Mr. Casey. I have two degrees in Soviet af
fairs myself; I speak fluent Russian; I dealt with Soviet diplomats 
abroad most of my professional life in the Third World. I personal
ly felt that many SOVA analysts may perhaps have been expert on 
Soviet writings on the Third World and Third World issues, but 
few of them had gotton their feet dirty, so to speak, in the dust of 
the Third World, and had not watched Soviet embassies work 
abroad, and were far less familiar with the political environment of 
the specific Third World countries whose relations with Moscow 
they were following. These were countries and cultures in the 
Middle East in which I had lived and felt that I had a rather differ
ent sense of the kind of hard ball ad hoc approach that the Soviet 
Union could take in fast moving situations overseas. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Fuller, I apologize. We're down to five 
bells on a vote on the Floor. We'll have three votes. It should 
enable us to, if Members will vote at the very beginning of the 
third roll call, to return by about 12:00. We'll continue with your 
testimony at that time, and perhaps be able to also have the testi
mony of Mr. Ford before we break for lunch. I apologize. We have 
to interrupt your testimony at this point. We will continue after a 
brief recess to vote on the Floor. 

[A recess was taken from 11:31 a.m. until 12:40 p.m.] 
Chairman BOREN. Could we resume, please. 
I apologize to the witness. I thought we were going to vote again 

immediately, and now I have been told that we are not going to 
vote before the break which will occur shortly. We probably will 
vote immediately after the 2:00 caucuses. So my suggestion is that 
we resume around 2:30 here in the hope that we won't be inter
rupted again. Mr. Fuller I again apologize that we've had to inter-
nipt your testimony. You might want to go back over the last para
graph or so right before we broke, to refresh our memory and to 
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resume a sense of continuity in your statement. And then we 
proceed to hear the remainder of your testimony. I think obvio^ 
now we will not be able to go on to any other witnesses until aft 
we break for lunch. So the other witnesses will commence in nf 
afternoon. I would remind you, Mr. Fuller, you do understand 
are still under oath. ^°u 

Mr. FULLER. I understand that, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Fuller, and v 

may resume your comments where you think appropriate! 
Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, as you recall, I was simply discussi 

the question of what I felt was development of an adversary p1? 
ture within the CIA. Within at least the Third World branch f 
SOVA given Mr. Casey's own strong views, Bob Gates' partial ad 
herence to some of those views and the very strongly felt discon 
tent within the SOVA Third World group that saw things quite dif 
ferently. 

I was also adding that in my own personal view, I had arrived 
independently in my own personal view at a feeling of concern 
about the general sort of approach of the Soviet-Third World group 
in which there are a number of very fine, outstanding analysts. My 
own sense of them was not that they were wrong in their under
standing of what Soviet stated positions were and what Soviet writ
ings and analysis were on these things, but that sometimes they re
flected less of an understanding of the countries whose Soviet rela
tionships they were examining. As someone who had served over
seas for many years I had a slightly different sense of reality about 
the Soviets on the ground than many of the analysts who had more 
of an academic approach in Washington than I did. 

So I did have in part a regular concern about some aspects of the 
Soviet analysis that I was given by some Soviet analysts for our 
work. 

As I was saying, Mr. Chairman, I had been in anti-American 
riots in countries where there was good evidence of close Soviet 
contact with the organizers of the rioting. I am not saying there 
would have been no rioting without the Soviets there, but the Sovi
ets clearly were in touch with a panoply of anti-Western forces 
throughout the Third World in the ongoing zero-sum quest for in
fluence. It's hard for many of us now, as we look back on that 
period, to remember how rough the game was up until about 1985. 
The Soviets were playing a tough game and so were we in influ
ence, in every little backwater in the world. That was the essence 
of our policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I stood on the roof of the American Embassy in 
Kabul, Afghanistan on the night of 27 May 1978 as pilots of the 
Afghan Air Force, controlled by the Afghan Communist Party, 
bombed the President's palace in the Communist takeover of the 
country. I believe that no SOVA analyst would have told you that 
Afghan—say a year prior to that event, that Afghan Air Force 
pilots trained in the USSR could and would pull off a coup in the 
name of the Afghan Communist Party. It was not part of the 
SOVA culture to believe that "that was the way the Soviets would 
do business." 

No SOVA analyst would have been likely to tell you, until the 
troops were lined up and ready to go, that the USSR would ever 
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, the Red Army into Afghanistan. Because the Soviet Union 
*Ano history and no background of doing that. When Mr. Good-

suggests, for example, that in the year that we were doing the 
^vsis on Iran, that the Soviets were losing a position in Iran and 

systematically finding their position weakened, I would only 
^re.0 point out that the same was true in Afghanistan in the year 

t preceded the Soviet coup there. The Soviet position was con-
^t ntly weakening and the President of Afghanistan was moving 
S1 rlually away from positions preferred by the Soviet Union. 
ĉio it was not a question of talking about will the Soviets pull a 

o in Iran as they did in Afghanistan. Of course it was a very 
afferent country. But simply to feel that that was no precedent for 
Sieving that the Soviet Union would do, or could do the kind of 
Sh nes they did Afghanistan and therefore they wouldn't be likely 
ndo it in Iran, it seems a very risky position. 
Those actions that the Soviets fulfilled in Afghanistan were in
sistent w i t h a generally shared SOVA vision that the Soviets 

tpnded to react defensively in the Third World and avoided risk. 
This almost became doctrine, and it was the standard language 
that SOVA usually offered in contribution to many Middle East es
tates It is significant that nearly all these analysts in the testi
mony that I've read of them from the past week, nearly all of these 
analysts referred to my own attempts at a new look at the Soviet-
Iranian problem, in our 1985 Estimate, as a "swerve" from the 
SOVA line. While SOVA has many fine analysts, there was a tend
ency towards a certain homogenization, couched primarily in terms 
of Soviet dilemmas and problems, obscuring the fact that they had 
just taken over several real countries in the process in the late 
1970s. Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, Mozambique, Ethiopia and 

°tnerS- . , n 
Now I do not want to oversimplify what were complex views 01 

both sides of these debates. But I for one independently grew un
happy with the product that I received from many SOVA-Third 
World analysts. There was a liberal vs. conservative struggle. And 
this was not a healthy situation within the Agency to have exist. I 
scarcely need add that. 

In coming to the heart of the accusation against Gates in estima
tive work during my tenure as NIO for the Middle East, I would 
like to touch now upon the Special Estimate done on Iran in May 
1985. Special Estimate by the way, I think most of you know, 
simply refers to the fact that this is an estimate done out of cycle 
or focusing on a specific aspect of Iran rather than a generic, full
blown analysis of everything you ever wanted to know about Iran. 
There was no sinister or particular meaning to be attached to the 
word Special Estimate. We did special estimates all the time on ev
erything. 

Mr. Chairman, as I watched the events of the bloody Iran-Iraq 
war in those years, I grew increasingly concerned over our policies 
towards Iran. As I mentioned, I have just published a book on the 
geopolitics of Iran—that has nothing to do with Iran/Contra, thank 
God, I hasten to say. I felt that Iran was ultimately the key power 
in the Gulf, and already a major ideological threat to the region 
and to Western interests there through its zealous Islamic funda
mentalism. 
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But American policies were based solely on two factors and 
only two goals: one was to strike back at Iranian terrorism and 
other was to stop all flow of any weapons from the West t 
Now these goals were certainly understandable. Of cou 
wanted to stop Iranian terrorism and it was desirable to wamea to stop Iranian terrorism ana n was aesiraoie to les 
Iran's ability to make war where possible. But I felt that these t^ 
factors hardly constituted a serious policy designed to get fh° 
United States back into some position in Iran. We were engaged 
a basic struggle with Moscow for influence in Iran, the most imon*1 

tant country on the entire southern Soviet border. I was likewi 
concerned with our excessive tilt towards Saddam Hussein who!! 
and I am on record on this—I felt had never moderated durina fu 
Gulf War. n g t h e 

Now DI analysts within the Agency's analytical section had al 
ready produced analyses earlier that year indicating concern for in 
stability—future instability in Iran, with which I agreed. Any carê  
ful look at the situation raised potentially alarming prospects: the 
clerical regime was perhaps foundering; Khomeini was aging and 
losing grip daily on the situation, opening the way potentially to 
radical leftist forces within the country. 

Yes, we had information from a Soviet defector that the Commu
nist Party had been badly damaged by Khomeini, but the Tudeh 
Party was a survivor over nearly fifty years of the ravages of 
SAVAK under the Shad as well. Who could safely count out its ba
sically unknown influence within the army or other institutions? 

Furthermore it was not only SAVAK, the Communist Party but 
the Mujahadeen organization which was a Marxist-Islamic group 
that was highly anti-American in its outlook as well and was one of 
the major opposition forces to the clerics. 

The Iranian regime at that point was already seeking to repair 
its relations with Moscow. We had information that Khomeini's 
people were painting off anti-Soviet slogans that were—had been 
painted on the Soviet Embassy in Iran at that time. I was con
cerned that a very serious geopolitical imbalance could be emerg
ing in Iran of major import to U.S. policies. 

If the Western arms embargo was a total success, it was logical 
that Moscow would be the most natural next source of arms, and 
could quickly come to gain a monopoly over arms to Iran if it 
wished. A direct arms relationship with Moscow would have pro
vided a major strategic advance for Moscow in Iran. Moscow had 
long been able to intimidate Iran militarily from the north, and 
now from Afghanistan as well—where Soviet troops were ranged 
along the Iranian-Afghan border against Mujahideen operating out 
of Iran. A weakening clerical regime could certainly strike a bar
gain with the devil to survive. I believe that Moscow would not 
turn down that opportunity if it was presented. Especially as the 
clerical regime seemed to move towards possible collapse in that 
year as was feared by the CIA's own estimative Middle East people. 

A pro-Soviet group conceivably could have come to power in Iran 
under such circumstances, a far worse disaster for the West than 
Afghanistan had been so far. I had communicated my concerns to 
Casey on this, quite unsolicited at about this time. 

When the SO VA analyst brought me his draft portion of the esti
mate, Mr. Chairman, on Soviet policy toward Iran, I was immedi-
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unhappy- It dismissed the possibility that the USSR would 
ate ^ «ooV to take advantage of the desperate arms need in Iran see* ™ R. —. c^„- 4. j ^ „ i m ^ _ -4.—±:~~ e j1 *t comfortably dismissed any serious Soviet design or intention 

n dominant influence in Iran in the foreseeable future. Such 
W tP ignored several hundred years of Russian expansionism in-
aVieblv southward or into Iranian territory in the Caucasus in 
w î a l Asia in the 19th Century, and an attempt to establish a 

• t Republic in Iranian Azerbaijan and Iranian Kurdestan at 
w n d of World War II. 
ft ienored a Soviet effort to ditch Iraq in favor of Iran as soon as 

trinmeini had come to power. Of course, Khomeini had disappoint-
ÎJMOSCOW in not being more pro-Soviet and less anti-Communist. 
? •would not Moscow have leapt at the chance to gain a foothold 

îran a few years after the invasion and the occupation of Af-
"Lnistan? Even if the possibility were only light, the impact of 

Hi a logical move by Moscow to support left wing forces in Iran 
M pxoloit chaos or to become a sole arms source to Iran would have 
been a major political coup for Moscow and a major loss for the 
T T C 

T felt that a formal warning of this eventuality, potential eventu
ality was of critical importance to U.S. interests. And estimates 
«* oartly designed to play a warning function as well. 

In effect, therefore, Mr. Chairman, I think when we were facing 
Deriod of potentially dramatic change within Iran in which the 

US had no cards, and no influence whatsoever in Iran, and the 
Soviet Union had very considerable cards to play, although perhaps 
dwindling from their point of view, that not to take cognizance of 
this very major potentiality would have been nothing short of dere
lict of the Intelligence Community to point out this warning. Our 
policies were only able to focus on terrorism and stopping arms. I 
felt it was imperative that we be designing a policy at least de
signed to strengthen some presence that we might be able to have 
Iran in the future and not leave it simply to the Soviet Union to 
make its move at the time and place of its choosing, especially if 
the Iranian regime should founder. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Fuller, again I apologize to you. Our 
schedule has gotten so disrupted because of the votes on the floor. I 
gather that you are only about half way through your prepared 
StâtiPTTl PT1 t s 

Mr. FULLER. I should be more than that Mr. Chairman, because I 
have inserted some material 

Chairman BOREN. About page 6,1 think, there is 12 pages? 
Mr. FULLER. Yes. „ nn _ , ,. 
Chairman BOREN. We had planned to break at 1:00. I don t want 

to take away from your presentation and there are members who 
are going to have to go ahead and leave. Would you be able to 
come back this afternoon with us? 

Mr. FULLER Of course. 
Chairman BOREN. I think we should probably break. This testi

mony is very important because, as you know, the Iranian estimate 
is one of those key items. Without diminishing the importance of 
any of the others, it is perhaps the item on which there has been 
the most focus. 

Mr. FULLER. That's right. 
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Chairman BOREN. SO I want us to have adequate time to re n 
go into this and for members to be here. a% 

I am told that there is a vote at 2:15 and we can predict anoth 
vote after that. We can't predict when that will be, so let's trv * 
resume at 2:25, if members would vote at the beginning of the n 
call. If matters on the Floor had unfolded in a way to harass us°/ 
the maximum degree in being able to continue our work in 
normal fashion, they couldn't have broken worse. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, before your proceed, could I a t 
the Chairman a question? k 

Chairman BOREN. Yes, certainly. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, it looks like your well planned 

schedule, through no fault of the Chairman's, has essentially been 
blown away. 

I do not believe that getting the testimony of each of these very 
important 6 witnesses can possibly be accomplished until sometime 
later this afternoon. It is my view—and only my own—that be
cause a number of members of this panel have important questions 
for a number of these witnesses, that to attempt to start that ex
amination in 10 minutes segments at 5:00 or 6:00 today is probably 
a mistake. I know that everyone is anxious to finish this process. I 
certainly am. But I believe that we ought to be prepared to come in 
here tomorrow morning and hopefully finish our examination and 
move on from there or if we have to go late tomorrow, then make 
that choice. But I would hate to see us doing extensive examination 
with many members of the panel not here to hear it. The witnesses 
frankly, after being under some considerable pressure here in the 
lights, might be a bit fatigued come say 6:00 this evening—not to 
speak of the panel members and the Chairman of course who never 
gets tired. [General laughter.] 

Chairman BOREN. Well, I appreciate the comments of the Sena
tor from New Hampshire. I saw the Senator from New Jersey nod
ding that he agreed with that point of view. It would be my inclina
tion to agree with you if we go until like 5:00 or 6:00 before we are 
finished with the statements. I had indicated that I thought the 
statements might take 20 to 25 minutes. I think the statements are 
averaging about an hour so far or maybe longer. And we don't 
want to constrain the witnesses from making all of the points they 
feel they should make. So let's take that under advisement. It 
would be my inclination that, if we do have to go virtually until 
5:00 or 6:00 this afternoon with the opening statements, it probably 
would be better to begin afresh with the questions in the morning. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to that, 
provided we have some understanding that we aren't going to have 
night sessions. I think the Senator from New Hampshire makes a 
good suggestion, to come back in the morning; that is fine with me. 
But if the Chairman indicates something about working late tomor
row night, remember that we are going to be in session next week. 
If this carries over into next week, so be it. I don't know how long 
it will take. I don't know how much more is on the plate of the 
Chairman. But I think that night sessions—and I know Senator 
Deconcini indicated to me earlier that he had concerns about it, 
and I think other members have—I just think we ought to go 
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ator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, does the Senator from Ohio 
v something that we don't know? I was under the impression 

know 
that' 

there was a recess nex t week 
cl tor M E T Z E N B A U M . T h e Sena to r from Ohio knows some th ing 
„ don't know. 

y°" a t o r RUDMAN. There is not a recess next week? 
fLirman BOREN. This is obviously compartmented and the 

airman has not been let in on this yet. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Well, you know, it is my understanding 

ht there are problems about that and it would be my guess that 
will be here on Monday. 

Chairman BOREN. We can't reveal this obviously to the public 
til this matter has been resolved and we figure out which of us 
P cleared for the right compartment here. But I would say to the 

£nator of Ohio that it has never been my plan for us to go late in 
îfp evenings. It depends on the flow of our work. Because I agree, 
Soole get too fatigued when we have gone on too many hours. If 
«Tare in session anyway in an evening hour, and we can go a rea
sonable period of time without fatiguing the members, I think we 
«hould leave that opportunity open. But I assure the Senator from 
Ohio, this Senator agrees that we should not plunge on for unrea
sonable amounts of time. . . . . 

So we will just weigh this as we go along and revisit the issue 
later this afternoon as to whether or not we go on this evening. 

There also may be some additional witnesses on the subjects that 
have been raised today that we may need to call. We will have the 
information from the "compartment" officially later on about the 
rpPP S S• 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I have no problem about 
your calling as many witnesses as you want. I did notice somebody 
saw fit to circulate some papers here with telephone calls some
body allegedly made to talk to somebody. I would very strongly 
object to any such statements being put in the record and being 
considered by this Committee. If anybody has any additional evi
dence, bring them forward and let them testify like everybody else, 
under oath. . 

Chairman BOREN. I don't think we have put any statements into 
the record that are unsworn, have we? 

Senator METZENBAUM. NO, but they have been circulated around 
here as if they had been. 

Chairman BOREN. NO statements have been put into the record 
that have not been sworn to I'd say to the Senator from Ohio so far 
as I am aware. We are going to put into the briefing books, for 
members only, any background information that we think would be 
helpful to you. Anything that comes to me as Chairman, I certainly 
want to share with Members of the Committee for their back
ground. And the flow of information, I might say, is well balanced, 
it seems to me on those matters that have not been brought under 
oath. People on both sides of this particular issue are giving us ad
ditional comments and so on. - I T 

So that will be available for your background. But certainly, 1 
don't intend to put anything into the hearing record unless it is on 
a equal basis with the sworn testimony. I think that would be inap
propriate. 
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Senator METZENBAUM. There is some testimony also this m 
ing about a memo of Mr. Gates concerning bombing of Lib*11 

Would the Chairman see if that memo could be made available? ya 

Chairman BOREN. We'll see. I'm not sure I know which one th 
was. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I think that Mr. Goodman testified t 
such a memo. 

Chairman BOREN. Anything that has been mentioned. I am not 
sure that was in his testimony. His testimony is somewhat diffe 
ent today than it was in closed session. 

Senator METZENBAUM. It was in his testimony today. 
Chairman BOREN. And so it was added today. I don't know if We 

have all those matters that were in his testimony in closed session 
that we had requested. So if it just happened this morning, we'll 
have to look into that. We'll endeavor to try to get all the docu
ments. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I thank the Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. And to get as many as possible declassified. 
All right we will stand in recess until 2:25 and again, I apologize 

to the witness. 
[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the Committee was recessed, to recon

vene at 2:25 p.m. the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Chairman BOREN. If we could begin, I would again apologize. Mr. 
Fuller, I have been told every 5 minutes for the last hour that we 
would vote within the next 60 seconds, so that is exactly the situa
tion we have been in. As soon as we start, I am sure that that will 
happen to us again. But I assure you that whatever interruptions 
we get, you are going to be allowed to finish your testimony. 

I am very apologetic because I think you have important testimo
ny to give. The disruptions in it are making it more difficult and I 
wish all the Members were here to hear it because it is important 
testimony. We will do the best we can. 

Some of us think it is time to take a look at how we can reform 
our process around here and how we can make Congress work a 
little more effectively. Maybe we have seen a reason why we 
should try that. 

Mr. FULLER. I will not take it as a conspiracy. 
Chairman BOREN. The Chair is, I will say, as frustrated as can be 

about this and I am very sorry. We will just have to do the best we 
can. So I will once more remind you, as I have after each break, 
that you are still under oath as you continue your testimony. 

I think you should perhaps back up just a little bit. As you were 
ending, you were talking about your feeling that some of those who 
had not had experience in the field as well as experience in analy
sis perhaps did not have quite the same perspective that you felt 
you could bring to it from your experience in the field, particularly 
as it related to how the Soviets operated at the grassroots during 
these years. 

Please feel free to summarize what you have said thus far and 
then proceed ahead as you wish. 
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TESTIMONY OF GRAHAM E. FULLER—Resumed 
FULLER- Fine. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take just one 

+P to clarify the process under which I advanced on these esti-
iiiinute ^ 
^ ta lk ing to people at the break and elsewhere, it seems to me 

k t h e r e is considerable lack of understanding, not surprising, 
tvrhat an NIO does or doesn't do in putting together these 

ocular estimates. It's very important that this be known. 
PT essence, when anyone has a right to ask for an estimate 
•Sin the U.S., within the policy—foreign policy body of the 

!? led States. State Department, DIA—excuse me, the Pentagon, 
J1 NSC all have a right to ask for an estimate on a subject. The 
nTT can ask for an estimate to be done on something. An NIO him-
lf can decide that he thinks an estimate is due on a particular 

toffe feit consistently that the person who asks for the estimate, 
^body that asks for the estimate, has a right to state the issues 
hat interest them, to state the topics of concern to them. We 
nuld then coordinate closely with that requesting body to ensure 

that we got all the questions that that requesting body had posed 
and understand them thoroughly and why they want them. 

We would also reserve the right to add additional questions of 
our own to be answered to any estimate, because it is possible to 
Ltort an estimate by saying, these are the three questions we 
want and nothing else. Don't deal with anything else, just these 
three issues. If somebody came to us and said, these are the three 
issues to talk about, we would say great, we will answer them in 
full but by the way, we feel that there are some very important 
questions you didn't ask that would also have a bearing on this and 
we will deal with them. 

The NIO is then in a position to go out in the community and 
select a drafter to do the estimate and the drafter is informed of 
the general terms, the terms of reference of the paper. The terms 
of reference would have been discussed within the community and 
generally agreed upon. The terms of reference again means the 
questions but not the answers. The scope, in short, of the estimate. 

That paper is basically the property of the NIO until it reaches 
the stage of broad coordination among the entire community. If a 
drafter who might ask to do a paper then brought his paper to me, 
I would look at it. I would say, gee, this is a great job. The one 
thing I think is not so good is this area here, in which you didn t 
really answer the question, or I think it's weak, or I disagree with 
you. How about thinking about it from this point of view? And 
then the drafter would go back and make a few changes until it 
met what I felt was the standards that that paper should repre
sent. This was entirely appropriate and proper. 

So when a Soviet representative—SOVA office representative 
would bring me their draft, I had the perfect right to say, wait a 
second, I don't like this. This is not getting at what I think the real 
issue is. Or for me to take it and make some changes m it personal
ly. 

Because in the end, I knew I would have to face the community 
and coordinate this thing, and everybody who didn't like the paper 
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would have a chance to come forward and say, we don't like it 
community disagrees, or we partially agree, or we're divided 
whatever else. But all NIO's had that option to change the d °r 

until—to amend, sharpen the draft until it reached the stage nf^ 
we thought it was appropriate to bring forth. That was stand 
appropriate procedure. ard 

Now, returning to my memo here, as I say, as a result I rewr 
entirely on my own the Soviet portion of the estimate. This was 
prerogative, as NIO, to bring to the coordinating table a draft th\ 
represented my best vision of what the estimate should say to th 
be discussed, debated, and coordinated. en 

As Gates was my immediate superior, I informed him of my feel 
ings and showed him my rewrite of the SOVA draft. Now, I went 
to Mr. Gates on this because he should have been aware that I had 
taken an action that very possibly would result in remarks coming 
from the SOVA side, for which he was also responsible, saying wait 
a minute, Fuller has changed this in ways that we don't like. I was 
therefore putting him on notice—you should be aware that I am 
making some very major changes in what they have given to me 

Gates concurred with my version, although that was an informai 
thing, because essentially it was my decision to decide what should 
be in that estimate and not his or Casey's at that point. I also 
showed the draft to the NIO for the USSR, and this was just an 
informal thing saying, what do you think of it—this is my feeling, 
what do you think of it, and he agreed with my changes. 

At the coordinating session, we spent some time discussing the 
substance of the issue among all community representatives. After 
airing all disagreements I told the SOVA representatives that they 
could take the issue up through the DI channel of communication, 
but I did point out tha t I had already talked the issue over with 
Gates and the Soviet NIO. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is clear to me that this was viewed by 
junior analysts—or analysts, not necessarily all junior, that the 
deck was at that point somewhat stacked. I didn't like what they 
had written, and I had changed it, and they then knew, after a lot 
of discussion, that Gates had also agreed with it. But nonetheless 
they were capable, able, to move up through their own particular 
channels if they had grievances with that. 

I say in my memo here I can no longer recall the position of the 
INR and DIA Soviet analysts, but if they had all weighed in 
against me as well as the SOVA analysts my view would have been 
distinctly in the minority. But neither DIA nor INR chose to take 
footnotes, as best as I can recall, and I don't have full recollection 
of this period, but I do know that if INR analysts were unhappy 
with estimates they could take it to Mort Abramowitz, and Mort 
Abramowitz was one hell of a tough guy, and I think all of you 
here know, or many of you know him, who would not have sat by 
to watch his people be "trampled" at a coordinating session and 
not have something to say about this later on at the NFIB table. 

I say also tha t I believe SOVA was in part aggrieved because per
haps a non-Soviet NIO had tampered with their work, which most 
other NIO's did not do, leaving matters to Soviet specialists to duke 
it out among themselves. But I, too, had some credentials, and 
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much 
experience in Soviet affairs that may have been resented. I 

e no idea. 
w mav have been due to my being an outsider, but I had It may nave ueen uuc w ury ucmg an uutsiuer, Dui i naa 

erved" from the solid SO VA line on Iran, as many of these 
SyA analysts have mentioned. Yet I do believe tha t it can only 

through the relentless examination of various new hypotheses 
^d counter-hypotheses that the intelligence community will ever 
f° a chance to get at the illusive t ruths of forecasting the un-

KIP 

Because of this legitimate disagreement, SOVA analysts—some 
, t ^ e m have chosen to cast this issue in terms of right and 

Irong, truth versus politicization. Their own internal frustrations 
! l r o to have caused them to reject out of hand this line of analysis 
S t was not stated as a certitude on my part but only as a distinct 
nd serious strategic possibility tha t the U.S. Government must be 

The argument instead has been presented now as to being—serv
ing either Casey or Gates, or serving the White House. I have not 
even been given the courtesy of simply being called wrong, but 
rather portrayed as someone else's instrument in the struggle 
against SOVA. 

Whether the application of the word, wrong, is appropriate in 
any case is questionable when one speaks of the warning function 
in intelligence. The Soviet Union in effect did not have the field 
day in Iran that I was concerned it might have, but that ' s also be
cause the Iranian regime did not move toward collapse and dis
memberment in that year that many of us were concerned could 
happen. 

No, in the end, the barn did not burn down, but there were 
plenty of fires raging in the region, and people were playing with 
matches in the barn. Even the possibility of this major calamity for 
American interests seems not to have been acknowledged by SOVA 
analysts. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the next estimate on Iran in February '86 is 
commonly touted to have reversed itself, showing tha t an anomaly 
the previous May '85 estimate had been, and it's referred to as 
having admitted its earlier error. Now, I find this an extraordinary 
interpretation. 

The later estimate we did—about from May to February, what, 9 
months?—took note (and this was revisiting the Iranian memo) 
took note that the disturbing negative trends suggesting the Irani
an regime might be foundering now seems to have receded and 
that the Iranian regime had in fact weathered the year better than 
most Iranian analysts had felt, and that includes CIA Iranian ana
lysts, and that it had moved toward a stronger footing. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that if going back in retrospect and rec
ognizing that some of our concerns had not been borne out repre
sents admission of an error, or saying tha t gee, we had been wrong 
all along, then I think the system is skewed. It is imperative tha t 
we look back at estimates and say what was fulfilled and was not 
fulfilled among our major concerns. 

That same February estimate also said tha t the Soviet Union 
still could gain—make major gains in Iran under one of any six 
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conditions that were then set forth, and the SOVA analysts agr 
to those conditions. ^ 

In the end, too, then, the SOVA—some of the SOVA analyst 
who have been speaking revert to the same ad hominem attacks 
attributing neanderthal political views of the Soviet Union to me"! 
note for the record, Mr. Chairman, that I was one of the very fm,! 
senior agency figures to state that the Gorbachev revolution wa. 
for real. 

I stood strongly in support of the most liberal interpretation of 
Gorbachev's reforms in estimates produced early on by the now 
NIO for the USSR. I was one of the first to publish a major piece in 
The National Interest in 1987, immediately after leaving the 
agency, stating that Soviet new thinking was absolutely for real 
and what the changes—the roots of this change were. 

If I fault Gates for anything, it was that I think he was far too 
resistant to recognizing the reality and the import of the Gorba
chev revolution. He was not alone. I frankly wonder, Mr. Chair
man, where I would have been if I had been in the agency at that 
point taking a powerful position in support of the Gorbachev revo
lution and its legitimacy if Mr. Casey had still been there. 

I always felt that I could walk in on Casey and have a knock
down, drag-out fight and hope to change his mind, or at least have 
him not change my work. I have no idea what would have hap
pened at that stage of history, or where Mr. Casey would have been 
or where I would have been in his eyes. That is pure speculation. 

Throughout these controversies, Mr. Chairman, Gates never told 
me what to say. He never winked at me or otherwise attempted to 
dictate the outcomes of these estimates. He had his views and they 
were very well known to me. Mr. Casey had his views and they 
were very well known to me. I had my own views on a whole range 
of issues, and they were well known to the NESA community and 
in our regular monthly brainstorming sessions that were designed 
to make sense of the morass of Middle East politics. 

I think anyone who knew me from that period would testify that 
we were exhaustive and exhausting in arguing issues first one way 
and then another, devil's advocating and probing the meaning of 
regional events. Most other NIO's that I knew maintained similar
ly open minds. All of us would have bristled at any attempt to be 
told what to say or what to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the Iran-Contra saga only as you 
are, through what I later read in the papers. I had no inkling 
before or during the operation of what was doing on, and I—thank 
God—was not briefed or brought in on it. Any analysis I did was 
entirely on my own. Whether or how much it served the Adminis
tration's own purposes, I cannot say. 

All I know, was that I had strongly urged, in private memos, 
that our Iran policy be reviewed. It was reviewed. My suggestions 
were rejected by State and Defense. I was satisfied—believe it or 
not—I had done my job, as far as I was concerned. And the issue 
was debated and it was over—or so, at least I thought. 

I am aware that some have claimed that my policy pieces on the 
geopolitics of Iran provided the "intellectual foundation" for arms 
sales to Iran. If so, those arms sales were really politically insignifi
cant in terms of our relations with Iran. They were not what I had 
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•nd in the change of policy. And I think what the Administra
is m}uen proceeded to do was feckless in the extreme. 
^think those analysts within the agency who are grieved that 

Administration never saw fit to check with them on what the 
the

 t-on^what the implications of their Iran caper would have 
oper!t—have reason to be ag 

were not consulted on it. 
0peInt—have reason to be aggrieved. Because indeed, Iranian ex-
^Js were not consulted on it. 
*The charge of politicization was also raised repeatedly in connec

tion 
with an estimate we did, at Casey's request, on the possibility 

Fcollusion among Iran, Libya, and Syria to coordinate certain 
? ds of Anti-American actions and policies in the region. 
(Le of the—you heard some testimony on this in the closed ses-
nS from one of several analysts. The topic had come up as a 
ult of our on-going contact, established by the previous Middle 

£ t NIO, with an outside analyst who specialized in strategic 
Ses involving radicals and Soviets in the Middle East. That ana-
' t 0f Israeli background—who later did several contract papers 
or NIO/NESA, which were distributed to others^ in the agency— 
lossessed a highly prolific and creative mind. I also think that he 
was quite wrong on a number of issues, but his analyses were in
variably thought-provoking, even when I did not agree with them. 
Mr. Chairman, when you're working on estimates, you come to 

have a craving for some new ideas, somebody to spark some new 
thoughts, new approaches in looking at things. And that, among 
other things, was what this particular analyst did, among the 
many people we talked to on the outside. 

We brought him in one time to discuss some of his research and 
his ideas with a group of various DI analysts, on his thesis of possi
ble coordination among anti-American elements in the Middle 
East. 

But instead of encountering lively responsiveness and debate, he 
was met by cold and unresponsive hostility by nearly all analysts. 
They scarcely even deigned to debate him in the session in which 
he came in. His views strayed too far out from the well-trodden 
lines of in-house analysis. Casey, intrigued with the thesis of possi
ble coordination among radicals, asked for an estimate on the topic. 
This was typical. Casey liked—was concerned that there were co
ordination of bad guys against Americans. He always wanted to 
plumb this to the limit. It was entirely appropriate of him to ask 
for any topic to be addressed. The topic, indeed, was worth address
ing to see if there was anything really significant to it. 

The contractor—contrary to what was suggested by Ms. Glaude-
mans, in her earlier testimony, in which I think she was frankly, 
being almost paranoia—was not emphatically written by the con
tractor, as she suggested that it may even have been done. It was 
written within the DI. The contractor never saw it, and never 
should have seen it. 

In any event, community analysts found little evidence to sup
port the concept of significant coordination among these three, 
Middle Eastern radicals. But they did agree that they probably had 
some distinct, ideological impact on each other, and shared 
common, anti-American goals at certain junctures. 

The estimate was an interesting and thought-provoking exercise. 
out the major thesis was essentially not accepted. I went to Casey, 
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I gave it to him. I said, Mr. Casey, we have examined it. It's a f 
nating thesis. There's not much evidence here. And this is w?c*" 
we've come out. Casey grumbled, he accepted, and the estimât* 
done. Was 

For many analysts, however, the outrage consisted in that th 
were asked to consider the thesis at all—one that they perceived ^ 
serving a right-wing agenda. After hearing so many of the grie^ 
ances of analysts within SO VA, I am growing slightly more symn 
thetic to them, in the sense that I think maybe at this point th 
were beginning to be shell-shocked by Casey's interest in pursui? 
things that he thought were strategically important. 

But they were, maybe, tired of running after some of his particu 
lar private—or not-so-private concerns. Whatever their frustration 
I feel the request to explore them was not illegitimate. 

In my view, this has been, indeed, one of the problems of the Dl 
as a whole, though, to live within its own intelligent, thoughtful 
world, but not able to venture out too much—literally or figurative
ly—into the world. Here, again, Casey and Gates—far from seeking 
to impose a house view on analysts, as far as I could see—constant
ly urged analysts, at least in our group, to get out into the outside 
world to seek new ideas that might stimulate fresher analyses. In 
the event, few analysts were willing or able to do so. But the NIO 
function aimed very specifically at getting at least the NIO out 
daily, to comb academia, press, and business circles for glimmers of 
new—not facts, because we've got too damn many of them 
anyway—but new approaches, and new concepts. 

The sometimes-introverted character of the DI, physically remote 
from Washington, and hierarchical in character, still has some 
impact on the amount of flexibility it has in readily thinking the 
unthinkable. 

I also feel some sympathy for analysts who have had to sit in the 
trenches in this respect. Because I think it is very difficult for 
them to work down under many layers of bureaucracy, and not 
have access to Mr. Casey. I could walk into Mr. Casey and tell him 
what we thought about things. But an analyst who works for a 
boss, who works for a boss, who works for Mr. Casey, might find it 
a lot harder to be able to go in and vociferously express those 
views, even if technically the right existed. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the NIO and I and Gates were also accused 
of politicization on an estimate we did on Soviet-Israeli relations, a 
year or so later. In that estimate, both myself and the Soviet NIO, 
impressed with the new vigor of Gorbachev and foreign affairs in 
the early days, reconsidered the old issue of Soviet-Israeli relations. 
And we felt, in fact, by now, that there were very good reasons 
why it would now be in the Soviet advantage to establish diplomat
ic relations with Israel, within—as the estimate said—within possi
bly the next 18 months. 

Goodman's and Glaudemans, in their testimony, referred darkly 
to some impulse that we had to serve policy needs. There were no 
policy needs, Mr. Chairman, as far as I can see. To say that the 
Soviets might do this, I could see as playing one agenda. To say 
that they wouldn't do it, might play to another policy agenda. 

Our revisionist review—myself and the Soviet NIO—of this time-
honored SO VA position—that we chose to review this time-honored 
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... n was viewed with scorn by SOVA. And our estimate was 
P<f pledged—even though our estimate openly acknowledged a 
a.# ence of opinion, and explicitly stated so. 
<SoV\ analysts now triumphantly point out that they were right. 
I^diplomatic relations were not, in fact, restored within 18 

ths between the Soviet Union and Israel. But if formal rela-
11,011

 w e r e not restored, Mr. Chairman, in fact, a whole revolution 
tion

e out about, in Soviet relations, with the whole region, and in
formal ties—informal ties—with Israel, blossomed extraordinarily. 
it was a true time of revolution. While we were technically 

g about the level at which relations would be established, we 
^re right, and on to something very new, very early-on, in a 
chang 
was ' 
stage. 

g Soviet-Mid East policy. Yet, this kind of thinking, too, 

was "a swerve" from standard positions in SOVA eyes at that 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ensure that you and Mem-
ws of the Committee are aware of several facts of NIO life and 
tne estimative game. Mr. Chairman, the first paragraph of this, I 
have been over—extemporaneously I won't go over that again. You 
have it in front of you. 
I conclude, in that paragraph, that saying of course, research 

must be professional and honest. These values must always be pre
served. But topics should not have been dismissed so contemptuous
ly, just because CIA analysts have no evidence that the Soviets 
were involved in one or another activity—including, even the issue 
of the Pope, that God knows is very controversial. 
Because this, indeed—and this is a very important point, Mr. 

Chairman—this is one of the dilemmas of intelligence work. It is 
not a good versus evil. It is a dilemma of intelligence work. Does 
absence of evidence—absence of evidence—mean that something is 
not there? Or it has not happened? How much should we rely on 
intuition, judgment, and experience in appraising the likelihood of 
events or motives, or the issue of who benefits from an event? 
This dilemma can never be solved. SOVA seems to have clung to 

the idea that the sweeping force of "no evidence" means that we 
don't think it happened; which is a safe, and perhaps appropriate 
position for a junior analyst. 

But is a more experienced analyst or manager wrong to examine 
other considerations, even in the absence of evidence that we may 
never collect? 

In the estimative business, in any case, we are always, Mr. Chair
man, always talking about intuitions, judgments, gut feelings and 
experience. We are writing estimates precisely because we do not 
know. And there will never be enough evidence to enable us to be 
sure. Analysts love to say that it is "too early" to make a judg
ment. But the policymaker has to make a judgment, and right now, 
daranit. What are we analysts paid for, anyway—they will say? If 
the evidence was that clear, of course, we wouldn't need an esti
mate. Estimates are judgments. They are based on slim, and some
times no evidence. Of course, we want evidence. But when we have 
°nly a tiny sliver of evidence, is that all that we go on? Or do we 
use our intellects to try to glean the remaining 95 percent of an 
unknown construct, of which we have only one, tiny part? 
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The SOVA charges seem to talk with undue certainty about 
dence ignored. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the dilemma of ?" 
dence in judgment can never be appropriately and fully resolvH" 
Both are essential. But judgment still goes on in the absence.of e • 
dence. 

And so, too, this role of the senior manager. This is an insolubl 
question that we are faced with. It is not a black and white 
good and evil, or right or wrong question. There is a hidden surm 
sition. And much of the analysts' complaints that senior peon] 
should stay the hell out of their analyses. p e 

I respect their concern. But here, again, we have a trade-off To 
wisdom couched exclusively at the lower levels of analysis with the 
"hard facts"? Or does it reside, perhaps, nearer the top with senior 
experienced officials who have seen much of the world and a lot of 
politics—and indeed, some of whom may also have their own agen-
das, as well. 

In my experience, no one, not even analysts, are totally agenda-
free. Even Dick Kerr's own memo on how to hew the straight and 
narrow path in writing estimates—that is one of the documents in 
question, here—suggests that well, the NIO should really not play 
any substantive role in the estimates, themselves, and just be an 
honest broker. And by the way, they should probably live in a 
building far away from the CIA. That s all very well, for the then-
head of the DI to say, who views—and did view at that time—the 
NIC as a prime, in-house institutional competitor in analysis. 

These are just facts of life in the real world, Mr. Chairman, 
about how we do our analysts. In principle, good people are sup 
posed to be at the top, where they can exercise their own judg
ments about the true, import of events. These senior people may 
appreciate the analyst telling them about what happened. But they 
will not relinquish the right to interpret events for themselves, if 
they wish. 

The same goes for the President, in reading CIA reports. Is this 
wrong? Sometimes the policymaker's analytic instincts might be 
better than the analysts. I'm quite sure that George Bush gets tons 
of information that is unsubstantiated; never cleared by the CIA; 
not coordinated; off-the-wall; partially valid—or whatever else. And 
George Bush has got to decide what he's inclined to believe, and 
what he isn't inclined to believe. 

CIA estimates, of course, should be taken at a higher level of se
riousness. But I'm suggesting that there's no right or wrong here, 
always, but only a permanent dilemma. 

I would concur with my SOVA colleagues who are upset if infor
mation is mis-represented as it is set forth. That's a different ques
tion. But to suggest that it all has to be carefully scrubbed before 
any policymaker is allowed to see it, or allowed to have his own 
opinion, is, I think, naive about the way the system works. 

You are all familiar with the NFIB, the National—what is it, the 
National—Foreign Intelligence—yes, excuse me, thank you, sir. Its 
been 6 years since I attended one of those august meetings. 

The very principle of the NFIB is that the senior-most people m 
intelligence work have the right to pass judgment, even on the 
NIO's work; even on the community's work; and change the judg
ments as they see fit. 
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î this politicization? Or is it seasoned judgment? You tell me. I 
't know. All I know is that real hardball was played at NFIB 

d0° tings. And NIO's and the analysts who had written the drafts, 
"fL with them, had to face more than just a strong-minded 
fZj or a strong-minded Gates. 

fen'eral Odom, of NSA, with a solid, Soviet background, believe 
could dish it out with the best of them—with his own clear 

^e'on of what the U.S.S.R. was all about. So did Mort Abramowitz 
TINR» whose fine mind delighted in rapier thrusts through the 
? brie of carefully-coordinated estimates, brought to NFIB for ap-

oval. Was Mort Abramowitz—because he was a member of the 
State Department, and working for George Shultz—politicizing es
tates by saying that he challenged the community's views; or 

General Odom; or the DIA? I can't answer that question. That's the 
*ay the system is built. And it's very difficult to decide whether 
the top, senior people are being political, or simply being wiser and 
more thoughtful about certain problems that they deal with. In the 
end NFIB, as you know, did reject or not reject estimates, depend
ing on what they thought of them. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the real world of intelligence analysis that 
I know and experience. That is the Casey and the Bob Gates that I 
^ow. I am actualy aware that we have many analysts—•including 
serious, respected and knowledgeable, senior analysts, and junior 
analysts—who somehow feel pain at the way the process worked 
when they were there. 

I am concerned that the system did not seem to deal better with 
the wounds and scars that hard-ball analysis—and it really is hard
ball—has produced among the SOVA analysts. 

I suspect that there are a whole lot of different things going on 
here, rather than a systematic attempt to distort and politicize in
telligence. I think Bob Gates is too intelligent for that. For there is 
no quicker death for an intelligence officer, than manipulation— 
willful and deliberate manipulation—and distortion of facts. 

No DCI can afford to go down in history as one who manipulated 
or distorted intelligence. That fact, through Irangate, has destroyed 
the reputation of the remarkable intellectual figure that Bill Casey 
was. 

But in the trenches of analysis and policy, over the years, mis
takes do get made. We have all made them. God knows I have 
made mistakes in my own judgments, and I will probably go on to 
make more in the future. 

Yet, I have not personally experienced anything that I would call 
true politicization of estimates in my personal experience—even by 
Casey. As I said, I have taken a lot of flak off Casey. I know his 
views. I've argued strenuously with him, and knew where he was 
coming from, and where he wanted to go. That was his prerogative. 
It was my job to do what I was paid for—not to do his bidding. 

Nor, do I think that politicization accurately or fairly describes 
the Gates that I worked with for 5 years—whatever failings, harsh-
ness, insensitivities, or analytical misjudgments, he, too, may be 
guilty of in this period. 

I d just like to interject, Mr. Chairman, before I hit my last para
graph—having heard the grievances of so many analysts, I am 
deeply concerned with what seems to be a very, very serious ero-
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sion over time, of morale within the working group of at least tv 

else 
irable 

There are winners and losers on every issue of judgment that 

SOVA, Third World Group. I can't speak for other groups e] 
where. I think that it's very unfortunate, and highly undesirabT 
whatever the nature of debate is. l e > 

make within the intelligence community. That comes with the turf 
But I think if it leads to the wholesale destruction of morale a fi 
confidence, at the lower working levels, then something is, perhanl 
awry with the process. PS| 

In the end, the intelligence community must constantly review 
its procedures and processes, so as never to become complacent 
But the issues are rarely one of malfeasance, but rather trade-offs 
among competing values. I wrote an extensive memo to the SSCI 
sometime around the summer of 1986—and it's in your files—that 
set forth in some detail the intellectual dilemmas that the commu
nity must always live with, and bear in mind in its work. For they 
can never be resolved, only balanced. 

I think the amalgam of problems that we, in the intelligence 
community always face, really can't be reduced to a simple, black 
and white charge of politicization. That's not the Gates I knew. I 
don't think that's the way the system worked—whatever turf got 
trampled by elephants in the Casey period. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Fuller follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GRAHAM E. FULLER 

. chairman: I am happy t o do what I can t o shed any l i g h t 
nx • *—•— — — -v r*-* — — — —-• 

aSt work at the CIA involving Robert Gates. 
°n Pfirst as NIO for Near East/South Asia (NEs; 

I served at CIA 
on pfirst as NIO for Near East/South Asia (NESA) from 1983-1986, 
Md then as Vice-chairman of the National Intelligence Council 
a«TC) from 1 9 8 6 - 1 9 8 7 ~ f o r nearly two years. During those years I 
d occasion to work closely with Bob Gates throughout. 

My own background in brief: 
I have a BA in Russian Language and History and an MA in 

viet Studies from Harvard University with a minor in Middle 
Tstern studies. I served overseas in the Foreign Service for 
a
 rly twenty years, most of the time in the Middle East, in 
irious sensitive positions of considerable responsibility I don't 

V«ed to go into. I then served at CIA Hqs for five years. I 
finally left government service at the end of 1987 to go to RAND 
corporation where I am now a Senior Political Scientist. My goal 
was to get greater freedom both to write and speak out publicly on 
foreign affairs. I have just published a book on The Geopolitics 
of Iran, a n d ftave completed numerous published studies for RAND on 
thePalestinian problem, Islamic fundamentalism, the breakup of the 
Soviet Empire, on Turkey, on Gulf security policy and on the long-
range outlook for the Middle East. Since leaving government I have 
published regularly in a variety of newspapers, magazines and 
journals, including Foreign Policy and Foreign Affairs on both 
Soviet and Middle Eastern affairs. I have a book coming out in 
January called The Democracy Trap: Pitfalls of the Post-Cold War 
World-

I mention these publications, Mr. Chairman, mainly to 
establish the fact that I have long had a serious interest in 
foreign affairs which I have maintained—and hopefully to suggest 
thereby that I have not been merely some dutiful public servant 
fulfilling the political agenda of William Casey and Bob Gates— 
as some of the testimony about my tenure at the NIC might seem to 
infer. 

Mr. Chairman, as I read the testimony of others in the past 
week, I find myself disquieted. Serious charges have been raised 
against Bob Gates, especially those of Mel Goodman. While I know 
and respect Mel Goodman as a very knowledgeable and experienced 
Soviet analyst, in all frankness, I do not readily recognize the 
Bob Gates described in his testimony. I am indeed disturbed at 
hearing the specific and worrisome accusations he levels against 
Gates. But I find that when he talks on those incidents of which 
I am personally familiar, his account in my opinion contains 
serious distortions in content and in the manner of telling. 

In brief, I do not believe that during my five years tenure 

1 
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at the National Intelligence Council I witnessed anything th 
would call improprieties in the conduct of estimative work bv * 
Gates. I have no direct knowledge of his leadership of th B°b 

which has figured in much of the testimony. But I do know *KDI 

within the confines of the NIC and National Estimates, i have 
seen Gates engage in anything that can be loosely Can

0t 

"politicization of intelligence," that is, the delj.be 
distortion of intelligence to satisfy policy goals. rate 

During my entire time at the NIC I felt that there 
scrupulous regard and concern for the integrity of the estimati^ 
process, and a singularly high proportion of time spent in talki 
about what the integrity of that process implies in concrete term 
To be specific, at no time was I ever told what either th 
administration or Gates or Casey "wanted" to come out of »' 
estimate, or what it should say, or what conclusions it should 
reach. Not only was I never told what to say, but I would have 
regarded it as outrageously improper to even hear the suggestion 
and I would have rejected it forthright. I have taken flak from 
Casey for what we ended up saying on occasion, but have never been 
told what to say, even indirectly. There was never a hint that 
there was an unspoken line to follow. 

Mr. Chairman, I may have many failings, and I have indeed made 
errors in calling the political shots correctly on a number of 
issues over my many years in this risky business of prediction. 
But nobody who knows me would ever call me a toady or patsy to 
upper management. If I have any reputation it is one of 
independence, feisty individualism, originality of viewpoint— 
perhaps even considered to be a maverick on some issues. I have 
never had my own integrity questioned. And I have never been a 
snap-and-salute man to the "seventh floor." 

I was in fact tested extremely early on in my tenure as Nio. 
I took on an estimate on the situation in Lebanon in 1983 after 
the Israeli invasion, in which George Shultz's "May 17th Accords" 
were the cornerstone of US policy there. Our estimate stated 
categorically that US policy aspirations were founded on unreality 
and would not succeed. Casey was unhappy with the result and told 
me that we had not taken into account the degree of "American 
resolve" to force through a settlement in Lebanon. We were asked 
to revisit the issue, bearing in mind the prospect that the US 
might employ force in the region to attain a settlement. The 
second estimate produced the same result. By then Casey had come 
around. But Shultz wanted yet another estimate, based on yet 
another premise. We still said the Accords were doomed. After the 
death of so many Marines and the pullout of American troops, Shultz 
later complained to Casey that "the Agency had not been supportive 
of American policy in Lebanon." Casey replied to Shultz that it 
was not the CIA's business to support American policy in its 
estimates, and furthermore that the estimates had not been wrong 
in their conclusions. That is one reason why Shultz hated Casey, 
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distrusted Agency Estimates. 

Mr chairman, X feel it is important to impart at least a 
, flavor of the Casey tenure at CIA. Again, I can only speak 

Upfront the vantage point of estimative work. Casey was a man 
0 ae intellect and far-ranging interests. He had a geo-
of 'I'igic mind if there ever was one—at once his source of 
strniant strength and greatest weakness. Casey had a broad sense 
^ hal 
of liv think of ten more implications of any international event 
u the average analyst could. He read widely and his NIC s had 
than

un t o keep up with his restless mind and flow of various 
w V^aat>s. He was an unabashed Cold Warrior and tended to view 

all 
Uni* 
deep 
shar 

" who cleaved to narrow interpretations of events. He could 

,1 politics and the interrelationships of things. He could 

Oni°n 

deep 
harply 

W° yents in terms of their impact on the struggle with the Soviet 
6 apart from other regional implications. While I shared a 
"suspicion of Soviet motives and ambitions, I often disagreed 
!Dly with him on his interpretation of many issues where he was 
irted to overstate the Soviet role. He was impatient with 
ivsts who cleaved to narrow interpretations of events. He could 

^'intimidating in his style and his knowledge, but he was willing 
1)8 take as well as give if he had any respect for his interlocutor. 
T°can think of few NIC s who did not need to respond firmly with 
[••m to hold their analytic ground on some occasion. But Casey 
"espected the judgment of those who seriously defended their views, 
r £ if he did not like it. He could be withering if the analytic 
!ork was weak or excessively narrow or formalistic. Long range 
strategic National Estimates is not a game for kids. We all had 
to be tough, but nearly all of us relished a director who took a 
hands-on interest in the pith and substance of our analytic work. 
I think that is far more desirable than a director who stays aloof 
from the substance of his agency. But in Casey the passion for 
involvement reached an excess that was obviously to be his Achilles 
heel in the end. 

Bob Gates may be a skillful staffer who has served a number 
of differing bosses well, but he too is not a faceless bureaucrat. 
He is immensely intelligent, has a superb grasp of substance, is 
a quick study, and fully understands the relationship between 
policy and intelligence. He was able to keep pace with Casey's 
own geopolitical instincts, and able to tone down some of Casey's 
tore far-fetched hypotheses in discussion. Where Casey did not 
always hide what he hoped intelligence analysis might indicate, 
Gates was always fully aware of the requirements of analytic 
procedure and of the validity of independent analysis. I cannot 
speak to charges leveled about Gates' handling of research within 
the DI, but he was certainly respectful of the process in the work 
of the NIC. Gates did share a hard-line, but very well-informed, 
view of the Soviet Union independent of Casey. The international 
situation of the time perhaps justified a fairly hard-line view. 
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Because of the strongly felt Casey position, a countercm*. 
seems to have sprung up among the SOVA analysts that struck6 

vividly as I got involved in estimative work. As much as ca "* 
tended to link many world events in terms of Soviet policy—not Y 

simplistically as his accusers would have it—SOVA seemed to L3s 

over backward to compensate. We have heard as much in re
 na 

testimony. SOVA in my own personal observation seemed incr6nt 

towards a highly benign vision of Soviet intentions and goais
lne<1 

least in the Third World. Mr. Chairman, at the time I too' at 

frankly uncomfortable with much of SOVA's approach to Third WoriS 

issues. I have two degrees in Soviet affairs, I speak fiu« 
Russian, I dealt with Soviet diplomats abroad most 0f If 
professional life in the Third World. I personally felt that manv 
SOVA analysts may perhaps have been expert on Soviet writings 0! 
Third World issues, but few of them had gotten their feet dirty J! 
to speak in the dust of the Third World, had not watched Soviet 
Embassies work abroad, and were far less familiar with the 
political environment of the specific countries whose relations 
with Moscow they were following. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been in anti-American riots in countries 
where there was good evidence of close Soviet contact with the 
organizers of the rioting. I am not saying there would have been 
no rioting without the Soviets there, but the Soviets clearly were 
in touch with a panoply of anti-Western forces throughout the Third 
World in the ongoing zero-sum quest for influence. Mr. Chairman, 
I stood on the roof of the American Embassy in Kabul, Afghanistan 
on the night of 27 May 1978 as pilots of the Afghan Air Force, 
controlled by the Afghan Communist Party, bombed the President's 
palace in the communist takeover of the country. No SOVA analyst 
would ever have told you that Afghan Air Force pilots trained in 
the USSR could pull off a coup in the name of the Afghan communist 
party. No SOVA analyst would have told you, until the troops were 
lined up and ready to go, that the USSR would ever send the Red 
Army into Afghanistan. Those actions were inconsistent with a 
generally shared SOVA vision that the Soviets tended to react 
defensively in the Third World and avoided risk. This almost 
became doctrine, and it was the standard language that SOVA usually 
offered in contribution to most Middle East Estimates. It is 
significant that nearly all these analysts referred to my own 
attempts at a new look at the Soviet-Iran problem, in the famous 
May 1985 Estimate, as a "swerve" from the SOVA line. While SOVA 
had many fine analysts, there was a tendency towards a certain 
homogenization couched primarily in terms of Soviet "dilemmas" and 
"problems," obscuring the fact that they had just taken over 
several real countries in the process in the late 1970s. Some 
dilemma. I do not want to oversimplify what were complex views of 
both sides of these debates. But I for one independently grew 
unhappy with the product that I received from many SOVA-Third World 
analysts. It was liberal vs conservative bias. Not a healthy 
situation, I scarcely need add. 
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In coming to the heart of the accusation against Gates in 
native work, during my tenure as NIO/NESA, I would like to 

£ h briefly upon the Special Estimate done on Iran in May 1985. i cial Estimate" by the way, only means out of the ordinary 
"Spîe or an estimate devoted to only a specific aspect of a 
citrV and not t o a w i d e examination of all you ever wanted to 
c about Iran- W e d i d gulte a number of Estimates on Iran in 
Kn0W

o vears during the war. 
those t 

jjr, chairman, as I watched the events of the bloody Iran-Iraq 
in those years, I grew increasingly concerned over our policies 

"ar rds Iran. As I mentioned, I have just published a book on the 
Clitics of Iran—that has nothing to do with Iran-contra, I 

to say. I felt that Iran was ultimately the key power in 
WS Gulf] and already a major ideological threat to the region and 
^western interests there. American policies were based solely 
Wtwo factors: striking back at terrorism, and stanching all flow 
"f any weapons from the West to Iran. While those goals were 
rtainly understandable, I felt they hardly constituted a serious 

cen,-« desicrned to get us back into Iran. We were engaged in a policy 
basic 

designed to get us back into Iran. We were engaged 
struggle with Moscow for influence in Iran, the most 

portant country on the southern Soviet border. I was likewise 
inncerned with our excessive tilt towards Saddam w h o — a n d I am on 
:
 or(j 0n t h i s — I felt had never "moderated" during the Gulf War. 

DI analysts had already produced analyses earlier that year 
indicating concern for instability in Iran. Any careful look at 
the situation raised potentially alarming prospects: the clerical 
regime was perhaps foundering, opening the way potentially to 
radical leftist forces within the country. Yes, we had information 
from a Soviet defector that the Communist Party (Tudeh) had been 
badly damaged by Khomeini, but the Tudeh Party was a survivor over 
nearly fifty years of the ravages of SAVAK under the Shah as well. 
Who could safely count out its basically unknown influence within 
the Army or other institutions? The Iranian regime was already 
seeking to repair its relations with Moscow. If the Western arms 
embargo was a total success, it was logical that Moscow would be 
the most natural next source, and could quickly come to gain a 
monopoly over arms to Iran. A direct arms relationship with Moscow 
would have provided a major strategic advance for Moscow in Iran. 
Moscow had long been able to intimidate Iran militarily from the 
north, and now from Afghanistan as well—where Soviet troops were 
also along the Iranian-Afghan border against mujahideen operating 
out of Iran. A weakening clerical regime could certainly strike 
a bargain with the devil to survive; I believed that Moscow would 
not turn down that opportunity if it were presented, especially as 
the clerical regime seemed to move towards possible collapse. A 
pro-Soviet group could have come to power in Tehran under such 
circumstances, a far worse disaster for the West than Afghanistan. 
I had communicated my concerns to Casey on this, quite unsolicited, 
at about this time. 
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When the SOVA analyst brought me his draft portion 
Estimate, Mr. Chairman, I was immediately unhappy, it ais • the 
the possibility that the USSR would even seek to take advanta1SS6i:1 

desperate arms needs in Iran, and comfortably dismissed ana Se *
 0f 

Soviet design or intention to gain dominant influence in T °Us 

Such a view ignored several hundred years of Russian expansi •"' 
inexorably southward, on into Iranian territory in the Caucasu°n*Sïl 

Central Asia in the 19th century, and an attempt to establ,Sun<i 

Soviet republic in Iranian Azerbaijan and Iranian Kurdistan at a 

end of World War II. It ignored a Soviet effort to ditch ir, *?e 

favor of Iran as soon as Khomeini had come to power. of Iraq in 
Khomeini disappointed Moscow in not being more pro-Soviet andT^6 

anti-Communist. But would not Moscow have leapt at the chanced 
gain a foothold in Iran a few years after the invasion a 2 
occupation of Afghanistan? Even if the possibility were onî 
slight, the impact of such a logical move by Moscow to suppôt 
left-wing powers in Iran, to exploit chaos, or to become sole art 
source would have been a major coup for Moscow and a major loss fnS 

the US. I felt that a formal warning of this eventuality was of 
critical importance to US interests. And Estimates are partlv 
designed to play a warning function as well. 

As a result, I rewrote, entirely on my own, the Soviet portion 
of the Estimate. This was my prerogative as NIO to bring to the 
coordinating table a draft that represented my best vision of what 
the Estimate should say—to then be discussed, debated and 
coordinated among all representatives at the table. As Gates was 
my immediate superior, I informed him of my feelings and showed him 
my rewrite of the SOVA draft. He concurred with my version, 
also showed the drafts to the NIO for the USSR who also agreed with 
me. At the coordination session we spent some time discussing the 
substance of the issue among all community representatives. After 
airing all disagreements, I told the SOVA representatives that they 
could take the issue up through the DI channel of communication, 
but did point out that I had already talked the issue over with 
Gates and the Soviet NIO. I can no longer recall the position of 
INR and DIA Soviet analysts, but if they had all weighed in against 
me as well as SOVA, my view would have been the minority. Neither 
DIA nor INR chose to take footnotes as best I can recall. Now, I 
am vividly aware of the frustrations of those SOVA analysts, but 
t4BMEMBMBM0MB*Briqpifl^A>lMMi flagging for policy makers 0 
an entirely plausible, potential geopolitical shift of major 
proportions was now^irgent and correct. 

I believe SOVA was in part aggrieved because a "non-Soviet" 
NIO had tampered with their work, which most other NIOs did not do, 
leaving matters to Soviet specialists to duke it out among 
themselves. But I too had credentials and much experience in 
Soviet affairs that was resented, in part, due to my being an 
outsider. I had "swerved" from the solid SOVA line on Iran as 
many of these analysts mentioned in their own testimony. Vet I 
believe that it can only be through the relentless examination of 
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«us hypotheses and counterhypotheses that the intelligence 
va ,,nity wi11 e v e r h a v e a c h a n c e to get at the elusive truths of 
pasting the unknowable. 

Because of this legitimate disagreement, SOVA analysts have 
n to cast this issue in terms "right and wrong", "truth vs 

chUticization." Their own internal frustrations caused them to 
p° ect out of hand this line of analysis—that was not stated as 
reJtitude, bu€"ae a distinct and serious possibility. The argument 
cer

tea(j Was seen to be serving either Casey, or Gates or the White 
I have not even been given the courtesy of simply being 

H°ued wrong—but rather portrayed as someone else's instrument in 
cal struggle against SOVA. Whether the application of the word 
]jhe -H is appropriate in any case is guestionable when one speaks 
Tthe warning function of intelligence. No, in the end the barn 
°*d not burn down, but there were plenty of fires raging in the 
-aion and people were playing with matches in the barn. Even the 
ssibility of this major calamity for American interests was not 

^pi acknowledged. 

The next Estimate on Iran, in February 1886, is commonly 
touted to have "reversed itself" and admitted its earlier "error." 
I find that an extraordinary interpretation. The later estimate 
took note that the disturbing negative trends suggesting the 
Iranian regime might be foundering now seemed to have receded and 
that the Iranian regime had moved towards a stronger footing after 
its problems the preceding year. If shifting analysis reflects 
anything but open-minded continuous review of a problem, then I 
don't know what does. 

In the end too, the SOVA analysts revert to the same ad 
hominem attacks in attributing neanderthal political views of the 
Soviet Union to me. I note for the record, Mr. Chairman, that I 
vas one of the very first senior Agency figures to state that the 
Gorbachev revolution was for real. I stood strongly in support of 
the most liberal interpretation of Gorbachev's reforms in the 
estimates produced early on by the now NIO for the USSR. I was 
one of the first to publish a major piece in The National Interest 
in 1987 stating that Soviet "new thinking" was for real and what 
the roots of this change were. If I fault Gates for anything, it 
was that I think he was too resistant to recognizing the reality 
and the import of the Gorbachev revolution. He was not alone. 

Throughout these controversies, Mr. Chairman, Gates never told 
me what to say, never winked at me, or otherwise attempted to 
dictate outcomes of Estimates. He had his views, they were known. 
I had my own views on a whole range of issues, and they were well 
known to the NESA community in our regular monthly brainstorming 
sessions designed to make sense of the morass of Middle Eastern 
politics. I think anyone who knew me from that period would 
testify that we were exhaustive, and exhausting, in arguing issues 
first one way and then another, devil's advocating, and probing the 
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meaning of regional events. Most other NIOs I knew mainta' 
similarly open minds. All of us would have bristled at any at* ed 

to be told what to do or what to say. teaPt 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the Iran-Contra saga only as 
are, through what I later read in the papers. I had no inkr°u 

before or during the operation of what was going on and fortunate 
was not briefed or brought in on it. Any analysis I did y 

entirely on my own. Whether or how much it served tkS 

administration's purposes I cannot say. All I know was that 
had strongly urged in private memos that our Iran policy V 
reviewed. It was reviewed, my suggestions were rejected by stat 
and Defense. I had done my job as far as I was concerned.and th 
issue was over—or so I thought. I am aware that some have claim J 
that my policy pieces on the geopolitics of Iran provided th 
"intellectual foundation" for arms sales to Iran. if so, thos6 

arms sales were really politically insignificant in terms'of our 
relations with Iran, not what I had in mind, and were feckless ir 
the extreme. 

The charge of politicization was also raised repeatedly in 
connection with an Estimate we did, at Casey's reguest, on the 
possibility of collusion among Iran, Libya, and Syria to coordinate 
certain kinds of anti-American actions and policies in the region. 
The topic had come up as a result of our ongoing contact--
established by a previous NIO/NESA, with an outside analyst who 
specialized on strategic issues involving radicals and the Soviets 
in the Middle East. That analyst, of Israeli background, who later 
did several contract papers for NIO/NESA (also distributed to 
DI/NESA and DI/SOVA) possessed a highly prolific and creative mind. 
His analyses were invariably thought-provoking—even when I did not 
agree with them. He was a catalyst to our own thought. We brought 
him in one time to discuss some of his research and his ideas with 
a group of various DI analysts. Instead of encountering lively 
responsiveness and debate, he was met by cold and unresponsive 
hostility by nearly all analysts. His views strayed too far out 
from the well-trodden lines of in-house analysis. Casey, 
intrigued with the thesis of possible coordination among radicals, 
asked for an estimate on the topic. Entirely appropriate to ask 
for any topic to be addressed. The topic indeed was worth 
addressing to see if there was anything really significant to it. 
The contractor, contrary to what was suggested by Glaudemans in a 
paranoid moment, was emphatically not written by the contractor, 
but within the DI. The contractor never saw it. In the event, 
community analysts found little evidence to support the concept of 
significant coordination among the three Middle Eastern radicals, 
but did agree that they probably had some distinct ideological 
impact on each other and shared common anti-American goals at 
certain junctures. The estimate was an interesting and thought-
provoking exercise, and the major thesis was essentially not 
accepted. Casey may have been disappointed, but I told him that 
was the community's best judgment and I supported it. For many 
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however, the outrage consisted in that they were asked 
anaiy

s .^er the thesis at all, one that they perceived as serving 
to confi-wing agenda. The DI is often uncomfortable with 
a rig" lional probes into conventional wisdom. And conventional 
unconvent u s u a l l y rignt. (And I do not mean to suggest there are 
wisdom is f i n e individual thinkers within the Di.) 
„ot »a ny * 

in my view that has indeed been one of the problems of the 
I tendency to live within its own intelligent, thoughtful 

Dl" * hut not to venture out too much, literally or figuratively, 
wor he world Here again, Casey and Gates, far from seeking to 
into tne e v i e w „ on analysts, constantly urged analysts to 
imPose * lnto the outside world to seek new ideas that might 
9et T i e fresher analysis. In the event, few analysts were 
stimula" t o dQ SQ> b u t t n e N I 0 function aimed very 
tfill^?r«llv at getting at least the NIO out daily to comb 
•P^t» oress and business circles for glimmers of new—not 
acadeaia, ( v tQQ many__but new approaches and concepts. The 
îactî\Zt introverted character of the DI, physically remote from 
soœ!:^ton and hierarchical in character, still has some impact 
USZamôunTof flexibility it has in readily thinking the 
on the 
unthinkable 

ur Chairman, the NIO and Gates were alro accused of 
utilization in an Estimate we did on Soviet-Israeli relations. 

?° that estimate, both myself and the Soviet NIO, impressed with 
2. new "gor of Gorbachev in foreign affairs in the early days 
the new vig Soviet-Israeli relations and felt 
S e were fn fact verj good reasons why it woujJfoe in the Soviet 
Tlttlll to establish diplomatic relations witnTFsrael within the 
n T 18 months Goodman and Glaudemans refer darkly to some 
™Slse we had to «serve policy needs." There were no policy 
S s Our revisionist view^of this time-honored SOVA position was 
viewed with scorn by SOVA, and our Estimate acknowledged openly a 
difference of opinion. SOVA analysts now triumphantly point out 
thaTtney were right that diplomatic relations were not in act 
Stored within 18 months. If formal relations were not, in fact 
wholerevolution came about in Soviet relations with the whole 

a wnoie "*w. . , ti w i t h israel blossomed extraordinarily. 
Sîe we were^tec™\cally wrong about the level at which relations 
Z Id be established, wewere in fact onto something very new very 
early on in changing Soviet-Mid-East Policy. ****£**£* ° f 

thinking was a "swerve" from standard positions in SOVA eyes. 
Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I would like to e n ^ e /hat you and 

Members of the committee are aware of several facts of NIO life and 
the Estimative game. 

First, NIOs are indeed in close touch with Pol icy *a*eJs *° 
determine what kind of estimates the policy makers need «nd^jj 
questions they have in mind. No estimate is policy relevant 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 7 
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without that. Anyone could ask for an Estimate, inclue 
Casey or the NIC- himself. The terms of reference of the Ï V ? **• 
always included everything the policy-maker asked to be ey» • at* 
but did not stop there. The NIO, and the community, also h ne<1' 
right to insist on raising and answering other questions tha* the 

nobody wanted raised, as long as we felt it important to °ayb« 
understanding of a problem. Gates fully backed this aDDrna\

full 
participated closely with us in formulating these to dn<* 
references. Gates always encouraged us to do so as win i of 

possible, and to ask the hard, key questions that would bit.* as 

heart of the matter. Indeed, we always felt that anyone h»7 the 

right to pose any question, including Gates, but never hi? the 

right to pose the answer. I do not share the outrage thai- any 

Goodman seems to do, that Casey asked the analysts to et Mr" 
outrageous questions. No questions were illegitimate and r 
-or Gates, had the right to push for some hard analysis if l^" 
thought it was weak. I am not supporting the alleged reDort-e y 

intimidation or manipulation by either Gates or Casey within *.°f 

DI~if those are accurate. But I see no reason why Casev sh , 
not ask for a careful and thorough examination of the facts h»h-
the assassination attempt on the Pope. The strange truth of i-h"d 

incident has yet to be revealed. Of course research must h! 
professional and honest; those values must always be preserved 
But the topic should not have been dismissed so contemptuously in** 
because CIA analysts have no evidence that the Soviets 1*1 
involved. ere 

That indeed is one of the dilemmas of intelligence work 
Does absence of evidence mean that something is not there or has 
not happened? How much should we rely on intuition, judgment and 
experience in appraising the likelihood of events, motives, and the 
issue of who benefits from an event? This dilemma can never be 
solved. SOVA seems to have clung to idea that the sweeping force 
of "no evidence" means we don't think it happened—a safe position 
for a junior analyst. But is a more experienced analyst or manager 
wrong to examine other considerations even in the absence of 
evidence that may never be collected? 

In the estimative business in any case, we are always talking 
about intuitions, judgments, gut feelings and experience. We are 
writing estimates precisely because we do not know and there will 
never be enough evidence to enable us to be sure. Analysts love 
to say that it is "too early" to make a judgment, but the policy 
maker has to make a judgment, right now, dammit. What are we 
analysts paid for anyway, they will say? If the evidence was clear 
we wouldn't need an Estimate. Estimates are judgments based on 
slim or no evidence. Of course we want evidence, but when we have 
only a tiny sliver of evidence, is that all we go on? Or do we use 
our intellects to try to gleam the remaining 95% of an unknown 
construct, of which we have only one tiny part? The SOVA charges 
seem to talk with undue certainty about "evidence ignored." I 
submit, Mr. Chairman, that the dilemma of evidence and judgment can 

10 
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That 
the 

K« resolved.. fo& <** Crrej**4,b«» juJjnwj*. J*V 1*<J <•* j« 

+ _ too the ro]^ of the senior manager. There is a hidden 
ition in much of the analysts' complaints that senior people 

suppo-j1 s t a y the hell out of their analyses. I respect their 
should - B u t n e r e again 0» we have a trade-off. Is wisdom 
conChd'exclusively at the lower levels of analysis with the "hard 
c0ucne( ^^ does it reside more likely nearer the top, with senior 
facts-; c e d officials who have seen much of the world and a lot of 
eXP?£^cS or who may have their own agendas by then as well? In 
poUvt>erience no one, not even analysts, are totally agenda-free. 
"* S nick Kerr's own memo on how to hew to the straight and narrow 
Eve2 in Estimates suggests that the NIO really should not play any 
p «-antive role in the Estimates, and just be an honest broker. 
s .e all very well for the then head of the DI to say, who views 

NIC as a prime in-house institutional competitor in analysis. 

m principal good people are supposed to be at the top, where 
ran exercise their own judgments about the true import of 

they cw appreciate the analyst telling them about what 
eve^nêd but they will not relinquish the right to interpret 
happen* , themselves if they wish. The same goes for the 
Tf ci dent in reading CIA reports. Is this wrong? Sometimes the 
^lev-maker's analytic instincts might be better than the 
P ivst's There is no right or wrong here, only a permanent 
fillla. ' The process must accommodate both, for the quality of 
înimwnt may be found anywhere. The very principle of NFIB is that 
onior experienced people in intelligence work have right to pass 
S e n t even on the NIC s work and change the Dudgments as they 
K i t Politicization? Or seasoned judqment? You tell me. All 
? know is that real hard-ball was played at NFIB meetings, and NIOs 
L H analysts had to face more than just a strong-minded Casey or 
2 Gates General Odom of NSA, with a solid Soviet background, 
dished it out with the best, with his own clear vision of what the 
USSR was all about. So did Mort Abramowitz of INR, whose ̂ iffe, 
mind delighted in rapier thrusts through the fabric of J B W B M S * 
coordinated Estimates brought to NFIB for approval. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the world of intelligence analysis that 
I know and experienced. That is the Casey and B ° b Gate.s *h** * 
know I am acutely aware that we have many analysts, including 
serious, respected and knowledgeable senior analysts, who somehow 
feel pain at the way the process worked when they were there. I 
am concerned that the system did not seem to deal better with the 
wounds and scars that hard-ball analysis-and it really is hard 
ball-has produced among the SOVA analysts. I suspect that there 
are a whole lot of different things going on here rather than a 
systematic attempt to distort and politicize intelligence. I think 
Bob Gates is too intelligent for that, for there is no quicker 

___deathjthan manipulation of facts. No DCI can afford tc> go down in 
^Thiitory as one who manipulated or distorted intelligence. That 
^fact-through Irangate- has destroyed the reputation of the 

k* 11 



190 

remarkable intellectual figure that Bill Casey was R, *. 
trenches of analysis and policy over the years mistak.» in *he 
made. We have all made them. Yet I have not «... ° 9»t 
experienced anything I would call true politicization of ïfî^Hy 
throughout my experience, even by Casey. Nor do I think r* ates 
term accurately or fairly describes the Gates that I worv.^ the 
for five years, whatever failings, harshness, insensitive wit& 
analytical misjudgments he too may be guilty of in this per*8' 0r 

In the end, the intelligence community must constants 
its procedures and processes so as never to become comni» iew 

But the issues are rarely one of malfeasance, but rather * nt-
off s among competing values. I wrote an extensive memo to th de" 
sometime around the summer of 1986 that set forth in some H SSCI 

the intellectual dilemmas that the community must always liv. • l 

and bear in mind in its work, for they can never be resolved W U h 

balanced. I think the amalgam of problems we in the intellL°nly 

community always face really can't be reduced to a simple blarv e 

white charge of politicization. That's not the Gates I kn«Land 

don't think that's the way the system worked, whatever turf * 
trampled by the elephants in the Casey period. got 

Graham E. Fuller 

12 
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rhairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Fuller and my 
l ries for having to interrupt your testimony so many times. 

aIw° will be proceeding to questions after we have heard the 
L We would like for you to be available to be part of that 

others- r e sp0 n ci ing to questions when that time comes. 
V*n ir next witness will be Mr. Hal Ford, if he would come forward 

this time. Mr. Ford, we welcome you to the Committee, and 
at • I am sorry that we weren't able to predict with more accura-
^fhe time you would give your statement. 
C3T hooe that the intelligence estimates have been somewhat better 
u the time estimates that the Committee has been able to give 
S witnesses today. We appreciate your being with us 

L I indicated in my opening statement, Mr. Ford has some 40 
r* of intelligence experience. From 1980 to 1986 specifically he 

yWed in various positions on the DCI's National Intelligence 
nôuncil, sometimes referred to as the NIC. 

X Mr Ford certainly brings valuable experience to these pro
l i n e s Mr. Ford, we appreciate your taking time to be with us. 
ATwe are in a confirmation process, I would ask that you raise 
vour right hand and be sworn at this time. 
y no vou solemnly swear that the testimony that you are about to 
give is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. FORD. I do. . , 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ford. If you would, 

we would be happy to receive your opening statement at this time 
in any form you would like to give it. 

Mr FORD. This is not my opening statement, this is. 
Chairman BOREN. For a minute there, it looked like the opening 

statement that a Senator might give and I am relieved that yours 
is somewhat briefer than that. 
TESTIMONY OF HAROLD P. FORD, FORMER ACTING CHAIRMAN, 

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL 
Mr. FORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. , " . , , , . , 
I have some very difficult things to say today, but I feel I must 

say them. In brief, my message is that I think Robert Gates should 
not be confirmed as Director of Central Intelligence. 

This is a difficult task for me, in part, because though semi-re
tired, I am still an employee of the CIA on part-time contract. Ihis 
is also a very painful task for me. It is painful to be negative about 
someone who has been my colleague, a relationship that was coop
erative throughout, where there was no bad blood whatsoever be
tween us. Moreover, as my supervisor, Bob Gates was good to me, 
and awarded me increased responsibilities. 

Furthermore, he is extremely able, and has clearly had unique 
experience in both the production of intelligence and its use by the 
country's top decision-makers. It is also painful to have to ditter 
with my good friend, Graham Fuller. I see things differently, I see 
Bob Gates differently as I will spell out. . 

For me, with respect to Mr. Gates, this is a case of divided loyal
ties, conflicting loyalties. As an indebted colleague, I should loyally 
support his candidacy, but I also have loyalties to the Agency and 
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our country's need to have DCIs of the finest caliber and moi 
possible. makeup 

last 
I must add that my pain has been eased somewhat in the 

few days because since news began appearing in the press th t 
had some reservations about this nomination, a number of my CU 
colleagues, present and past, analysts and operations officers al w 
have told me privately that they support my position. It is nice t 
know that I am not alone. However, my testimony here todav 
wholly my own, no one else's. ^ ^ 

First, a word where I am coming from and about my knowled 
of Bob Gates. Following service as a Naval officer in World War̂TT 
and a freshly won Ph.D., I joined the CIA in 1950. I served in or* 
ations, including a tour of duty as a CIA Chief of Station abroad 

I was also an analyst of intelligence for some years and a manae 
er of intelligence for many years. I have also been a critic of intern 
gence—including 4 years duty with this committee. That was 1976 
to 1980, at which time I was the senior staffer concentrating on in
telligence analysis. 

In the CIA I served 4 years in the Directorate of Operations, the 
DO, and 4 years in the CIA's Directorate of Intelligence, the Dl 
but most of my Agency duty concerned the National Intelligence 
Estimates business. 

There my mentor in particular was Mr. Sherman Kent, a mar
velous character, but someone who schooled the people who worked 
for him to play it straight and tell it like it is, and I can't help but 
compare what the world was, working for him and General Bedell 
Smith to what it was working for Mr. Casey and Mr. Gates. I don't 
want to sound like an old-timer who thinks everything in the past 
is better, but in my view, they don't make them like they used to. 

I served in the Office of National Estimates, where I was the 
Chief of its staff and later with that office's successor, the present 
National Intelligence Council, the NIC or the Nick, where I was a 
National Intelligence Officer at Large, later the NIC's Vice Chair
man and then its Acting Chairman, from which post I retired from 
CIA on 3 September 1986 for reasons of health. 

Since then I have been a lecturer at the Defense Intelligence Col
lege and a historian with the CIA part-time. I am an author and 
lecturer on intelligence analysis, including a national prize-winning 
monograph on national intelligence estimating. 

Discerning what is the skewing of intelligence and what is not is 
a tricky business, but from my four decades of experience in and 
around intelligence, I think I can help the committee thread its 
way through the differing kinds of pressure which Bob Gates did or 
did not bring on intelligence analysis. 

It is my view that many of his pressures were justified, as he 
sought to sharpen analysis and its usefulness to decision-makers. 
Secondly, that some of the pressures he brought on analysis simply 
reflected differing professional judgments, and that some of the al
legations that he skewed intelligence doubtless have arisen from an 
analyst whose pride was damaged by his revisions. 

Thirdly, however, as I am prepared to discuss at greater length, 
it is my view based on documents that have been released in the 
last few days, on testimonies that have been given to this Commit
tee of late, and on the confidences of many CIA officers whose 
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Tties and character I respect, that other of Bob Gates pressures 
gone beyond professional bounds and clearly constitute a 

kaVwing of intelligence, not in the fields of military and strategic 
gkewi » chiefly concerning Soviet political matters and the Sovi-
S d the Third World. 
6 With respect to the latter, I would interject, events have proved 

t the Soviets have, for some years, been definitely lessening 

theii 
i^tesVnd" his supporters made. 

T would also add that the skewing of intelligence and the purging 

ir commitments in Asia, Africa and Latin America, thus vali-
jrinir the earlier judgments that SOVA made, not those that Bob 

f dissident DDI analysts, as we have already heard today, goes 
nsiderably beyond the four particular issues this Committee hap-
ns to be focusing upon. It isn't wholly across the board, but there 

JL m a n y more than just four issues. 
Mv knowledge of Bob Gates: We first met in 1980 when I re

turned to CIA from this committee. I then had some contact with 
him off and on for some 3 years, then considerably more contact 
«ith him after he became Chairman of the NIC in 1983, at which 
time I was one of his National Intelligence Officers, an NIO/At 
Targe seized mostly with global issues. 

I had still more contact with Bob Gates from January to Septem
ber 1986 first as his senior deputy in the NIC and then after he 
became the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, when I suc
ceeded him as Chairman of the NIC in an acting capacity. 

During those months of 1986, we saw quite a bit of one another 
on questions of personnel, procedure, and substance. In many of 
our meetings, Director Casey was present; other of my meetings 
with Bob were one on one. I must add that I admired Bob Gates 
efforts to make intelligence estimates shorter, sharper and more 
relevant to the needs of our policy-making customers. 

During those 8 months of 1986, I recall no instance where he 
tried to skew NIC's intelligence analysis in any way. Regarding 
pre-1986 months in the NIC however, I find that Bob Gates did 
lean heavily on the now famous Iran estimate of May 1985, in 
effect, insisting on his own views and discouraging dissent. That in 
my view was clearly a skewed estimate or a swerved estimate as 
Doug MacEachin termed it in the January 1987 memo he sent the 
DDI, Dick Kerr. 

In my view, that 1985 estimate on Iran was not an estimate in 
the usual sense. The National Intelligence Estimate presents the 
data, all the data on all sides and then draws what seem to be the 
most likely patterns and the most likely future. If an Nib or bNlfc 
goes on to talk about, well, it is possible that the Soviets might do 
this, the worst case that they might do this, it clearly says so. 

This 1985 estimate was a worse-case paper clearly, but it did not 
clue the reader that it was, and therefore the readers could mis
judge it thinking this is the way things were going to be, not this is 
the way things might be if the Soviets did their damndest. 

More important, that 1985 skewed estimate had significant policy 
consequences, as the Congress' Iran Contra report and the Tower 
Report both indicate, that estimate directly fed White House inter
est and enthusiasm with respect to reversing the then boycott on 
U.S. arms to Iran. 
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„ 1987, later National Intelligence Estimates backed off f 
the 1985 estimate stress on the Soviet threat to Iran. I differ *2P 
uary 

985 estimate stress on the Soviet threat to Iran. Tdiffer 

Graham, I think no one can read this without drawing that J^*1 

conclusion. ^^e 

Again, as Doug MacEachin said in his memo to Dick Kerr of T 
ary 1987, later National Tntf»llicrpnpp Fsfimafoc KQni,„j _,.„ ! 
îe 1985 es 
raham, I 

conclusion. 
They softened that view. Why? Because it became more cl 

that the level of Soviet military support to Iran had been dromV 
precipitously for some years, also at the very time the NSC stairg 

June 1985 were preparing their draft NSSD, their policy nan? 
under the premise that there was a significant Soviet threat t 
Iran, the Soviets had begun withdrawing the very last of the' 
1,000 or so remaining economic analysts. r 

I also fault Bob Gates for sticking with this earlier 1985 swerved 
vision of a pronounced Soviet threat to Iran when in the capacit 
of Acting Director of Central Intelligence, he testified to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee in January, 20 January 1987 that 
quote: "We believe," that is "We believe," present tense, January 
1987, "We believe that the Soviets remain poised to take advantage 
of the inevitable instability and opportunities that will present 
themselves in a post-Khomeini era that is now just around the 
corner. The Soviets, through the proximity of their military might 
and the covert political and military infrastructure we believe they 
have been trying to build up inside Iran will have some important 
advantages. We, in the Intelligence Community, must take the 
threat of Soviet political and military intervention seriously." 

And then Bob ended his testimony to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee with this notable sentence, quote: "It is our understanding 
that this threat was in fact one of the animating factors for the Ad
ministration's initiative." 

I should add that the paragraph before, in the next to the last in 
his testimony, Bob Gates told the Foreign Relations Committee: 
"By 1985 our concern about the Soviet threat had again risen" and 
so on and so on, and then the statement that I just read of his. 

In his testimony and I fault him seriously on this, he spoke to 
your colleagues and perhaps to some of you, only in 1985 tones, 
making no mention whatsoever of the existence of intelligence re
ceived since 1987 that had materially softened the vision of a pro
nounced Soviet threat to Iran, nor did he make any mention of 
NIE's, National Intelligence Estimates produced subsequent to 
1985, which had been prepared under his direction, which also soft
ened the worst-case, the 1985 estimate had presented. I, for one, be
lieve that our country's DCIs should candidly and faithfully report 
the Intelligence Community's findings to the Congress and not pass 
off their own earlier preconceptions as present tense fact. 

On other matters, if the committee has any interest, I have some 
firsthand knowledge, clarifying and correcting some of the testimo
ny this committee has received previously concerning the famous 
or infamous National Intelligence Estimates on Mexico of 1985 or 
on the Soviets in international terrorism of 1981. 

As for the pressures Bob Gates brought within CIA overall, it is 
clear that he leaned much more heavily on intelligence analysts in 
the Directorate of Intelligence than he did with the NIC. This is 
probably because it is harder, much harder, as Graham has said, to 
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broad National Intelligence Estimate than it is the narrow-
skeW étions more often addressed by DDL 
erqU ndlv, it was probably more difficult because the DDI's ana-
S^0

 m'ostly younger, more junior officers than the NIC's tough 

veteran- ^ ^ ^ a m nQ^. a g w e j j j c n o w n ^0 ^he committee as the wit-
I who have urged this committee to confirm Bob Gates, but I 

ne1f ing certain credentials to my testimony. As someone still in 
à° ^telligence analysis business, who has been there longer than 
the ther officer I know. Someone who had the pleasure of know-
any nd working for DCIs of stature, General Bedell Smith, Allen 
ngllpS John McCone, Dick Helms, Bill Colby. Someone who has 
? lrI senior CIA positions in both operations and analysis. Someone 

whom Director Casey and Bob Gates gave several awards, in
-line the National Intelligence Distinguished Service Medal. 
Imeone who has been rewarded with respect within the CIA, 
•thin this Committee years ago and in the outside world of schol-

^hiD in the fields of international affairs, of intelligence and of 
Ihics and public affairs, and I have written and spoken quite a bit 
mail of these fields 

Also I would say for credentials, my knowledge of the NIC and 
mv knowledge of National Estimates, my knowledge of the use of 
S NFIB I think those are bad initials, NFIB, but it stands for 
National Foreign Intelligence Board. I have been going to NFIBs 
and their predecessors off and on since 1951 and seen all kinds of 
directors in action. 

As I say in my monograph that I mentioned, I do not generally 
rive the NFIB as high marks as Graham did. Yes, there are occa
sional Bill Odom's and there are occasional Mort Abramowitz's, but 
by and large, the senior officers there are especially from the mili
tary are picked because they are managers and not because they 
have world views about intelligence questions. 

And again and again I have seen it happen over and over again, 
where a strong chairman, and in recent years, Bill Casey, and 
strong spokesman for the CIA can pretty much have their way, and 
around the table, oh yes, yes, yes, fine, fine, unless it affects my 
particular turf, my Navy thing, my Army thing, so on and so on. 

I wish it were otherwise, and occasionally there are fine officers 
whose interests are much broader than that and who bring great 
depth and wealth to the group. 

Now the key question before us, why do I take the painful step of 
urging that Bob Gates not be confirmed? Several reasons. First, my 
views on the nomination have become markedly more critical since 
the confirmation hearings began. I have become more critical be
cause of the depositions, the documents and the testimonies that 
have come to light, including that of Tom Polgar whose detailed 
knowledge of the Iran-Contra record, in my view, deserves respect 
and careful testing, even if the Iran Contra committee did not 
happen to formally pursue many CIA questions at the time. 

Secondly, I have become more critical because of certain testimo
nies of Bob Gates himself, his earlier testimony to the Senate For
eign Relations Committee which I mentioned a moment ago and 
his many instances of forgetfulness in his responses to this commit-
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tee. I am sorry to say it, bu t t he word t h a t for me captures tv 
la t te r test imony of his is clever. tnis 

The forgetfulness of this br i l l iant officer, gifted with a nh 
graphic memory, does not to me instill confidence. PAoto. 

Thirdly, to develop the finest U.S. intelligence possible a DTT 
Gates would have to a t t r ac t and recrui t the best brains in th 
country. I fear t h a t he would have some difficulty doing so, beca 
many would shy away from serving a DCI about whom some slf6 

ous questions had been raised. n~ 
Fourthly, there should also be reservations about Bob Gates' an 

lytical style and judgment. Over the year the best analytical r&" 
suits in U.S. intelligence have occurred when the DCI attracted th" 
very best analytical talent he could find, then who listened to thei6 

judgments, ground in his own and then presented their collective 
views to the senior policymakers. 

Many will share my view that Bob Gates has often depended too 
much on his own individual analytic judgments and has ignored or 
scorned the views of others whose assessments did not accord with 
his own. I agree completely with Graham about the need for intui
tion, and we don't just stick to what reports and absolute evidence 
we have, but the question is, whose initiative, or whose imagina
tion, and whose initiative and how senior are they, and do they 
insist that that be bought by their juniors or is it plainly labeled as 
a best guess? 

One of the things that I admired with Director Casey was that he 
urged all of us in the NIC—all of us NIO's and officers there—to 
give him think papers. If we got a new idea about something or 
wanted to question conventional wisdom, there's an outside chance 
that, or worst case that, all of these things were carefully so la
beled. They went to him alone. 

Now, often I think he probably did other things with them—took 
them downtown, and so on, which is not always good—but I think 
the opportunity to do that was correct and should remain correct, 
and were I running that shop now I would want that to happen. 

But it's one thing to have intuition and so on, and another thing 
to present that to the reader that this is a National Intelligence 
Estimate and this is the way it is, rather than this is the way I and 
somebody else think it might be, or I and some other senior person 
think it might be but we have conned the others into silence. 

My view that Bob Gates has ignored or scorned the views of 
others whose assessments did not accord with his own would be 
okay if he were uniquely all-seeing. The trouble is, he has not been. 
Most importantly, he has been dead wrong on the central analytic 
target of the past few years—the outlook for change or not in the 
fortunes of the U.S.S.R. and the Soviet-European bloc. 

He was wrong in presenting the Soviet threat to Iran in 1985 as 
a true NIE and then telling the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee 2 years later that those things still applied. I think Bob Gates 
was overly certain earlier that the Soviets ran or were in charge of 
international terrorism. He certainly was overly certain that the 
sky would fall if we did not bomb Nicaragua, to say nothing of the 
wisdom of such a recommended course of action. 

The USA deserves a DCI whose analytic batting average is better 
than that, especially if that DCI tends to force his views on CIA 
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. intelligence community and especially at a time when U.S. 
^iVeence and U.S. policy face a far more complex world than the 
^ i e have known. 
°ntr-fth the USA also deserves a DCI who sticks to being an intelli-

professional and does not politicize his job by publicly plug-
^en°e articular weapons systems or policies of the administration 
$& Lrving- Maybe that's part of my upbringing, and maybe I'm 
he *% date, but I still urge that upon the U.S. intelligence commu
n i s beings me to my final reservation. I have some hesitancy 

prning Bob Gates' determination to be a fiercely independent 
C- of intelligence. I do agree with Admiral Inman's testimony 
Tf there will not necessarily be dancing in the streets in CIA if 
Th Gates becomes the DCI. I do feel, however, that Admiral 
T an may have left a mistaken impression with this committee 
E the reason CIA senior officers might not wholly welcome a 
DCI Gates is because they're simply set in their ways and don't 
want to have to change. 

I would stress that there is another element present among them 
which deserves emphasis, and that is the strong tradition among 
nlder CIA officers, one of stress upon the need for integrity of judg
ment and action, a generation of officers raised on the need for 
strict independence of judgment, of a premium of telling it like it 
is of going where the evidence takes one and then candidly so tell-
Se the senior policymakers, whether they find such judgments 
congenial or not, the aim being to enlighten them about the true 
shape of the world, not to please them or to cater to their precon
ceptions. I do not see Bob Gates a strong exemplar of that tradi-

For U.S. intelligence to be worth its keep, worth all the money, 
talent and effort involved, we citizens must be confident that a 
DCI will independently and fiercely stand his ground with his boss, 
the President of the United States, in key questions where their 
views may differ concerning a particular intelligence judgment at 

In my view, which I am sure many senior CIA officers share, 
there would not be such confidence concerning the Bob Gates who 
served DCI Casey in the CIA, and it seems to me it would be even 
more difficult for Bob Gates to develop such fierce, independent in
tegrity of judgment and action vis-a-vis the President now, after 
having been a close, key member of his policymaking team tor 
some years. . . 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to make these com
ments. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ford follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HAROLD P. FORD 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have some very difficult 

things to say today, but I feel I must say them, in brief, my 

message is that I think Robert Gates should not be confirmed as 

Director of Central Intelligence. This is a difficult task for 

me, in part because though semi-retired I am still an employee of 

the CIA, on part-time contract. This is also a very painful task 

for me. It is painful to be negative about someone who has been 

my colleague, a relationship that was cooperative throughout and 

where there was no bad blood whatsoever between us. Moreover, as 

my supervisor, Bob Gates was good to me, and awarded me increased 

responsibilities. Furthermore, he is extremely able, and has 

clearly had unique experience in both the production of intelli

gence and its use by the country's top decision makers. For me, 

however, this is a case of conflicting loyalties. As an indebted 

colleague, I should loyally support Bob Gates' candidacy. But I 

also have loyalties to the Agency and to our country's need to 

have DCIs of the finest makeup possible. I must add that my pain 

has been eased somewhat in the past few days because, since news 

appeared in the press that I had some reservations about this 

nomination, a number of my CIA colleagues — past and present, 
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and operations officers alike — have told me they sup-
anaiysts 

oosition. My testimony here today, however, is wholly my 
port my P 

oW1* 
First, a word about where I'm coming from, and about my 

. e 0f Bob Gates. Following service as a naval officer in 
yiowieag*5 

Z* war II and a freshly-won PhD, I joined the CIA in 1950. I 
World wai 

ed in operations, including a tour of duty as a CIA Chief of 

• „ ahroad. I was also an analyst of intelligence for some 
Station a»luou 

c then a manager of intelligence for many years. I have also 
years, u 

. c r i t i c of inte l l igence — including four years duty with been a t-ixi-

this Committee, at which time I was the senior staffer concen

trating on inte l l igence analys is . I served four years in CIA's 

Directorate of Operations (DO) and four years in CIA's Directorate 

of intelligence <DI), but most of my Agency duty concerned the 

National Intel l igence Estimates business. F ir s t , with the old 

Office of National Estimates, where I was the Chief of i t s Staff; 

and later with that o f f i c e ' s successor, the present National In

telligence Council (the NIC or the Nick), where I was a National 

intelligence Officer, later the NIC s Vice Chairman, and then i t s 

Acting Chairman, from which post I retired from CIA on 3 September 

1986, for matters of health. Since then I have been a lecturer at 

the Defense Intel l igence College, and an historian with the CIA, 

part-time. I am an author and lecturer on inte l l igence analysis , 

including a national prize-winning monograph on National I n t e l l i 

gence Estimating. 
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Discerning what is the skewing of intelligence and what 

not is a tricky business, but from my four decades of experien 

in and around intelligence I think I can help the Committee th 

its way through the differing kinds of pressure which Bob Gate 

did or did not bring on intelligence analysis. It is my view 

short, that many of his pressures were justified, as he sought t 

sharpen analysis and its usefulness to decision makers. Seconal 

that some of the pressures he brought on analysis simply reflect 

differing professional judgments, and that some of the allegation 

that he skewed intelligence doubtless have arisen from analysts 

whose pride was damaged by his revisions. 

Thirdly, however, as I am prepared to discuss at greater 

length, it is my view, based on documents that have been made 

available to us witnesses in the last few days, on testimonies 

that have been given to date to this Committee, and on the con

fidences of CIA officers whose abilities and character I respect, 

that other of Bob Gates' pressures have gone beyond professional 

bounds and clearly constitute a skewing of intelligence — not in 

the fields of military and strategic issues, but chiefly con

cerning Soviet political guestions and the Soviets and the Third 

World. 

I first met Bob Gates in 1980, when I returned to the CIA 

from duty with this Committee. I then had some contact with hira, 

off and on, for some three years. Then considerably more contact 
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h-m after he became Chairman of the NIC in 1983 — at which 
with 

was one of his National Intelligence Officers, an NIO/At 
time I 

ceized mostly with global issues. I had still more contact 
Large* sex* 

. h Bob Gates from January to September 1986: first, as his 

,onilty in the NIC; and then, after he became the Deputy 
senio

r aev^-i 
t„r nf Central Intelligence in April, when I succeeeded him 

Director 
Chairman of the NIC, in an Acting capacity. During those 

u «f 1986 we saw quite a bit of one another, on questions of 
months or 

sonnel, procedure, and substance. In many of our meetings Di-

tor Casey was also present; many other of my meetings with Bob 

Gates were one-on-one. As I have mentioned, our relationship was 

operative throughout, and I admired his efforts to make intelli

gence estimates shorter, sharper, and more relevant to the needs 

of our policymaking consumers. 

During those eight months of 1986 I recall no instance 

where he triod to skew the NIC s intelligence analysis in any 

way. Regarding pre-1986 months in the NIC, however, I find that 

Bob Gates did lean heavily on the n«w famous Iran estimate of May, 

1985, insisting on his own views and discouraging dissent. That 

was clearly a skewed estimate, or a "swerved" estimate, as Doug 

MacEachin termed it in a January 1987 memo he sent DDCI Dick 

Kerr. More important, that 1985 skewed Iran estimate had sig

nificant policy consequences: as the Congress's Iran-Contra 

Report (p. 165) and the Tower Report (pp. III-3-4) both indicate, 
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that estimate directly fed White House interest in reversing the 

then US boycott on providing arms to Iran. Later National in

telligence Estimates, prepared in 1986, backed off from the 19«5 

estimate's stress on the Soviet threat to Iran — in part becaus 

the Soviets had in the meantime withdrawn the remainder of their 

economic advisors from Iran in June 1985, the very month, inci

dentally^ that the NSC staff were preparing their new policy paper 

their draft NSSD, based in part on the premise that there was a 

significant Soviet threat to Iran. 

I also fault Bob Gates for sticking with his earlier, 

1985, swerved vision of a pronounced Soviet threat to Iran, when 

as the Acting Director of Central Intelligence he testified to the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 20 January 1987 that "we 

believe" — "we believe," present tense, January 1987 — that "the 

Soviets remain poised to take advantage of the inevitable insta

bility and opportunities that will present themselves in a 

post-Khomeini era that is now just around the corner. The 

Soviets, through the proximinty of their military might, and the 

covert political and military infrastructure we believe they have 

been trying to build up inside Iran, will have some important 

advantages. We in the intelligence community must take the threat 

of Soviet political and military intervention seriously." Then 

he closed his testimony with this notable sentence: "It is our 

understanding that this threat was, in fact, one of the animating 
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for the administration's initiative." On that occasion-
fact°

rS 

„ f p S did not mention the existence of subsequent intelligence 
Bob eat"* 

bsequent National Intelligence Estimates that had materially 

d the vision of a pronounced Soviet threat to Iran. I, for 

believe our country's DCIs should candidly and faithfully re-

fhe Intelligence Community's findings to the Congress, and 
port <-ne 

aSS off their own earlier preconceptions as present-tense 

fact-

On other matters, if the Committee has any interest, I 

have some f i r s t - h a n d knowledge c l a r i f y i n g and c o r r e c t i n g some of 

the 
testimony this Committee has previously received concerning 

famous — or infamous — National Intelligence Estimates on 

M xico (of 1984) and on the Soviets and International Terrorism 

(of 1981). 

As for the pressures Bob Gates brought within CIA, over

all, it is clear that he leaned much more heavily on intelligence 

analysts in the Directorate of Intelligence than he did with the 

NIC. This is probably because it is harder to skew a broad Na

tional Intelligence Estimate than it is the narrower questions 

more often addressed in the DDI; and, secondly, because the DDI ' s 

analysts are mostly younger, more junior officers than the NIC*s 

tough veterans. 

I know I am not as well known as the witnesses who have 

urged this Committee to confirm Bob Gates. But I do bring certain 
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credentials to my testimony. As someone still in the intelligenc 

analysis business who's been there longer than any other offiCer 

know. Someone who has had the pleasure of knowing and working f0 

DCIs of stature: General Bedell Smith, Allen Dulles, John McCone 

Dick Helms, Bill Colby. Someone who has held senior CIA positions 

in both operations and analysis. Someone to whom Director Casey 

and Bob Gates gave several awards, including the National Intelii. 

gence Distinguished Service Medal. Someone who has been rewarded 

with respect within the CIA, within this Committee years ago, and 

in the outside world of scholarship in the fields of international 

affairs, of intelligence, and of ethics and public affairs. 

Now the key question: why do I take the painful step of 

urging that Bob Gates not be confirmed? Several reasons: 

First, my views on the nomination have become markedly 

more critical since the confirmation hearings began. I have 

become more critical because of the depositions, the documents, 

and the testimonies that have come to light — including that of 

Tom Polgar, whose detailed knowledge of the Iran-Contra record 

deserves respect and careful testing, even if the Iran-Contra 

Committee did not happen to formally pursue many CIA questions at 

the time. 

Secondly, I have become more critical because of certain 

testimonies of Bob Gates, himself: his misleading testimony to 

the Senate Foreign Relations Committee which I mentioned a moment 
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nd his many instances of forgetfulness in his responses to 
ago» a 

..-mittee. I'm sorry to say it, but the word that for me 
this w* 

res this latter testimony of his is — clever. The forget-

* nf this brilliant officer —gifted with photographic 
fulness un

does not, to me, wholly instil confidence. 
memory • 

Thirdly, to deve lop the f i n e s t US i n t e l l i g e n c e p o s s i b l e , a 

DCI 
I fear he would have some difficulty doing so, because 

would shy away from serving a DCI about whom some serious 

rates would have to attract and recruit the best brains in the 

country-

many 

questions have been r a i s e d . 

Fourthly, t h e r e should a l s o be r e s e r v a t i o n s about Bob 

t e S ' ana ly t i ca l s t y l e and judgment. Over the y e a r s the bes t 

alytical r e s u l t s in US i n t e l l i g e n c e have occurred when t h e DCI 

ttracted the bes t a n a l y t i c a l t a l e n t he could f i n d , then l i s t e n e d 

to their judgments, ground in h i s own, and then presen ted t h e i r 

collective views to the s e n i o r po l i cymakers . Many w i l l share my 

view that Bob Gates has o f t e n depended too much on h i s own i n 

dividual ana ly t i c judgments, and has ignored or scorned the views 

of others whose assessments did not accord wi th h i s own. This 

would be OK i f he were un ique ly a l l - s e e i n g . He has not been. 

Most importantly, he has been wrong on the. c e n t r a l a n a l y t i c t a r g e t 

of the past few y e a r s : the probable for tunes of the USSR and the 

Soviet European b l o c . He was wrong concerning the S o v i e t t h r e a t 

to Iran in 1985. Overly c e r t a i n , e a r l i e r , tha t the S o v i e t s ran 
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international terrorism. Overly certain that the sky would fan 

if we didn't bomb Nicaragua — to say nothing of the wisdom of 

such a recommended course of action. The USA deserves a DCI Wnos 

analytic batting average is better than that — especially if th 

DCI tends to force his. views on CIA and the Intelligence Com

munity, and especially at a time when US intelligence and US 

policy face a far more complex world than the one we have known. 

Fifthly, the USA also deserves a DCI who sticks to being 

an intelligence professional, and does not politicize his job by 

publicly plugging particular policies or weapons systems of the 

linistration he is serving.», n 

v "fi«BfcHflMI have some frfesita [tlï have some )jesitancy concerning Bob Gates' de

termination to be a fiercely independent voice of intelligence, i 

agree with Admiral Inman's testimony that there will not neces

sarily be dancing in the streets in CIA if Bob Gates becomes DCI. 

I do feel, however, that Admiral Inman may have left a mistaken 

impression with this Committee that the reason CIA's senior of

ficers might not wholly welcome a DCI Gates is because they're 

simply sot in their ways and wouldn't want to have to change. I 

would stress that there is another element present among them 

which deserves emphasis. And that is the strong tradition among 

older CIA officers, one of stress upon the need for integrity of 

judgment and action, a generation of officers raised on the need 

for strict independence of judgment, of a premium on telling it 
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• «.is of going where the evidence takes one and then can-. 

« felling the senior policymakers, whether they find such 
jidW s0 l 

nts congenial or not — the aim being to enlighten them 

.. «-he true shape of the world, not to please them or to cater 
about s»» 

t0 their preconceptions. 

I do not see Bob Gates a strong exemplar of that tra-

. „ For US intelligence to be worth its keep, worth all the 
aitio"* 

talent, and effort involved, we citizens must be confident 
money» 
i. • nci will independently and fiercely stand his ground with 

that « "^ 

• boss, the President of the United States, in cases where their 

ws may differ concerning a particular intelligence judgment at 

d In my view — which I am sure many senior CIA officers 

there would not be such confidence concerning the Bob 
snare ~ 

Gates who served D O Casey in the CIA. And it seems to me it 

would be even more difficult for Bob Gates to develop such fierce, 

independent integrity of judgment and action vis-a-vis the 

President now, after having been a close, key member of his 

policymaking team for some years. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to comment on 

this nomination. 
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Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ford. Again 
want to thank you for your patience in dealing with our schedulj' 
problems. We certainly appreciate your past service to this Co 
mittee and we appreciate your testimony today. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Larry Gershwin. I will ask him t 
come to the witness table. Mr. Gershwin, as I said in my openin 
statement, is the National Intelligence Officer for Strategic Vr 
grams. He has been National Intelligence Officer for Strategic VrL 
grams since 1981, and he is here to present his perspective on th 
issue of politicization as it relates to Soviet strategic programs. 

Mr. Gershwin, we welcome you. Thank you for being with us 
and if you would raise your right hand at this time you will be 
sworn. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony that you are about to 
give is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. GERSHWIN. I do. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. You may be seated. 
Mr. Gershwin, we would welcome your opening statement at this 

time. We will have questions for the entire panel after our two re
maining witnesses have had a chance to give their opening state
ments which probably will occur tomorrow. We thank you for 
being with us. 

TESTIMONY OF LAWRENCE K. GERSHWIN, NATIONAL INTELLl 
GENCE OFFICER FOR STRATEGIC PROGRAMS, CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE AGENCY 
Mr. GERSHWIN. We thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be 

here today to assist the committee in its consideration of Robert 
Gates as the nominee for the position of Director of Central Intelli
gence. 

I have been at the Central Intelligence Agency for 10 years, since 
October 1981, as the National Intelligence Officer for Strategic Pro
grams. Before I took my current job at the Central Intelligence 
Agency, I worked for 2 years in the Office of the Secretary of De
fense. Prior to that, I worked at the Rand Corporation, the Insti
tute for Defense Analyses, Stanford University and Columbia Uni
versity. I have a Ph.D in physics from the University of California 
at Berkeley. 

The various national intelligence officers are part of an organiza
tion called the National Intelligence Council which reports to the 
Director and Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. I am respon
sible for preparing classified national intelligence estimates on 
Soviet strategic forces and weapons systems. 

These reports assess the current and future programs and capa
bilities of the Soviet Union in the strategic nuclear weapons area-
The reports represent the views of the entire intelligence communi
ty—the Central Intelligence Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, 
the intelligence organizations of the Department of State, and the 
military services and others. The reports explicitly note differences 
of view among the various intelligence agencies. _ 

The national intelligence estimates represent the views of the Di
rector of Central Intelligence with the advice—with the advice ana 
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. ^ c e of the U.S. intelligence community. Following approval 
^fhe National Foreign Intelligence Board, the reports are deliv-
byjj t0 senior officials in the executive and legislative branches 

A are distributed to those throughout the Government who have 
? appropriate security clearances and need the information 

reports are considered the most authoritative publications of 
diligence community on the subject of Soviet strategic forces 

are an important element of U.S. policy planning, the arms 
tml process, and U.S. force acquisition decisions. 

T worked closely with Mr. Gates from 1982 to 1989 in his various 
les as Deputy Director for Intelligence, Chairman of the National 

T telligence Council, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, and 
A1 ting Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Gates and the Director 
f Central intelligence from 1981 to 1986, William Casey, were ex-
t emely interested in Soviet strategic programs. So were Admiral 
Inman and John McMahon, the other Deputy Directors in that 

I spent a great deal of time with Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey on 
strategic force issues. There were many such issues such as arms 
control and the Soviet strategic force build-up of the late 1970's and 
early 1980's. Their interest was not just because of the strategic de
fense initiative, or SDI program. 

I must say that what I have heard described by Mr. Goodman 
about politicization of intelligence by Bob Gates and William Casey 
in Soviet and Third World issues, the Soviet political and foreign 
policy areas, and the like, does not resemble in any way my experi
ence in military analysis. From my vantage point, Bob Gates and 
BUI Casey cared about Soviet strategic forces every bit as much as 
they did about the Soviets in the Third World. They were extreme
ly fair in encouraging different points of view, and the analytic 
process worked very well. 

From my own experience, I am not aware of any serious charge 
anywhere that any of the analysts in the strategic forces area had 
any problem with Bob Gates other than his being a tough reviewer. 
Bob Gates' standards for quality work and the need to lay out the 
evidential basis for judgments and estimates were commendable. I 
supported them fully. 

He could be a sharp critic of work that in some way did not fully 
deal with or neglected key available evidence, or work that did not 
lay out the assumptions leading to its conclusions. Bob Gates' ef
forts to impose higher standards of quality on the reports issues by 
the Directorate of Intelligence and the National Intelligence Coun
cil gave, in my view, a very positive boost to the credibility of the 
intelligence support we provided throughout the 1980's to the exec
utive Branch and the Congress. At least in the area I am most fa
miliar with—the strategic forces of the Soviet Union, the finished 
products of the Directorate of Intelligence and the National Intelli
gence Council were prepared and produced in a highly professional 
manner with complete integrity, and were perceived as objective 
and balanced by policy consumers who held a wide range of views. 
Having been intimately involved in this process, I am confident 
that there is no basis for any allegation that either Bob Gates or 
anyone else sought to distort intelligence judgments in the area of 
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Soviet strategic forces, including strategic defenses, to suit the d 
sires of the policy community. 

Nor did he, or anyone else within the intelligence communit 
try to override the views of the intelligence community's analyst 
National intelligence estimates on strategic forces are written b 
first laying out all the details. After extensive review and coordina 
tion by the Intelligence Community analysts, we prepare the kev 
judgments and summary, including those issues we judge to be of 
greatest significance to policy officials. 

This is a bottom-up approach in which the judgments result from 
the analytic effort rather than a top-down approach where the 
judgments are first formulated and then the supporting analysis is 
written. In my view, the bottom-up approach that we use guaran
tees the most objective judgments, fully consistent with the evi" 
dence. 

We never had a situation where Bob Gates either stated or im. 
plied how he would like to see our judgments come out before we 
gave him the community's views. Sometimes he would ask for clari
fication or amplification or suggest that the section for highest-
level policy officials was too long or too complicated. 

He was very comfortable with, and promoted the presentation of 
multiple alternative views in these estimates. This desire to display 
the various views in the community has been characteristic of all 
the Directors of Central Intelligence, Deputy Directors of Central 
Intelligence, and Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, 
under whom I have served. 

The ultimate purpose of our work in preparing judgments on 
Soviet strategic forces is to support the needs of our many consum
ers. As you well know, I have often briefed congressional commit
tees and staffs as well as policy officials at all levels in the execu
tive branch. We who are responsible for formulating and present
ing our intelligence judgments are well aware of the impact our 
judgments can have on policy and U.S. force acquisition consider
ations. 

We often receive recommendations from outside the Intelligence 
Community for research projects that are needed to assist the deci
sion-making process. We are highly responsive to these requests be
cause our work is not done as an academic exercise, it is done to 
support the needs of our consumers. 

Under Bob Gates' leadership and encouragement we all made 
new, concerted efforts to meet with policy officials to ascertain 
their intelligence needs and then to brief these officials on the re
sults of our work. We often listened to criticisms of our analysis or 
our judgments from policy officials, as might be expected. Policy
makers often have useful insights based on personal interactions 
and experience. 

Where valid points are raised, we might go back and reexamine 
our work, even improve it sometimes. However, this interaction 
with policymakers is not politicization of intelligence. None of us 
should be so confident of our work that we refuse to consider the 
views of those who differ with us, whether they are within the In
telligence Community or outside of it. . 

Note that Bob Gates as Deputy Director for Intelligence strongly 
encouraged closer links to the academic community and the busi-
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Xarly, each o f u s r e s P ° n s i b l e for t n e production of intelligence 
t have the integrity to resist any pressure frt «»~«*« 

analysis or judgments because the views a 
^apparently undermine a particular policy effort. In my area 
e!c«npt strategic forces, I am confident that 

in H i a u » " B " — o j — r 
me now address the circumstances leading up to the speech 

5r. Gates in November of 1986 called "The Soviets and SDI " 
Let 

community as a way to get more inputs for the intelligence 
j Pt<; and more external review of the analysis. 

rodU
arb 

. hâve the integrity to resist any pressure to modify intelli-

rgiice 
Iven i 

^ pî our judgments to be influenced by such political considér
ons and we have had the full support of Bob Gates and others 
^maintaining the integrity of our process 

I 

%rom the 1970's on, Soviet efforts in ballistic missile defense, and 
,. ^ . ^ energy weapons research have been major topics for our 
lassined collection and analysis. The possibility of a Soviet techno
logical breakthrough involving directed energy weapons has been 
oted all along. I remember explicitly highlighting that in my first 

Vional intelligence estimate published in 1982. The topic has 
Jeen treated for many years as a high priority for collection, be
cause of our major uncertainties about the technical achievements 
and programs and plans associated with the strong Soviet effort. 
Because of the high interest in these issues, we published a na

tional intelligence estimate in 1982, on the Soviet Ballistic Missile 
defense program, that laid out all the evidence in extraordinary 
detail. 
The Soviet potential for deployment of a widespread antiballistic 

missile system was also an arms control compliance concern, so 
that there was tremendous demand for information and intelli-

judgments on these issues. 
With the announcement of the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative 

Program in 1983, there was even greater interest in the Soviet pro
grams, and potential Soviet responses to the U.S. program. We con
tinued to devote considerable research and analysis effort, and cov
erage in my national intelligence estimates, to these topics. 
We participated in the preparation of joint net assessments on 

strategic forces with the Secretary of Defense in 1983 and 1985, in 
which detailed comparisons were made of the U.S. and Soviet stra
tegic defense programs. 

In 1985, Mr. Casey asked me to prepare a publication on Soviet 
Ballistic Missile Defense, drawing on all of our coordinated intelli
gence work, that he could provide to the President. 

He was concerned that the totality of the Soviet effort was not 
coming through in our routine, annual national intelligence esti
mates. 
Further, we published a national intelligence estimate on Soviet 

responses to SDI in 1986, which took note of the extensive Soviet 
strategic defense program. 

The major initiative in the early 1980's to provide unclassified in
formation on Soviet military forces—including strategic defense— 
came from the Pentagon, in the form of the annual publication, 
Soviet Military Power. By late 1984, various officials in the Execu
t e Branch were asking for more unclassified information on 
Soviet strategic defenses that could be used with the public, be
muse the Soviets were carrying out an aggressive public campaign 
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against the U.S. SDI program, and would not admit to any such 
tivities of their own. ft ac-

By early 1985, these requests were increasing. In addition m 
bers of the Legislative b ranch were urging the Administration111' 
declassify the findings of our 1985 Nat ional Intelligence Estim tc 

on Soviet strategic forces. Bob Gates and I testified in open sess 
in June 1985, on that national intelligence estimate—in the n°n 

ess, providing a great deal of declassified material on Soviet straT 
gic defenses. 

In March 1985, one of CIA's analysts, who had been providing 
)ro-

these Soviet programs. This piece, the so-called CIA White Tape*1 

telligence support on Soviet directed-energy weapons research nr 
grams to U.S. policy officials, prepared an unclassified piece 

was sent by Bob Gates, at the time the Deputy Director for IntS; 
gence, to the White House, State, and Defense, for their use in 
public discussion. 

In June 1985, Ambassador Paul Nitze gave a speech entitled 
"SDI: The Soviet Program" in which he drew heavily from the CIA 
White Paper. In October 1985, the Defense Department and the D* 
partment of State, together, published an unclassified report enti
tled "Soviet Strategic Defense Programs" which drew on the CIA 
paper, as well as providing a great deal more on Soviet defensive 
programs. 

The 1986 edition of Soviet Military Power, published in March 
1986, used much of this new material in amplifying its discussion 
of Soviet strategic defenses. 

Despite all of these publications and speeches, it was still the 
case that in the fall of 1986, the national debate in the U.S. SDI 
program was not taking much note of the Soviet strategic defense 
efforts. 

I think it was in this context that you have to look at Bob Gates 
November 1986 speech, in which he reiterated the Soviet efforts, 
and noted the Soviet desire to kill the U.S. program, in part, be 
cause they may have believed we could accomplish the goals of 
that program. 

Giving such a speech, I believe, is a legitimate role for a senior 
intelligence officer in support of U.S. policy, so long as the intelli
gence is not skewed, and sources and methods are not compro-
mised. 

My own role in the preparation of this speech was primarily as a 
reviewer—although I had spoken with Bob many times about the 
issues reflected in the speech. 

I received a draft of the speech about 2 weeks prior to its deliv
ery. It was customary for national intelligence officers and other 
senior officers to see copies of drafts of speeches that had material 
in our area, in order to make sure it was unclassified, and to pro
vide advice on the content of the speech. 

My inputs, which he mostly accepted, were of that type. In some 
cases, I suggested that the wording be modified to conform precise 
ly to the unclassified testimony that he and I had given in 1985; or 
that some unclassified judgments be updated. 

In other cases, I made technical fixes to make sure that the ma
terial was consistent with our classified judgments. I was suppo • 
ive of his statements, and gave him some suggestions on the io 
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community, and what had already been published as unclas-
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the Soviets were seeking to preserve an advantage in strategic 
^ Lc and that the Soviets were fearful that we could achieve 
l e f e S of the SDI program. 
i summary, this speech accurately reflected our intelligence 
ivsis and judgments at the time, as well as being fully consist-

n with the other, unclassified material available. It was based on 
cl£ 
;e 

'~CaA 

Ttwas most assuredly not a driver of our intelligence judgments; 
did it affect our judgments in subsequent classified publica-

n°r Rather, any change in our classified judgments in 1987, 1988, 
tl0fl beyond, were based on new evidence and analysis. 
The CIA assists other U.S. Government agencies in the publica-
n of unclassified intelligence information, on various subjects, in

cluding Soviet military issues. I think it was entirely appropriate 
I 1985 therefore, for the CIA to prepare the White Paper on 
Soviet directed energy weapons—just as I think it has been appro
bate over the years to participate in the preparation of the Penta
gon's Soviet military power publication; and to be forward-leaning 
n providing a new, unclassified write-up for that publication on 
some important issue. 
Our key concerns are to make sure that the intelligence sources 

and methods are protected, and to make sure that the material is 
as accurate and consistent with our classified judgments as possi
ble. 
We have worked hard at this. And I believe we have been suc

cessful. 
You also asked for my perspective on the May 12, 1987 memoran

dum from Richard Kerr—then the Deputy Director for Intelli
gence—to the Chairman of the National Intelligence Council on 
"The Integrity and Objectivity of National Foreign Intelligence Es
timates." 

Having been a National Intelligence Officer for 10 years, I feel 
qualified to judge that the process of producing National Intelli
gence Estimates has been carried out with very high integrity and 
objectivity, on the part of the national intelligence officers, the 
Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, and the DCI and 
theDDCI. 

There are always improvements that we can make in how this 
process works, and in the quality and utility of our work. The 
memo provides various suggestions for how this can be done—some 
of which I agree with, some with which I differ. 

For example, I disagree with the memo on the specific recom
mendations regarding the role of a national intelligence officer. In 
the last several years we have taken a number of steps to improve 
our process, and the products. We have created new types of publi
cations, in an effort to be more responsive to the immediate needs 
°f policymakers. 

We have always stressed the importance of representing multiple 
views in the estimates, and not stifling dissent. Those of you who 
aje familiar with my work, and that of other national intelligence 
officers, know how conscientious we are in representing alternative 
êws in our written products, as well as our briefings. 
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I should note that agencies are sometimes unwilling to ex 
their own, alternative views—for whatever reasons. Thus, we 5?* 
have to encourage the formulation of alternative views, 'whe 
become aware of differences on some key issues that are'impoiWe 

enough to bother the policymaker with. We try to help those &[ 

cies express their views in a way that is useful to the policy Q 
ess, and so that the reader understands the differences and the 
sons for them. rea 

The efforts by the national intelligence officer to deal with vie 
and conclusions for which there is not full agreement within tî 
intelligence community requires his best judgment. It is a very i 
portant role. 

This is what we are paid to do, rather than to just simply stan] 
it all together. As noted in the memo, we always need to work hard 
to make sure that no agency's views are submerged, or glossed 
over, by reaching sloppy or ambiguous judgments that people can 
just live with. 

The last issue you asked me to address, was my perspective on 
the overall atmosphere within the Directorate of Intelligence 
during the years Bob Gates occupied senior, leadership positions at 
CIA. 

In my view, the morale and esprit de corps were excellent, 
among those analysts working on Soviet strategic forces. I would 
note that I have insufficient perspective on the morale of analysts 
working other areas. We were addressing some very exciting issues 
in the 1980's, including a robust, Soviet strategic force program, in-
tense negotiations with the Soviets in the arms control, and major 
U.S. weapon-acquisition programs for which intelligence inputs 
were of critical importance. The analysts had extraordinary access 
to U.S. policymakers, providing frequent inputs in both written and 
verbal form. 

As I noted earlier, these contacts were strongly encouraged by 
Bob Gates, and were a major contribution to changes in the way 
we did our work. 

The flip-side of this was that the judgments reached by the ana 
lysts were scrutinized carefully, because the issues were so impor 
tant, and our products were taken so seriously by those to whom 
we delivered them. 

Bob Gates, and those below him in the chain, reviewed the work 
of analysts carefully, and asked tough questions. Bob often asked 
for the judgments to be better supported by evidence, or to make a 
clear distinction between those judgments for which we had sur/ 
porting evidence, and those that were based more on inference or 
belief. 

In the strategic forces area, these distinctions could generally be 
made fairly easily, because we acquired a great deal of hard evi
dence. ,, 

I do not think that such requests caused great difficulty. Audi 
think it made for better analysis, and more credible judgments. Ke-
gardless, it was both proper and essential that any report going ou 
as a product of the Directorate of Intelligence be clear, as to what 
assumptions or evidence were used in reaching the conclusions. 
an analyst or his office cannot support the judgments adequately 
this way then I think there is a serious question as to the wisoo 
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rnublishing *h e report. I think some of the issues that you have 
' about—not in my area, but in others—fall into this category. 

come people may say this is interfering with the right of the an-
iJct to make their views known. I do not agree. I think it is a 
tter of imposing higher standards on the analysis and the prod-

UCAnalysts all grouse about having to respond to the comments of 
viewers—I know I do—including those up the chain, but we must 

% recognize the need to provide a convincing argument to justify 
r judgments. These judgments are important. 

oUjn conclusion, I believe that Bob Gates' emphasis on substantive 
redibility and quality was one of his key contributions to the ana
lytic process in the intelligence community. I am not aware of any 
«ersonnel or morale problems associated with analysts in the 
Soviet strategic forces arena, that can credibly be attributed to Bob 
Gates or the standards he imposed on the analytic process. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Gershwin follows:] 

UAO 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE K. GERSHWIN 

I AM PLEASED TO BE HERE TODAY TO ASSIST THE 

COMMITTEE IN ITS CONSIDERATION OF ROBERT GATES AS 

THE NOMINEE FOR THE POSITION OF DIRECTOR OF CENTRAI 

INTELLIGENCE. I HAVE BEEN AT THE CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY FOR TEN YEARS, SINCE OCTOBER 

1981, AS THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICER FOR 

STRATEGIC PROGRAMS. 

BEFORE I TOOK MY CURRENT JOB AT THE CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY I WORKED FOR TWO YEARS IN THE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. PRIOR TO THAT I 

WORKED AT THE RAND CORPORATION, THE INSTITUTE FOR 

DEFENSE ANALYSES, STANFORD UNIVERSITY, AND COLUMBIA 

UNIVERSITY. I HAVE A PH.D. IN PHYSICS FROM THE 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AT BERKELEY. 
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-THE VARIOUS NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS ARE 

R T 0 F AN ORGANIZATION CALLED THE NATIONAL 

jtfELUGENCE COUNCIL, WHICH REPORTS TO THE DIRECTOR 

D DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE. I AM 

RESPONSIBLE FOR PREPARING CLASSIFIED NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES ON SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES 

tfl) WEAPON SYSTEMS. THESE REPORTS ASSESS THE 

CURRENT AND FUTURE PROGRAMS AND CAPABILITIES OF 

AIE SOVIET UNION IN THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

AREA. THE REPORTS REPRESENT THE VIEWS OF THE ENTIRE 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNTTY-THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AGENCY, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, THE 

INTELLIGENCE ORGANIZATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

STATE AND THE MILITARY SERVICES, AND OTHERS. THE 

REPORTS EXPLICITLY NOTE DIFFERENCES OF VIEW AMONG 

THE VARIOUS INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES. 
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THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES REPRESENT 

THE VIEWS OF THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, 

WITH THE ADVICE AND ASSISTANCE OF THE US 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. FOLLOWING APPROVAL BY THE 

NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE BOARD, THE REPORTS 

ARE DELIVERED TO SENIOR OFFICIALS IN THE EXECUTIVE 

AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES, AND ARE DISTRIBUTED TO 

THOSE THROUGHOUT THE GOVERNMENT WHO HAVE THE 

APPROPRIATE SECURITY CLEARANCES AND NEED THE 

INFORMATION. THESE REPORTS ARE CONSIDERED THE 

MOST AUTHORITATIVE PUBLICATIONS OF THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY ON THE SUBJECT OF SOVIET STRATEGIC 

FORCES AND ARE AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF US POLICY 

PLANNING, THE ARMS CONTROL PROCESS, AND US FORCE 

ACQUISITION DECISIONS. 
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1 WORKED CLOSELY WITH MR. GATES FROM 1982 TO 1989, 

H I S VARIOUS ROLES AS DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR 

^LLIGENCE, CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

OUNCIL, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, 

ND ACTING DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE. 

GATES, AND THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

FROM 19M TO 1986, WILLIAM CASEY, WERE EXTREMELY 

INTERESTED IN SOVIET STRATEGIC PROGRAMS. SO WERE 

ADMIRAL INMAN AND JOHN MCMAHON, THE OTHER DEPUTY 

DIRECTORS IN THAT PERIOD. I SPENT A GREAT DEAL OF TIME 

w r r H MR. GATES AND MR. CASEY ON STRATEGIC FORCE 

ISSUES. THERE WERE MANY SUCH ISSUES: ARMS CONTROL, 

THE SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCE BUILD-UP OF THE LATE 1970s 

AND EARLY 1980s. THEIR INTEREST WAS NOT JUST BECAUSE 

OFTHE STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE, OR SDI, PROGRAM. 

I MUST SAY THAT WHAT I HAVE HEARD DESCRIBED BY MR. 

GOODMAN ABOUT POLITICIZATION OF INTELLIGENCE BY 

BOB GATES AND WILLIAM CASEY IN SOVIET AND THIRD 

WORLD ISSUES, THE SOVIET POLITICAL AND FOREIGN 

POLICY AREAS, AND THE LIKE DOES NOT RESEMBLE IN ANY 

WAY MY EXPERIENCE IN MILITARY ANALYSIS. FROM MY 

VANTAGE POINT BOB GATES AND BILL CASEY CARED ABOUT 

SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES EVERY BIT AS MUCH AS THEY DID 

ABOUT THE SOVIETS IN THE THIRD WORLD. THEY WERE 

EXTREMELY FAIR IN ENCOURAGING DIFFERENT POINTS OF 

VIEW, AND THE ANALYTIC PROCESS WORKED VERY WELL. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 8 
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FROM MY OWN EXPERIENCE, I AM NOT AWARE OF ANY 

SERIOUS CHARGÉ ANYWHERE THAT ANY OF THE ANALYSTS IN 

THE STRATEGIC FORCES AREA HAD ANY PROBLEM WITH BOB 

GATES OTHER THAN HIS BEING A TOUGH REVIEWER. 

BOB GATES' STANDARDS FOR QUALITY WORK AND THE 

NEED TO LAY OUT THE EVIDENTIAL BASIS FOR JUDGMENTS 

AND ESTIMATES WERE COMMENDABLE-I SUPPORTED THEM 

FULLY. HE COULD BE A SHARP CRITIC OF WORK THAT IN 

SOME WAY DID NOT FULLY DEAL WITH OR NEGLECTED KEY 

AVAILABLE EVIDENCE, OR WORK THAT DID NOT LAY OUT THE 

ASSUMPTIONS LEADING TO ITS CONCLUSIONS. 

BOB GATES' EFFORTS TO IMPOSE HIGHER STANDARDS 

OF QUALITY ON THE REPORTS ISSUED BY THE DIRECTORATE 

OF INTELLIGENCE AND THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

COUNCIL GAVE, IN MY VIEW, A VERY POSITIVE BOOST TO THE 

CREDIBILITY OF THE INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT WE PROVIDED 

THROUGHOUT THE 1980s TO THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH AND 

THE CONGRESS. AT LEAST IN THE AREA I AM MOST FAMILIAR 

WITH, THE STRATEGIC FORCES OF THE SOVIET UNION, THE 

FINISHED PRODUCTS OF THE DIRECTORATE OF 

INTELLIGENCE AND THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL 

WERE PREPARED AND PRODUCED IN A HIGHLY 

PROFESSIONAL MANNER, WITH COMPLETE INTEGRITY AND 

WERE PERCEIVED AS OBJECTIVE AND BALANCED BY POLICY 

CONSUMERS WHO HELD A WIDE RANGE OF VIEWS. 
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j^VING BEEN INTIMATELY INVOLVED IN THIS PROCESS, 

CONFIDENT THAT THERE IS NO BASIS FOR ANY 

LEGATION THAT EITHER BOB GATES, OR ANYONE ELSE, 

çoUGHT TO DISTORT INTELLIGENCE JUDGMENTS IN THE 

gEA OF SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES, INCLUDING STRATEGIC 

DEFENSES, TO SUIT THE DESIRES OF THE POLICY 

COMMUNITY. NOR DID HE OR ANYONE ELSE WITHIN THE 

Ĥ TELLIGENCE COMMUNITY TRY TO OVERRIDE THE VIEWS 

OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY'S ANALYSTS. NATIONAL 

UfTELUGENCE ESTIMATES ON STRATEGIC FORCES ARE 

WRITTEN BY FIRST LAYING OUT ALL THE DETAILS. AFTER 

EXTENSIVE REVIEW AND COORDINATION BY THE 

flfTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSTS, WE PREPARE THE 

KEY JUDGMENTS AND SUMMARY-INCLUDING THOSE ISSUES 

WE JUDGE TO BE OF GREATEST SIGNIFICANCE TO POLICY 

OFFICIALS. THIS IS A "BOTTOM-UP APPROACH, IN WHICH 

TOE JUDGMENTS RESULT FROM THE ANALYTIC EFFORT, 

RATHER THAN A "TOP-DOWN" APPROACH WHERE THE 

JUDGMENTS ARE FIRST FORMULATED AND THEN THE 

SUPPORTING ANALYSIS IS WRITTEN. 
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IN MY VIEW THE APPROACH WE USE GUARANTEES THE 

MOST OBJECTIVE JUDGMENTS, FULLY CONSISTENT WITH THE 

EVIDENCE. WE NEVER HAD A SITUATION WHERE BOB GATES 

EITHER STATED OR IMPLIED HOW HE WOULD LIKE TO SEE 

OUR JUDGMENTS COME OUT, BEFORE WE GAVE HIM THE 

COMMUNITY'S VIEWS. SOMETIMES HE WOULD ASK FOR 

CLARIFICATION OR AMPLIFICATION, OR SUGGEST THAT THE 

SECTION FOR HIGHEST LEVEL POLICY OFFICIALS WAS TOO 

LONG OR TOO COMPLICATED. HE WAS VERY COMFORTABLE 

WITH AND PROMOTED THE PRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE, 

ALTERNATIVE VIEWS IN THE ESTIMATES. THIS DESIRE TO 

DISPLAY THE VARIOUS VIEWS IN THE COMMUNITY HAS BEEN 

CHARACTERISTIC OF ALL THE DIRECTORS OF CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE, DEPUTY DIRECTORS OF CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE, AND CHAIRMEN OF THE NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL UNDER WHOM I HAVE SERVED. 
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THE ULTIMATE PURPOSE OF OUR WORK IN PREPARING 

IUDGMENTS ON SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES IS TO SUPPORT 

E NEEDS OF OUR MANY CONSUMERS. AS YOU WELL KNOW, 

HAVE OFTEN BRIEFED CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES AND 

STAFFS, AS WELL AS POLICY OFFICIALS AT ALL LEVELS IN 

THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH. WE WHO ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR 

FORMULATING AND PRESENTING OUR INTELLIGENCE 

JUDGMENTS ARE WELL AWARE OF THE IMPACT OUR 

JUDGMENTS CAN HAVE ON POLICY AND US FORCE 

ACQUISITION CONSIDERATIONS. WE OFTEN RECEIVE 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM OUTSIDE THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY FOR RESEARCH PROJECTS THAT ARE NEEDED 

TO ASSIST THE DECISIONMAKING PROCESS. WE ARE HIGHLY 

RESPONSIVE TO THESE REQUESTS, BECAUSE OUR WORK IS 

NOT DONE AS AN ACADEMIC EXERCISE-IT IS DONE TO 

SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF OUR CONSUMERS. 
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UNDER BOB GATES* LEADERSHIP AND 

ENCOURAGEMENT, WE ALL MADE NEW CONCERTED EFFORTS 

TO MEET WITH POLICY OFFICIALS TO ASCERTAIN THEIR 

INTELLIGENCE NEEDS, AND THEN TO BRIEF THESE OFFICIALS 

ON THE RESULTS OF OUR WORK. WE OFTEN LISTEN TO 

CRITICISMS OF OUR ANALYSIS OR OUR JUDGMENTS FROM 

POLICY OFFICIALS, AS MIGHT BE EXPECTED. POLICYMAKERS 

OFTEN HAVE USEFUL INSIGHTS BASED ON PERSONAL 

INTERACTIONS AND EXPERIENCE. WHERE VALID POINTS ARE 

RAISED, WE MIGHT GO BACK AND REEXAMINE OUR WORK, 

EVEN IMPROVE IT SOMETIMES. 

HOWEVER, THIS INTERACTION WITH POLICYMAKERS IS 

NOT POLmCIZATION OF INTELLIGENCE. NONE OF US 

SHOULD BE SO CONFIDENT OF OUR WORK THAT WE REFUSE 

TO CONSIDER THE VIEWS OF THOSE WHO DIFFER WITH US, 

WHETHER THEY ARE WITHIN THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY OR OUTSIDE OF IT. NOTE THAT BOB GATES, AS 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE, STRONGLY 

ENCOURAGED CLOSER LINKS TO THE ACADEMIC 

COMMUNITY AND THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY AS A WAY TO 

GET MORE INPUTS FOR THE INTELLIGENCE PRODUCTS AND 

MORE EXTERNAL REVIEW OF THE ANALYSIS. 
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CLÊARLY» EACH OF US RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 

DUCTION O F INTELLIGENCE MUST HAVE THE INTEGRITY 

RESIST ANY PRESSURE TO MODIFY INTELLIGENCE 

NALYSIS OR JUDGMENTS BECAUSE THE VIEWS ARE 

INCONVENIENT OR EVEN APPARENTLY UNDERMINE A 

PARTICULAR POLICY EFFORT. IN MY AREA OF SOVIET 

STRATEGIC FORCES, I AM CONFIDENT THAT WE HAVE NEVER 

ALLOWED OUR JUDGMENTS TO BE INFLUENCED BY SUCH 

POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS, AND WE HAVE HAD THE FULL 

SUPPORT OF BOB GATES AND OTHERS IN MAINTAINING THE 

Ufl-EGRITY OF OUR PROCESS. 

LET ME NOW ADDRESS THE CIRCUMSTANCES LEADING 

UP TO THE SPEECH BY MR. GATES IN NOVEMBER 1986, "THE 

SOVIETS AND SDL" 
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FROM THE 1970s ON, SOVIET EFFORTS IN BALLISTIC 

MISSILE DEFENSE AND DIRECTED ENERGY WEAPONS 

RESEARCH HAVE BEEN MAJOR TOPICS FOR OUR CLASSIFIED 

COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS. THE POSSIBILITY OF A SOVIET 

TECHNOLOGICAL BREAKTHROUGH INVOLVING DIRECTED 

ENERGY WEAPONS HAS BEEN NOTED ALL ALONG; I 

REMEMBER EXPLICITLY HIGHLIGHTING THAT IN MY FIRST 

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE PUBLISHED IN 1982. THE 

TOPIC HAS BEEN TREATED FOR MANY YEARS AS A HIGH 

PRIORITY FOR COLLECTION, BECAUSE OF OUR MAJOR 

UNCERTAINTIES ABOUT THE TECHNICAL ACHIEVEMENTS AND 

PROGRAMS AND PLANS ASSOCIATED WITH THE STRONG 

SOVIET EFFORT. BECAUSE OF THE HIGH INTEREST IN THESE 

ISSUES WE PUBLISHED A NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

ESTIMATE IN 1982 ON THE SOVIET BALLISTIC MISSILE 

DEFENSE PROGRAM THAT LAID OUT ALL THE EVIDENCE IN 

EXTRAORDINARY DETAIL. THE SOVIET POTENTIAL FOR 

DEPLOYMENT OF A WIDESPREAD ANTIBALUSTIC MISSILE 

SYSTEM WAS ALSO AN ARMS CONTROL COMPLIANCE 

CONCERN, SO THAT THERE WAS TREMENDOUS DEMAND FOR 

INFORMATION AND INTELLIGENCE JUDGMENTS ON THESE 

ISSUES. 
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VVfTH THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE US STRATEGIC 

«PENSE INITIATIVE PROGRAM IN 1983 THERE WAS EVEN 

BEATER INTEREST IN THE SOVIET PROGRAMS, AND 

POTENTIAL SOVIET RESPONSES TO THE US PROGRAM. WE 

CONTINUED TO DEVOTE CONSIDERABLE RESEARCH AND 

ANALYSIS EFFORT, AND COVERAGE IN MY NATIONAL 

fljTElXIGENCE ESTIMATES, TO THESE TOPICS. WE 

PARTICIPATED IN THE PREPARATION OF JOINT NET 

ASSESSMENTS ON STRATEGIC FORCES WITH THE SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE IN 1983 AND 1985 IN WHICH DETAILED 

COMPARISONS WERE MADE OF THE US AND SOVIET 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE PROGRAMS. IN 1985 MR. CASEY ASKED 

ME TO PREPARE A PUBLICATION ON SOVIET BALLISTIC 

MISSILE DEFENSE, DRAWING ON ALL OF OUR COORDINATED 

INTELLIGENCE WORK, THAT HE COULD PROVIDE TO THE 

PRESIDENT. HE WAS CONCERNED THAT THE TOTALITY OF 

THE SOVIET EFFORT WAS NOT COMING THROUGH IN OUR 

ROUTINE ANNUAL NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES. WE 

PUBLISHED A NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE ON 

SOVIETRESPONSES TO SDI IN 1986, WHICH TOOK NOTE OF 

THE EXTENSIVE SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE PROGRAM. 
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THE MAJOR INITIATIVE IN THE EARLY 1980s TO PROVIDE 

UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION ON SOVIET MILITARY FORCES 

INCLUDING STRATEGIC DEFENSES, CAME FROM THE 

PENTAGON IN THE FORM OF THE ANNUAL SOVIET MILITARY 

POWER. BY LATE 1984 VARIOUS OFFICIALS IN THE EXECUTIVE 

BRANCH WERE ASKING FOR MORE UNCLASSIFIED 

INFORMATION ON SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSES THAT 

COULD BE USED WITH THE PUBLIC, BECAUSE THE SOVIETS 

WERE CARRYING OUT AN AGGRESSIVE PUBLIC CAMPAIGN 

AGAINST THE US SDI PROGRAM AND WOULD NOT ADMIT TO 

ANY SUCH ACTIVITIES OF THEIR OWN. 

BY EARLY 1985 THESE REQUESTS WERE INCREASING. IN 

ADDITION, MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH WERE 

URGING THE ADMINISTRATION TO DECLASSIFY THE 

FINDINGS OF OUR 1985 NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE 

ON SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES; BOB GATES AND I TESTIFIED 

IN OPEN SESSION IN JUNE 1985 ON THAT NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE, IN THE PROCESS PROVIDING A 

GREAT DEAL OF DECLASSIFIED MATERIAL ON SOVIET 

STRATEGIC DEFENSES. 
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!N MARCH 1985 ONE OF CIA'S ANALYSTS, WHO HAD BEEN 

PROVIDING INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT ON SOVIET DIRECTED 

ENERGY WEAPONS RESEARCH PROGRAMS TO US POLICY 

OFFICIALS, PREPARED AN UNCLASSIFIED PIECE ON THESE 

SOVIET PROGRAMS. THIS PIECE, THE SO-CALLED CIA WHITE 

PAPER, WAS SENT BY BOB GATES, AT THE TIME THE DEPUTY 

DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE, TO THE WHITE HOUSE, STATE, 

AND DEFENSE FOR THEIR USE IN PUBLIC DISCUSSION. IN 

JUNE 1985 AMBASSADOR PAUL NTTZE GAVE A SPEECH 

ENTITLED "SDI: THE SOVIET PROGRAM" IN WHICH HE DREW 

HEAVILY FROM THE CIA WHITE PAPER. IN OCTOBER 1985 THE 

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AND THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

PUBLISHED AN UNCLASSIFIED REPORT ENTITLED "SOVIET 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE PROGRAMS" WHICH DREW ON THE CIA 

PAPER, AS WELL AS PROVIDING A GREAT DEAL MORE ON 

SOVIET DEFENSIVE PROGRAMS. THE 1986 EDITION OF SOVIET 

MILITARY POWER, PUBLISHED IN MARCH 1986 USED MUCH OF 

THIS NEW MATERIAL IN AMPLIFYING ITS DISCUSSION OF 

SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSES. 
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DESPITE ALL OF THESE PUBLICATIONS AND SPEECHES 

IT WAS STILL THE CASE THAT IN THE FALL OF 1986 THE 

NATIONAL DEBATE ON THE US SDI PROGRAM WAS NOT 

TAKING MUCH NOTE OF THE SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

EFFORTS. I THINK IT WAS IN THIS CONTEXT THAT YOU HAVE 

TO LOOK AT BOB GATES' NOVEMBER 1986 SPEECH, IN WHICH 

HE REITERATED THE SOVIET EFFORTS AND NOTED THE 

SOVIET DESIRE TO KILL THE US PROGRAM, IN PART BECAUSE 

THEY MAY HAVE BELIEVED WE COULD ACCOMPLISH THE 

GOALS OF THE PROGRAM. GIVING SUCH A SPEECH, I 

BELIEVE, IS A LEGITIMATE ROLE FOR A SENIOR 

INTELLIGENCE OFFICER IN SUPPORT OF US POLICY, SO LONG 

AS THE INTELLIGENCE IS NOT SKEWED AND SOURCES AND 

METHODS ARE NOT COMPROMISED. 
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I4Y OWN ROLE IN THE PREPARATION OF THE SPEECH 

s PRIMARILY AS A REVIEWER, ALTHOUGH I HAD SPOKEN 

^ BOB MANY TIMES ABOUT THE ISSUES REFLECTED IN 

THE SPEECH. I RECEIVED A DRAFT OF THE SPEECH ABOUT 

flVO WEEKS PRIOR TO ITS DELIVERY. IT WAS CUSTOMARY 

FOR NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS AND OTHER SENIOR 

OFFICERS TO SEE COPIES OF DRAFTS OF SPEECHES THAT 

HAD MATERIAL IN OUR AREA, IN ORDER TO MAKE SURE IT 

WAS UNCLASSIFIED AND TO PROVIDE ADVICE ON THE 

CONTENT OF THE SPEECH. MY INPUTS, WHICH HE MOSTLY 

ACCEPTED, WERE OF THAT TYPE. IN SOME CASES I 

SUGGESTED THAT THE WORDING BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM 

PRECISELY TO THE UNCLASSIFIED TESTIMONY THAT HE AND 

IHAD GIVEN IN 1985, OR THAT SOME UNCLASSIFIED 

JUDGMENTS BE UPDATED. IN OTHER CASES I MADE 

TECHNICAL FIXES, TO MAKE SURE THAT THE MATERIAL WAS 

CONSISTENT WITH OUR CLASSIFIED JUDGMENTS. I WAS 

SUPPORTIVE OF HIS STATEMENTS, AND GAVE HIM SOME 

SUGGESTIONS, ON THE IDEAS THAT THE SOVIETS WERE 

SEEKING TO PRESERVE AN ADVANTAGE IN STRATEGIC 

DEFENSES, AND THAT THE SOVIETS WERE FEARFUL THAT WE 

COULD ACHIEVE THE GOALS OF THE SDI PROGRAM. 
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IN SUMMARY, THE SPEECH ACCURATELY REFLECTED 

OUR INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS AND JUDGMENTS AT THE 

TIME, AS WELL AS BEING FULLY CONSISTENT WITH THE 

OTHER UNCLASSIFIED MATERIAL AVAILABLE. IT WAS BASED 

ON THE CLASSIFIED INFORMATION WE HAD ALREADY 

PUBLISHED IN THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY AND WHAT 

HAD ALREADY BEEN PUBLISHED AS UNCLASSIFIED. IT WAS 

MOST ASSUREDLY NOT A DRIVER OF OUR INTELLIGENCE 

JUDGMENTS, NOR DID IT AFFECT OUR JUDGMENTS IN 

SUBSEQUENT CLASSIFIED PUBLICATIONS. RATHER, ANY 

CHANGES IN OUR CLASSIFIED JUDGMENTS IN 1987,1988 AND 

BEYOND WERE BASED ON NEW EVIDENCE AND ANALYSIS. 

-__,_ 
: 
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THE CIA ASSISTS OTHER U.S GOVERNMENT AGENCIES IN 

«M PUBLICATION OF UNCLASSIFIED INTELLIGENCE 

«FORMATION ON VARIOUS SUBJECTS, INCLUDING SOVIET 

MILITARY ISSUES. I THINK IT WAS ENTIRELY APPROPRIATE 

IN 1985, THEREFORE, FOR THE CIA TO PREPARE THE WHITE 

PAPER ON SOVIET DIRECTED ENERGY PROGRAMS, JUST AS I 

THINK IT HAS BEEN APPROPRIATE OVER THE YEARS TO 

PARTICIPATE IN THE PREPARATION OF THE PENTAGON'S 

SOVIET MILITARY POWER PUBLICATION AND TO BE FORWARD 

LEANING IN PROVIDING A NEW UNCLASSIFIED WRTTEUP FOR 

IT ON SOME IMPORTANT ISSUE. OUR KEY CONCERNS ARE TO 

MAKE SURE THAT INTELLIGENCE SOURCES AND METHODS 

ARE PROTECTED, AND TO MAKE SURE THAT THE MATERIAL IS 

AS ACCURATE AND CONSISTENT WITH OUR CLASSIFIED 

JUDGMENTS AS POSSIBLE. WE HAVE WORKED HARD AT THIS, 

AND I BELIEVE WE HAVE BEEN SUCCESSFUL. 
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YOU ALSO ASKED FOR MY PERSPECTIVE ON THE MAY n 

1987 MEMORANDUM FROM RICHARD KERR, THEN THE 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE, TO THE CHAIRMAN 

OF THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL ON "THE 

INTEGRITY AND OBJECTIVITY OF NATIONAL FOREIGN 

INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES". HAVING BEEN A NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE OFFICER FOR TEN YEARS, I FEEL QUALIFIED 

TO JUDGE THAT THE PROCESS OF PRODUCING NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES HAS BEEN CARRIED OUT WITH 

VERY HIGH INTEGRITY AND OBJECTIVITY ON THE PART OF 

THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS, THE CHAIRMAN OF 

THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL, AND THE DCI AND 

DDCI. THERE ARE ALWAYS IMPROVEMENTS THAT CAN BE 

MADE IN HOW THIS PROCESS WORKS AND IN THE QUALITY 

AND UTILITY OF OUR WORK. THE MEMO PROVIDES VARIOUS 

SUGGESTIONS FOR HOW THIS CAN BE DONE, SOME OF WHICH 

I AGREE WITH, SOME WITH WHICH I DIFFER. FOR EXAMPLE, I 

DISAGREE WITH THE MEMO ON THE SPECIFIC 

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE ROLE OF A NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE OFFICER. 

IN THE LAST SEVERAL YEARS WE HAVE TAKEN A 

NUMBER OF STEPS TO IMPROVE OUR PROCESS AND THE 

PRODUCTS. WE HAVE CREATED NEW TYPES OF 

PUBLICATIONS IN AN EFFORT TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE TO 

THE IMMEDIATE NEEDS OF POLICYMAKERS. 
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yyE HAVE ALWAYS STRESSED THE IMPORTANCE OF 

PRESENTING MULTIPLE VIEWS IN THE ESTIMATES, AND 

RIFLING DISSENT. THOSE OF YOU WHO ARE FAMILIAR 

^ MY WORK, AND THAT OF OTHER NATIONAL 

jyrELUGENCE OFFICERS, KNOW HOW CONSCIENTIOUS WE 

,N REPRESENTING ALTERNATIVE VIEWS IN OUR WRITTEN 

PRODUCTS AS WELL AS OUR BRIEFINGS. I SHOULD NOTE 

^ T AGENCIES ARE SOMETIMES UNWILLING TO EXPRESS 

THEIR OWN ALTERNATIVE VIEWS, FOR WHATEVER REASONS. 

ANS, WE OFTEN HAVE TO ENCOURAGE THE FORMULATION 

OF ALTERNATIVE VIEWS, WHEN WE BECOME AWARE OF 

DIFFERENCES ON SOME KEY ISSUES THAT ARE IMPORTANT 

ENOUGH TO BOTHER THE POLICYMAKERS WITH. WE TRY TO 

HELP THOSE AGENCIES EXPRESS THEIR VIEWS IN A WAY 

THAT IS USEFUL TO THE POLICY PROCESS AND SO THAT THE 

READER UNDERSTANDS THE DIFFERENCES AND THE 

REASONS FOR THEM. 
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THE EFFORTS BY THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

OFFICER TO DEAL WITH VIEWS AND CONCLUSIONS FOR 

WHICH THERE IS NOT FULL AGREEMENT WITHIN THE 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY REQUIRE HIS BEST JUDGMENT' 

ITISA VERY IMPORTANT ROLE. THAT IS WHAT WE ARE PAID 

TO DO, RATHER THAN TO JUST SIMPLY STAPLE IT ALL 

TOGETHER. AS NOTED IN THE MEMO, WE ALWAYS NEED TO 

WORK HARD TO MAKE SURE THAT NO AGENCY'S VIEWS ARE 

SUBMERGED OR GLOSSED OVER BY REACHING SLOPPY OR 

AMBIGUOUS JUDGMENTS THAT PEOPLE CAN UVE WITH. 

THE LAST ISSUE YOU ASKED ME TO ADDRESS WAS MY 

PERSPECTIVE ON THE OVERALL ATMOSPHERE WITHIN THE 

DIRECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE DURING THE YEARS BOB 

GATES OCCUPIED SENIOR LEADERSHIP POSITIONS AT CIA. 
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l N MY VIEW, THE MORALE AND ESPRIT DE CORPS WERE 

ELLENT AMONG THOSE ANALYSTS WORKING ON SOVIET 

^TEGIC FORCES. (I HAVE INSUFFICIENT PERSPECTIVE ON 

THE MORALE OF ANALYSTS WORKING OTHER AREAS.) WE 

RE ADDRESSING SOME VERY EXCITING ISSUES IN THE 

0Sy INCLUDING A ROBUST SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCE 

PROGRAM, INTENSE NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE SOVIETS IN 

4RMS CONTROL, AND MAJOR US WEAPONS ACQUISITION 

PROGRAMS FOR WHICH INTELLIGENCE INPUTS WERE OF 

CRITICAL IMPORTANCE. THE ANALYSTS HAD 

EXTRAORDINARY ACCESS TO US POLICYMAKERS, PROVIDING 

FREQUENT INPUTS IN BOTH WRITTEN AND VERBAL FORM. AS 

IN0TED EARLIER, THESE CONTACTS WERE STRONGLY 

ENCOURAGED BY BOB GATES AND WERE A MAJOR 

CONTRIBUTION TO CHANGES IN THE WAY WE DID OUR WORK. 
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THE FLIP SIDE OF THIS WAS THAT THE JUDGMENTS 

REACHED BY THE ANALYSTS WERE SCRUTINIZED CAREFULLY, 

BECAUSE THE ISSUES WERE SO IMPORTANT AND OUR 

PRODUCTS WERE TAKEN SO SERIOUSLY BY THOSE TO WHOM 

WE DELIVERED THEM. BOB GATES, AND THOSE BELOW HIM 

IN THE CHAIN, REVIEWED THE WORK OF ANALYSTS 

CAREFULLY AND ASKED TOUGH QUESTIONS. BOB OFTEN 

ASKED FOR THE JUDGMENTS TO BE BETTER SUPPORTED BY 

EVIDENCE, OR TO MAKE A CLEAR DISTINCTION BETWEEN 

THOSE JUDGMENTS FOR WHICH WE HAD SUPPORTING 

EVIDENCE, AND THOSE THAT WERE BASED MORE ON 

INFERENCE OR BELIEF. IN THE STRATEGIC FORCES AREA, 

THESE DISTINCTIONS COULD GENERALLY BE MADE FAIRLY 

EASILY, BECAUSE WE ACQUIRED A GREAT DEAL OF HARD 

EVIDENCE. I DO NOT THINK THAT REQUESTS SUCH AS THESE 

CAUSED GREAT DIFFICULTY, AND I THINK IT MADE FOR 

BETTER ANALYSIS AND MORE CREDIBLE JUDGMENTS. 
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gEGARDLESS, IT WAS BOTH PROPER AND ESSENTIAL 

^ T ANY REPORT GOING OUT AS A PRODUCT OF THE 

RECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE BE CLEAR AS TO WHAT 

suMpTIONS OR EVIDENCE WERE USED IN REACHING THE 

NCLUSIONS. IF AN ANALYST OR HIS OFFICE CANNOT 

SUPPORT THE JUDGMENTS ADEQUATELY IN THIS WAY, THEN I 

nflNK THERE IS A SERIOUS QUESTION AS TO THE WISDOM 

0F PUBLISHING THE REPORT. I THINK SOME OF THE ISSUES 

r^T YOU HAVE HEARD ABOUT, NOT IN MY AREA BUT IN 

OTHERS, FALL INTO THIS CATEGORY. SOME PEOPLE MAY SAY 

flflS IS INTERFERING WITH THE RIGHT OF THE ANALYST TO 

MAKE THEIR VIEWS KNOWN. I DO NOT AGREE. I THINK IT IS 

AMATTER OF IMPOSING HIGHER STANDARDS ON THE 

ANALYSIS AND THE PRODUCT. ANALYSTS ALL GROUSE ABOUT 

HAVING TO RESPOND TO THE COMMENTS OF REVIEWERS-I 

KNOW I DO-INCLUDING THOSE UP THE CHAIN. BUT WE MUST 

ALL RECOGNIZE THE NEED TO PROVIDE A CONVINCING 

ARGUMENT TO JUSTIFY OUR JUDGMENTS. THESE 

JUDGMENTS ARE IMPORTANT. 
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IN CONCLUSION, I BELIEVE THAT BOB GATES» EMPHASIS 

ON SUBSTANTIVE CREDIBILITY AND QUALITY WAS ONE OF 

HIS KEY CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE ANALYTIC PROCESS IN THE 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. I AM NOT AWARE OF ANY 

PERSONNEL OR MORALE ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH 

ANALYSTS IN THE SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES ARENA THAT 

CAN CREDIBLY BE ATTRIBUTED TO MR. GATES OR THE 

STANDARDS HE IMPOSED ON THE ANALYTIC PROCESS. 
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rhairman BOREN. Thank you, Mr. Gershwin. We appreciate your 
tfmony very much. 
Î as endeavoring to talk with other members of the committee 
^ our schedule, considering the fact that we have gone on a lot 

$°n today than we had anticipated. Ms. Glaudemans, this does 
l°n^e

 any way indicate how long you should take. You should take 
1 *ng as you need to give all the information that you would like 

t0We had intended to finish about 5:00 p.m. because there were 
mbers who have problems if we went beyond 5:00 p.m. We will 

^ tQ finish by 6:00 p.m. How much time do you think your state-
try

nt will take? We will not hold you to it at all, but a ball park 

M̂s GLAUDEMANS. It won't be much different than what I said in 

closed session Chairman BOREN. SO about 20 or 25 minutes? 
[Ms Glaudemans nods in the affirmative.] 
Chairman BOREN. Well, I would suggest—Senator Rudman. 
Senator RUDMAN. I do not mean to interrupt the chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Please go ahead. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I was just thinking that we 

have heard some very interesting testimony today. 
I think one of the most important pieces of testimony is from Mr. 

MacEachin who is here. He personally witnessed much of what has 
been talked about and who is still in an important position in the 
agency. I think to go ahead with him at 5:15 p.m. or 5:20 p.m. and 
go on till 6:20 p.m. or 6:30 p.m. makes no sense at all. I would very 
much like to hear this next witness and then let Mr. MacEachin 
come in and start out tomorrow morning, or whatever time the 
chairman wants, and then go the questioning. 

Now, I will tell you that I think. I do not know about anybody 
else on this panel, but I have absorbed about as much of this as I 
can today—I have reviewed, and I am sure others have more capac
ity, but I have reviewed—the Vice Chairman is nodding, I notice. 
[Laughter.] 

Chairman BOREN. Members of the press would like to stay till 
midnight. They impress me. 

Senator RUDMAN. But I have reviewed Mr. MacEachin's testimo
ny, and it is pretty complex, as was Mr. Goodman's and the others 
we have just heard. I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that we could 
hear a final witness of the panel tomorrow, then bring the whole 
panel up and see if we can get through our examination by the 
members. I expect that is possible. Then the chairman will have to 
decide where to go from there. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Senator Bradley. 
Senator BRADLEY. If I could, is the proceeding still open to addi

tional witnesses? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 

, Senator BRADLEY. I think that a number have come to light, par
ticularly after the testimony, that we might hear. There might be 
°ther people that we would want to hear from. 
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Chairman BOREN. There may be. I know at least of a couPie 
people who have come forward, one on one side and one on th 
other. 

I think it will be a matter for us to consult among the membe 
in looking at what those individuals might have to say and dete? 
mine whether or not we will actually need to call them as wit 
nesses or whether we might like to ask them to put their written 
testimony into sworn form. It is one thing to accept testimony that 
is unsworn. It is another matter to have sworn testimony and to 
see if we want to have additional time for some other witnesses 

As I was not able to be at the caucus today, has the decision been 
made on the recess next week? 

Senator METZENBAUM. The last I heard, Mr. Chairman, was that 
we would vote Tuesday afternoon and recess then. 

Chairman BOREN. SO we would be in Monday and Tuesday? 
Senator METZENBAUM. We would be in session Monday and Tues 

day. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I am not sure that is the final word, but 

tha t is what I heard. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I am not sure tha t is the final word. For 

those of us who have to travel a day back to our State and a day 
back, the Tuesday or even Wednesday is very inconvenient, and 
put a tremendous personal sacrifice on Members who live on the 
West Coast, Hawaii, and other areas, and there has been objection 
to our leadership relative to tha t proposal, because it is our under
standing tha t the Thomas nomination does ripen sometime Friday 
or Saturday at the latest. 

Senator BRADLEY. Does what? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. It ripens, all right. You have heard of that. 
Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. There are 48 hours 
Chairman BOREN. We have enough problems in this committee 

without discussing the Thomas nomination on this panel as well. 
[General laughter.] 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I would like to finish my statement, Mr. 
Chairman. A 48-hour period expires for the benefit of those who 
don't smell very well, and I apologize, gentlemen. But I am—and 
there are several of us who are quite provoked at the suggestion 
tha t we come back in when indeed we could vote on that nomina
tion either Friday or Saturday. So obviously, I am not aware of 
what the final resolve is, bu t I did want to make it known to put 
tha t kind of additional burden, when obviously it can be disposed 
of, does strike the ire of some of us. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I would like to say to my colleague and 
friend that I think the issue is being pressed by those of the leader
ship on your side, and I think tha t there is no question that there 
are a number of people who wish to be heard in connection with 
Judge Thomas. My own view is that it could very well be put off to 
the following Tuesday, when we come back normally—that is, * 
weeks from today. The world will not come to an end if Mr. 
Thomas were not confirmed for a few more days. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, my friend from Ohio has a point. But 
by the same token, some of us plan events, make certain comn»1' 
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. our home state, and then are presented with the require-
^ f suddenly returning to Washington. As I think my friend 
^Ohio knows, we could start on that nomination upon unani-
!r0in consent agreement today, but clearly we are unable to get 
$0^ ^a t 48-hour ripening period I referred to evidently has to 
thâ  s ^ a t j s the right of the Senator from Ohio or any other Sen-
n0I1but I think it is appropriate that those of us who are incon-

•' ced rather dramatically at least be heard on it, and I think I itor 
veni 
-.ave 
i b ^ h e a S o n l t 
?h irman BOREN. The Chair has learned its lesson. The Chair 

Id know better than to ask a question about the schedule of 

he g Glaudemans, if you would come on up, we are going to turn 
)U 

ui 

irTquite"^ earïy as 9:30 a.m., we will conclude tonight with the 

u^1 would suggest we do this. Ms. Glaudemans' testimony will 
y°until some time about 5:15 p.m. or so. Since some Members did 

run u n t i l i3uii*v/ v***»-*-* «—«.—- ~ — L 

want to go past 5:00 p.m. and some Members did not want to 
ttimony of Ms. Glaudemans. 
We will commence in the morning at 9:45 a.m. with the testimo-
of Mr MacEachin followed immediately thereafter by the panel 

11 being present for questions by Members. I do want to indicate 
that it is still possible that we may go into the evening tomorrow 
inclosed session. 

If the Senate is not in session, we will reevaluate, but it we are 
soing to be here anyway, we may well have what I am told will be 
a relatively brief closed session to receive the matter we had dis
cussed earlier. That is the report on any particular mention of 
Members of Congress or staffs in any kind of intelligence collec
tion, inadvertent or otherwise, that might have affected Members 
of Congress or Congressional staff. 
Then we will discuss among ourselves whether or not there are 

any additional witnesses. It would be my plan that if the Senate 
continues over into Friday or Saturday, we will complete the hear
ings this week. If there are one or two other witnesses that we will 
want to hear, we will look at that. Then we will have Mr. Gates 
back in both closed and open session if as Members indicate to me 
there are classified questions they wish to ask him. If not, we will 
go immediately into open session and we will then conclude the 
hearings sometime this week with Mr. Gates being the final wit
ness. So that is an update on how we will proceed. 
Let me say also I have been asked by our six witnesses if there 

are any strictures on them talking with the media or anyone else 
at this point. As far as the Chair is concerned, there are not any 
strictures at this point in time. We simply had asked that we not 
have discussion of what was heard in closed session until we had 
^ opportunity, being fair to all sides concerned, to commence our 
open testimony. 

So as far as I am concerned, that period of time has passed. I had 
°een asked by some of the witnesses, and some of the members of 
*e media as well. I think since we are in open session and we have 
heard some of our witnesses already, certainly there should be no 
constraints left on any of them to discuss whatever they would like 
t0 discuss. It does not mean that they are obligated to take all the 
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questions and answer them, but they are certainly free to do so 
be in good faith as far as the Chair is concerned. 

Ms. Glaudemans, if you would, please come forward at this tim 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman. me 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Bradley. 
Senator BRADLEY. YOU have gone, I think, to great lengths t 

make sure tha t all the presentations are balanced, one pro 0 
con. 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator BRADLEY. I think tha t tha t is the fair way to do it. I m 

wondering if we conclude with Ms. Glaudemans tonight and the 
tomorrow we open with a pro as opposed to a con, since we werp 
supposed to end at 5:00 p.m. anyway 

Chairman BOREN. Would you prefer to have Ms. Glaudemans 
come tomorrow, if she can? 

Senator BRADLEY. I think it might be in balance. 
Chairman BOREN. Ms. Glaudemans, you know the Chair does not 

show any preferential basis, but I would indicate that this witness 
does have Oklahoma roots, and beyond that, Cherokee roots as 
well, which cause the Chair to tilt slightly toward accommodating 
this witness' schedule. So let me ask you, Ms. Glaudemans, does it 
matter to you? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. NO, it does not. 
Senator BOREN. Well, I think, then, tha t being the case, and 

since we have now discussed the schedule for almost as long as Ms. 
Glaudemans' testimony would have taken, we will stand in recess 
and begin with Ms. Glaudemans in the morning at 9:45 a.m. We 
will then have Mr. MacEachin's testimony, and we will then go 
into questions from the Committee for the remainder of at least 
the daylight hours tomorrow. 

[Whereupon, at 4:55 p.m., the Committee was recessed, to recon
vene a t 9:45 a.m., Wednesday, October 2, 1991.] 
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The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:55 o'clock 
am in room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable 
David L. Boren (Chairman of the Committee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston, 

DeConcini, Metzenbaum, Murkowski, Warner, D'Amato, Danforth, 
Rudman, Gorton and Chafee. 
Also Present: George Tenet, Staff Director; John Moseman, Mi

nority Staff Director; Britt Snider, Chief Counsel; and Kathleen 
McGhee, Chief Clerk. 
Chairman BOREN. The hearings will resume. I have a couple of 

announcements this morning, and a brief opening comment before 
we begin with our first witness. We appreciate the witnesses being 
so understanding in terms of changing their schedules to be with 
us. We had intended to finish all the opening statements yesterday 
but the schedule of votes on the Senate Floor conspired against us. 
I am happy to say that the schedule on the Senate Floor today 
should cooperate with us because the votes for today will be 
stacked beginning at 4:00 o'clock this afternoon. 
It would be my plan to go this morning until approximately 12:45 

and return at approximately 2:15. We will then go until the votes 
start at 4:00 o'clock when there will be four back to back votes. 
There are some other meetings going on between 5:00 and 6:00, so 
my plan would then be for us to return at 7:30 either in open or 
closed session depending upon whether or not we have finished the 
questioning of these witnesses in open session. If we have any addi
tional questions on classified matters for the witnesses, we will 
then proceed to closed session. Then we will have our closed session 
on the question of intelligence that might have been collected 
about Members of Congress or their staff that had been mentioned. 
Comments have been mentioned in open hearing but we have to 
consider this issue because of its classified nature in closed session. 

So that will be the schedule today. We will break from approxi
mately 12:45 to 2:15, and then we will be forced to break again 
Jjout 4:00 o'clock. We should not have other interruptions on the 
Noor today. 

(245) 
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The schedule for the balance of the week will be uncertain If 
finish all of these witnesses today, finish our closed session tonilu 
and depending upon whether we call any additional witne« 
before us on this subject, it is likely that sometime tomorrow* 
will begin with our questioning of Mr. Gates and hopefully J ? 
plete the hearings sometime on Friday. I have been told by Men!" 
bers of the Committee that some of those who live in far-fW 
places need to leave by approximately noon to 1:00 o'clock o 
Friday, so it is my hope that we will be able to complete our work 
by that time. 

Of course, the Committee would not take any vote on this matte 
this week. We want to have adequate opportunity for everyone to 
review the record. As I have said in the beginning, we will take as 
long as we need to take in an expeditious fashion. This nomination 
has been pending now for literally months and we've had a lot of 
time to go over the information available to us. So I do think we 
should be timely. We should not go on beyond what we need in 
terms of being thorough, but we will not press ourselves or put our
selves under an artificial deadline if we come across information 
that needs to be more thoroughly examined. 

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes? 
Senator DECONCINI. Regarding the schedule, when you have time 

would you yield for a question? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes, sir, I would be happy to. 
Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, I have no quarrel with trying 

to finish this before Friday or the recess, but I really question the 
need to have late night sessions. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, we won't have late night sessions, I will 
assure you. We.will not go past 9:30 or so at night. 

Senator DECONCINI. That is late night for this early to bed 
person. 

Chairman BOREN. If that gets to be too 
Senator DECONCINI. I mean, Mr. Chairman, this is an important 

issue, and you know, I don't mind putting in 10 or 12 hours here. 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. But to stay here like tonight, I have got 

other things to do. I will have to cancel, because it is a very impor
tant meeting. And you know, it seems to me like 7:00 or 7:30 is a 
reasonable time to cease operation of something that isn't of a na
tional emergency that we have to do. That is just my opinion, Mr 
Chairman. 

Chairman BOREN. I thank the Senator. My problem is that as 
you recall, probably six weeks ago when I notified Members of the 
Committee of the schedule, I indicated that it might be necessary 
for Members to set aside or plan to be available in the evenings 
We can start much earlier in the mornings, at 8:00 o'clock if people 
want to do that. But I think that we need to be timely in this 
matter and I certainly wouldn't push the Committee past 10 or u 
hours a day. I will try to accommodate any Senators in the order °i 
questioning on schedules who have other engagements. We will try 
to work it that Senators can change their order of questioning witn 
consent of others. If Friday comes and we have not finished an 
there are still questions, we will proceed ahead. 
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ator DECONCINI. If the Chairman would yield, I appreciate 
Vr just have to register a strong complaint of staying here until 
ôrt tonight when we have tomorrow and Friday and we're not 
• a on recess now until what, Wednesday, so you know 

Chairman BOREN. Well, I am told by several Members of the 
mittee, I would say to my friend from Arizona, that they will 

f̂be here on Monday and Tuesday since we are not having votes 
\VTuesday night. I have been told by other 

f mittee that they won't stay on W^dnpsdav M 
•rig to get a quorum to do business 

Members of the 
remittee that they won't stay on Wednesday. My problem is just 

ni to get a Q u o r u m t o d° business. 
Senator DECONCINI. If the Chairman would yield, let me just 
vtf out, it seems to me that working hours for most people are 

flight hours, from 8:00 or 9:00 or whatever the Chairman wants 
call until 7:00 o'clock or 8:00 o'clock. And then if people are 

;ion7wnv sh011^ we stay at night when the Senate is not even 
o take days off that are working days and the Senate is in 

jg to be in session, we don't think. It really is not—is not a good 
situation. 
Chairman BOREN. If the Senator will help me get the pledge of 

others that they will be here on the following Monday and Tuesday 
during the daylight hours, I would be happy to do that. 
Senator DECONCINI. I'll be here. 
Chairman BOREN. I will consult with everyone privately. I simply 

have to try to operate the Committee the way we can to get the 
maximum number present. I had some that didn't want to begin 
until past 10:00 o'clock this morning. We had various people that 
wanted to quit last night at 5:00 o'clock. We have different con
flicts. So that is my problem. 
Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, would you yield? Mr. Chair

man, I think that we all recognize that the Senate is a life of self-
inflicted inconvenience. [General laughter.] 
We witnessed this with this agreement last night to vote on 

Tuesday, which in my brief record of 13 years here has got to be 
the all time champion problem. So I think the Chair is doing the 
best we can, and we're just going to have to move along as expedi
tiously as we can. And I commend the Chair. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to prolong this. Mr. 
Chairman, I just want to raise one issue, I was going to suggest to 
my friend from Arizona that we could go on Arizona time, that 
would solve everybody's problem. 

Senator DECONCINI. I would just say, we'd do a lot better on Ari
zona time, I'll tell you that. 

Senator RUDMAN. I was going to suggest to the Chairman that 
there is one other issue, and I don't mean to complicate it. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very concerned about witnesses who have talked to 
some of us out in the corridor. They are people who care deeply 
about what they do. They have a deep concern about what the 
Public is being told about the Papal assassination plot. Some agree, 
some disagree. And I think it well may be appropriate, because of 
^ of the charges that have been made about that, that even if it 
was for a brief couple hours, to let each speak for five or ten min
utes and hear what they have to say on both sides of this issue— 
and there are people on both sides—if we're going to expose every-
thmg here. I would disagree with Mr. Fuller, there wasn't just 
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blood on the floor when we left here yesterday, there were limk. 
the floor. And I dare say that if these analysts who did the p r ^ °n 

want to be heard, then we ought to have a couple of hourc* 
them. ^for 

Senator D'AMATO. Would the Senator yield for a moment. 
Senator RUDMAN. That's the Chairman's decision, but I Wan*. 

to be heard on it. 
Chairman BOREN. I am going to cut off the discussion at th 

point because 
Senator D'AMATO. Well, Mr. Chairman, I will 
Chairman BOREN. We'll have adequate 
Senator D'AMATO. You'll have a tough time cutting it off. ty. 

Chairman, let me—I ask the Chair to yield—I don't think there is 
anybody who has asked fewer questions than I have. I have been 
reading this thoroughly and I would like an opportunity to make 
an observation. 

Let me tell you, I think Senator Rudman is absolutely right I 
have read the affidavit which was submitted, the statement which 
was written by Kay Oliver, who was the principal drafter of the 
1985 intelligence assessment concerning the attempted assassina
tion of the Pope. Now, I understand the Committee has indicated 
that it wants—it will not take unsworn testimony or permit us to 
ask questions from it. I think it is absolutely essential that the 
person who wrote that report, who is the principal drafter, be given 
an opportunity to make known not only to this Committee but to 
the American public her assessments of what took place. Mr. Good
man made some very strong statements with respect to that. Mrs. 
Oliver, Kay Oliver indicates very, very 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I object to this procedure. 
Senator D'AMATO. Well, it's too bad if you object. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I object to 
Senator D'AMATO. Listen, we listened to you for hours and I 

want to finish my statement 
Senator METZENBAUM. I am objecting to putting into the record 

unsworn testimony. 
Senator D'AMATO [continuing]. And I am going to finish my 

statement no matter what you do. 
Chairman BOREN. All right, all right. 
Senator D'AMATO. NOW, Mr. Chairman 
Chairman BOREN. Will both Senators please cease. 
Senator D'AMATO. I would like to conclude my remarks, Mr 

Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. I understand the Senator wants to conclude 

his remarks. Would you allow the Chairman to make a remark 
before you conclude your remarks? 

Now, we have had enough rancor. We are here for a very serious 
purpose. The Chair has been fair to everyone here. The Chair has 
already announced that we will have consultations among the 
Members in terms of whether or not additional witnesses should be 
called. Ms. Oliver is one of those people that we should certainly 
consider whether or not to call as an additional witness. 

Senator D'AMATO. Well, Mr. 
Chairman BOREN. We are going to have four votes on the Floor 

between 4:00 o'clock and 5:00 o'clock. It has been the plan of tne 
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• an, in terms of the schedule and whether or not we call ad-
*air i fitnesses, that we will meet off the Floor in the Presi-
^tl% Room among ourselves to discuss this and reach a decision 
^ e have reached a decision on all of these other matters. I 
as *, point out to all Senators—and I am not directing this at you, 
Î0 torD'Amato or at Senator Metzenbaum—I just point out to all 
^tors that every decision we have made in this Committee on 
^/ inre thus far has been unanimous. No Member on either side 

3 from being called that any significant number of Members 
î f t l ' 

piaïf it means getting pledges to come back on Monday and 

is Committee felt should be called. That will continue to be 
practice. If it means working longer hours, if it means going 

*fthe aisle has sought to cut off the rights of the other or to keep a 
sfitnes 
3f this 
our pr 

flesday" whatever it takes, we will work to accommodate all "Sena
te I think we'll have a very fair decision rendered and I think 
tervone will be able to hear the witnesses they want to hear. 
e But we have witnesses here this morning and I think it would be 
ore appropriate for us to have these discussions between 4:00 and 

?0Q o'clock, off the Floor while we're having these votes. We'll all 
t over there and we'll have plenty of opportunity to make these 
decisions. And I assure that there will be a fair results and one 
that will be based on consensus. 
I realize this is an important issue, and we're dealing with very 

controversial matters here. We have very strongly felt opinions; 
the Members of this Committee are people of integrity and people 
who have deep feelings. I can assure the Senator from New York 
that all of these will be honored. 

Senator D'AMATO. Well, Mr. Chairman, I thank the Chair and I'd 
just like to make this observation. I think it is important that those 
witnesses who do not have direct knowledge of the charges that 
have been made and who were involved should be given an oppor
tunity to be heard. And I thank the Chair for indicating that we 
are going to review this matter. 
Chairman BOREN. I assure you we will review that. I have talked 

to a couple of other Members of the Committee who have one or 
two other suggestions which will also be seriously considered. 

Ms. Glaudemans, please come on up to the table. That should at 
least be a first step of indication to you that we are going to allow 
you to testify after the other discussions we have had. The Chair 
wants to make one or two very brief remarks because of comments 
that have been made to me. I want to apologize to the Committee, 
but I think this is important that we stop and think, especially in 
light of some of the comments that have just been made. 

The American people in many ways are getting their first real 
glimpse into the Intelligence Community through these hearings. 
They are seeing perhaps in a more detailed way how the Intelli
gence Community really operates then they've every seen before. 
They've learned about the fact that in many ways the CIA is not 
one agency, but two. There is a very distinct difference between the 
operations side of the Agency and the intelligence analysis side of 
the Agency. 

They've learned that even within the analysis side of the Agency 
there are various bodies that come together to form the intelli
gence analysis that comes to the decisionmakers. I think it's very 
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healthy that the American people have this kind of insight into th 
Intelligence Community. One of our goals in these hearings has m 
only been to weigh carefully the qualifications of Mr. Gates to Z 
the Director of Central Intelligence, but also to use these hearing 
as a forum to begin the debate about the future of intelligence S 
the United States. It gives the American people—since it is the?, 
taxpayers' money, by the billions of dollars over the last decaH 
that have gone into funding this apparatus—a better understand-
ing about what it's all about. 

I think that since we're doing that, there are one or two things 
we ought to make clear. We have heard some very strongly differ. 
ing views here. We have had highlighted some of the mistakes that 
the Agency and the Intelligence Community has made. That's the 
nature of a process like this. We have highlighted some of the dis. 
tortions of process that have occurred, and by going back over the 
Iran-Contra matters, indeed some actions that have been illegal. 

One of the things that I hope has also been made clear as we've 
heard the witness panel yesterday and today including former lead
ers of this Agency like Mr. McMahon and Mr. Inman and many 
others too numerous to mention is that we have an extraordinary 
caliber of individuals who work in the Intelligence Community. 
Many of these people care deeply about this country. 

Those of us who have worked on this Committee are also aware 
of many others who have risked their very lives in the service of 
their country. They are not policymakers. They're people who are 
collectors of intelligence who serve their country based upon the 
policy that others make. They work long hours and take great 
risks. 

There are definitely those areas that need to be improved. This 
Committee has worked hard on them. Let me say on the question 
of independence of analysis, this is not the first hearing we've ever 
had on this subject. We've had many, but it's the first open hearing 
we've had on this subject. 

When we look to the future and talk about changing budgetary 
priorities, this also is not the first time this Committee has consid
ered that. This Committee has been pushing and driving for 
changes in priorities as in more emphasis on human source intelli
gence collection in areas of the world where we have thin coverage 
for a long, long time. . , 

The other thing I want to say about this Committee, and it s the 
thing that makes me most proud of being Chairman is that it is 
very unique in terms of the way that it operates. I heard and saw 
some reports in the media that Democrats were calling some wit
nesses, Republicans were calling some witnesses, and the witnesses 
we've had today and yesterday we decided to call in the last week 
or two. . 

This is really not correct. I want to make that clear. This is one 
Committee that does not have a partisan staff. We're the only Com
mittee in the Senate that has a Vice Chairman. Senator Murkow-
ski as Vice Chairman and I as Chairman—have operated, as bei 
tor Cohen and I did, in a totally bipartisan fashion. The member 
of our staff are not hired on a political basis. Except for our tw 
Staff Directors, I do not know the political affiliation of any otne 
member of this staff. I've never asked and I don't think Senator 
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ki has ever asked. We have a uniquely American staff. 
# 0

 never had a party line vote in this Committee. 
^ have reached a consensus and I think as those who have 
^ W and observed us for a long time now and observe us in this 

** • 0 can recognize that we have an adequate range of views in 
heanr mmittee. I could count on the fingers of two hands when 
thif W divided votes at all, never on party lines. On the most 
weVVve areas of programs of this government we've been able to 
* ^ a consensus, usually unanimous, about how to proceed after 
, g discussion among ourselves treating each other with mutual re 

along 
reSnwp witnesses were all invited here not by Democrats or Re-

Ivvans or one Member of this Committee or another. These wit-
p « were invited here by the Chairman of this Committee; both 
Witnesses who have had critical things to say about the nomi-

rid the witnesses who have had supportive things to say about 
f6 «minee Mv invitations have been extended not on the basis of 
!v owï personal judgment but on the work of fifteen Members sit-
faTogether as a planning committee to look at the accusations, 
îlfnnrtine documents and arguments that have been given to this 

Committee to try to a present a fair and balanced approach in 

thT^at'sathegway we've operated and that's the way we're going to 
continue to operate. As we move into this questioning today of our 
witnesses, one of the things that has always disturbed me about 
2 political climate in Washington, ever since I ve been a Member 
nf the Senate, is very often we forget that the people we re dealing 
with are not abstractions. We don't have before us an analyst or a 
director or a nominee. We have before us human beings who have 
their own feelings, their own concerns and their own professional 
careers Whether they're witnesses or whether they re the nominee 
as in the case of Mr. Gates, they are human beings with careers, 
with children, spouses, family members and friends. 

I hope that all Members of the Committee will consider, both as 
we question the witnesses and as we finally reach a judgment on 
this nominee and his fitness to serve as Director of Central Intelli
gence, that we are not talking about pawns in any political chess 
game or anyone's political agenda. Our job is to weigh the merits ot 
an individual for a job. j - - J „„ I 

We also have the obligation to carefully consider the individual 
testimony of those people who have come before us with respect 
and with due consideration. I thought this morning that some re
marks that appeared in an editorial in the morning paper were 
very well stated. I will not say which one. It s not our purpose to 
advertise one newspaper over another. They really give in essence, 
the very difficult nature of the task before this Committee. They re 
talking about the accusations, about the slanting of intelligence 
that we're now considering. And here's what this editorial said m 
part. 

* * * the second response must be that on the basis of the testimony sc.far it's 
going to be hard to make a fair decision. Thoughtful people have different, a n d -
each in its way—plausible views on whether the nominee, as a high levelCIA jom-
cial in the Reagan years, slanted intelligence reports to support policy. This is an 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 9 
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act that Mr. Gates himself has described as transgressing the "single, deepest 
cal and cultural principle of the CIA." ^ ^ ethi-

And all of our witnesses on both sides of this argument, I th" 1, 
have had common agreement about that. ln*, 

His accusers could cite chapter and verse of the censorship and self-censorsh" 
duced by what they felt was intelligence politicization. But defenders depictedlf> * 
miliar liberal-vs.-conservative "adversary culture" that flourished between d & ^ 
ments and levels of the CIA, just as it flourishes elsewhere. e^art-

We suspect that a measure of ambiguity is going to have to be accepted in 
nouncing on Mr. Gates. The testimony challenging not only his analytical judemPr°" 
but also his professional integrity have certainly left some scars. Yet anyone 
has ever worked in an organization of at least two people is bound to recognia 
manner in which one person's ambitions and frustrations, biases, and agendas 
intersect and clash with another's without either person being guilty of a morn 

the 

To imagine that unity and consensus are a bureaucratic norm or attainable ' 
silly. Nor are these qualities even desirable, least of all in an intelligence agencv K 

some other place where truth is the professed object. It is the essence of democra 
theory that truth issues from the clash of independent minds. This is the vexî  
realm the Intelligence Committee must enter on its way to judging Robert Gatef 
It's like making an intelligence estimate. 

We have a very difficult judgment to make. I know the Members 
of this Committee very well. They're not people who rush to judg
ment; we're not charged with making a partisan decision. This is 
not the Agriculture Committee or the Finance Committee where 
we're arguing ideological differences or philosophical differences or 
partisan differences. This is the Intelligence Committee. We're 
dealing with the qualifications of individuals. We're dealing with 
very credible and conflicting testimony from individuals for whom 
we have the greatest of respect. Let's keep that in perspective, and 
also the fact that we have seen, in public view, some very distinct, 
sharp differences—to some degree personal differences and person
al rancor—between people that work in an organization. Let's bear 
in mind that that's true in all organizations and there are many 
people in the CIA who work together on a collégial basis every day 
who make a lot of sacrifices to serve there and are doing a good 
job. At the same time there are some changes that must be made, 
and this Committee has the responsibility of trying to find them. 

So I just say that to set the stage for our continuing questions 
and testimony today, we have a very serious responsibility. We're 
going to exercise that responsibility, and as I said in the beginning, 
if I have anything to say about it, when it's all done, whatever 
judgment we render—and this Senator does not know which judg
ment he will render as an individual Member of this Committee— 
we're going to do our best to make sure that those who view these 
proceedings will say they were fair, they were thorough and they 
were non-partisan. Our responsibility is not a partisan responsibil
ity—it's a responsibility of trust to the country and so we're going 
to proceed on that basis. 

Ms. Glaudemans, I want to welcome you again. As I indicat
ed 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. I'm unbiased toward all the witnesses, but I 

particularly welcome this witness because she has the right roots— 
both being an Oklahoman and a Cherokee, As a fellow member of 
my own tribe, I particularly welcome her here today. She has 
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, as an analyst in the Soviet area and she will give us her 
w0f «Stive today from that point of view. 
^S iGlaudemans, would you stand please and be sworn at this 

and raise you right hand. 
tiij® u solemnly swear that the testimony that you're about to 

•a the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so 

2k GLAUDEMANS. I do. 
rhairman BOREN. Thank you very much. Ms. Glaudemans, we d 

. ^«nv to hear your testimony at this time. 
P ill it up very close because it doesn t carry otherwise. 
Ss GLAUDEMANS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of 

^inator^MuRKOWSKi. Can't hear you. A little closer. 

-nfCTTMONY OF JENNIFER L. GLAUDEMANS, FORMER ANALYST, 
OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Ms GLAUDEMANS. I will first begin with a description of my re
sponsibilities when I was at the Central Intelligence Agency In the 
Snmer of 1982, I worked as a Graduate Fellow in the Office of 
Sviet Analysis working on Soviet foreign policy in the Third 
World Upon completion of my graduate degree I returned to the 
S r a l Intelligence Agency in October of 1983 where I entered this 
-TrUr training program for a little over a year. In January of 1985 
TrZmedZthe Office of Soviet Analysis to the Third World divi-
ion In January of 1988 I transferred to the Strategic Forces Divi-
on where I worked on Soviet foreign policy toward the United 

StoU» and East-West relations. I left the CIA in November 1989 
and went on leave of absence without pay until my paperwork was 
œmpleted at the State Department. In March of 1990 I went to 
work at the State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Re
search working on Soviet arms control decision-making. I left m 
midJune of this year, 1991, when I and my family relocated out ol 
the Washington, D.C. area. 

While it is indeed an honor to come before you today, it is not a 
pleasure to testify under these particular circumstances. I take no 
satisfaction in sharing with you the basis of my conviction that Mr. 
Gates politicized intelligence analysis and is responsible lor an 
overall degradation of the analytical process. During the period 
when American policymakers deserved and demanded unbiased ob
jective analysis about Soviet foreign policy in the Third World, 1 
believe that they instead, at times, received distorted studies, lrag-
ically, these slanted studies became the foundation upon which the 
Executive and Legislative branches of our government deliberated 
momentous foreign policy decisions. Unfortunately for the CIA, an
other result has been the continued exodus of many good boyietolo-
gists and the loss of an esprit de corps that can only exist m an 
atmosphere and a culture devoted to the highest standards ol excel
lence. A 

Let me be clear. I am here today at your request. As you may 
know, I walked away from this mess nearly two years ago. 1 lino 
the reexamination of old scars and the publicity surrounding this 
hearing personally difficult. Until several weeks ago I had expected 
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that someone else would be testifying in this seat instead of myself 
so I hope you understand that I am not motivated by some ov 
whelming desire to bad mouth the Central Intelligence Agency ̂  

rsonally. When I left the Agency I did not write a bool°ï anyone personally. When I left the Agency I did not write a book î 
r\ir] n o t £TO tO t h e rpal^^a ri/vr1 AîA T cr»li/»îf +V»io C^j^mmi-i-é-n.^ T i 

wish to bad mouth 
did not go to the media, nor did I solicit this Committee. I do n 
wish to bad mouth the Agency in general. There are still too man 
people working there whom I respect. In fact, I take great comfort 
in the offers of support I have received from a number of a 
lysts—young and some not so young—still working in the CIA, wh 
do not feel that they are at liberty to come before you to speak 
publicly, but do not welcome the prospect of Mr. Gates returning t 
the CIA. ë l ° 

I also believe that my perspective is somewhat different from the 
other witnesses you have heard—that from the lowest rung of the 
totem pole. As an analyst in the trenches, I have observed, experi-
enced and witnessed the analytical process from its beginning to its 
end. While I am not always able to speak of direct contacts with 
Mr. Gates, I can speak to the times when his name was invoked 
and to the impact of his influence. I would not characterize those 
perceptions as stemming from either sour grapes of analysts who 
did not have their views accepted or from jealousy of those who re
sented Mr. Gates' rapid elevation to senior management. I think 
such accusations are unfounded and make it all too convenient to 
dismiss what I, and many still in the Agency, believe is a real 
credibility problem. Such perceptions stem from the belief that the 
analyst's credo, To Seek The Truth, was violated. That rigorous 
and judicial weighing of raw intelligence was lax. That our integri
ty was compromised. 

I believe in the oversight process, and it is with the sense of an 
obligation to you, to myself and to my former colleagues that I ac
cepted your request to testify. I am convinced that whatever the 
outcomes of this hearing, if they serve to sensitize this Committee, 
senior Agency management and the Intelligence Community in 
general to the greater need for analytical rigor and intellectual 
honesty and to how easily these values can be lost in the daily com
promises of Washington debate, then I think the hearings will have 
been a success. 

Much of what I describe in my written testimony, which speaks 
primarily to the impact and the atmosphere surrounding this issue, 
resulted as much from careless, and perhaps deliberate, inattention 
to the maintenance of a culture devoted to truth as it did from a 
calculated effort to advance the views known to be consistent with 
a preconception of senior policymakers. When an unsubstantiated 
seventh floor rationale did not appear to be the result of policy 
bias, it appeared the result of a bureaucratic reflex discarding diffi
cult analytical rigor and playing it safe by only worst-casing Soviet 
policy. One cannot be seen as any less troubling as the other. To
gether they continue to contribute to a culture of fear and cynicism 
among front line analysts. Solving one without the other solves 
nothing. 

There was, and apparently still is, an atmosphere of intimidation 
within the Office of Soviet Analysis. Many, including myself, hold 
the view that Mr. Gates had certain people removed because of 
their consistent unwillingness to comply with his analytical line. 



255 

tndav I am aware of a perception in SOVA that managers 
Eve". ^ k

J t h e i r positions if they are not sufficiently pliant. There 
c times when insufficient evidence was irrelevant as long as the 
*j ent was consistent with what Mr. Gates wanted, as in the 
judgi11 t h e j r a n Estimate. That this had tragic consequences re-
^A-ne the arms sales to Iran, I cite Mr. Gates' testimony to the 
g te Foreign Relations Committee on 21 January 1987 when Mr. 
^ T s a i d it is our understanding that this threat, referring to the 
IL et threat toward Iran, was, in fact, one of the animating fac-

^for the Administration's decision. 
t0nrhPre were heavy-handed and under-handed efforts to reverse or 

JZP analytical conclusions not reflected by the regional office s 
lvSs or to misrepresent the Deputy Director of Intelligence 

• r a s the CIA's view or the regional office's view or the Intelh-
rl Community's view. This is not what I would call editing. Nor 

gen
e it suppression of dissent of a few disgruntled analysts. As I 

T d all of these issues that I personally witnessed, the dissent 
^located on the seventh floor, not below it—although it has not 

^ o r e o v e r f ï analyste in the Office of Soviet Analysis we could 
J have said that the Soviets sneezed without being able to prove 
Heven ways to Sunday. We never tried to make assertions that 
HiI not have a substantial evidentiary basis. That same standard 
Z not apply, however, to what was being said about Soviet foreign 
nolicy in the Third World on the seventh floor or during Mr. Gates 
tenure at the National Intelligence Council. _ 

There was the bitter disappointment that no one in the CIA who 
was aware of or involved of the arms sales to Iran to so-called Ira-
S i moderates ever consulted the Office of Near Eastern and 
South Asian analysis about who these so-called moderates were, 
how reliable they might be, what the likely prospects of their even
tually emerging to power or whether or not they really even exist
ed u 

i don't understand how you can justify spending so much money 
during that period, expanding the Directorate of Intelligence 
budget for personnel, training and education, contracts and foreign 
travel if the appropriate DI office was not even going to be consult
ed in such critical matters as who these so-called Iranian moder
ates were. I was a junior analyst at the time of the 1985 Iranian Estimate 
or the memorandum to holders, and I observed the opposition to 
the estimate's judgment that the Soviets saw Iran as an area o 
major opportunity. I do not believe that the assertion that was 
made in this estimate could have been or should have been made 
without citing supporting evidence. And it did not. 

And I also knew that the evidence pointed in the other direction. 
that the Soviets viewed their prospects as slim, at least as long as 
Khomeini was alive or the Iran-Iraq War was ongoing. 

First, the Iranian government itself had eradicated, killed or sent 
into exile most of the Tudeh or the Iranian Ç o m m ™ 1 ^ J f y ' a^c 

Second, the government had rolled up all of the KGB s assets. 
Iran's anti-Soviet rhetoric, particularly regarding Soviet involve
ment in Afghanistan and towards Soviet Muslims was extremely 
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high. And the Iranians were actively lending support to tK 
Afghan Mujahedin. he 

Third, 18 Soviet diplomats had been expelled from Iran and th 
Iranians were not allowing their replacement or return. 

Fourth, small arms sales, which were little to begin with, we 
dramatically down. Economic advisors had been withdrawn from^ 
power plant project in Afaz in 1983. And in June of 1985, the re*! 
of the economic advisors were withdrawn from Esfahan. 

Fifth, the leading Soviet academician on the Third World, Ru 
taslov Ulinosky, wrote two long articles in the Communist Part 
Journal, Kommunist, which reassessed the earlier more optimist̂  
assessments of the Iranian revolution. His late spring 1985 article 
was the most pessimistic about the implications of the Iranian gov-
ernment for Soviet interests. 

Sixth, there were defector reports from Vladmir Kuzichkin 
which may now be read in his just published book called Inside the 
KGB that strongly confirmed that the Soviet opportunities were 
slim. 

Seventh, Soviet efforts in the early 1980's to court the Iranians 
had not been successful and had only resulted in the souring of 
Moscow's relations with Baghdad. 

Eighth, the Transcaucasus Military District which shares the 
contiguous border with Iran was regarded, at least by all the mili
tary analysts I knew, as the weakest, most unprepared and ill-
equipped military district in the Soviet Union. 

Now, at this time, the Iranians were trying to end some of their 
isolation. And Iranian Foreign Minister Vilayadi traveled to the 
U.S.S.R. and to France and China. It is clear that the Iranians 
wanted the Soviets to stop selling arms to Iraq. I think they also 
wanted to try to acquire major Soviet weapons systems, but the So
viets had imposed an embargo and had not shown any signs of lift
ing that embargo. 

We in SO VA argued that the Soviets had put down strong condi
tions for an improvement in relations with Iran, in that they de
manded that the Iranians alleviate some of these problems in the 
relationship that I have just described to you. And the Iranians 
were showing no inclination to do so. 

The Soviets also wanted Iran to enter into some form of peace 
negotiations with Baghdad. And Iran was not willing to do that 
either at that time. 

Thus, we said the door was never closed but the policy was tough 
and it was tough because the Soviets did not assess their prospects 
as very good. 

We never said Iran was not important in a geostrategic sense to 
the U.S.S.R. We said that as long as the United States was locked 
out of Iran, the Soviets could afford to insist on getting something 
in return from Iran. And that they themselves were not optimistic. 

The estimate you are all painfully aware of did not say that 
there was a potential for Soviet opportunities in Iran should the in
stability that was predicted in that estimate come about. The esti
mate said that the Soviets view Iran as an area of major opportuni
ty in 1985. The estimate did not cite, and neither did Mr. Fullers 
memos to the NSC that ran concurrently to that estimate, any evi
dence to support that assertion. That's where I have my gripe. 
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. «mrt>r approximately six months later, I was the SOVA rep-
M°Sive to a follow-on to that May '85 Memo to Holders. The 

^ estimate stated up front that the May '85 judgment regard-
neW6u USSR, was wrong. That this was a case of politicization 
^n Hid'not become clear to me or to others in SOVA until we 
re j Lrned that the NIO for NESA, Graham Fuller, had written a 
h to the National Security Council that made the same errone-
"^nalvtical judgment. Not only do I believe that it was a funda-
oUSfl1 mistake of his memorandum to view Iran as a zero sum 
106 to either be won or lost by the United States or Soviet Union, 
ga?T believe the assessment of Soviet prospects was grossly over-
KL\ and unsubstantiated in light of evidence. I believe the esti-
s tT nrocess was abused in this case. And to the degree it became 
f ^ i s 0f the Reagan Administration's policy justification for 

nnTarms to Iran, I believe it was a tragic and embarrassing 
selling « CIA 

" A S S the Iran-Contra scandal became public, I was asked in Jan-
Wof 1987 to provide for Mr. Gates' testimony to the Senate For-

S R e l a y s Committee an inventory of SOVA's finished intelli-
S e on Soviet policy toward Iran. I repeated much of what I have 
' told vou in the context of the Iranian estimate. Prior to that, 
S e on Soviet policy toward Iran. I repeated much of what I have 
S told you in the context of the Iranian estimate. Prior to that, 
n1983 there were two intelligence assessments written. One on 
USSR-Iran, Moscow's policy and options, described the very lim-
ÏÏ options the Soviet Union had. The other was on Moscow s tilt 
toward Baghdad in the Iran-Iraq War. , # - '• 

Tn 1984 there was a National Intelligence Estimate that stated 
that the Soviet prospects in Iran were also slim. From January to 
Mav of 1985, there were four National Intelligence Daily Articles 
Tn Iranian overtures to the U.S.S.R. and Soviet conditions which 

TnFeDruaTymr985, there was a typescript memorandum on the 
Soviet rejection of Iranian overtures. Then there was the May 85 
£ o to Holders which stuck out like a sore thumb^ In February 
'86, the subsequent Memorandum to Holders reversed the May »o 

^IrTeTriy 1987, there was a long research paper published on 
Soviet policy in the Middle East which was also pessimistic on 
Soviet-Iranian relations as long as Khomeini was alive and the 
Iran-Iraq War was continuing. 

Also in the first half of 1987, there was an assessment on 
U.S.SR-Iran prospects for a troubled relationship which depicted 
Soviet options as quite limited for similar reasons. , 11¥¥lttTtf a 

I give you all of this again, although you have the documenta
tion: because we were constantly re-examining our evidence and 
our analysis and were concerned about this question We kept 
coming up, as you know, with a similar conclusion but we didn t 
start out with a biased answer. I know that because I. was the 
author of some of this work. And we were constantly trying to re
assess and see if we were wrong. «V'W.. j - „ A^A ;« v,ic 

This was the analytical legacy that Mr Gates disregarded in his 
answer to the Senator Foreign Relations Committee on January Zl 
1987. In his statement, he reiterated the judgment of the^May 85 
Memo To Holders and I believe left the Committee with the wrong 
understanding of CIA's analysis. Your Committee has all the docu-
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mentation, including SOVA's Memorandum for the Record exnl 
ing our disagreement with Mr. Gates' testimony. I highlight it I?1 

because this is something I can speak to directly. n e r e 
111-

There was the unambiguous signalisent when Mr. Gates walk 

Per 
likely to succeed. Mr. Gates criticized the paper as being incons^ 

down into the Maghreb Branch of NESA waving an analyst s • 
, . , . . - . . i . , • • x - i i "**PG which stated that economic sanctions against Libya would be 

likely to succeed. Mr. Gates criticize^ 
ent with the Administration's policy. 

Moreover, the use of alternative s< 
lytical innovation of Mr. Gates were believed by many in SOYA1 

Moreover, the use of alternative scenarios often cited as an a 
/tical innovation of Mr. Gates were believed by many in SOVAT 

be a perverted forum for unsubstantiated postulations rather th 
an honest quest to explain inconsistencies in evidence. 

There was a change in the process of doing analysis that I ît 
nessed from that which I received instruction about. In the analyst 
training courses, the CIA taught me that my responsibilities were 
to be independent. I was given the Myers-Briggs personality test so 
that I would understand my own subconscious biases and could 
deal with them in the process of my analytical work. I was taught 
that there is a tremendous responsibility in weighing evidence and 
that I had a duty to have a very good working relationship with 
my collector counterparts so that I could inform them of my intelli
gence gaps and seek to get what I needed. I also was taught that I 
had a duty to state when I didn't know certain things in my re
search. I was taught that alternative scenarios were meant to ex
plain inconsistencies in evidence or uncertainties because of a lack 
of evidence. 

We were first told in late May 1985, after Mr. Goodman was re
moved from his office, that the way we did analysis was going to 
have to change. That the way we packaged and presented our mes
sage had to change. We were also subsequently told in a formal 
memorandum to the Third World Division in May of 1986 that the 
way we presented our analysis had to change. I was specifically 
told, and it also came out in conversations and discussions, that we 
were supposed to just describe evidence; that we were not to come 
to a conclusion. That we were to leave our analysis open-ended so 
that readers could come to a conclusion themselves. 

There was a paper done on whether or not there were Soviet sup
port for a particular Asian Communist party that was known to be 
primarily backed by the People's Republic of China. This paper 
simply went down and described every piece of evidence on the 
subject matter. This was touted to me and to the Division as the 
way we were supposed to do analysis. Do not come to a conclusion. 
It may be too offensive to the seventh floor. You might be accused 
of sticking your finger in the eye of a policymaker. I was disturbed 
and upset by that example. 

First, it treated all pieces of evidence as equally valuable and 1 
think you are all sophisticated enough to know that that can never 
be the case. 

Second, no one had ever told me before that my job was not to do 
analysis. Or to come to a conclusion. 

I believe the atmosphere has worsened over the last couple ° 
years. The nature of politicization has become more blatant and 1 
think the analysts more cynical. As bad as things may have been 
in SOVA's Third World Division in the mid-1980's, I do not believe 
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ever heard such a bitter cry for greater integrity as has 
* ^ecently stated by many in SO VA who hold the view that Mr. 
b^11 r

 nA his influence has led to a prostitution of SOVA's analystes ana 
sis a w a r e that the morale among those working in SOVA's in-

1 leadership division is devastatingly low and that you now 
ternLs documentation on this. 
p°Jjf t thjs was really such a problem came home to me when I 

t to work in the State Department at INR. I never once felt the 
ure to provide analysis that was consistent with either Secre-

prShultz's or Secretary Baker's or the President's foreign policy. 
fryiv felt that what was expected of me from everyone in the 
V n of command that I worked for was to do my best. And it was 

the absence of this atmosphere of policy bias or even, in some 
m«S worse, the anxiety of presenting a message that may be un-
C lrome that I realized things were really that bad at the CIA. 

And the absence of that atmosphere was so refreshing to me per-
nallv because it really did enable me to devote my energies to try 

to understand what Soviet arms control decisionmaking was all 

ab?cannot emphasize enough that my experiences at the CIA were 
unletting particularly so because they ran counter to the princi
ples taught by the Agency itself in my training courses. They were 
frightening experiences in that the fear of being labeled a Soviet 
apologist sharply inhibited analytical initiative and bureaucratic 
assertiveness. , . , 

I understand that you have heard from other witnesses who said 
that in the early 1980's the seventh floor believed SOVA had too 
benign a view of the U.S.S.R. I believe these statements them
selves that there was a benign view that needed correcting, con
firms that the seventh floor was imposing its own biases on analy
sis I heard terms such as "soft on the Soviets" and Soviet apolo
gist" thrown in certain people's direction. And in an environment 
such as the CIA where employees must pass a polygraph question 
about their loyalty to the United States, that can be an extremely 
inhibiting managerial tool. 

I believe SOVA's foreign policy analysts represented a critical 
mass of some of the best and the most perceptive Sovietologists 
that no university could match. Though they often debated and dis
agreed over the interpretation of evidence and évente, they were 
seeing cracks, tensions and weaknesses in Moscow s Third World 

I recall as an analyst myself on Soviet policy toward the Middle 
East being constantly amazed by evidence that indicated just how 
little influence the Soviets had left in the region given their high 
point in the early 1970's. . . « ' 

In 1985, a GS-15 senior analyst and a visiting scholar in resi
dence were asked to do an appraisal of the U.S.S.R. s performance 
in the Third World. When they presented their research of various 
indicators, much of which came from the Office of Global Issues, 
the paper was killed, and I have heard the accusation made that 
these analysts really didn't have evidence to substantiate what 
they were saying. 
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Moreover, in 1986, Mr. Gates, suspecting that Soviet assista 
in the Third World was going up, asked the Office of Soviet AIM* 
sis to examine the issue over a weekend. When the figures w 
collected, they indicated that, at best, the Soviets were hold̂ "6 

even and in some cases the figures were actually declining. I lTl^ 
told by a person involved in this project that when Mr. Gates^ 
ceived the paper, he threw it away. He said he didn't want to see^ 
again. 

The Soviets themselves were keenly aware that they could 
•nger sustain the burdens of their empire. They saw their ow* 

weaknesses and vulnerabilities. And that is why we got new tVn*/1 

ing in the mid 1980's. As Glasnost has proved, the Soviets si 
much of their foreign policy as a net loss. Not worth the benefit 
they were getting. The decisions to deploy SS-20's in Europe to 
invade Afghanistan, and to subsidize other discredited regimes in 
the Third World were publicly criticized in the Soviet media and 
the Soviet parliament. I think it is a pathetic shame that analysts 
had this story to tell in 1985 and 1986 but could not get it out 
Even more shameful because this was not just some academic aV 
bating society, it was the U.S. Government, and our audience were 
senior policymakers. 

I believe that in the 1980's the CIA lacked a sense of where it 
was. While I suspect Mr. Gates genuinely held the views he public
ly espoused about the Soviet Union, I also think that he was too 
busy looking backward, fighting the Agency's critics of the 1970's 
rather than looking and asking the pertinent questions of where is 
the Soviet Union today? Where is it going tomorrow? 

While commentators have characterized much of the 1980's as a 
search for simple answers, I did not believe that you or policymak
ers of the Executive branch deserved simple analysis. You were en
titled to a realistic appraisal of Soviet policy, one that exposed limi
tations as well as the threats. 

I know of no one in SOVA or elsewhere in the Agency who re
fused or would refuse to examine any given intelligence question, 
provided they were allowed to do so without prejudice. But the at
mosphere in SOVA, as I believe has been confirmed by other wit
nesses, was politically charged. We were all keenly aware of what 
Mr. Gates and the DCI were saying publicly about Soviet foreign 
policy in the Third World, most of which was at variance with in
telligence. 

Not only could we feel Mr. Gate's contempt, we could sense his 
party line. No one in SOVA was a Soviet apologist. But the atmos
phere and just the existence of that label made SOVA an extreme
ly difficult place to work. 

Because he was so public in his views, I believe Mr. Gates had a 
special obligation to uphold and protect the independence of CIA's 
analysis. His objectivity never came through. Moreover, I believe 
he had an obligation to clearly distinguish what were his personal 
views from what were CIA or Intelligence Community views. His 
cover memo in the Papal assassination paper indicates one such 
failure. 

The degree to which he neglected to maintain a clear and un
swerving commitment to analytical independence and objectivity in 
the DI, and his failure to reconcile this view once it became known 
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him—-which I believe was at least through the Inspector Gener
a's report on SO VA—suggests a lack of wisdom not becoming of a 

rrjje means by which politicization occurred is not readily docu-
ented. There is little paper to evidence the continual and subtle 

assures applied to analysts to make them comply. Because it is 
P>tually impossible to collect a paper trail, evidence quickly bé
âmes one person's word against another's. 
°°But let me suggest to you that politicization is like fog. Though 

cannot hold it in your hand or nail it to the wall, it is real. It 
Les exist. And it does affect people's behavior. 

I believe it is the pervasiveness of people's perception that analy-
js was and still is politicized as a result of Mr. Gate's influence, 
Ld the accumulation over time of incidents where it is charged to 
have occurred that lends tremendous credibility to your concerns 
here today. 

No one is accusing Mr. Gates of politicizing every Soviet issue 
that came across his desk. But I do believe there are sufficient in
stances of politicization to raise serious doubts. I know many ana
lysts out at Langley are pleading, and pleading largely to you, to 
set a higher standard of excellence and integrity. 

Thus, the questions are, how many instances of politicization are 
acceptable? Is the detrimental impact that it has on the integrity 
and the health of an institution acceptable? And if it is not accept
able, do you want the problems solved by the person who is be
lieved to have been responsible for creating it in the first place? 

These too are the burdens of your decision. If the Chairman 
would be so gracious, I would like to say something very personal 
to this Committee that's not in any of my previous statements. 

I understand how difficult it is to believe what I and other wit
nesses have told you. This matter is extremely subjective and the 
issues are so personalized. And I understand how easy it is to be
lieve that analysts are too finicky, too egocentric, too whiney, or 
too academic. But I want to share with you some of my feelings 
about being an analyst. I had no less fun flying my computer ter
minal in search of an understanding of Soviet foreign policy than 
an F-18 pilot has flying his aircraft. And I got no less thrill out of 
finding the right words that would put me on the cutting edge of 
analysis than a test pilot had pushing the envelope. And that's 
really how I felt about my job. For me it was the greatest privilege 
to work for the U.S. Government and to serve my country in the 
capacity as an analyst. 

In order to be so privileged, I consented to an extensive and in
trusive background investigation. I submitted to psychological ex
aminations and interviews, and twice I took and passed the poly
graph examination. After these procedures were completed, and 
when the Agency hired me, I believed I entered into a type of 
social contract with the CIA. I became obligated to protect sources 
and methods, and I became obligated to do my best as an analyst. 
But I also believe that the CIA had an obligation to me. They were 
obligated to uphold and protect my mission as an analyst who was 
responsible for providing independent analysis. I waited for three 
and a half years for somebody in a position of authority to do just 
that. 
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Senior Agency management was aware of the pervasive per 
tion of politicization a long time ago. There were Managerial Arf̂  
sory Group reports on SO VA and the Third World Division back • 
the mid-1980's. I was interviewed by their staff. There was an ï 
spector General's investigation of SOVA, and I was also int 
viewed by them in the fall of 1987. I talked to one of Judge W^ 
ster's special assistants about this problem. I and a colleague t u 
Mr. Kerr that the reason SOVA did not attempt to take a footnot 
in the Iran Estimate was because of prior experiences. The NIO f 
NESA told us that Mr. Gates preferred the other judgment, and 
that in light of Mr. Goodman's removal, we did not believe we haH 
the bureaucratic support to go ask an appeal from the DDI, Wn 
was also Mr. Gates, for a footnote. When I resigned I told mv 
branch chief, my division chief, my group chief and the Deputy 
Office Director of SOVA why I was leaving. 

The only answer I have heard to this perception problem was 
from Mr. Gates himself a few days ago to this Committee. He said 
that when he was a junior analyst, and his views were not accept
ed, that he too thought this was politicization. Senators, I think 
that answer is the most smug, condescending and callous answer to 
such a sensitive question I could possibly imagine, and I believe it 
offers an insight in Mr. Gates' managerial style. I shudder to think 
what he might do if he is confirmed as DCI and he gets his hands 
on those SOVA MAG reports that you now possess. I know that as 
a former employee of the CIA, who left at the GS-13 level, I am 
irrelevant to the CIA and to its future. But on behalf of those ana
lysts whose views are reflected in the MAG reports you now have, 
and whose views are reflected in the Memorandums for the Record 
that your Committee staff has compiled, I ask you not to give them 
the back of your hand. Even if you conclude that the basis for their 
perceptions that analysis has been politicized are unfounded, please 
take care to see that this perception is alleviated in a manner that 
also sends a clear, loud and strong signal as to what the analyst's 
mission really is. I believe those people deserve a better answer 
than the one they have been given by Mr. Gates thus far. 

Thank you very much. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Ms. Glaudemans, for 

your testimony. As I was trying to say in my remarks before you 
testified, however one might conclude about the point of view 
which you expressed, you have certainly expressed from your own 
point of view the dedication you felt to serving that agency, the 
pride you felt in terms of what you were trying to do and the con
tribution you were trying to make to your country. And what I was 
trying to say in my opening remarks is—and I'm sure you would 
agree with this—that—the vast majority of people who work in the 
Agency reflect that kind of dedication and who work with the same 
intensity and long hours that you did when you were there. 

I appreciate your statement very much and appreciate your 
being with us. 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Thank you very much. 
Chairman BOREN. Our concluding witness on this panel this 

morning will be Mr. Douglas MacEachin, currently a chief of the 
DCI's Arms Control Intelligence Staff, and formerly Director of the 
Office of Soviet Analysis, which has been the subject of so much 
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sion here by the various members of the panel who have pre-
^ S this witness. So, we welcome you, Mr. MacEachin and the 
ceded . . . L a i .7 r m «riii oivp and the DersDective tha t vou can brine Kiony that you will give and the perspective tha t you can bring 

time 

^ cas vou do testify. 
t0Twouia ask that you raise your right hand and be sworn at this 

rvi vou solemnly swear tha t the testimony that you are about to 
• is the t ruth, the whole t ruth, and nothing but the t ruth, so 

help you God. 
Mr MACEACHIN. I do. ^ , 
r w i m a n BOREN. Thank you very much. You may be seated. 
Qpnator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one procedural ques-

Those of us who are trying to be here as much as we can 
S v are anxious to be here during the cross examination of cer-
f>f witnesses. Has the Chair established the order in which the 

ries of witnesses who have now presented direct statements will 
Stum for the purpose 

Chairman BOREN. All members will re turn as one panel. All six 
will be before us. 

senator WARNER. At one t ime/ 
fhairman BOREN. At one time. I've just sent a note down. I be-

lipve vou were out of the room. I will recognize Members of the 
fammittee in order for fifteen minute rounds of questions which 
am be directed to any witness, and if any Member of the Commit
tee wishes to yield his fifteen minutes to another Member of the 
Committee in the opening round, they may do so. The Chair will 
also limit himself to fifteen minutes. I would appreciate it if when 
Members begin questioning, they would indicate to P f ^ t h e y . P l a n 

to take fifteen minutes or if another Member has yielded addition
al time to them. We will then go on until probably close to 1:00 
o'clock and come back at approximately 2:15 until the votes begin 
at 400 We will have a meeting of Members only between lour and 
five off the Floor in the President's Room to discuss the schedule 
and witnesses. „ . . ,. , , . 

I know some of these witnesses, by the way, have indicated to me 
that they wish to return home tonight to other parts of the coun
try They're very hopeful tha t we'll be able to have completed our 
questioning of them today so tha t they can return to their homes 
tonight. One wishes to go back to Connecticut and another to Cali
fornia. So we will certainly endeavor to do that. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, you anticipate going until 
what time? 

Chairman BOREN. One o'clock. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Till one o'clock. 
Chairman BOREN. Coming back at two fifteen. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. At two fifteen. Thank you. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. MacEachin, we appreciate your being 

here. Your testimony is very important testimony for us to hear. 1 
appreciate your patience in rearranging your schedule as we antici
pated having you yesterday, and we welcome your statement at 
this time. ,. , 9 

Mr. MACEACHIN. First, am I close enough to the microphone/ 
Chairman BOREN. Pull it even a little closer. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Closer? 
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TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS MacEACHIN, FORMER DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENcy 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to start off by acknowl 
edging something that I regret having done. We all have this thin» 
happen to us in our lives. This is in connection with a memoran 
dum that I wrote back in 1987 in January, the circumstances f0j 
that memorandums coming into being have been discussed and I 
can discuss it at the end. In that memorandum in trying to de
scribe or characterize 

Senator DECONCINI. I'm sorry. What memorandum? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. January of 1987. 
Senator DECONCINI. Would you identify it a little bit more f0r 

me? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. It had to do with the Memorandum to Holders 

of the NIE on Iran which was written in 1985. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Actually, this is just a side line, Senator, all I 

wanted to say was in that memorandum I used the term in describ
ing the flow of analysis, swerve. I never knew that term would be 
immortalized in so much testimony. It was a descriptive term and 
was not a valued judgment. But I've heard it quoted now about the 
last five or six days. 

Most of the speakers have given some personal background. I 
would like to only just hit a couple of points which may be relevant 
to my own testimony here today. 

The first one, I graduated with a Bachelor's Degree from Miami 
University in Ohio. I say that only because as a consequence of 
these hearings, I've discovered a former DCI also graduated from 
there. I did not know that until these hearings took place. 

The taxpayer actually paid for my education. I went on a Navy 
scholarship. And after that was commissioned in the United States 
Marine Corps as a regular commission. I returned—I resigned that 
commission, returned to graduate school also at Miami University. 
From there I got a Merchant Fellowship to Ohio State University, 
but I decided to not pursue an academic career. And so I decided I 
did not need a doctorate and besides I wanted to go to work for CIA 
right away. 

The point I'd like to make, sir, is that I did not study Soviet af
fairs in college. I do not consider myself a Sovietologist. And after 
the discussions I've been hearing, I guess I'm glad I'm not. 

I did my education in economics and literature. My role models 
were Captain Ahab, Cyrano DeBergerac and more recently, George 
Smiley. I haven't told that to too many people, but I don't think 
the Ahab part will come as any surprise to my colleagues 

I worked on the Soviet Union, using my economic education, my 
military background on Soviet military and economic affairs, de
fense industry and arms control. So I think 23 of my 26 years was 
CIA. For five of those years, I was the Director of Soviet Analysis 
and I had the wonderful opportunity to work with some brilliant 
and knowledgeable people and they filled in a great deal of my 
education about the internal workings of the Soviet system in the 
Soviet Union. But I did not study international affairs in college 
and I apparently still don't know much about international affairs 
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v,c has caused me from time to time to fail to see the absurd-
And me of the alternative views that have bothered so many of 
jty in some 
^S^^Ao believe I am is a professional intelligence officer. And 

*t\n talk about professional intelligence officers. I do not ever 
Iwa?Ji be considered a Soviet expert, but a professional intelh-
wan officer who works in the Soviet Field. 
gence omw* awkward appearance for me. I ve tried to be a 

W £ here to s^art off, but I have to tell you that this is with-
little gcHnn the worst day, the worst couple of days in a 26-year 
out question' ^ d e g c r i b e A n d it>s a l s 0 v e r y awkward for me ^fv.pre today. I'm absolutely clearly at a no win position. If Mr. to be here uw y d i r e c t s u p e r v l s o r . I m n o t m G^Jir^e^Mr. Ford has said. And, therefore I risk the 
^ m l , t that anything I say in his favor will be viewed by some as 
ffp^entsof a bureaucrat taking care of this career And any-
S ? T T might say which is not viewed as favorable will be seen by 
thing l nugi J fa t a n o t h e r way. 
ffitffi^ Mr. Chairman, and I hope at least to 

All i ii nave hearing is the credibility I think 
S e T n s f r à e d ove* £ m e 26 years a s k i n g willing to challenge 
Ive ûem""?r i v i p w a n ( j t a ke whatever flack comes with it. I ve 
^ J T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ B , Mistakes of substances, mis
s e s of process. And I've paid my share of the bureaucratic penal-

^ w b S f w r i n f l my detractors might assign to me, I don't be-
lipvfthit any win Say that or any will accuse me of ever backing 
Ï6 SSrJ* confrontation Now that includes a confrontation at 
S S e S n e S i S t e S l f e d " a bit like an egoit talking about myself 
S r i f ^ S H t a n t h e circumstances here of conflicting allega-
XL «nd assertions the problem before this Committee is as I 
ÏÏ^tiHSa ti-tV Chairman just quoted, m - h like 
trying to develop an intelligence assessment So, I felt forced to in 
S what my business is called a source description for yet an
other piece of conflicting evidence. r ^ m i t t p e does 

And I sincerely hope, Mr. Chairman, that the Committee does 
prob> into^ the specific evidence behind all of the assertions that 
have been made here. Because listening to these proceedings, I ve 
£ struck by how much they reflect the ^ e

f o ^ 
contests and clashes of egoes that I've listened to for now for more 

th^e2Lmercharacteristics are all there. And ^ P h ^ s
s ^ c ^ 

evidence that support one case, I think rather c a ^ e f . % s o ^ m f 0
P

b ° e 
sition advocacy rather than balanced assess «ente. It s going to be 
left to the Committee to sort this out and be the honest brokers It 
does seem surprising to me that m one case someone «̂ an criticize 
misinformation or the use of heresay in the préparâtJ™ ^ mtfOU 
gence estimates you'd come into something as ^ ^ ^ J S ? 
hearings and make use of heresay evidence ^ « ^ » P ^ ^ 
qualifications and mis-state some of the reports as though, they 
were facts, when, as I think, if you do P^be them carefully, it will 
ultimately be seen that many are wide open to chall?n&*f*™%L 
pretation at best and a good number of them are simply factually 
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I'll try to point out some specific examples as we get into the 
cific cases that have been raised. I just would like to say t?" 
before I go a little further, that according to my records most of f? 
documentation for the cases just cited have been made availabl 
the Committee and I am not going to be the one to try t ^ 
through and show what I think was wrong with what was & 
about them. I think the Committee and its staff will do that A 5 
I'll let the case stand for themselves. I might come back to one 
two just to highlight them later. 0r 

One other very awkward aspect of this, Mr. Chairman, is th 
Mr. Goodman has been a friend and colleague of mine' for ^, 
entire career, from our first meeting at a festive group attendit/ 
the Washington Senators Detroit Tigers baseball game. So you 
know how far that goes back. And despite the fact that he remain? 
an avid Oriole fan, we've maintained that friendship to this day I 
have the highest regard for his intellect, for his personal integrity 
and for his courage, none of which needs elaboration before this au
dience. 

This also is not the first time that I've been on opposite sides on 
a very delicate and serious debate with him. And at times, I've de
veloped the highest regard for his skills in articulation and in de
bating his views. Again, none of which I need to outline here. 

And to use a vernacular, I've been blown away in more than one 
case. But we've always remained friends and I'm confident that it 
will be no different this time. 

I should also record, Mr. Chairman, that in substantive debates 
with others in our building, my own views during the 1980's for 
sure, were more often in line with Mr. Goodman's than with those 
of Mr. Casey or Mr. Gates and various members of the National 
Intelligence Council. That is the group that prepares the national 
evidence. 

The issue here, as far as I was concerned, was not that we were 
in substantive agreement. What I disagreed with was the way Mr. 
Goodman and several of his colleagues, colleagues under this super
vision went about dealing with these other views. And I still dis
agree with the way they went about that. 

I'll end up taking issue also with some of the statements made 
yesterday by Mr. Fuller. It was my office he was talking about in 
some of his remarks. I will also have to record, however, as regards 
his statement of perceptions of the emergence of a counter-culture 
mentality of SOVA, of seeming to lean over backwards to offset 
Mr. Casey's own outlook. I guess I'd have to say that while it may 
not have been true, and I'll always denounce it fiercely, we did do a 
very good job of conveying that impression from time to time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it's fair to say that these proceedings have 
unfolded, as they have unfolded, an issue emerged here which is 1 
would say, with all due respect to Mr. Gates, larger than just Mr 
Gates. And that is the issue of professional ethic or lack of it. In 
what some of us would like to think is a profession, as I said, H 
like to believe I am a professional intelligence officer. 

We will tell you instantly if asked we do have a professional 
ethic. Tell it like it is. Too often what we really mean by that is 
tell it like I think it is and the emphasis is on I, not on think. 
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ust acknowledge with some thanks to certain inputs to these 
tïiinute changes in my statement. One is I did purloin the term 
f ssional ethics. Someone used it with me and it captured exact-

P hat I had been trying to figure out how I was going to describe 
ly Jrjg Committee what I thought was at issue here. And so I don't 
W nt to be accused of plagiarism. 

The other one I think which is frankly assisted me in explaining 
own views on an issue that is very difficult to grapple with to 

m^ t in words, was the juxtaposition of Mr. Goodman's and Mr. 
Peer's testimony. All of the things I was seeking to find ways to 
i rribe a n d to paint it in a verbal picture, I think were acted out 
if e TU come back to the content of some of those presentations in 
o hit Mr. Chairman. m 

What I'd like to do is address them, the question of professional 
thic in the context of the allegations of politicization. 
Tt's a simple fact that should not have to be recorded that for a 

laree part of the major intelligence issues the information from 
hich the judgments must be drawn does not permit unambiguous 

inclusion p a r m o r e often than we'd like, the evidence is quite le-
Stimately subject to different interpretations. Sometimes one alter
native stands out clearly as most likely. And the others are treated 
more in the order of possibilities. Other times two or more inter
pretations seem to fit the evidence equally well. And this is espe
cially so when we are trying to look ahead when we are often deal
ing with decisions that the foreign governments or actors have not 
vet made themselves. . 

A second fundamental point I'd like to emphasize and one that 1 
think should be equally obvious but I find myself continually re
peating it including in testimony before this Committee earlier, is 
that the audience for the intelligence product is a very, very tough 
audience. It includes senior officials of the Executive department 
and Members of Congress and outside experts. And if an intelli
gence product offers a judgment contrary to a particular policy 
view, whether a policy which is currently in effect or a policy 
which is being advocated by someone, it will be challenged. And it 
will be challenged by people of consequence who have access to a 
wide spectrum of views and expertise. And they have access to and 
make use of public forums and the media in ways that we in the 
Intelligence Community, intelligence business cannot and frankly, 
in my view, should not. 

This is the case across the board. In security and military issues, 
economic and trade issues, and the broad spectrum of foreign 
policy. I . ! 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to digress and give you an example. 
Last Friday, at a meeting one of my staff was attending at a policy 
agency, an interagency meeting, a paper which had been published 
about a week earlier, a paper with which frankly I had problems, 
not because of the bottom line, I had problems with the paper be
cause I thought it didn't offer anything new and didn t really get at 
the question that was asked. Nonetheless, this paper was pointed 
out to my colleague as being, quote, "unhelpful right now . It s un
helpful while we are trying to persuade so and so. I better not go 
any further than that. 
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And all we could think of that night is isn't anybody paying « 
tention to what is going on? So I think, Mr. Chairman, if t | Z 
public hearings have benefit, they might have benefit by ^ 
viewed by the consumer community. 8 

And all of this has been increasingly true over the past fifteen 
years or so. To put it in sum, for those in the intelligence business 
the consumer population has become more demanding and the 
market more competitive. And in no where is this more true than 
a case for intelligence judgments in the Soviet Union. 

For me, and I think for most of us, one of the constants in mv 
life from childhood to the present has been the centrality of the 
Soviet Union and our perceptions of threats to our security but 
also to our political and social values. 

In sum, it has seemed impossible at times to put out an estimate 
on a major Soviet issue without running cross ways from some
body. And that somebody nearly always includes a person of conse
quence, a senior figure of some sort who has access to alternative 
views and analysis and the media. 

I want to say that I'm not saying this as a complaint. There is 
one very easy way to avoid all of this. Just write a paper on a sub
ject nobody cares about and on an issue which does not bear on 
anything critical in the way of policy and you don't have any prob
lems. But that's an option which all conscientious intelligence ana
lysts foreswear. We want to play. We are proud of our products. 
There hasn't been much said the last few days here about the good 
things that go on out there but I hope somebody will remember 
them. 

And, in fact, we always strive to create products that have a de
monstrable effect on policy. That's why we are here. That's the 
goal of all good intelligence analysts. But, if that's what we want to 
do, then we need to be professional enough to deal with the highly 
charged environment in which we have to do this. 

And if we are to deal with this environment, and if we are to 
produce intelligence that has the credibility needed to affect policy 
views, I think we have to meet certain requirements. And by the 
way, I'm sure no one is going to disagree with me on these require
ments. And we are all going to say we adhere to them religiously 
every time. 

One requirement is to not just rigorously lay out the evidence 
but equally important, make explicit what is not known. Ms. Glau-
demans talked about that. And it has been in my draft now for two 
weeks. That is what we have to do. And we must explicitly distin
guish what is fact, what is inference, and what is analytical judg
ment. 

Another requirement I believe is to seriously and rigorously lay 
out the competing interpretations of that evidence. I do not de
scribe that as a pro forma exercise. Something you do after you ye 
reached your conclusion and now I've got to address this stupid 
idea the other guy has just to get the paper through. As I saw, 
sometimes, not being as expert on foreign policy, I haven't been 
able to see the stupidity in some of those other ideas. 

We have to also examine the alternatives as a means of deriving 
the judgments. And if we are going to deal with views contrary to 
our own conclusions, we must demonstrate we have tested those 
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against the evidence. You do not persuade someone who 
viê s afferent view, a strongly held view, by giving a back of a 
h°A to that or some pro forma treatment. 
^S taking aside from it, I can remember several head to head 

formations with Mr. Casey personally, one or two I can specifi-
c°fi talk to, but I particularly remember, I'll give the example of 

Soviet pipeline issue. But what persuaded him was a presenta-
^ which showed how his theory couldn't work with the evidence 
ti0£ nd And this does not have to resolve in wishy papers. We can 
^Twe should come down on clear judgments whenever we can. 
f H we should always be trying to push the envelope and we 
S d n ' t shrink from this kind of effort. 

? would note, however, Mr. Fuller said sometimes they want our 
J t cruess when there is no evidence. Well, I haven't had too many 

nests for that. I have to tell you in my 26 years. And when I 
I ? it's usually been somebody who has said, all right we ac-
wwledge there is no evidence, we would like you personally to 
SIP vour personal best estimate. Your best guess. 

Rut I have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, that I have had the oppor-
nnitv in my career to serve some time with policy organizations. 
Ve spent almost four years on an arms control delegation in 
Vienna I've spent the last two years plus, two of the most—prob-
«hlv two of the most rewarding years of my career working on 
arms control. In the latter capacity, to give an example, the head 
nf mv little group that meets with the Soviets has met with his 
Soviet counterpart more times I know than SOVA division chiefs 
met with their counterparts within the office _ . . 

So he doesn't want to her pontification about what the boviets 
think He thinks he knows. And if he hears pontification, hell 
Drobably let the center know about it. And if you know the individ
ual involved, you'll probably do it in a rather colorful language. 
And you won't need a telephone. 

The policymaker is bombarded with opinions. He doesn t have to 
pay for them. He doesn't have to ask for them. He gets them. He 
pays a lot of money in resources and intelligence and he s got a 
right to ask for a little bit more from us. 

As I've said, the basis for a sound judgment should include a 
comparison of how the alternatives fit the evidence. And it should 
not be regarded as a cavalier process, something you just need to 
do to placate a reader. It should be part of the means of reaching 
your own judgment. That's how you have to protect yourself 
That's the professional ethic. You have to protect yourself against 
what you should know are your biases. 

And, as I've said, if I had to confess to my own biases, they are a 
lot closer to Mel Goodman's than they are to Mr. Gates. Mr. Gates 
knows that. He put up with me all these years, nonetheless. Mr. 
Gershwin, I think, could testify to that. And he's here in the room. 

And that's the test, sir, that I think that we most often fail. We 
don't use that alternative analysis as part of deciding what we fi
nally conclude. I think too often we reach a conclusion and then 
explain why the other aren't right. Not universal. I'm just trying to 
think if there's anybody I haven't made mad at me now, but prob
ably not. 
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took over as DDI, that's the Deputy Director for Intelligence Ŝ? 
Agency had been in criticism for some time as having a mind 
Of taking a benign view of the Soviet threat. Mr. Fuller did meit? 
favor yesterday of putting that line out for me. Of dealing with 
tentially threatening situations with a rational actor parading 
rather than taking into account more ominous ideologically driv 
decisions on the part of the Soviets and other foreign government1 

I don't want to get on the issue of the validity of those criticism 
I personally believe many sprang from naivety and some are ju!t 
flat wrong. But there was, unfortunately, a record that some critics 
could point to. 

Now, in the closed session I cited a long list of what had been 
widely advertised at least as intelligence failures. I can just sav 
there are two in which I am particularly familiar because I wi 
personally involved, both in the lead up to the event and then in 
the task force that dealt with it afterward. One of those was the 
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. And of Afghanistan in 
1979. In both instances, we had seen definite signs of military prep. 
arations consistent with an invasion. If my Soviet colleagues are 
listening, I'm going to say 28 divisions, I hope one of them will tell 
me some day whether that was right. 

In each case, we failed to give a judgment that a military attack 
was likely or even the most likely outcome. In each case the attack 
did occur. In each case the attack occurred when our analysis had 
persuaded us this would be a dumb thing for the Soviets to do and 
they probably wouldn't be doing dumb things. 

I had an opportunity to read some very raw material, fresh from 
the source of a very highly placed KGB defector. He described the 
internal debates in the Soviet political circle prior to the invasion 
of Afghanistan. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the KGB op
posed it. And all the reasons they gave for opposing it were exactly 
the reasons that our analysts said that they wouldn't do it. 

But, as he said, the idealogues and the party central committee 
carried the day. And all I am saying, Mr. Chairman, is that when 
we do our analysis, we should have weighed all those factors. 

We're all guilty of these things. I don't want to seem self-serving, 
I have to also put on the record, and if I don't, somebody's going to 
do it in about a very short time, that during the first year follow
ing the invasion, there was a major disagreement within the CIA, 
within the analysts, over whether in the face of their obvious mis
calculations of the strength that the resistancy would counter, the 
Soviets would significantly increase their military forces there. 
And in that case, I was on the wrong side of the argument. 

But what really made a lasting impression on me, again, certain 
things stand out in your career, and even in advanced age, I re
member this one, I remember thinking about it long after it was 
over, and I remember saying to myself, I hope you learned a lesson 
from this. Because there was enough evidence to worry about it 
We didn't manufacture it. We knew the Soviets themselves were 
talking about it. And the evidence was such, I can't go into it in 
detail, but it deserved to get out and the alternatives discussed. But 
that paper was never disseminated, Mr. Chairman, because we 
couldn't overcome our own internal arguments. We allowed our-
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to slip into a win lose argument. And I am as guilty as the 
^veSf them. We move off into saying probabilities and weighing 
^hl i t ies to various sides, beefing up the arguments for their 
pos?1?1 * nd when that argument deadlocked, the paper died. 
^ i e A I came away from that experience with what I thought was 

i on That a problem was not in always being right or wrong 
a ' . 0ùr process. And I cite this example, Mr. Chairman, because 
b^.in

k i t illustrates that we frequently fall into what I call the in-
1 'nHonal view syndrome. 

vr a long time in my career, we did not in actual practice foster 
t dition of careful treatment of alternatives. I would argue, and 
r nklv did go back and check the records in a secret store room I 

w of in this town, for the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslova-
^ n d the 1979 invasion of Afghanistan. And in both those cases, 
? record bore out my recollections. That part of our failure was 

hang up in internal debates. Rather than trying to lay out the 
JSpatening situation to the reader, acknowledging both our uncer-

nties and the potentials, we routinely got bogged down in an m-
Trnal contest as to whose views would win the institutional place. 
§ho would be judged right, at least for the purposes of putting out 

thf think—i've said this before and I'll say it again, on record in 
_L session, that it is not an oversimplification to divide most of 

the Soviet analysis into two camps, at least during my career. One 
nffliD said we are smart, practical, enlightened, modern and not en
cumbered by all that idealogy and we do our analysis carefully 
without bias. And we understand the Soviets are just people. And 
the other people are a bunch of idealogical knuckledraggers. And 
the other people see themselves as hard-headed realists who under
stand Soviet idealogy and the effect it can have and they view the 
first crowd I described as at best apologists and at worse, com-
simps And you can have knuckledraggers and comsimps yell out 
in the corridor in most buildings in this town where Soviet ana
lysts are and you quickly form up two groups. 

Now regardless of whether by perspective in this regard is cor
rect, and there are many here I'm sure, and I know many m my 
building who disagree and I am going to hear about it later. Our 
performance did lead some critics to perceive an institutional 
mindset. And there were times when I know how everyone felt be
cause I too felt under siege. By the way, someone has used the 
term shell-shocked here earlier. After listening to Mr. Goodman s 
approach and Mr. Fuller's approach in recognizing that I was 
trying to be between them, I could tell you who was shell-shocked. 
The way to deal with it, in my view, was not to adopt a defensive 
position. Not to see ourselves as some kind of a corrective to the 
perceived evils. But to demonstrate that we could learn from our 
past. That we were willing to re-examine our process. To make a 
demonstrable effort to show that we were willing to lay out clearly 
what was known and not known and demonstrate our willingness 
to treat competing interpretations and do that explicitly. 

Now long before he became a Deputy Director for Intelligence, 
Mr. Gates had made no secret of his belief that CIA analysts fell 
short of these standards. And when he became Deputy Director for 
Intelligence, he made clear he intended to enforce them. He stated 
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clearly that he believed that there would be an avenue to imn 
ing the quality and the credibility of the product. I shared tlT 
belief then and I hold it now. ^ 

»•*«»• * •»•— «~»»»~ --.-,, . - „ . . _ . . . . . u i m e r e is »» 
question, his efforts made our product corporately a far better o 
And I told him that on one occasion to his face after we had iiT 
had a square off on another episode of where we were disagreed with his view. And we got it settled. I may go through some f 
these. ot 

And as regards the assertions that he has his own views and a. 
sessments on the Soviet Union, he himself has stated this to th 
Committee. And Mr. Casey certainly had views. But I can say that 
there were few views in which Admiral Turner did not develop-^» 
a few issues in which he did not develop his own views. And so din 
most of the other people under whom I have worked in my career 
And so do I and so does Mr. Gershwin and so does the other wit
nesses here. 

That's a problem we all grapple with. All the time. If you are a 
manager, you are responsible for the product. You have to satisfy 
yourself that you can stand behind the judgments. If you have 
questions about it, you have a responsibility to resolve those ques
tions. If you believe the evidence is not laid out or if you believe 
there's an alternative that hasn't been addressed, or if you know 
that there is another view out in the consumer community that is 
violently, vehemently opposed to what you are going to say, you 
have an obligation to say, look, we've go to show very carefully 
why this other view doesn't fit the evidence. We are not just going 
to ignore it or not just going to pass it off. 

In that process, we all have to guard against mixing up legiti
mate questions with the influence of our own ideas. The free-for-all 
atmosphere that we work in CIA, I think, does a good job of this. 
Where we fall down is where we don't have that professional ethic 
that I was talking about. 

I'm prepared to grant and have done it many times, I can walk 
into a closet and close the door, walk into my office and kick my 
desk or go someplace and have a beer and say all kinds of bad 
things about somebody's views, but I've got a professional responsi
bility to go back on the job and treat those views right and honest
ly and balanced. 

I don't believe it is professional to try to hide behind some kind 
of attribution of base motives. Intelligence analysts and managers 
are no different than anyone else. The Chairman said this in his 
opening statement. We're a product of the same political and social 
system as the consumers. We all grew up with these different atti
tudes. We have outlooks formed by the same process. But we have 
a professional responsibility to make every effort to ensure that 
those views, no matter how strong, do not get in the way of the 
objectivity of the analysis or in the balance of the presentation. We 
do slip. Everyone of us does. Everyone of us has a time he can 
point to. But we have to be conscious of it. 

Mr. Gates' criticisms of the analysis of the Agency and his views 
on many of the substantive matters and his views of the AaWS "! 
our analysis and his concerns about outlook, mindset, were echoed 
by many members of the Administration that was coming into 
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. t j j e early 1980's. And Mr. Gates' view on the Soviet Union 
of&ce \ o s e r to many in that Administration than it were to many 
weff °ts who led so much of CIA's analysis in the Soviet Union. 
^ what? In the 1970's, there were different views and different 

$° ts could see themselves in tune. And they didn't complain 
^But insofar as the charges that Mr. Gates imposed those 
' -n the intelligence product, let me say again, I think I had at 

least 

one 

îWSas many head-to-head confrontations on critical substantive 
PS with him and with other Agency managers and I'm going to 

^ one with Mr. Fuller as anyone here or at CIA. They covered 
hvHhe Soviet issues, including those Mr. Goodman had said were of 

terest to Mr. Casey or were of less interest. And were protect-
ÏÏ Wave to remind him, there's no way to protect yourself in this 

n if y°u c o m e o u t w i t n an estimate on Soviet military forces 
Teh goes contrary to what someone wants to hear. There's no 

otection for that. The only protection is evidence, analysis, bal
ked careful presentation. 

And as I've said, I had the confrontation on all of them. And that 
tnerience, personal experience, I can't speak to everything Mr. 
S m a n addressed, but that experience leaves me to support Mr. 
fates' characterization of himself. I would describe it differently 
than he did. He said he is a person of strong views. I've described 
him as a very strong personality who holds views. And he can 
make a great impression on someone when he is disagreeing with 

But in my experience, he was, as he has said, ready to be per
suaded by evidence and analysis. I found him more ready to ensure 
treatment of competing hypotheses, honest treatment than many 
of the people criticizing him here for imposing his own outlook. 
And he was definitely ready to publish intelligence judgments that 
ran counter to the very strongly held views and vested interests of 
many consumers. And I found this to be true even when he himself 
was not persuaded that the judgment was necessarily right. 

I'd like to point to some examples from my personal experience. 
In 1984, the Office of Soviet Analysis published a paper on Soviet 
chemical weapons. And I am going to read the key judgments, the 
final judgment from that paper. And, again, if my Soviet colleagues 
are listening and I hope they will some day tell me whether this 
was the right judgment or not. 

Accordingly, we now believe that the Soviets are unlikely to ini
tiate extensive use of chemical weapons during a war with NATO. 
Now, I don't have to tell this audience how welcome that was as it 
appeared in print at the very day that the House, at least, was de
bating the defense bill on appropriations for binary chemical weap
ons. That stands out as one of the two most I will say controversial 
papers I've ever been involved in. In terms of the number of people 
I had to talk to afterward. 

I won't go into defense spending. Other people have talked about 
it. Constant problem. Mr. Gates supported us in our judgment that 
defense spending had the growth in defense spending had leveled 
off. It was approaching zero. And that was at a time when there 
was an effort—a strong effort being made to build up our own 
forces and our own defense budget. 
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I have here something I'd be happy to introduce it for the recon 
In 1986, I concluded on my own that the projections in the Natio 
al Intelligence Estimate on Soviet strategic forces were in the a 
gregate all way over the mark. I wrote a memorandum, it starS 
out to be for Mr. Gates, it ended up being for Mr. Kerr, I said vïï 
come to your new job. Here's another fine mess I've gotten vo 
into. But I argued that I didn't know and couldn't say which on 
was wrong. But that if they came true, it would require on the W 
side eleven percent per year average annual rate of growth for f1Ve 
years. And the high side, thirteen percent per year average annua] 
rate of growth. And I said the Soviet economy can't do that and it 
won't do that. 

Mr. Gershwin, who did not share my views on many things, and 
I actually worked out a proposed footnote. That paper went to the 
National Foreign Intelligence Board for debate. The footnote never 
appeared because it was, quite frankly, not Mr. Casey's fault, and I 
know that, but there were others in the Community who felt they 
could not put out an annex that showed projections with a note on 
the front of it that said these are all wrong. So, what they did do 
was instruct Mr. Gershwin and me to try to work out in the future 
to see to it that the economic implications were taken into account 
in future projections. 

That was not a happy document I sent out. But it went to the 
NFIB and in this case I happen to know that one of the people who 
agreed with me most was Mr. Casey. He had a background in eco
nomics and he understood it, I think. 

Another project, I will tell you this one I think it was published 
in the spring of 88. Actually started way back in my first year in 
the Office of Soviet Analysis when Mr. Gates called me and said he 
just been beaten up by some in the policy community because we 
were continually wrong on the low side. I said I think that's non
sense. And I believe I can prove it to you. 

And I started a project. It's a very difficult project. We discussed 
it. I told them about the methodology I wanted to use. It had been 
used earlier in a Lawrence Friedman study. The analyst who start
ed it then was transferred without completing it. It laid fallow for 
a while. It came back. It was a very difficult thing to do because 
frankly Friedman had the advantage of working in a non-arms con
trol environment where he didn't have quantative ceilings. We 
working under an arms control environment with quantative ceil
ings so we had to develop a more—a different way of looking at it. 

This project was eventually briefed to Mr. Gershwin. It was 
briefed for a year to almost every body of experts we could get to 
sit down and listen to it. And it definitely showed that we had con
sistently or a long time, not underestimated the rate of moderniza
tion of Soviet strategic forces, but overestimated it. 

That was not a happy paper. But, Mr. Gershwin himself assisted 
me in seeing to it that analysis was presented to all of the people 
who had an interest in it. 

Lest I sound too military and economic, in 19, I think, I'll say 88, 
but it might be wrong, someone correct me. It was the year the So
viets finally really did pull out from Afghanistan. For some reason, 
at that point, we were on the wrong side in SO VA of the estimate 
again. We were arguing that the Soviets would not pull out. Actu-
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w e had big fights within SOVA over that. And Mr. Gates sup-
the policy commu-
the Director of one 

ted that and argued against other people in the policy commu-
P?rt

 t 0 the point where I got a phone call from the Director of one 
f the intelligence agencies asking me to straighten out my silly 
• ws The unfortunate part is I ended up in getting challenged to 
tet and I lost two hundred dollars on that thing. And the people 

? 1 st it to included one traitor from my own organization. 
The one thing I have a hard time—oh, one other thing, because 

y come up later is the issue of the unilateral cuts in the 
Cn̂ et military forces. By 1986, I had a personal theory that this 
^ ahead. I had really no evidence. I had some doctrinal debates, 

me articles in the journals. I tried to do my own economic analy-
• Talked to all of our own economists. There were some things in 

the Soviet military that led me to believe that. And I nurtured that 
'dea along and nurtured the analysis along. By 1987, the middle of 
1987 we were becoming increasingly convinced. But, I will tell you 
that'even within my own office there was a clear division. Mr. 
Gershwin thought I was nuts. Mr. Gates thought I was nuts. We 
worked that thing very hard. And we went out and consulted with 
other experts. We published that paper in June of 1988. And I had 
a copy with me but it must be back in my briefcase. And that was 
six months before Gorbachev announced unilateral cuts. 

And I got criticized later for watering down that paper because I 
treated the alternative view. The view that was held by Mr. Gersh
win by others whose analysis and capabilities and expertise I re
spected. And I submit that's nonsense. Because we didn't have any 
evidence and I doubt when the Soviets themselves knew that they 
were going to really institute that cut. But we got the paper out. 
My job was not to go off and write a journal article somewhere. My 
job was not to cry because Mr. Gershwin was telling everybody I 
was crazy. He was right in a lot of things, I was crazy, but in that 

The one thing I have a hard time figuring it remarkable that 
when you go to your boss with a judgment that contradicts the 
boss's view or which gets your boss cross ways with his boss, that 
you really have to have your act together. This doesn't surprise me. 
You have to have your evidence lined up and you have to have 
your analysis in sharp order. And sometimes different bosses ex
press themselves in different language and sometimes it is easier 
and sometimes it is harder. But what else would we expect. Sum
mary evidence and cursory analysis, should we not expect to have 
to show we've dealt with that alternative that we're running 
across? If policymakers are going to base decisions on intelligence, 
don't they have a need to know what they are working with? Is 
there not a proper balance between wishy-washyness and mislead
ing the consumer as to how good the information really is? 

One of the reasons this is a particular bitter subject for me, Mr. 
Chairman, is very recently I was accused of politicizing something. 
There is nothing I would enjoy better than to have that subject laid 
out in front of the Committee in the public in all of its gore. And I 
don't think there is anybody who disagrees now the justification for 
raising a question on an estimate in which the policy community 
had taken and had made a major decision and it widely publicized 
that decision. And initially all I said was I'm getting a little nerv-
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ous, I keep asking for evidence and I'm getting three by f1Ve CaH 
Is there any evidence? What is the evidence? And then when T 
heard it I said, you know how that is going to sound when there's 
confrontation sometime between the Administration and Congreo 
And how silly we are going to look? And I took that to the Directn 
of Central Intelligence and to Mr. Kerr. And they both agreed at 
that point we had to go back and relook at this issue. 

But, the charge of politicization, as I said, my original studio 
ire in economics and literature, so if I resort to literary exaiT were pies, excuse me. But it's right straight out of Franz Kafka. Because 

once you are accused, the Inspector General will never come back 
and say, you're absolved. You will never be definitively acquitted 
They will never say, no, that is not the case. They will say, We 
found no evidence to substantiate it. Charged but not indicted. Os
tensibly acquitted. 

And there it is in black and white. And the next time somebody 
wants to consider it, and the next time somebody says it, somebody 
says, oh I remember there was something else in the folder once. I 
shouldn't be treading in legal grounds, I know, I am not a lawyer, 
but I am borrowing the terms. 

This has been a very sad experience for me, Mr. Chairman, going 
through this. I don't know whether I'm allowed to give credit to 
various press but I will say I've taken this from the Washington 
Post also. I read this Monday, describing what is expected at these 
hearings. What is certain to emerge the picture of infighting and 
intimidation in a clique ridden system. 

I started out my professional life in an organization that thought 
gung ho was a pretty good idea. And I've tried to carry that ap
proach in my 26 years. In CIA and in the Intelligence Community. 
And I am proud of that service, in the organization and in the 
Community. We had not, as I've said, spent any time here talking 
about what's good. Somebody else will have to get around to that 
some day, I hope. And the good things that have been accom
plished. And the courage that we have shown and the integrity 
that is shown and the products that were developed because of it. 

Intelligence officers get used to the idea that no one ever makes 
a bad decision. They are only misled by bad intelligence. But now I 
have to ask myself, what have we done to ourselves? What have we 
allowed to happen to ourselves? 

Have we created a situation in which each time a supervisor 
challenges someone's analysis, his conclusions or his treatment of 
evidence or his lack of treatment of competing judgments that he 
or she has to wonder whether a dossier is being a started that will 
some day be pulled out of a drawer? Have we created a readily 
available double theory that can be employed at will? Are we creat
ing a situation in which the smart managers of their own accord 
steer clear of controversy? Where it is easier just to stay out of the 
way, let the papers go so you are being popular with the troops. 
You are not a boat rocker. And if something crashes, you can say 
that analyst was dumb. Who's responsible? I don't think either the 
analysts or the managers want that kind of a system. 

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, we can't have it both ways, 
and I don't believe management can just dismiss everything we ve 
heard as a product of sour grapes. There's too much of it, and no 
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one I know who holds the perception is a malcontent. What I 
every ^ Chairman, is we've done it to ourselves. We've done it 
1 se we've lacked that professional ethic. And we've painted a 
^ t picture here today, and I have to say I was impressed at how 
^ni; clearly was perceived by the audience based on what I read 

Ural different publications this morning, including the one 

the Chairman read 
A I've said, I can only speak to those things for which I have 
ct knowledge, but I do believe the integrity of the product was 
tained whatever the strong views. And these, Mr. Gates and 

S^Casey, are not the only people I've worked under who have 
Id strong views I will tell you—and who would intervene to ex-
ss those views. I think we've made our product better precisely 

Kause we've had to deal with a tougher market. And I believe a 
\LQ measure of credit has to go to Bob Gates. 

But whatever its origins, the perception of politicization that we 
eked up along the way is like an infection. What it has brought 
s here today was driven home by the passage in the Washington 

Post I just read. A clique ridden society. What'd it say? Clique 
ridden system. There are lots of them all over the papers. Having 
come to that, Mr. Chairman, we badly damaged ourselves, and we 
can't fix it unless we recognize that we have something to be fixed. 
We can't fix it, I believe, without sacrificing intellectual toughness. 
We can't have a situation in which managers are intimidating ana
lysts or which the manager himself, or herself, is intimidated by 
the analyst. We can't have a climate in which there is not the easi
est thing to take care of, and that's direct overt so-called politiciza
tion. But we have to have a personnel policy. 

I have heard the expression several times in the Intelligence 
Community—and, by the way, I work in a Community job now and 
have for the last two years, not a CIA job—I've heard the expres
sion wrong-headedness, and I have not heard that from Mr. Gates, 
and I have not heard that from Mr. Casey. What kind of an impres
sion does that convey? So, I think I'd rather deal with the specifics 
of the question, Mr. Chairman, unless you'd like me to run down 
through a couple of things. I might just tick off some of the things 
that I would comment on the others have said. 

Chairman BOREN. I think you should feel free to go ahead and 
give any detail you want to before you complete, and then we'll go 
into the questioning of all the panel. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. On the Papal paper, let me just at least recite 
what I believe are facts on the case as I remember them. This 
project was first raised to me—and I have now remembered the 
date, at a meeting which no one else seems to be able to remember, 
but I have checked and I have found the date of that meeting, and 
I'd like to think my memory hasn't totally disappeared—the meet
ing on February 25th, 1987—1985, excuse me. Later in that day, 
Mr. Gates and I had to see the DCI on another matter—another 
one of my favorite subjects, defense spending—Soviet defense 
spending. And after that I accompanied Mr. Gates back to his 
office. Mr. Gates was puzzled at what the evidence meant that we 
had. In my view he was trying to see how he sorted out his own 
thoughts. I was told then that the Office of Global Issues was going 
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to do, or was doing, a look at the evidence how good a case 
there for the involvement. Not to W a s 

Chairman BOREN. You're talking about the involvement of a 
Soviet Union in the Papal assassination attempt? lfte 

Mr. M A C E A C H I N . Yes, Sir. And it was characterized to me 
let 's see w h a t kind of a case is the re . We had already go n e

 as' 
record as having said t h e r e wasn ' t any case. H e asked me if ? 
could do a paper ourselves on sort of t h e political background 
inside t h e Soviet Union in which such involvement could tak 
place. Such questions as , would t h e political leadership have hadtr 
have known; wha t about t h e liaison tie-ups. Basically, what in th 
Soviet Union as a political, social, moral , s t ruc tu re background for 
such th ings . He asked me, because of t h e sensitivity and the ir,. 
volvement of some sourcing, and also because of t h e political sensi 
t ivity wi th t h e th ing near ly coming to t ra i l and the U.S. Govern" 
m e n t want ing to avoid any leakage which suggests we were having 
a n impact or in any way touching on it, to keep it very close. That 
did not seem to me going in camera . Ear l ie r we were told that 
secret s tudies were u n h e a r d of. I noticed t h a t t h a t was not said 
subsequently. Such th ings a r e hea rd of. 

I went to t h e Chief or t he Branch called t h e Security Issues 
Branch. I t h ink t h a t is t h e senior analys t who was referred to yes
terday. He r n a m e is Kay Oliver. She 's s i t t ing r ight over here. She's 
permi t ted me to use he r name . And she under took that . I'll let her 
tell you t h e res t of it if you w a n t to, bu t apparent ly , the next day 
or so the two papers got merged, and, frankly, I lost track of it. It 
was off my scope then . I t was being managed in another office, and 
I real ly did not know w h a t was evolving. But I t h ink it 's a little bit 
of a n example of t h e problems I've been ta lk ing about to have as
serted, wi thout any qualification or reservat ion, t h a t Bob Gates re
wrote t he key judgment s—tha t Bob Gates rewrote the summary-
t h a t Bob Gates dropped the scope note. To say t h e scope note said 
t h a t t h e paper did not look a t any of t h e evidence for alternatives. 
T h a t t he scope note did not say tha t . The scope note said it did not 
weigh t he a l te rna t ive scenarios. I t weighed all t he evidence. It 
didn't try to make the case for the alternatives. 

I have not been able to see this note that says best balanced and 
most comprehensive. I have not found the word best balanced any
where. My only point is you can't do intelligence this way either, 
and nobody would believe that was a dry run we were going into 
last Wednesday. Nobody thought that was a practice or rehearsal 
for today. That was a very important session. It's at least as impor
tant—maybe almost as important—as a NID or a National Intelli
gence Estimate. And I think facts should be checked, and when 
they are known, when the source is hearsay, it should be identified 
the first time out because the first time out was when it really had 
its impact. 

Running down a few of these other things, I want to take issue 
with Mr. Fuller on one thing. In this memo I drafted in which l 
created—did I wake you up 

Chairman BOREN. There's no disturbance behind you. You may 
continue. We're allowing only intellectual interchange here. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. In the memorandum in which I coined—unfor
tunately coined this word swerve, that problem did not come to my 
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ton until January 1987.1 read about it in the press that there 
at this Memorandum to Holders and it had caused some prob-
waS Then someone, I think in another branch of government, 
lenjs- a n ( j r e minded me or asked me a question about it, and I 

•A\ don't know what's going on, but I'm sure going to find out. I 
J the analyst, who described for me pretty much exactly what 

® ow have as one of the documents that has been released, and 
v°u n, a Cover note for that, and I sent it on to my boss, Mr. Kerr, 
1^° J couldn't do anything about the substance then, but my 
kprn was the process. And I still object to that process. 
C°S i-e NiOs have lots of authority, and they have authority to do 

I writings, and the NIOs disagree amongst themselves and 
t̂h other managers about how much authority that should be. 

nt if you t a ^ e a c o n t r i D u t i ° n fr°m someone and you change that 
tribution, yes, you have the right to do it, but I think that pro-

'0I!iional ethics says you have an obligation to show that person 
Se changes before you show them to everybody else and before 
u call a meeting. So, I'm going to disagree with at least that 

"!i°uch of Mr. Fuller's discussion. 
Some of the other things that have been exhibited I think I'd be 
ore than happy—I hope—I think the Committee has all of them, 

fnd if they haven't, please ask. There's a MiG 21 paper about Nica
ragua in which Mr. Gates, as I recollect, said, well, we haven't 
added anything in the way of evidence. We've given arguments to 
and fro. We just went through that ad nauseam. And there we 
were on this one subject. I just want to point out there was a great 
lesson I had also learned earlier, and that is when I was doing cur
rent intelligence and someone had written a draft of a piece that 
said there's no evidence the Soviets are going to put MiG 21s in 
Nicaragua. And Mr. Casey pointed out to me—somewhat forceful-
ly-that there was an airfield, wasn't there, and didn't that consti
tute some kind of evidence. And so I said all right, after that ladies 
and gentlemen, we were going to not use that term. We are going 
to say we do not see the fuel tanks, the support equipment, the 
ground control, communications that we would expect to see if 
there were MiG 21s going in there in the foreseeable future. By 
1984 I think we had begun to see some of that, and we had report
ed it. 

As far as the Mujahidin paper that's also here. I will leave the 
Committee to judge that. 

But what I think the Committee will really get a picture of is 
look at what is being described and then access the description that 
you've heard. I think if you'd do that, a lot will be solved. 

The new thinking paper, I don't have the foggiest idea what 
that's all about. Some people who think they remember what it's 
all about assure me that I was never shown it. If I was I don't 
know of it, but I am sure whoever—somebody must have it either 
here or in the audience, and I would say, why don't you get that 
and take a look at that and judge. 

Ms. Glaudemans made a remark about an internal memo giving 
them certain instructions as to how they were going to be doing in
telligence. A 1986, I think, memorandum. I think the Committee 
has that. I think I saw it come out of one of the dossiers that ap
peared, and I would hope you'd look at that. I'll have to tell you 
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I've read the version, and I will certainly sign up with the autk 
and not with the person that wrote the marginal comments If J?0r 

makes me a politicize^ I am guilty. ' l«at 

is that supposedly said you can t do that because it'll prove the «J? 
viets aren't good partners in arms control. As I recollect, I was 
of the people, who frankly, was astounded and again, I ask^ 
Soviet colleagues to forgive me on that. It is not easy for me, sir*? 
make these open hearings and then show up in Moscow 2 week 
from now with everyone knowing who I am and asking me q J 
tions about my testimony from the Soviet side, which thev alwLj 
T i _i x _ _.r i. x: ~*. xi n w *-ivz J.- \ tulcaQv 

But I did not believe that they could be so stupid as to pull off 
sham in which if you are going to fake the withdrawal of a uni? 
move on in to pull it out, you move one in that has the kind of 
equipment that's never been in the country, I just couldn't believe 
that they were that stupid. There are other people in SOVAI know 
who felt the same way. As I recollect we were engaged in an inter
nal argument and as soon as we found out and could confirm that 
was what they were doing, I know that one of the people from Mr 
Goodman's former division went down to State Department to pari 
ticipate in a briefing to the public on the matter. 

So, it depends on where you stand. I want to repeat something I 
said at the outset, however, I share the Chairman's comments 
about the sincerity, integrity of the feeling of the people who have 
appeared. And that's why this is so hard for me. We all made the 
mistake of believing too much in our views and our own wisdom 
and we all suffered from the very human flaw of not being able to 
recognize maybe we could be wrong. I have already described one 
case when I know I was wrong, and I would have described the 
other one if I could remember what it was. But I don't right off 
hand. 

And I would like to end this with the note that I started on, that 
what we need here is a professional ethic and I think that the 
people ask me what will Bob Gates do, in the very trying times we 
have ahead for ourselves, when major changes in a major new 
world, I would put that one right, very much at the top of the list 
and I think he will too. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. MacEachin. 
I would ask now if all the members of our panel would come 

back up. Hearing the last comment of Mr. MacEachin reminded 
me of a plaque I used to have that someone sent to me which said, 
"I've been wrong before, when it was the time I once thought I was 
wrong and later found out that I was right after all." I was remind
ed of that in the last comment you made. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, may I commend you on 
behalf of our side of the aisle. I won't make a prolonged statement, 
but I thought as the witnesses come up and adjust themselves, it 
might be appropriate to recognize that I think to a man, we com
mend you on your fairness and your efforts to provide each 
member with an opportunity to express himself fully. I don't thin* 
there will be an unspoken thought after the completion of this 
hearing process. You have made every effort to be fair, allowing ev
eryone to be heard. I think your commitments to us that well 
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ut in joint caucus, a concern we have over other witnesses, 
" j / th ink it should not come as a surprise to any of us that we 
And i j u s t what we asked for—witnesses that we knew in ad-
&e^e

 would have different positions on the nominee. So it 
vanCMn't be any great surprise to any of us. We are getting what 
s nected. 
Wc!fbefore we get too carried away, we should be reminded that 

e going to be hearing from the nominee and the nominee is 
we ̂ oing to have an opportunity to respond, not only to our ques-
ak0 »kut to the witnesses that we have heard from. So I think it is 
ti0nSf>oriate to commend you in the manner that you are attempt-
appfto conduct this hearing, and I think I can say without excep-
ing from our side, that we are most gratified and appreciative of 
1011 fairness and consideration that we have every assurance will 

C°Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. I appreciate those comments very much. Not 
anting to cut off such a worthy expression of opinion however, I 

1 want to turn to the witnesses now. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I was hoping you would do that. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me say I will begin with 15 minutes of 

Questioning. It is my understanding that the Vice Chairman has 
yielded his 15 minutes and his questioning position to Senator 
Rudman, is that correct? , 

Senator MURKOWSKI. That is correct. However, if Senator 
Rudman does not use all of his time, I would appreciate a portion 
being yielded back to me in that order that I may ask a few. 

Chairman BOREN. All right, so Senator Rudman has potentially 
30 minutes. Then we will go to Senator Hollings for 15 minutes, 
and by that time the witnesses will be malnourished if we don't 
allow them to have a break for the lunch hour. 

We will come back in the afternoon at 2:15 and begin with the 
following order: Senator Chafee, Senator DeConcini, Senator 
Warner, Senator D'Amato, Senator Metzenbaum, Senator Gorton, 
Senator Bradley, Senator Danforth, Senator Cranston, and Senator 
Nunn. 

As I have indicated, we will have a meeting off the floor between 
4:00 and 5:00 as these votes are taking place to discuss our sched
ule. While the Chair cannot be here at 5:00,1 will arrange for us go 
ahead. If we have not completed all of the questions at that time, 
since I say at least two of the witnesses, with opposing points of 
view, have requested that we try to get through with them so that 
they can return home sometime this evening. 

At 6:00 o'clock we will then know if we need to come back at 
7:30. That is the schedule and we will begin our questioning at this 
time. 

I would remind all of you who have testified that you are still 
under oath from your previously being sworn either yesterday or 
earlier today. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask you if there is 
going to be a staff person responsible for keeping time? 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. . 
Let me first turn to Mr. MacEachin. You have described in your 

testimony just a moment ago this view that there had been politici-
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zation. Ms. Glaudemans in her testimony mentions that there * 
a legacy of politicization that lives on in SOVA even after the H 
parture of Mr. Gates from the scene. I wonder if you think th 
there are these perception problems. As you reflect about it, wua[ 
do you think can be done about it? 

We will just have to share microphones here. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, Senator, I am not in that office anymo 

so what I am telling you—I mean my only knowledge is hearsf 
and what the people have said here—so I can't testify as to ev/ 
who particularly down there holds those views the most. I 0 
know that what I have heard from the witnesses here. 

What can be done about them? As I said, this is the most trou-
bling, most disturbing, most serious issue for me, and I think that 
it's a matter of doing something which I think goes by the exprès-
sion bottoming out. We have to say however it got there, let's stop 
now trying to blame who put it there. Let's have the managers stop 
talking about the whining analysts, and the analysts talking about 
the bully managers. Let's get standard of conduct in which we go 
about our business and let's have that professional ethics specifical-
ly, explicitly eschew the concept of wrong headedness. Incompe
tence, stupidity, sloth—all those are legitimate sins that you can 
complain about. But wrong headedness as a term to talk about an 
ideological slant is just not to be there. And we have to have a per
sonnel system where we look for the intellectual toughness and the 
professional ethic. 

I have speculated to some who think I am nuts that we have got 
to do more than just check the academic credentials and the IQ 
and then put people through a polygraph test to check whatever it 
is, I am not sure—I hadn't made the office of security mad at me 
yet, Mr. Chairman, so I thought I would go ahead and fill outr-but 
we have to make a judgment as to these people. We put them in a 
3-year sort of trial employment period. One of the things we have 
to be evaluating is how they can manage to live with and conduct 
themselves according to that professionally. Because I just think 
that we have allowed this thing to fester too long now. The danger 
is, the perception is almost as bad as the real thing and the percep
tion can cause the real thing. 

Chairman BOREN. Listening to you and also listening to Mr. 
Fuller try to describe what the appropriate role of management is 
has been very interesting to me. I certainly think back to the time 
when I was a 33-year-old governor and I mainly tried to hire people 
based upon resumes. I later learned and I would say not that re
sumes are still important, but if there is any quality I look for now 
it's balance and judgment as opposed to just academic knowledge. 
That's based upon 17 years of experience, some of it through pain
ful mistakes and learning from them. 

I want to go back over this because I think it is something we 
need to think about. You both indicated that there is a danger that 
if we had a process that merely relied upon the judgment of ana
lysts, particularly people who have dealt with fewer numbers 01 
cases and issues than those, say, who have been in the agency 25 or 
30 years such as you, Mr. Ford, Mr. Fuller, Mr. Goodman and 
others might have, that there is danger in that. Because there 
comes a time in which, as I think Mr. Fuller said, you learn from 
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j - g on an embassy roof that 's on fire in Kabul, there is a cer-
s • ïnerience tha t comes from some of this. 
taj1 S g ^ p g that those people in the upper echelons of the Agency 

K the best intuitions and the best judgment based upon their ex-
• nee are in positions of supervisory authority over analysts or 

^ o f f i c e r s in the operation side with less experience who may 
case forWard with very strong and honest views. How do you 
c0îalt that management without being so heavy handed in it, or 
8886 eying to peopole to stop coming forward with honest but differ-

*? amlïoing to ask you tha t question, then I am also going to tu rn 
, Mr Fuller and ask him tha t question. 

Mr MACEACHIN. I was just checking to find out what my record 
on this if I had been heavy handed, and I am sure I wasn't. 

W Well I have actually been criticized sometimes by—I have to say, 
Mr Chairman, my views are not shared widely in my organization, 

vou may want to bet other witnesses up here, more senior, to—I 
£VP been criticized for what is called the locker room approach. I 
till like it I think tha t a branch chief is what I call a playing 

Vnarh a playing manager. I think the branch chiefs should have a 
vprv close hands-on mentor-type relationship with the analysts. I 
think that when senior management wades in, senior management 
Luld make sure tha t you don't attack an analyst, or go after an 
analvst sav I as an office director without the branch chief, or divi-
fon chief are or both are there. Or if I am, I want it to be a pretty 
romolimentary, not a—I think we live in a publish or perish world, 
Mr Chairman, and I also disagree with that . Where the score card 
on the hard cover publications sometimes, I think, outweighs—1 
think we put the analyst in a terrible position. It s publish, or your 
career doesn't advance. And when an analyst gets a paper rejected, 
that's a serious blow. Not just to ego, but they start to think about 
careers And it is not too hard to see how perceptions of base mo
tives can start to appear. Managers can present themselves tha t 

W&And I certainly don't want to point myself out as perfect. I have 
made my share of mistakes and hur t an awful lot of—I have had 
enough criticism that hopefully I've learned from my mistakes But 
one thing, again, I say is tha t you have to find a way to instill con
fidence in them. You know, I don't see it wrong for a manager to 
say look you're not telling me this just because you know it suits 
me do you? I mean, I think managers should develop suspicion. 
Wait a minute, this squares exactly with my view, wait a minute 
what's going on here? You know, I mean you have to—but only it 
we continue to be conscious of that . . 

So, I wish there was an easy answer sir. I think you have already 
given, it's judgment, it 's character, it 's experience, it s learning. 

Chairman BOREN. I'll tu rn to Mr. Fuller in a minute as I have a 
couple of other questons for him, but in the closing end of your tes
timony, you made some comments about the study on the Fapal as
sassination. Mr. Goodman had indicated in his testimony the study 
was prepared in camera, I think tha t is the word tha t was used, in 
camera. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 1 0 
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Chairman BOREN. And that Mr. Gates personally re-wrote 
tions of the summary and key judgments to strengthen the cas/f0 

Soviet involvement. I believe you indicated at the end of your st t 
ments that you felt that that was not accurate. I would like to h 
you re-state again why you feel that was not accurate and also th* 
basis for your own information as to why that was not accurate 'f 
that indeed is your position? ' ** 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I do not know, until it was described to me 
few days ago, anything other than that the key judgments and 
summary had been a focus of some criticism in the so-called Cow 
Report, which I understand is now fully released, and so I didn'î 
know who had wrote them. My first criticism of, frankly of M 
Goodman, was that he made those assertions and he, to do that h 
must have been privy to some information none of the rest of n! 
had at the time, because we couldn't have made those assertions 
According to what I have now been told, and I'll use his name 
Lance Haas, who was the branch chief—I have to explain again 
most of that paper—the paper on the—the part of the paper that 
dealt with the assassination attempt itself and all the evidence was 
done by the Office of Global Issues and the Analyst's name was 
Elizabeth Seger, who is not here now, but I think is available. And 
Ms. Oliver drafted sort of the Soviet background section. 

Chairman BOREN. The key section that's in controversy? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. NO, I think the controversial section is the 

other section. And we did do a draft scope note on our paper. And I 
did not know what happened to that scope note. What she tells me, 
and she can back this up, is that when they decided to blend the 
two papers together, she was at least satisfied that the part she 
had done had at least rasied the questions enough. It hadn't just 
given all the evidence to one side, but had raised the concerns, the 
Soviet incentives, but then they had some disincentives. So when 
the decison was made to remove the scope note, that it didn't con
cern her, she was satisfied with that. 

But I say, as I have been told—what I have been told by the 
people who claim to have written the summary and written the 
key judgments is that Mr. Gates did not do what he was alleged to 
have done. And also that it was not Mr. Gates that removed the 
scope note and all the participants have told me that. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me turn to Mr. Fuller just for a couple of 
questions. I'll go into the factual questions here since my time is 
limited rather than going back over the question I just asked Mr. 
MacEachin. 

In your prior interview with the staff of this Committee, you con
firmed that prior to the coordination meeting on the 1985 Memo to 
Holders you drafted concerning potential Soviet in-roads into Iran 
that differed sharply from the language drafted by the SO VA ana
lyst. Is that correct? 

Mr. FULLER. Sir, I think the focus of my concern was what open
ings, potential possibilities and opportunities the Soviet Union 
would have in Iran in the event of a collapse of power there, which 
was a widely considered possibility. That was the major thrust of 
almost all of my analysis. I disagree with nothing that Mrs. Glau-
demans has presented here today as to the evidence as to why the 
Soviets would find it difficult to take major action. My major con-
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was in the event of collapse of Iran, would the Soviets shrink 
CCr?hat point from action. And that's—it is on that in which I 

j yŷv case 
rerhairman BOREN. Right. Well, you indicated that there was a 

nz disagreement between yourself and the SOVA representa-
S^r° at least in one of the meetings where there was a discussion of 
this paper-

Mr. FULLER. Yes, yes. ^ 
Chairman BOREN [continuing]. And that you invoked, or may 
ve invoked, Mr. Gates' name, stating he felt your position should 

S included in this memo. Is that correct? 
Mr FULLER. NO sir. I was more blunt than that, I am afraid. 

TTrst of all let me say Mr. MacEachin criticized me for not having 
lia rourtesy to show my changes in advance to the analyst whose 
oncniaee I had changed. I fully accept Mr. MacEachin's criticism 
• that regard. I did not fulfill that professional courtesy and 
ShOn the Vother hand, we did have considerable discussion at the 
meeting between saying, yes I understand all your concerns about 
whv the Soviets are not in a good position in Iran today, but I am 
T^nff if the regime does move towards disintegration as so many 
ore concerned with, would they then move to take advantage of it. 
And at that point I said I felt those points had not been made 
clearly And I did say at some point, you're all welcome to take this 
UD the line for further debate but we have to close the debate out 
here now after however much time we had spent on it, and 1 did 
say that Mr. Gates had seen and also the NIO for the Soviet Union, 
had seen my draft and had agreed with me. 

That was a form of hard ball, and I apologize for it if it was 
meant to have a chilling influence, but in fact that was the case. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, for our evaluation of Mr. Gates role in 
this I think this is extremely important because we have heard 
Ms.Glaudemans indicate that Mr. Gates' name was invoked at cer
tain times giving certain appearances. 

Mr. FULLER. Yes. . , . , 
Chairman BOREN. Did Mr. Gates ask you to invoke his name at 

this meeting? 
Mr. FULLER. NO, he did not. . . 
Chairman BOREN. Was he aware of the fact that you invoked his 

name at this meeting? , T j^„>x 
Mr. FULLER. I don't know, sir, frankly, as to whether I dont 

recall as to whether he would. But in any case he> was- i t was not 
his-he would not have normally intervened at that point unless 
his own people through the DI channels had come to h m a n d w d 
we feel that we didn't get a fair hearing from Fuller at the meet
ing. So that was why I went to Gates. 

Not so much to get his permission-I didn't need his permission. 
It was to say, look I have taken this action, you may get some com
plaints from people on your side. This is to let you know that the 
problem may be coming up. 

He did not tell me to say, tell them that is my view. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU were bolstering your own case by citing 

people that agreed with you? 
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Mr. FULLER. At the end I was, sir. I recognized there was a 
tain hard ball element in quoting him at the end, but this \»T 
after we had had considerable discussion of the facts and virtue*? ** 
the case. 0 r 

Chairman BOREN. Again I go back to my own experience as Go 
ernor, having sometimes found that agency heads did somethirT 
and later I would call and say why did you do that. They woulH 
say, well somebody on your staff indicated you wanted somethin 
done tha t maybe I didn't know about or if I wanted it done, I didn? 
want it done tha t way. l 

So I think it is very important because we are trying to isolate 
what Mr. Gates did. Now in terms of his conversation with you 
when he said, you know I agree with the approach that you are 
taking, or I agree tha t this warning should be included, did he indi 
cate to you tha t he wanted to go down to tha t meeting and make 
sure that it gets in that way? 

Mr. FULLER. N O sir, he did not. It would have been inappropriate 
for him to tell me what I should put into tha t meeting. I informed 
him simply as a courtesy in saying, look Bob, I have received some
thing from SOVA analysts, I don't like it, I have re-written it, this 
is what it is, and I'm letting you know that you may be hearing 
from SOVA about their discontents on this. But here it is and I 
left. 

He did not tell me, you know, go back down there, that 's my po
sition or express it. 

Chairman BOREN. In retrospect, do you think that the manner in 
which you cited Mr. Gates' agreement with you could have been 
taken by others as an intimidating or hard-ball tactic? 

Mr. FULLER. Yes sir, I do. I do. I think it perhaps would have 
been much wiser for me to have allowed them to pursue it through 
their own channels and found out however the chief of SOVA or 
Bob Gates himself would have then adjudicated it. Rather than 
telling them in advance. I think that was not wise on my part. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me ask one last question, Mr. Ford, While 
I have questions for all of the witnesses, obviously we are trying to 
go through as quickly as we can. 

Mr. Ford, in your testimony that you gave to us in both open and 
closed session, I gather tha t you said in terms of your personal 
interaction on the NIC with Mr. Gates, tha t you didn't feel that 
there had been anything improper in terms of his pressuring you 
personally or others in your presence? 

Mr. FORD. That 's correct. 
Chairman BOREN. That your own personal experience was not a 

negative one with him which I think you said is what made your 
testimony more difficult. 

Mr. FORD. That 's correct; yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. In your first interviews with the staff, there 

was no indication tha t you were in opposition to the nomination. I 
think, in fact, there was an indication tha t you leaned toward the 
nomination or at least were neutral on it. You've now reached the 
conclusion that Mr. Gates should not be confirmed, which you 
stated in a very eloquent way and certainly in keeping with your 
personal integrity and reputation, in a very careful way. 
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Tf t was not your personal experience with Mr. Gates—in other 
L his ever having said to you cook the books in one way or 

Wther or if you had not observed his saying this to someone else, 
Uving someone else or pressuring them, what was it that caused 

to change your view? You mentioned Mr. Polgar's testimony 
y°4 o u mentioned at re-looking at the record yourself. I gather it's 
f e d upon your reading of the record and conversations with 
Jhers that has changed your basic view. 
Mr FORD. Yes, Sir. When I met with the staff—now some weeks 
o_j did not support his candidacy nor did I mean to; I think 
utral is the better word. And as I recall what I said was that my 

ne
rsonal experience, I had never been pressured by him to take 

[his that or the other view and to my—and as I repeated in my 
em'arks here yesterday, in the short where he was my immediate 
Mipervisor in the NIC, finally when I was Acting Chairman of the 
NIC nothing during those months would come under the heading 
of in any way improperly intervening or skewing intelligence. 

Why did I change my mind? One, because I began to do some re
search looking at the record. My attention was called to the 1985 
Iran Estimate. I re-read that. I read the subsequent ones. I also had 
said to the staff that although my personal experience had been as 
I have described, that nonetheless over the years all kinds of 
people, largely from the DDI whose ability and character I respect 
had given me all kinds of stories of very unprofessional conduct 
and of rather dreary consequences. I purposely pursued this latter 
kind of thing in the intervening time. Some of the documents that 
have been made available have had a big effect upon me. Tracing 
Mr. Gates and the 1985 Estimate 

Chairman BOREN. The Iran Estimate. 
Mr. FORD. The Iran Estimate. And, as I said yesterday, when he 

testified to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in January 
1987 at a time when the Iran-Contra things had become a crisis 
publicly, his estimate to them as to what the situation was of the 
Soviet threat was similar to what the 1985 Estimate had been, 
which was, as I said yesterday, not an Estimate in the traditional 
sense, but a worst-case Estimate. The Soviets might do this. Also, 
in the intervening time, more of my colleagues have come to me— 
not at my initiative, but at their's—and its's a combination of these 
things that have led me with, as I've said, great pain to come down 
on the side that I feel that he should not be confirmed. 

I was guilty of a great intelligence error myself speaking person
ally. I did not think he would be re-nominated. I was wrong on 
that. I think this state to which we have come today, and I share 
the views of others, that this is not a happy thing to be talking 
about all these things in public, and that it was not our intent 
when we met with the Committee last week. I'm sure we would 
have all preferred that it not be made public. But, I simply feel 
that in short, as you said a moment ago, not credentials or not re
sumes, but judgment. 

Chairman BOREN. Judgment. 
Mr. FORD. And it seems to me that Mr. Gates has been responsi

ble for two things. One, for some of the difficult situations that 
have existed in the DDI and especially in the SOVA. And here I 
would make what I think is an important distinction, that with the 
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possible exception of the 1985 Iran Estimate, and maybe to som 
extent the earlier Estimate in 1981 on International Communism T 
am not aware of any kind of instance during that time where ' 
my view Mr. Gates improperly put pressure on the NIC. Arid 
anyone who has had experience there, I think would have a simila 
view. Those who have had more experience in the DDI, and esnJ 
cially in the SOVA, but not confined to the SOVA, would hav 
quite a different story. 

Another part of that is that I agree with my colleagues Larrv 
and others—that his conduct had always been perfectly proper on 
military and strategic matters—in fact, very helpful. But in these 
other areas of Soviet politics and Soviets in the Third World ] 
think it's been quite otherwise. Though there's one reason I think 
that brought me down on this side was I think that he had been 
responsible for much of the milieu that has been described by some 
of the witnesses. 

The second reason is that as you've said, we need someone of 
good judgment. On his analytic judgment, this question since 1985 
of whether the USSR, there has not been a more important ques
tion for the whole United States policy and in intelligence than 
that, and Bob seemed so struck with his earlier views, that it was 
very difficult for him to come off that, and I think that the Ameri
can people did not—or the American government did not get suffi
cient warning. Therefore, if a lot of things need fixing at CIA—and 
I agree wholly with Doug that they do—I don't think that he's the 
man to fix them. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, I appreciate the testimony of all three of 
you, and the other three of you I haven't had a chance to question. 
As I say, this is a task we take on. It is a measurement of judg
ment, a measurement of maturity and readiness for a post that 
will be the final yardstick by which we must try to reach a decision 
here on this Committee. 

I turn now to Senator Rudman and then we will have Senator 
Hollings. We will go a little past 1:00, and I apologize to you for 
that. But I'd like to at least get these two rounds of questioning out 
of the way before we break. 

Senator Rudman. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and let 

me also thank the panel. I think although there has been some 
damage sustained, I think the Agency and the people within it are 
strong enough to sustain it and I think probably this has been a 
healthy experience—although I'm sure unpleasant and painful. 

Mr. Ford, I have just one very brief follow up question to the line 
of questioning of the Chairman. My understanding from your testi
mony is that you had nothing but basically good experiences with 
Bob Gates from your own personal knowledge. You were with him 
in a place where I would suppose if there was any tendency for the 
kind of thing he's been accused of, you would have seen some evi
dence. You did not, by your own testimony, see any. And, then as a 
seasoned veteran of this Agency looking at documents and listen
ing to testimony, you changed your mind and decided to oppose Mr. 
Gates. I guess that's your testimony. 

Mr. FORD. Yes, Sir. 
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Senator RUDMAN. I have a fundamental question since you are 
analyst of some standing. Did you talk to Mr. Gates in the last 

f1
 r weeks? Did you go to Bob Gates, who you've known for a long 

• e and say, "Bob, I am very troubled by things, and I want to 
vî'ar your side of these accusations?" 

Mr FORD. I didn't go to Mr. Gates. I didn't go to anyone, Sir, 
vreot my own conscience. 
Senator RUDMAN. Well, with all due respect, Mr. Ford, we've just 

, ~lj testimony from Mr. Fuller—testimony which you partially 
lied upon to form your opinion of Mr. Gates. Mr. Fuller totally 

has refuted Mr. Goodman' statement on that Iranian Estimate. 
You relied on Mr. Goodman's statement, and I can understand you 

lving on it. But it would seem that the basic element of fairness 
r? an analyst hearing hearsay charges raised against Mr. Gates— 
nd some may be true—would have been to go to this gentlemen 

!md said, "Bob, I've known you a long time. You've been appointed 
m head this Agency. I now have serious problems because of a, b, c, 
and d, and would you give me your side of that story?" Is there 
some analytical reason you didn't want to do that? 

Mr. FORD. I don't accept your premises, Senator. 
Senator RUDMAN. That that's good analysis? 
Mr FORD. First, that it's not all hearsay. Secondly, you have 

made a theoretical case for what someone might have done in a 
certain situation. I did not go public with any of this. I went to the 
Committee in closed session, and your staff will tell you that even 
there I was hesitant to speak, and I considered asking the room to 
be thinned down. These 

Senator RUDMAN. That would have been a good idea. 
Mr FORD [continuing]. These come out of experience and these 

come out of listening to people—hearsay, okay—some of it. But 
these are people of great stature whom I've known and respected. 
That's my answer. I saw no need to go to Mr. Gates. 

Senator RUDMAN. Fine. I accept it. I would just respond to you 
that I think in a similar situation when dealing with someone I 
had worked with for years and had a high regard for, if I were to 
take a contrary view against him—public or private—I would at 
least like to hear their side. I think that's elementally fair, but 1 
accept your answer. 

Mr Fuller, I just want to make sure that I m correct on one 
point. Mr. Goodman testified that the CIA provided Estimates that 
were—and I'm quoting from the record: "at variance with the 
views of the entire Intelligence Community, especially with regard 
to the existence of moderate factions in Iran wanting contacts with 
the United States." Reading those analyses, it is my impression 
that the CIA analysis at that time—including yours—stated that 
there were no Iranians who then desired better relations with the 
United States. You suggested that we ought to see if there could be 
some found, and Mr. Goodman's statement that you said there 
were such groups would be factually incorrect, based on that esti
mate. Am I correct on that? . . 

Mr. FULLER. That is correct, Sir. I don t think anyone in any ot 
our estimative work said that there were groups that would talk to 
the United States. On the contrary, the Estimates explicitly said 
that the U S had no foothold and would not be able to gam toot-
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hold. In terms of moderates, the Estimates all clearly stated th 
there was a spectrum of belief. In that very same Estimate th 
were talking about, there was a categorization of key lead 
within Iran that divided them up into pragmatists, radicals c ^ 
servatives and ultra-conservatives. ' °n" 

Senator RUDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. FULLER. It's not a pretty spectrum of a broad, liberal vie 

but it does suggest there were major divisions among them as T 
any group, in any country, in any organization in the world. ' 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Fuller, I want to make sure that I am cor 
rect on this: that to characterize your intelligence estimates & 
being a basis for believing there were moderates in Iran is totalk 
incorrect. * 

Mr. FULLER. I think that is incorrect, Yes sir. 
Senator RUDMAN. And one need only read it. 
Mr. GOODMAN. May I make a comment? 
Senator RUDMAN. In a moment Mr. Goodman, I have got 30 min

utes and I just want to set forth some factual differences here. 
Mr. GOODMAN. There is a factual problem with your description 

of my remarks and I would just like to make a correction for the 
record. 

Senator RUDMAN. Fine. I will submit the record of the Commit
tee because I have it in front of me. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I never stated and I never intended to state that 
my problem with the '85 estimate was over the issue of moderates 
in Iran and their interest in contacts with the United States. 

My problem with the 1985 estimate was over the Soviet position 
in Iran, the Soviet objective in Iran. My problem with whether or 
not there were moderates in Iran and whether there was a moder
ate faction in Iran was over the work being done by George Cave 
and Charlie Allen. And there I have made very strong assertions. 

Senator RUDMAN. I am going to get there, Mr. Goodman. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I just want to say to my good colleague, Mr. 

Fuller, that I don't think I ever introduced that into the record and 
I respect his intelligence on Iran. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Goodman, I will ask the Committee to 
refer to the closed session testimony, the interview notes with the 
staff that is the basis for your testimony, and your testimony yes
terday, and the record will speak for itself. 

Mr. Goodman, you had an interview with this Committee staff 
which was the foundation of the appearance of each of these wit
nesses. We have as the Chairman described, a very professional 
staff, I think you would agree on that. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes sir. 
Senator RUDMAN. And they take very careful notes. One of the 

charges that you made was very disturbing to many of us for obvi
ous reasons. It was—and I will use quotations here around some of 
your words—that "Gates delayed the release of information on the 
Soviet destruction of the Korean Airliner KAL-007 in order to 
allow an inaccurate opinion to form concerning Soviet confusion of 
the aircraft's identity." 

You did not repeat that allegation last Thursday, or today, before 
the Committee. Can you tell me why? 
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vf GOODMAN. Yes. And let me make one point about the min-
for the record. The Committee contacted me, I did not contact 

^Committee. ^ n ( j w h e n I was contacted by the Committee, the 
^ rtstanding was that I would come in informally, because they 

w I had access to a lot of information about what was involved 
klïh ooliticization at the CIA. I came in without notes. I came in 
^thout any statement. I did not know there would be a memoran-
A for the record. I never saw a memorandum for the record. I 

ver signed a memorandum for the record. 
Senator RUDMAN. Did you make the charge? 
Mr GOODMAN. Pardon. 
Senator RUDMAN. Did you make that charge/ 
Mr GOODMAN. I am coming to that charge. 
Senator RUDMAN. Thank you. 
Mr GOODMAN. In that conversation, I was told that they were 

inking into politicization and they wanted to know what I knew 
hnut these issues. And I went over a series of issues. As many as 

T Some of those charges were first hand. Some of those charges 
ipre second hand. The comments I made about KAL-007 were 
haid on remarks that were made to me by Craig Chellis who was 
working on the problem at the time and telling me how difficult it 
was to get the message out with regard to our knowledge of what 
fhT Soviet target was and what the Soviets believed thay were 
Sooting at in the KAL-007 disaster. And I decided that given what 
was going to happen in this kind of discussion, I would stick to 
either first hand or second hand evidence where I have learned 
subsequently my remark's have been corroborated by analyst s 
statements and memos for the record that I had no knowledge of at 
the time I made my statements. » , ^ ; 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, in fact, Mr. Goodman, the statement that 
the staff prepared noted that you charged Gates with delay of the 
release of information; you were then told by the staff—in what 1 
thought was a very generous mood—that they had absolutely con
tradictory evidence and told you about that evidence. You then did 
not repeat that charge. , 

Mr GOODMAN. But I made it clear that that was hearsay—I tried 
to categorize my remarks in terms of first hand, second hand, hear
say. I don't intend to deal in hearsay. I know my vulnerability on 

Senator RUDMAN. I do not think, Mr. Goodman, with all due re
spect, having read the minutes and read the closed session, that 
you were very careful in characterizing for this Committee what 
was hearsay. I am going to get to one of those issues m just a 
moment. Some of this has been very damaging to how we: leel 
about this nomination. We are concerned about some ot these 
charges. We take all of you as serious people and listen carefully to 
what you say. I do say that considering your analytical back
ground, I think you owe us some obligation for care inhow you 
elicit evidence and to give us the status of that evidence. My under
standing of analysis is that it's opinion based on evidence. And the 
kind of evidence of course is very important. 

I am going to get to another item, which frankly was the most 
disturbing to me of anything that you said in that closed session. 1 
did not know you, and I took you at face value. In fact I do know ot 
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you of your excellent reputation at the National War College f 
several people. So I certainly had no adverse opinions. 0l11 

But the thing that concerned me the most during that verv 
mentous evening is your statement as follows. You were tall?0" 
about William Webster, and this is quoting from the record «! 8 

testimony: ' hW°rn 
Senator METZENBAUM. Which momentous evening Warro„ 

you talking about? ë r e n ' are 
Senator RUDMAN. There is only one I can remember, and not th 

one in which you and I had a discussion, Howard. It was the one • 
the closed session. ln 

Senator METZENBAUM. Okay, all right. 
Senator RUDMAN. YOU said, "I consider Webster a man of great 

integrity and I can explain Webster's attitude toward what w» 
going on in the CIA if I am asked. William Webster was quitf 
aware, I believe, that the CIA was being politicized. He brought 
with him to the CIA, two young men from the FBI. One was a 
lawyer, Mark Matthews, the other one may have been a lawyer 
too, I don't know. The important thing is that they were told—thev 
were told—declarative statement, Mr. Goodman—they were told 
very quietly to go out through the CIA and they were told to mal™ 
sure that Bob Gates didn't know this." 

Mr. Goodman, when you said that the hackles and the goose 
bumps raised on me because if that was true, I had a problem with 
this nomination. You said that you believed that Judge Webster is 
a man of integrity. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I believe that Judge Webster is a man of out
standing integrity. 

Senator RUDMAN. HOW did you know what was said? Did you 
know it from first-hand knowledge? Did someone who was privy to 
that information firsthand tell you that—and I am not talking 
about Ms. Glaudemans meeting with that lawyer? I am talking 
about what was inside Bill Webster's head when he withheld 
things from Gates. How do you know that? 

Mr. GOODMAN. In 1987, I received a phone call from Mark Mat
thews, who was a young lawyer who came over to the building with 
Judge Webster. He told me he was looking into issues of politiciza-
tion and wanted to know if we could meet. And I said I would be 
perfectly free to do so. 

He said that he was looking into issues of politicization at the 
behest of Judge Webster. I had already known at that time that at 
least one analyst had had a long conversation with Mark Matthews 
about politicization, particularly the National Intelligence Estimate 
dealing with international terrorism. At that meeting, I also knew 
that both the analysts and Mark Matthews were very concerned 
about whether or not Bob Gates, who had an adjoining office, on 
the 7th Floor with Judge Webster, would know about that meeting. 
And some caution was taken with regard to the analyst arriving 
and leaving after that session. 

Senator RUDMAN. Were you told that Gates was being shut out of 
this by Matthews? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I was told that he was being shut out of it and I 
was also told that by someone on the IG staff 

Senator RUDMAN. Who told you that? Mr. Matthews? 



293 

Mr GOODMAN. It was told—I beg your pardon, in terms of the 

mSenator RUDMAN. Who told you that Gates was being shut out? 
\fr GOODMAN. I was—the impression I got that he was shut out 
is over what I was told about how the meeting was handled. Sort 

Senator RUDMAN. But you weren't told that he was shut out? 
That is your impression? 

Mr GOODMAN. I got the strong impression that it shouldn't be 
seen that this analyst was talking to Mark Matthews about a sensi-
tlV

T
e
a\s0 know that a special IG study was being done of the report-

né on Nicaragua. And that Judge Webster had gotten an oral 
hnefing of that report. I was also told by someone on the IG staff 
that there were written reports on some of these charges and oral 
reoorts that only Judge Webster was to receive. 

Iwas also told that Mark Matthews was confident that Judge 
Webster got the IG report in a face-to-face basis without Bob Gates 
in the room. 

Senator RUDMAN. Who told you that.' 
Mr GOODMAN. That was told to me by an analyst. 
Senator RUDMAN. All right, Well, let me just respond then, be

cause I don't want to go on about this. 
Mr. GOODMAN. OK, I am sorry. 
Senator RUDMAN. I ask each Member of this Committee to read 

with care Thursday nights transcript, because I have only quoted a 
small section from it. The manner in which it was delivered cannot 
be preserved, because we don't televise our proceedings. We all 
have a history of knowing how to present things, but let the record, 
cold black and white type speak for itself, particularly about the 
investigation. It was being kept from Gates; and I had a strong feel
ing that night; I went home very disturbed, very disturbed. 

I called Bill Webster on his first day in private life. He said I 
really need this telephone call. I said, "Bill, I don t know what the 
facts are, but I am sending you down an unclassified statement 
made about something you did. I want your answer. I don t know 
what the answer is. And I want you to check with anybody on your 
staff to make sure that your recollection is correct And Bill, it 
may be necessary for you to come before before the Senate Intelli
gence Committee and testify." And he said, "Well of course, if I am 
asked I will." And if anyone on this Committee would like to hear 
him testify, based on a long conversation I had with him alter re
ceiving his letter, I would be delighted. I don't think it is necessary, 
I don't think anybody will challenge the veracity of what William 
Webster writes in the letter. 

I do not intend to introduce it into the record at this time. 
Let me read you the letter, Mr. Goodman. It is dated September 

27th. And my letter to him was straightforward. Enclosed is a tran
script. Your comments, period. 

This is in response to your inquiry concerning: m>'recollectionof,«*£in *"«Ç; 
tions made by witnesses during testimony taken by the Senate f g f f t O o m m t g * ^ 
Intelligence on September 25, 1991. A routine inspection the OT f Soviet 
Analysis was conducted in 1988 and reached my office on June 26th 1988 It con 
tainea two recommendations designed to improve the quality and flow of intelli 
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gence, both of which were improved. I did not commission any other study 0 
subject of SOVA intelligence production and analysis nor did I authorize an* 
working for me to investigate the allegations of politicization of analysis outsiH y??e 

Inspector General process. a e "te 
Moreover, everything that I saw was submitted contemporaneously to my Den 

Robert Gates. No one was ever at any time instructed to keep any informatio 
the fact of any activity from him. I have discussed this matter with the indiviH °̂  
who was my special assistant from the time I became DCI in 1987 until shortly aft 
the Inspector General's report was submitted. ^ r 

He advises that he had listened to complaints from two junior analysts in «, 
SOVA division, but had not reported this to me in view of the Inspector Gêner v 
report which addressed the subject matter. That report concluded that the ner? 
tion of politicization was a problem within the Division but the inspectors hadfon ^ 
no convicing evidence that it was in fact occurring. ^ d 

During the two years that he served as Deputy Director of Central Intellieenr 
Mr. Gates fully supported my policy of reflecting divergent or alternative views n 
significant subjects in ways in which those differences would be readily aDDaronf * 
the readers of the finished intelligence. PParentto 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. WEBSTER. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Would my colleague from New Hamp
shire think it might be appropriate to ask Mr. Matthews, whose 
name has been used here? 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Matthews has been talked to. There is a 
Committee report on it, and if my colleague wants it, I'm sure the 
staff will get it for him. I don't want to quote Matthews. I don't 
want to testify here; I want to ask questions. But it's available as 
to your question. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Shouldn't he be brought in to testify here? 
Senator RUDMAN. The Senator has the privilege to bring in any

body he wants to. I think when you look at the staff report you 
may not want to bring him in. 

Now let me ask you, Mr. Goodman, we're all human. You made a 
very strong statement, this totally rebuts it. Are you now willing to 
say that we will correct the record on your allegation in closed ses
sion? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I think I have to be fair to myself. 
Senator RUDMAN. Please do. 
Mr. GOODMAN. And I still have the strong feeling that Judge 

Webster was concerned about the issue of politicization and the 
conversation that Mark Matthew had with at least one senior ana
lyst over the international terrorism estimate, suggested that Mark 
Matthews was gathering information for that purpose. And I think 
the 

Senator RUDMAN. YOU think that William Webster had a "strong 
feeling." I'm asking you, in light of that letter, would you like to 
correct the record as to your allegation that there was a secret in
quiry, that it was directed at Bob Gates, that it was withheld from 
Bob Gates. And the whole thrust of your testimony in that closed 
session on Thursday evening convinced me that if you were right, 
Bob Gates shouldn't be confirmed. And I think it convinced some 
other people as well. Now you tell me, were you right or were you 
wrong based on that letter from the former Director of the CIA, 
the former Director of the FBI, a man who is held in incredible 
esteem in this community. You tell me, were you right or is he 
right? 
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Mr GOODMAN. I continue to believe—I agree with your charac-
ization of Judge Webster, but I still feel that I have my views 

^hôut Webster's concerns. Now my views are certainly susceptible 
10Senator RUDMAN. They're not susceptible to challenge, Mr. Good-

n* they're susceptible to rebuttal as far as I'm concerned. Quite 
frankly, if t n a t i s t n e character of your analysis generally, I'm 
mazed'. Because you have just been presented with incontrovert

ible evidence that a statement you made, under oath—believing it 
as true, I'll give you that—is false. And you will not now state to 

ïjs Committee that you were wrong. And I'm disappointed frank-
iv but I'll go on to something else. 

Mr Goodman, you accused Mr. Gates of suppressing analysts 
with whom he disagreed on whether or not the Soviets would send 
MIG aircraft to Nicaragua. And you quoted that "lead with the 
chin" quote. I think it's important, if you haven't looked at it re
cently, that you see what he said to you. Because I don't read it in 
the same way you gave it to this Committee. 

He said "The truth of the matter is, we just don t know whether 
thev will send the MIGs, and I think it is unhelpfully leading with 
our chin to make a prediction when we really don't have anything 
to eo on Finally, I just don't find the analysis very rigorous or per
suasive Don't get me wrong. The bottom line of the memo that the 
Soviets will not be sending the MIGs in the foreseeable future may 
well be true. In fact I may lean in that direction in my own mind. I 
simply do not find the paper to be a significant contribution beyond 
what is already been provided to the policymakers." 

Isn't that a careful manager saying, "Before we send this down 
to the President of the United States, I don't think we ought to 
lead with our chin because we really don't know." That s not anal
ysis, Mr. Goodman, that's a guess. You don't know what s in any
body's mind, and he didn't want to lead with his chin although he 
agreed with you. Don't you think you've mischaractenzed what he 
did there*^ 

Mr GOODMAN. Well, in terms of the issue of MIGs to Nicaragua, 
I think you have to characterize the memo that we ve prepared, 
one that looked at the evidence on both sides. We looked at all the 
theses. We looked at alternative judgments. We did make a conclu
sion. I think people were uncomfortable with the conclusion. 

I think one of my basic arguments is there was a double stand
ard in the Agency. If you made one kind of assertion with regard to 
something the Soviets might not do, whether they were going to be 
conciliatory, it was hard to get that out. Up to that time, there 
were several articles that appeared in the National Intelligence 
Daily that were not done in SOVA but done m the Office of Global 
Issues, that talked about MIGs going into Nicaragua. And there 
were always full page maps showing arcs of flight projections ot 
those MIGs, showing pictures of the possible bases that could be lo
cated in Nicaragua. " é „ , , ., 

They were building a case for a presumption of the tact that tne 
Soviets had already made a decision. I thought it would be neces
sary to look at all the evidence. I had some access to compartment-
ed information, State Department nodis cables, and I thought there 
was a reason to look into all of the evidence. 
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Senator RUDMAN. I understand that, Mr. Goodman, I underst 
that. My point is, I don't disagree with anything you've just s ^ 
but you used that memo about leading with your chin in the clo* À 
session. Again, I might point out that your testimony in closed s 
sion is at variance with your testimony in open session. And I Si 
gest the Committee read both, because let me point out, we start ri 
Thursday's session never knowing there would be a public sessin 
The whole case might have rested on that closed session were it n t 
for the insistence of a number of Members, mainly the Chairm*? 
that this be taken public. "airman, 

But the fact is you cited that as an example of politicization 
Don't you think that's stretching it a bit? n> 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO I don't. Because I think when analysts are 
told not to lead with their chin and the message comes down verv 
strongly, it does have an inhibiting, if not an intimidating effect on 
the kind of analysis you do. I don't think what's appreciated here is 
the courage it takes to come up against the conventional wisdom 
on all of these issues. 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, we do it around here all the time, Mr 
Goodman. I think people in the Senate understand that fully well 
I don't understand how you accuse a man of politicization based on 
a very reasonable letter in which he says, I agree with you Mr 
Goodman, but I don't think there is enough evidence to lay this on 
the line. And you accuse him of politicization? I mean, I just don't 
find that persuasive. 

Mr. GOODMAN. We were dealing with the evidence that we had at 
the time. 

Senator RUDMAN. Well we disagree, incidentally. 
Mr. GOODMAN. And you can never get complete evidence. And we 

made a judgment on the basis of our scenarios. 
Senator RUDMAN. The hearing, by the way was Wednesday night; 

it just seems like it was several years ago, on a Thursday night. Î 
thank the staff member for correcting my recollection. Just two 
more questions, Mr. Chairman: I can finish within my allotted 
time. 

Last Wednesday—with respect to the Papal Plot^-you testified 
before the committee, and I just want to go over it once more. This 
was your statement, under oath, believing, I am sure Mr. Good
man—I am not challenging your veracity or your integrity—believ
ing what you said but not putting a disclaimer on it, you said and 
this is a quote from a transcript, "Bob Gates re-wrote the key judg
ments, Bob Gates re-wrote the summary, Bob Gates dropped a very 
interesing scope note." Are you now willing today to correct the 
record on that after hearing testimony from Mr. Fuller? 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO, but I'm willing to give my views with the 
Papal Plot assessment. And I am willing 

Senator RUDMAN. I don't want to get into that. I just want to ask 
you, you made a specific charge that Bob Gates re-wrote something, 
that he re-wrote the summary and that he dropped the note. We've 
had testimony under oath from Mr. Fuller, who is no longer em
ployed by the United States government that just plain ain't so, as 
we say in New Hampshire. Are you willing to accept his recollec
tion as the man who did it, on that item? That's all I'm asking? 
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Mr. GOODMAN. I'm not aware of Mr. Fuller's familiarity with 
that particular assessment. 

Senator RUDMAN. It was Mr. MacEachin who said that. Did you 
hear that today? 

Mr GOODMAN. I heard that today. 
Senator RUDMAN. DO you challenge Mr. MacEachin? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Well, I'm afraid that I have to. 
Senator RUDMAN. SO, in other words what he is saying, his testi

mony about who changed the note is incorrect? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. 
Senator RUDMAN. Fine. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I would like to explore that because it's very im-

oortant for me to believe to be able to state what I learned about 
the Papal Plot assessment. Very important for me to be able to ex-
olain when I learned about it. Important to explain that it was 
done in camera. And I know there are sensitive works that are 
done that way, but we weren't dealing with a sensitive piece of 
paper. We were dealing with knowledge that was not compartment-
ed I had the sources that memo was based on, I had the same 
clearances. What I didn't know was that a paper was being done on 
the Papal Plot. 

I found out about it rather serendipitously rather late in the 
game. I took my complaints to one of the authors and I took my 
complaints to the head of the office. 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, Mr. Goodman, I would only say this, that 
I don't doubt any of that either. But you are entitled to your opin
ions but you are not entitled to your own facts. We have testimony 
that is absolutely rebutting you point for point, first by Judge Web
ster and then by Mr. MacEachin. I've got many more here. 

You don't want to look this Committee in the eye and say, look, 
maybe I was wrong in one of those facts. Maybe some of this hear
say secondhand evidence was incorrect. At least you ought to re
spond that maybe some of your facts are wrong. Is that unreason
able? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Not at all, sir. And I'm certainly prepared to do 
that. But in this case I think it's important to look at the two m-
house studies that were done by John Hibbits and Ross Cowey that 
looked at some of these issues that I wasn't aware of at the time 
that do tend to corroborate some of the evidence I was picking up 
at the time in just conducting my own investigation in the building 
and calling around to see who knew about the paper, why it was 
being done and who wanted it. I think these details are also impor
tant. ' 

Senator RUDMAN. Well, Mr. Goodman, I hope that some of my 
colleagues get into that because that needs explanation. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman I will finish up within the time limits. 
Yesterday, Mr. Goodman, you testified that the intelligence process 
was perverted because DO officials were providing information to 
the White House while the DI analysts were cut out of the loop. 
That happens to be true. 

You said George Cave was allowed or encouraged to send memos 
to the White House on Iran after the Tehran trip and misleading 
DO analysis was in part responsible for the Iran arms sales policy. 
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That also may be true. That's not news. That's in the Iran/CW 
report. ra 

You went on to state, however, that Bob Gates was responsihl 
because he made no effort to protect the system. Now let me teVi 
you something Mr. Goodman. This is a subject that I have some f 
miliarity with, more than I ever wanted. And I'm going to tell v & 

that you're plain wrong, and so is Ms. Glaudemans. I'm goingt 
tell you why and it's all in the sworn testimony of the Iran/Contr 
committee which is public. 

First, the arms-for-hostages policy was approved by the President 
of the United States and the order to strictly limit information and 
resources came directly from the White House. That's sworn testi 
mony. 

Two, outside of Casey, no CIA officials were consulted about the 
initiation of the policy. 

Three, when the United States was deciding to take direct con 
trol over the operation in 1986, the DDCI and the DO vigorously 
opposed it. Which I'm sure you're aware of. DO officials had no 
motive to, and in fact did not skew intelligence to support the oper
ation. They were against it. There is nothing nefarious about the 
fact that George Cave was dealing directly with the NSC. This was 
as we now all know, tragically, an NSC operation. 

The CIA was only involved in a suppôt role and George Cave was 
detailed by the Agency to the NSC to assist them. Finally, and I 
think this is the most telling point of your testimony in closed ses
sion and today; you know, Mr. Goodman, DI analysts were not 
alone in not receiving all relevant information on the operation. 

Charles Allen testified that information was withheld from Bob 
Gates for a time. Information was also denied to Secretary of State 
George Shultz. He was cut out of it. And there was an effort to 
withhold it from Secretary of Defense Cap Weinberger, who 
learned it through his own sources. 

You know, I might say to the discontented DI analysts that they 
ought to stand in line behind George Shultz, Cap Weinberger, Bob 
Gates, the Senate Intelligence Committee. But to accuse Bob Gates 
of somehow being guilty of something in that, is to absolutely exag
gerate and to deny the existence of the facts. Would you agree with 
that? 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO, I'm sorry sir. 
Senator RUDMAN. I didn't think you would. Thank you Mr. 

Chairman. I'm done. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Could I just make two points in response. 
Chairman BOREN. Surely. 
Mr. GOODMAN. YOU state that the DO itself was opposed to Iran-

Contra. Iran-Contra happened despite DO opposition. 
Senator RUDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. GOODMAN. The DO was also opposed, and I called members 

of the DO, to the writing of the Papal Plot assessment. They 
thought the analysts were manipulated, they thought there was a 
poor use of sources, they told me they wouldn't have issued that 
source because of the flimsy nature of it, four years after the fact 
to introduce evidence from an event from 1981. But the Papal Plot 
memo was written. And they never got a complete look at it. 



299 

xroW on the question of what Cave's message was and what he 
taking downtown, again I didn't say he was taking down infor-

wation on arms to Iran. What I said in the case of George Cave is 
"J8? he was taking a message downtown that there was a moderate 
! Hon i n I r a n t h a t w a n t e d U S c o n tacts with the United States. 
Eat I am now saying, and what I said yesterday, and what I said 
Wednesday night is that no agency, no intelligence bureau, no in-
llieence agency, no DI analyst believed that assessment. 
Now I believe—now this is just the opinion of an intelligence 
Senator RUDMAN. We don't quarrel with that, Mr. Goodman. 

We're not arguing that point. All we're saying is that your quarrel 
with Ronald Reagan not with Bob Gates. The President wrote 

{ Mi. GOODMAN. I don't believe we have all the facts on Iran/ 
Contra. I'm not from Missouri. I'm from Baltimore, but I'm from 
Missouri on that one. And I think it's very important when you 
carry a sensitive message to the President of the United States, it 
should not go through one man, one channel. And I think it's par
ticularly important that if it should be one man, one channel in a 
case, that it not be a DO officer because of the DO culture. And I 
have very strong beliefs on that and why the DO should be sepa
rate from the DI. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Goodman you're right, but you can't con
nect that with Bob Gates. You can connect that with the National 
Security Council. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I don't know what I connect it to. All I know is 
that when Bob Gates was informed of this separate channel by a 
very brave analyst—I said that Wednesday and I will say that 
again, he was a brave analyst. That's not an easy thing to do, to 
confront Bob Gates, because I don't think there's an appreciation of 
the feeling of intimidation that existed in that building—what I'm 
saying is Bob Gates had no reaction. He said nothing to this ana
lyst. He didn't say, what do you know about this. Let me look into 
this. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Goodman, you seem to absolutely ignore 
the fact that this operation was run by the President's National Se
curity Council staff with a purpose to exclude everyone, up to and 
including the Secretary of State. 

Chairman BOREN. The Chair is going to have to allow Senator 
Hollings to begin questions. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I'll stand on the record on this. 
And Mr. Goodman will be examined on it further later on—today, 
tonight, tomorrow or someday. 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Hollings. 
Senator HOLLINGS. I don't think in all fairness to my distin

guished colleague from New Hampshire, it was operated to exclude 
everybody. We know of seven Assistant Secretaries of State, two 
Under Secretaries of State and the Sultan of Brunei. Everybody in 
the State Deparment except the Secretary knew about it. There 
jere twelve shipments of over 5,000 tons and everybody in the 
Pe£tagon knew about it but the Secretary of Defense. 

That's the trouble here really with Gates as I see it, and every
body is talking about the torture and the awkwardness and the dis-
^tefulness. 
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I indicated when Bob Gates got appointed that I intended to 
port him. I knew we had a professional, I knew he was awfully^ 
pable and a man of high integrity and my opinion on those matt 
has not changed. 

Let me mention Col. North and I'll elaborate. Ollie did too good 
job. If it had never been exposed, he might have gone up jUst in 
old McFarlane to be the Director, but nobody would suggest ton! 
Ollie in as Director this afternoon. And in a similar fashion, Gab! 
under Casey did too good a job. And now we've got not only th 
politicization, the block out of it, the wrong reports. 

Where I indicated I would support him, I'm leaning now—and I 
don't want to be unfair to him, Senator from New Hampshire bv 
not telling him, I'll tell him on national TV—that unless he 
changes my mind after hearing him, I wouldn't vote for him. Be
cause I don't think it's in the best interests of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency. 

You can tell from all this, this isn't a murder case, where you 
just get it just right. Here the distinguished Chairman has given 
me a letter from Matthews. I didn't read the entire letter, and it's 
dated September 30 to Honorable David Boren and Honorable 
Frank Murkowski from Mark Matthews and in it Matthews says 
that during that meeting the other analysts expressed concern 
about the DDCI learning of the meeting and he assured her that he 
would keep their names to himself. 

Perhaps this is the genesis of Mr. Goodman's testimony about 
something being kept from the DDCI. There you go. 

Senator HOLLINGS. SO I'm more interested in the morale out 
there and specifically the job at hand. And Mr. Ford, elaborate a 
little more because what you've testified means a lot to me. We in 
the law say you can believe one witness as against ten, or the ten 
against the one. I've got a lot of confidence in what each of the wit
nesses have said. I don't have to cross-examine, as if the press were 
trying to write that we don't know how to cross-examine. If we had 
time we could cross-examine. But I want the honest relation as to 
the Agency out there and the politicization and why Mr. Ford, you 
came with a very meek statement. You just said it deserved the 
consideration of the Committee. An then you threw that prepared 
statement away and came back in and said now here let me tell it 
like it is. Why that again, and what about, let's say, Sherman 
Kent, who you and I both knew back thirty-five years ago in the 
Agency. What would he do if he were given the job? What would 
you do if you were given Gates' job to correct all this situation? It 
is correctable by Mr. Gates? 

Mr. FORD. Yes, it is correctable. But I don't think it is correcte 
ble, sir, by Mr. Gates, who, as I said earlier, I think is part of the 
problem and not part of the solution. 

There wouldn't have been all of these investigations carried on 
by the CIA itself and there have been several, if there werent 
some smoke in the room. The detailed facts are another thing. 

But I think is is quite correctable and what is needed in my Ve1' 
sonal view is a Director of national stature, and there are man) 
such people in American life. I wish the President had nominate 
such a person, backed up by Dick Kerr whom I think everyone r* 
spects and bringing fresh light, bringing it back explicitly to 



301 

it was founded. And that was that growing out Pearl 
reaShnr when information was stuck around here and there was no 
* s or no will to bring it all together, that still existed years 
^S\n 195° w i t n the^ invasion of South Korea, and prevented 

"Til information would be shared. In 1950 they established 

^rican intelligence from alerting the government. Even then 
' W formed the CIA with the explicit purpose of being a place 

^Office of National Estimates, of which NIC is the successor. 
ex 

^AndT^their documents and things sent downtown by telling it 

2? wfoiicit reason was, not only to share all information but abso 
e- to play.it straight. 

it was, it was the collective view: this is the evidence, this is 
ô agrees and why, this is who disagrees and why,. I think it's 

* rrectable if that kind of playing it straight philosophy can be in-
ïlled in all members of the CIA everywhere, not only in the DDI, 

everywhere. I've written and talked at great length, which I 
haven't got here, to say these things, just along these lines. 
Do dissenting opinions have to be respected? They have to be lis

tened to. And what has happened, I think, under Mr. Casey, whom 
I admired on many scores—we had a good relationship and he even 
changed his mind on occasion when I wouldn't shut up and on 
other occasions he wouldn't and I did shut up. But under Mr. Casey 
and Mr. Gates I think there has been a retreat from this thing of 
listening to everyone and faithfully recording their views, record
ing what is fact, and what is not. Recording what is hard evidence 
and what might be. And I think we've had too much in recent 
years of a very few people making big decision. Especially in the 
DDI. So everyone's views were not listened to. Now the details and 
whom struck whom, I'm not familiar at the present tense but the 
fact that such a malaise exists, I think there is no question about 
it. 
For those of you who are not familiar with Mr. Sherman Kent, 

he was the Director of the Office of National Estimates for a 
number of years and was one of the first people to write in the 

I. His writing is not only good but it's full of great humor and 
great wisdom. And he was greatly respected. A man who brought 
great ethical means to bear about telling it like it is, even though 
he religiously was an agnostic. But somewhere along the line he'd 
paid attention to the motto that's carved on the wall down at CIA. 
"Ye know the truth and it shall make you free," from the New 
Testament. 

Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Ford, how do you elaborate on the mal
aise or the malheur as it has been described or the bad morale? I 
know you don't, like Martha Mitchell, want to name names, but 
how is the Committee to get a grasp of just the conclusions that 
your make? 
.Mr. FORD. Well, first I would put this caveat in, that my part 
time employment and although I go back to Headquarters on occa
sion and see and talk with a lot of people, I'm really not in a posi
tion to make any kind of overall judgment of what the state of 
quote morale unquote is in all of the CIA. 

My impression, past and present, is that it varies greatly from 
°nice to office. And in offices that are run where there is respect 
^d integrity and purpose, the morale is high. In offices where that 
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doesn't exist, it's low. I think it's probably been the poorest or «, 
greatest problem within SOVA, but also within certain other- , 
ficesoftheDDI. r of-

My knowledge of the NIC is that it's gone up and down depenH 
ing on their fortunes, depending on how carefully the Director pa 
attention to them, and the particulr chemistry of their make-/8 

But I would not want to leave the impression the the whole pla
P 

is in a malaise, or that there is terrrible morale everywhere & 
exists here and there, and it's not just my opinion but it has bee 
the subject of a number of internal studies there. 

Senator HOLLINGS. MS. Glaudemans, you said you had extensive 
support for the position that you've taken publicly. Can you elabo-
rate on that please? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. First of all I received a number of phone calk 
from people still in the Agency. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I'm having trouble hearing you. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I have received phone calls from a number of 

people in the Agency. There are some in the audience—I believe 
they haven't left yet—who have personally offered their support 
and thanked me for doing this. Beyond that, after I talked with the 
Committee in an informal discussion that you cited from in Mr. 
Goodman's testimony, again because I have left the Agency and i 
was speaking at that time only from my personal recollections and 
memories, I subsequently wanted to go back and talk to other ana
lysts and other colleagues who also shared similar experiences or 
who worked on some of these issues with me to corroborate my 
memory. 

In the course of that, trying to confirm everything I had stated, 
particularly where I may not have had first hand knowledge but 
impressions, the people I talked to who still work in the Agency, 
who worked on the issues you have seen in my written report, in 
the course of going over those things they stated their appreciation 
for my willingness to go public. Well, at that time we didn't know 
it was going to be public, but for my willingness to talk to this 
Committee about these issues. 

Once it became known that I was going to testify publicly I cons-
cientiouisly tried to avoid contacting any of my other colleagues in 
the Agency because I didn't want to harm—it would look bad and I 
didn't want to look like I was trying to fish for evidence for which I 
no longer had access to. 

So after that, it has only been by the telephone calls I've re
ceived from people still working there who've chosen to contact me. 

Senator HOLLINGS. DO any of the other witnesses—very briefly, 
because you're holding yourself up from lunch, this will be my last 
one, and I'll pass—do any of the other witnesses want to comment 
very briefly on the morale or the malaise or anything else further 
to what has been attested to? You do Mr. Goodman? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, Senator, I feel compelled to do so. Since my 
name appeared in the newspaper and it became apparent that 1 
was talking to the Committee and I would be testifying, I have re
ceived numerous phone calls, some dealing with sensitive informa
tion, particularly on the Contra operation, the use of the DO and 
the DI, that I did not make as part of my statement. 
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kly I was concerned about when I was going to get into 
^r v and I knew that Senator Rudman would consider that 

hearsay ^ j ^Q ^ave a strong recommendation to make and it 
hearsaŷ  ^ ^Q w - t j 1 ^e Qa^es nomination. 
haf !Snk there is definite need for a blue ribbon commission con-
. • s-of three former DCI's, Turner, Schlesinger and Colby, to 

sist!ffct an investigation of DI reporting and CIA analysis on the Aurt a n lnve&Ligc i i / iv" v» *->*• * «^vrx »,*i*6 ^ u v ^ n . o.xiaijroia u u m c 

c -et Union, Nicaragua, Iran and Afghanistan from 1984 to 1986. 

'"and have never said anything to anybody but felt validated 

S°jje "iVe always felt that this was necessary but on the basis of 
calls I've gotten, particulary from people who have left the 

Lrav remarks, just as I have to admit, I feel validated by Jen 
•ffs remarks, somthing I've never said to her—maybe it's her 

th—but I want to say that when Senator Rudman said to me 
y°u,t y o u say you're wrong—I think one of the reasons that bothers 
0311 is that you have no understanding, Senator—and I say that re-
"Sectfully of bow difficult this is and how much self-questioning 
and how much self-doubt I've gone through over these charges. 
And I know they are serious charges. 
What I find so compelling about the charges is based on the evi

dence I have, I've seen so much documentation supporting what 
started out as an instinct, and an intuition and built into an as
sumption and a view and then became an empirical case. Now, the 
empirical cases that I know I will deal with later and I'm sure 
you're going to raise them. But I think the important matter deals 
with the Blue Ribbon Commission, it deals with the need to discuss 
should we separate the DI from the DO? I believe that separation 
needs to be done. 

And I know I'm carrying on too long. Let me make one final 
point. When I arrived at the Agency in 1966 we had three separate 
institutions that dealt with analysis. We had an Office of National 
Estimates, under Sherman Kent, one of the most outstanding 
people I've ever met. We had a group called the Senior Research 
staff that did nothing but long term research—something the CIA 
does very little of any more and it's a great loss to the United 
States government. And we had the Office of Current Intelligence. 
We had professional intelligence officers looking at current intelli
gence. They were three separate entities. They all looked at prob
lems from three separate viewpoints. They had three separate hier
archies. They argued, they debated. I was in OCI. That was a very 
junior operation, part of our job was to just churn up data for the 
wise men who worked at ONE and we accepted that role. And I 
think there needs to be some re-examination of the way we used to 
do business in the CIA and the way it was done under Bob Gates 
when he was allowed to head all political analysis. 

No political analysis could get out of the CIA from 1982 until 
1986 without going through one filter. Now whoever that man is, I 
don't know how wise he can be, how busy he can be, how coura
geous he can be, but it's too much. We need three institutions, 
three hierarchies, three leaders and we need multiple levels of ad
vocacy. Thank you Senator. 

Chairman BOREN. Any comments from other Members? Any 
other members of the Panel wish to comment? 

senator HOLLINGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 
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Chairman BOREN. Well I thank all the witnesses. We've g0* 
bit later. Let's resume at 2:25. s u n e * 

Let me say since it may not be clear, the testimony of the wit 
nesses, all of which was requested by the Committee, was to ha 
been given first in closed session. And so when they volunteered? 
testify, they thought they were testifying to us in closed session 
After we heard the beginnings of this testimony and realize that 
most of it would not be classified, it was the unanimous feeling <J 
the Members of the Committee that this important debate should 
go in public session. But I do want to say to the witnesses, this was 
certainly not for the purpose of putting them on the spot, because 
there was the unanimous feeling of all Members that this is the 
kind of debate that should appropriately occur in public, so every. 
one can hear it for themselves rather than having someone else 
filter or describe what someone else said in closed session. 

So that is the reason we have had to do that I appreciate the co
operation of the witnesses, and while this has been painful, I am 
not sure that it has not also been wholesome to have this kind of 
discussion. I can't think of any other country in the world where 
this kind of open discussion could take place. That is one of the 
reasons we are very proud of our system of government and one of 
the reasons why these Oversight Committees occupy an important 
place. It is also why some of those countries in eastern Europe are 
coming to visit us now to see how we operate both within the Intel
ligence Community and the oversight process. 

So while I know this has been painful to those that have testi
fied, and while I know that they may have preferred to present 
this testimony in private, I don't think the result has been a com
pletely negative one. I think there is much wholesomeness that 
will come from it and all of us share a common commitment to 
want to make this process work better. So I do want to say that 
and express appreciation to all six members of the panel. 

We will stand in recess until approximately 
Senator WARNER. I would wish to associate myself with your 

views. I think it has been a very constructive session. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. 
We will stand in recess until let's say 2:30 p.m.. 
[Thereupon, at 1:30 o'clock p.m., the Committee stood in recess, 

to reconvene at 2:30 o'clock p.m. the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Chairman BOREN. May I ask our witnesses to come back up to 
the witness table again and, if they would, to take their places. 

We will proceed until shortly after 4:00, when the votes begin on 
the Floor then we will have this meeting of Members between 4:00 
and 5:00, off the Floor, in the President's Room. We will come back 
at 5:00. I have to be away for an hour, but Senator Murkowski will 
chair from 5:00 until 6:00. And then, if we have not yet completed, 
we will come back at 7:30 and complete the questioning tonignt 
with this panel. , v 

If we have finished with this panel by 6:00, we may come bacs 
anyway at 7:30 for other purposes, perhaps in closed session on in 
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ction of intelligence collected about Members of Congress and 
q!fffthat I mentioned. 
S Senator METZENBAUM. HOW late would the Chair expect to go to-
nlfhairman BOREN. Not past 9:30, at the latest. And we will keep 

10pen as to whether we do that or not. 
T do want to complete the questioning of these witnesses today, 

hpcause as you know, some of these witnesses have indicated to 
JJLat l e a s t t w o ' a n d t h e r e m a y b e more—that they really need to 
Smplete t o d ay- T h e y n e e d t o r e t u r n t o other places and their other 
responsibilities. 

So out of courtesy to this panel—we have kept them for so long— 
T do want to try to complete with them today, and hope we can do 
so hopefully by 6:00. And if not, very quickly after we return at 
7-30 but I hope that will not be necessary. 

Senator Chafee will begin the questioning, followed by Senator 
DeConcini, if he has returned by that time; and then Senator 
Warner; and then Senator D'Amato; and then Senator Metz
enbaum, in that order. 

So I would again remind our panel that you are still under oath 
from your previous testimony. And I will turn now to my colleague 
from Rhode Island, Senator Chafee. 

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, we have 15 minutes. I would appreciate it if who

ever is tending the clock would let me know when 10 has expired, 
or that I have 5 left. 

Chairman BOREN. We will give you a 10, 5, and a 1-minute warn
ing. 

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. 
These questions, this line of questions will be directed to you, Mr. 

Ford. And I would appreciate it, in view of the fact that I have 
very little time, if the answers could be fairly precise, as precise as 
perhaps you could make them. 

On page 4 of your testimony, written testimony, you say the fol
lowing—you are referring to the 8 months that you worked very 
closely with Bob Gates: During those 8 months of 1986, I recall no 
instance where he, Bob Gates, tried to skew the NIC's intelligence 
analysis in any way. 

That is your flat statement about your working with Bob. 
Mr. FORD. During that period, yes, sir. 
Senator CHAFEE. Then you say, regarding pre-1986 months, in 

the NIC, "however, I have learned that Bob Gates did lean heavily 
on Iran-Iraq estimates." Further on, you say "it's my understand
ing that he brought considerably more pressure to bear on intelli
gence analysis than the Director of Intelligence." 

My question to you is, you have testified as to your personal 
knowledge, and your personal knowledge of Mr. Gates, you never 
saw him—as best as I understand it—skew intelligence. Is that cor
rect? Am I correct in that? 

Mr. FORD. In the NIC, not skewing intelligence estimates. 
Senator CHAFEE. I went through your testimony and I could not 

nnd anywhere where you said you, personally, had any direct 
knowledge of Mr. Gates skewing intelligence estimates or skewing 
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Mr. FORD. Let me speak to that. When I first met with the staff 
I clearly differentiated between my personal knowledge within tf' 
NIC and what had been the testimony of friends over the 
concerning Mr. Gates' conduct within the DDI, and esr>JKfs 

within SOVA. ^Clally 
As someone else, I think, has said, this is not a court of law Ann 

the questions of hearsay and the evidence are a little different 1 
am an intelligence officer, and for years people have been comin 
to me with complaints from the DDI; people whom I respect. I C(J 
sider those, in my calculus, evidence—even though I personally did 
not experience such. 

For example, when someone leaves some very fine officer̂ and 
there are many who have left the DDI and gone to jobs elsewhere 
in town, and they tell me why they have left, because they were so 
dissatisfied with the way—that, to me, is evidence, and a fact. 

When people are moved around from position to position, moved 
into jobs out of the line within the DDI, and they have told me so 
and I have learned of it, because their views did not accord, to mè 
that is evidence. When people have come to me and told me and 
shown me papers and drafts that they have written within the DDI 
that were killed, that to me is evidence. 

Then, more recently—and as I said in my statement—since these 
hearings began, and since a number of these documents have been 
made available to me, to me, Bob Gates' testimony to the Senate 
Intelligence Committee, in January 1987, if there were no other 
document, or no other way to fault him, it seems to me that would 
be a major one in itself. And there are others, as well. So it is not 
just listening to rumors, sir. 

Senator CHAFEE. Well, I am not suggesting it is rumors. I am just 
trying to get down the difference between what you personally 
know of and what you heard of from other, respected individuals, 
which you have now testified. 

Mr. FORD. What my personal experience was, in the NIC, and I 
have differentiated between that and why it was difficult to change 
anything there. 

Senator CHAFEE. Okay, now if I can continue—with regard to Mr. 
Gates and the allegations of politicization, you acknowledge that 
some of this pressures were justified, and some of these allegations 
have arisen from analysts whose pride was damaged—this is from 
your testimony you have on September 25. 

Some have arisen from analysts whose pride was damaged by his 
revisions. You go on to say that based chiefly on the confidences of 
CIA officers whose ability and character you respect—I respect, 
namely, you are speaking—that other Bob Gates pressures have 
clearly gone beyond professional bounds, and do constitute a skew
ing of intelligence. This is what you have just testified to. 

Mr. FORD. That was an 
Senator CHAFEE. Not in the fields of military and strategic issues, 

but concerning Soviet political questions and developments con
cerning the Soviets in the Third World. That is the direct quote 
from you. 

Now, I notice that in looking over the testimony of others whom 
we respect—and I assume you do—do you respect Mr. McMahon, 
for example, John McMahon? 
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. FORD- Um-hum. 
eT ator CHAFEE. And he says, "I've known Bob Gates to be an 
r^dual of extraordinary competence and the utmost integrity." 
Ad then we have the testimony similar thereto from Admiral 

« where he goes on to say—give high marks to the integrity. 
K̂n vou! balance those factors off in your appraisal of a—I am cii-

who these individuals are tha t you would give such weight to, 
r^us

 t k a n in other words, going beyond tha t of Admiral Inman. 
AT FORD. I appreciated when I came to the Committee in closed 

on that I was up against tough competition. These are senior, 
^L tpd Deople who have testified on behalf of the Director—on 
SSfrfMr- Gates. 

T will say it's much easier for someone to testify in favor of some-
because they don't have to make their case. They can make a 

o n e ' a l statement, and everyone leaves them alone. If you've got 
^deisms, then you have to be put in the penalty box. And I think 
that that's the way we're being treated today, sir. 

But to return to your question 
Senator CHAFEE. Well, let me just say, if I could say on that , I do 
ot think anybody is putting you in the penalty box. But there 

have been some tough charges made here, and I believe that 
Mr. FORD. I appreciate that. 
Senator CHAFEE [continuing]. We should look for substantiation 

and not just repeating what somebody else has told you. We are in
terested in what you, directly know. 

Mr. FORD. All right, Senator, I will try it once again. 
That testimony that you read was from an earlier statement. 

That was not verbatim my testimony yesterday, which said, based 
on documents, on depositions, and on the confidences of the—and 
the reason for that is tha t I have become more critical as these doc
uments have been made available to all of us here. So it's not 
just sir, it's not just on the confidences of other people. 

And as I've said, it isn't just people telling me things. It 's my ob
servation as an intelligence officer, as an intelligent human being. 
When someone leaves the building for another job and tells you 
that they've been kicked out, or that they can't stand it there, to 
me that's evidence, and that 's not just hearsay. 

Or, when people get moved around 
Senator CHAFEE. Could you give us the name of individuals who 

have told you that? 
Mr. FORD. I could give the Committee, I'd rather not give them 

in— 
Senator CHAFEE. Let me, on page 7 of your testimony, you indi

cate that one of your problems with Mr. Gates is, as you say, he's 
been dead wrong—in your written testimony it was he's wrong. But 
now you say he's dead wrong. And the central analytic target of 
the past few years, the Soviet, U.S.S.R. 

I do not really mean to be facetious, but do you know anybody 
who was right on the U.S.S.R over the past several years, who 
called the shots; who said the Berlin Wall would go down; Eastern 
Europe would tumble? 

Mr. FORD. NO, I don't think there's anyone who called tha t the 
wall would tumble, or that the U.S.S.R. would be in the tumble in 
which it is now. But there are many other people in and out of gov-
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ernment who are much closer to a better estimate than he 
after all, the position that he held, and with all the knowledge 
the facilities of the U.S. Government at his beck and call, he ? 
didn't budge. It seems to me that again, you speak of eviden 
There are all kinds of evidence in the past few years that th 
were changing, were about to change dramatically. But**? 

And it's the same thing, sir, on Iran. And as I mentioned tli 
ents between the estimate of 1985 and his testimony to th 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1987. 
Senator CHAFEE. What do you say about Admiral Inman, wh 

dealt with this very same question? I think if we were, in fact, û 
to look at the track record, Gates was—was Gates correct in everv 
thing? And the answer would be absolutely no. Was he correct a 
high majority of the time? I think you will find the answer is yes 

Even for the best in this business, that is going to be an average 
It is going to be—that is going to be the average that is going to 
come out. In other words, no one bats 100 percent. I do not think 
we are asking for that. 

Admiral Inman thinks he batted pretty well. 
Mr. FORD. Well, I would drop some footnotes—I respect Admiral 

Inman in his—but as far as a batting average, maybe Bob got a 
coup right in Bulgaria, or Zambia, but he missed the biggest ques
tion of all, the U.S.S.R. You have to put values on these things. 
And I think his batting average was poor. 

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Ford, my time is so short, and I am not 
trying to cut you off. But we do have to proceed here. 

On page 7 of your testimony, you gave a series of reasons why 
you were not in support of Mr. Gates. Lastly, I have some hesitan
cy concerning Bob Gates' determination to be a fiercely independ
ent voice of intelligence. 

Now, that is a tough charge. 
Mr. FORD. Yes, sir. 
Senator CHAFEE. And previously you had quoted the assessment 

dealing with Nicaragua. 
But I would call your attention to that very assessment. And 

this—I think first we have to know the time, December 1984 when 
Casey was all out for one of his favorite programs, which the Con
tras in Nicaragua—I think we will all agree with that. If anybody 
was fostering the Contras, it was Bill Casey, and the Administra
tion, the President. 

This is what Bob Gates has to say in that very paper he submit
ted: Based on all the assessments we've done, the Contras, even 
with American support, cannot overthrow the Sandinista regime. 
Whatever small chance they had to do this has been further dimin
ished by the new weaponry having been provided by the Soviets 
and the Cubans. . , 

Now that is hardly serving up what the boss likes to hear, is it 
And I would go on a little further: Even new funding for the Con
tras—particularly in the light of the new Soviet weaponry—^ an 
inadequate answer to the problems. The Contras will be able to 
sustain an insurgency for a time, but the costs and pain will come 
very high, and the resistance eventually will wither. 
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T « is that dishing up a nice Softball—or a nice pudding platter 
iUobOSS: 

for11 p0RD. What he went on to say—and also in that same 
o—is that if we don't displace, if we don't do something radi-

®T different' a ^ t n e s e teri"ible things are going to happen. 
Ctf w I think he says something about it will be another Cuba, 

0 ' fae in North America, and so on, and so on. 
°nSnator CHAFEE. YOU can argue with his conclusions, but is 
. i a r n trying to get to your point about—is he a fiercely, inde-

1 dent voice of intelligence. Is this independence or is it not? 
M̂r FORD. I think that is nit-picking, sir. It's where he comes out. 

u was dead wrong in his estimate that if we didn't do something 
Ltic if w e didn't bomb we'd have a terrible thing. 
We didn't bomb, and we don't have a terrible thing in Nicaragua. 

That's what I'm talking about, is his estimative judgment. His esti-
ative judgment was wrong. Also, as a citizen, we've had so much 

access in bombing around the world, that what good would bomb-
Lhave done us anyway, there? 
Senator CHAFEE. Well, I think if you have read this memo as I 

have and the idea of him bombing, I think is an over-statement. 
He in here he talks about 
Mr. FORD. Air strikes, surgical air strikes. 
Senator CHAFEE. If you bomb military equipment, and not a 

carpet bombing of—politically, the most difficult, the use of air 
strikes to destroy a considerable portion of Nicaragua's military 
build-up—and then he goes on to say, but this is not politically ac
ceptable. So I think he has made himself pretty clear on that. 
Now, one final question—one of the statements you make in 

here—he was overly certain that Soviets ran international terror
ism. 
Have you seen the more recent articles indicating that the East 

Germans have been deeply involved in the anti-U.S. terrorist ac
tivities? 
Mr. FORD. I know that I was part of the 1981 national estimate, 

and I know the whole story. Ane we said at the time that many of 
the East European governments were involved, including the East 
Germans. There was never any doubt about that. 
Also, we said in the estimate that the Soviets were training all 

kinds of radicals who went off in the world and did various things, 
and that we assumed—our judgment was that indirectly they were 
also aiding and abetting. Bob Gates stuck with the Director's origi
nal—and I stress original—view, or initial view, that the U.S.S.R. 
was running the whole thing. 
1 think it's a tribute to Mr. Casey that some months after the 

NIE—which did not come out the way he had wanted it, he would 
nave had it with much more of a flavor of someone sitting in the 
basement of the KGB building, running a giant Wurlitzer. It did 
not come out that way at all. It came out the way I said. 
Senator CHAFEE. Okay, thank you. 
Mr. FORD. Anyway, a few months later, the Director backed-off 

from his original position. And in a public statement to U.S. News 
<to<j World Report—I've got it in my bag—said it's always been a 
bad question as to why—it's always been a bad question or bad as-
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sertion that the Soviets ran international communism T W J 
Now, Bob Gates y d°n't 

Senator CHAFEE. NOW Mr. Ford, I just can not—you are wo u 
on my time. Later on you will have an opportunity. r ^ 

Mr. FORD. Thank you very much. 
Senator CHAFEE. I hope we can quote stronger sources than a 

U.S. News and World Report if we are dealing with intellia 
matters here. gen<* 

Mr. FORD. He didn't deny that they had mis-quoted him si 
was an interview with him. ' ' "• 

Senator CHAFEE. Yes, Mr. Goodman, one of the points and tV 
gets right back to the point I am trying to make with Mr. Ford • 
what we are interested in is what you personally know about-Ji^ 
what somebody told you—and it is my understanding that you h°] 
no direct, personal involvement, whatsoever, in the preparation f 
the so-called Papal Assessment, the assassination assessment. Ami 
correct in that? 

Mr. GOODMAN. That's correct, Senator, in the preparation, none 
Senator CHAFEE. SO you did not, yes, or no. 
Mr. GOODMAN. In the preparation, no involvement whatsoever. 
Senator CHAFEE. Okay, but then you go on and you make these 

assertions which we have touched on before, and I cannot seem to 
get an answer from you, or if it is, I have not understood it. 

Mr. Gates, you say, ordered the study to be prepared in camera 
And then you go on to say that Mr. Gates personally re-wrote the 
key judgments and summary, removing all references to inconsist
encies and anomalies. 

Now, that has been disputed this morning by the testimony here, 
that frankly, Mr. MacEachin said your assertions were just dead 
wrong. Is Mr. MacEachin wrong? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. I think when Mr. MacEachin said I was dead 
wrong, he was talking about the issue of the cover note. 

Senator CHAFEE. NO, Mr. MacEachin went way beyond that. He 
went in your person who was writing this. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Can I speak to the question? The cover note is 
very important. 

That memo went out with a very important cover note, that car 
ried a very important message that was signed by Robert Gates. 
Various cover notes carried various messages. One cover note that 
MacEachin denies he has any evidence or knowledge of discusses 
whether or not Gates, on a cover note, said this is the most compre
hensive and best balanced memo we have ever done on this subject 

Senator CHAFEE. NOW that is—have you got a copy of that? 
Mr. GOODMAN. That note—yes, that was the cover note that went 

on Anne Armstrong's copy. And I can provide the names of the 
people who have read it, and read that statement to me. And I find 
that 

Senator CHAFEE. Because we have the cover note, and it does not 
say that at all. 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO, they are different. The point I'm trying to 
make is not every copy that went out of the building had the same 
cover note. There were different messages to different people. And 
I think it was very valuable when, apparently a member of the 
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tf found one cover note. But I wouldn't assume that in finding 
' ver note, you found every cover note. 
0ltfCw let m e s a y a ^e w o t ^ e r things about the Papal Assassina-

mémo, because it's very important. 
n<£> ator CHAFEE. But you are on my time. And I want you to 

wer my questions here. 
Chairman BOREN. I would say, Senator Chafee, as a point of in-
- ation, that the cover note we have is the cover note which was 
^the transmittal from Mr. Gates to then-Vice President Bush. We 
fd not know there were other cover notes. We have never had 
oies of other cover notes. 
So as far as we know, the text of the only cover note we know 
Mut is the one in our record. And it is the one from the agency to 
S then-Vice President. 
Senator CHAFEE. Okay, Mr. Goodman, in answer to one of the 
,ency's in-house studies on the papal assassination, you stated 
nder oath last week, "It concluded the analysts were manipulated 

hvBob Gates." You said that is what the study showed. 
Mr. GOODMAN. It showed that there was a perception that the 

analysts were manipulated 
Senator CHAFEE. Wait, let me finish my question. 
Our staff has been unable to find any such statement in these 

documents. Could you tell us the source of your 
Mr. GOODMAN. Oh, I would be very glad to help you with that 

one, Senator. 
You want to go the—remember, there were two in-house studies, 

Cowey and Hibbits. If you go to the Cowey in-house study, and go 
toward the back of that study, you will see reflected in there the 
perception in the building that the analysts were manipulated by 
the seventh floor. 
Now when I read a message like that 
Senator CHAFEE. NOW the seventh floor, we have to remember, is 

not all Mr. Gates. 
Mr. GOODMAN. When a DI analyst talks about the seventh 

floor—believe me, Senator, I worked in that building for 24 years— 
when a DI analyst talks about the seventh floor, he is talking 
about the DDL No in-house study is ever going to name the DDL 
No IG study is going to reveal very sensitive messages about upper 
management. I think there is a perception here that if you have an 
IG report, you have everything that has been given to the IG and 
its staff. 
There are, in a sense, two IG reports: There is a written one, and 

one that's delievered verbally. And there are very different mes
sages in the two of them. And I know that from personal experi
ence from my own conversations with the IG when some of my 
statements were not placed in the report, but I was assured, don't 
fforry. This message has been passed on. 
, Senator CHAFEE. Okay, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to read 
from the Cowey report. On page 19, the Cowey report, you have 
=ited with favorability. 
And by the way, on the seventh floor, it is not just the deputy, it 

13 not just the DDI, it is the DCI also that is on the seventh floor. I 
4ink we recognize that. 
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This is a quote from the Cowey report, page 19: "So desn't 
DDI's best efforts, there was a preception among analysts of ^e 

level direction, which became more pronounced after the npU^r 

dence of Soviet complicity was acquired. In the event, howev ^ ^' 
interviews suggested that it was not so much DCI or DDI—/}i0Ur 

direction, as it was on the effort of the part of some Dl ma^ 
on the next one or two levels down to be responsive to nû« ^ 
DCI or DDI desires." ****** 

Now that is what the Cowey report, which you cite with such 
vorability h & 

Mr. GOODMAN. Elsewhere in 
Senator CHAFEE [continuing]. Has to say about Mr. Gates. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Elsewhere in the Cowey report, in referring to th 

scope note, and the deletion of the scope note, it also says that ft 
deletion of the scope note was "inspired, if not directed" by the se 
enth floor. 

Now I'm at some disadvantage here. I understand that th 
Cowey report has been declassified, and I don't have a copy of it 
It's never been made available to me. If I could get a copy of that' 

I'd also like to add one other point. 
Senator CHAFEE. NOW, is he still on my time, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. GOODMAN. NOW, can I have a minute? 
Senator METZENBAUM. Let him answer the question. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I'd just like to put one other fact on the table, be

cause it's very important. 
In 1983 when Gates testified to this committee, he went on 

record as saying there was no evidence of Soviet involvement in 
the papal assassination. And that there had been incredible bun
gling in the handling of the operation, and that it was his view 
that it was probably Turkish rightists who were involved in the 
planning of the assassination. 

Now, from 1983 to 1985 you get in new evidence. And I, for one, 
believe you should always reassess with new evidence. But most of 
that evidence was from the trial in Italy, and the key report, which 
was from a good source—and I will not reveal the source, of course, 
in this session—was acquired second and third-hand. And the key 
thing to the DO officers I talked to—because when I got the report 
I called them immediately—is that the report stated that the order 
from the Soviets came from the GRU to Bulgarian military intelli
gence. And to a lot of people who know Soviet intelligence a 
cies, it was both counter-intuitive, and counter-factual that an op
eration, as sensitive as that one, would be handled through mili-
tary intelligence. There is no evidence that I know of, of the GRl! 
having any capability or any component that deals with assassina 
tions in peace time. So it was not a very good report. 

Now the DO officer I talked to when I asked why did you issue a 
report that you did not believe was a good report, said, we would 
not have done it except for the high level interest. 

Senator CHAFEE. Well, let me just, if I might, Mr. Chairman. 
quote from an interview with one of the key participants of that 
study, who was interviewed by the staff of this Committee. 

And this is what—it was Mr. Haus, who you, undoubtedly know-
Now this is what Mr. Haus said: "I cannot emphasize enougn 

Bob said"—referring to Bob Gates—"I've got to be agnostic on this 
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tie must have made that point a dozen-and-a-half times. 
ca#- *;einarks were to moderate the strength of the text. Bob kept 
Ga#s

 tkis source could be wrong." 
^ 1 think we have to get the full disclosure out here. 
S° QQODMAN. Can I ask a question then, if that source was 

why did the CIA, 4 years after the event, rush out a report 
^on '̂,cK5 orepared, in camera, without sensitive intelligence, and 
that W c i a v -_"x I xi OA i A „:«— ;A. i 4-u— c r>„u 
gave m 
Gates t 
hensiv* 
Hibbits 
anced, 

tbat ll^iagenient less than 24 hours to review it; and then for Bob 
o sign a cover note to say that it was balanced and compre-

o when the results of the Cowey study and the results of the 
henSl"e' " AL_ T •_ n : _ i i . . :„ AU„A :A .„«—»A I 1 

to 
tfhh'ts study say the basic flaw in the paper is that it wasn't bal-

j it wasn't comprehensive, and it didn't deal with very good 
e V 1 JÎ w j n 1983 when you had a report, there was very important 

71 ce dealing with the fact that the Soviets had made secret 
tacts with the Pope in the early 1980's because they were going 

on
 e him, hopefully, as an intermediary in dealing with the prob-

im that was brewing in Poland. So it seems, again, counter-intui-
tlVThen you have a paper that says that the Soviets—this comes 
nut of the Papal Assassination memo, but it's not classified. It's key 
to the scenario and very important: "The Soviets were reluctant to 
invade Poland. So they decided to kill the Pope to demoralize oppo
sition to allow the regime to shore-up its opposition." 

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. MacEachin, I wonder if you have any com
ments on all of this? 

Chairman BOREN. This will have to be your last question. 
Senator CHAFEE. Okay, this is my last question. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. We are trying to get our hands on—I know 

where I believe the Anne Armstrong note is. And we can get it 
here and we can settle that question, at least without assertion and 
counter-assertion. . 

Senator CHAFEE. But further, on the comments that were being 
made here, or further comments in what you testified to earlier? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. What I testified to earlier in response to the 
question was as far as the key judgments, and the summary, the 
person—a person has told me that he drafted them, and that Bob 
Gates did not draft them. That person's name is Lance Haus. And 
he was the Manager of the branch at which the analyst was Haus 
who did the principal study on the assassination. That's what he 
has told me. 

He—I think both he and Ms. Oliver told me—Ms. Oliver is here, 
and she—that it was at a meeting at which they all attended. Mr. 
Gates was not present. It was—I don't know who else was there— 
but the two of them were there when the scope note was dropped. 
Mr. Gates did not drop that. 

All I testified to, sir, is that when someone comes in—the mam 
issue is there was no equivocation in the statement as it went on 
the record. Bob Gates wrote the key judgments, not I've been told, 
I've heard, a source. , 0 

Senator CHAFEE. YOU are referring to Mr. Goodman s testimony.'' 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. 
Bob Gates wrote the key judgments. Bob Gates wrote the summa-

T-not I've heard, I've heard reports from. Or not even the ana-
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lyst wrote them the way he thought Bob Gates wanted them TM. 
isn't even the way the statement was made. That 

And so all I 'm saying is t h a t when we ta lk about skewing ' 
gence, when we complain about people selectively using ^î6^" 
gence, or when we say we a r e willing to listen to a l ternat i f 
dence, th is event Wednesday night , as I said, was a t least as i* ^' 
tant as a NID or a national estimate. mP°r-

And so t h a t is sor t of m y compla in t on t h e issue. That's 
have to say. a" 1 

Mr. GOODMAN. Could I read one sentence from the Cowey retm 
And I—of course, I haven't read the whole report. And I Qu 7 
"Equally, if not more important in our view is the fact that 
found no one at the working level, in either the DI or the TV? 
other than the two primary authors of the paper who aerppH JS!' 
the thrust of the IA." ë d ^ 

I think it's very dangerous to deliver intelligence that reflect 
the views of a very few people. It's not a question of Gates' battin 
average, or question 

Senator CHAFEE. But Mr. Goodman, what we're trying to do is 
get to the basis of your charges here. 

Mr. GOODMAN. My charges—I never said that Gates wrote the 
key judgments and wrote the summary. 

Senator CHAFEE. Yes, you did. 
Mr. GOODMAN. NO, I said he rewrote. And when I went to Doug 

MacEachin, after I found out about this assessment, which I found 
out about gratuitously—I wasn't supposed to find out, believe me-
Doug MacEachin told me that it was out of our control. That we 
couldn't control the document, that Gates had taken it over, and 
that Gates' hand had changed the thrust of the key judgments and 
the summary in terms of dropping certain points about anomalies 
and inconsistencies that were in the text of the paper, but they 
were buried in the end of the paper. 

Now if you send a high level policymaker a 25 or 30-page paper-
and I've worked at the State Department, and I've worked closely 
with policymakers—he is not going to read that 30-page paper. But 
he will read the key judgments, and he will read the summary. 

And to remove the references to inconsistencies and anomalies, 
is to send a message—and then to place a cover note that says it's 
the most balanced and the most comprehensive—sends a message 
that I think is totally misleading. 

Now here I don't expect that the Director of Central Intelligence 
should have a high batting average. I don't think the DCI needs to 
have a high batting average. He needs to protect a system to allow 
the DI to have as high a batting average. We must be allowed to go 
to spring training, and train our people. We've got to enter the 
season and play every game. And we've got to go with our best, and 
send him to the Allstar Game and the World Series. And that's 
what Bob Gates didn't do. He arrogated to himself, judgments 
about the Papal Assassination. That's dangerous. 

I'm sorry. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I wonder if Mr. MacEachin should have a 

chance to respond to the statement by Mr. Goodman. 
Chairman BOREN. Let the Chair indicate I will read from Mr 

Goodman's testimony from the closed session, page 25, line 4. And 
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w e will ask Mr. MacEachin if his earlier remarks based upon 
then t j e m a n that he quoted referred to this. 
^T ?me quote exactly what Mr. Goodman said in closed testimo-

''So what did Bob Gates do? Bob Gates rewrote the key judg-
ny: g0b Gates rewrote the summary; Bob Gates dropped a very 
pen gating scope note that said in trying to explain the methodolo-
^that we only looked at the case for involvement. We didn't look 
H\he evidence." 

Now that's what was said. Mr. MacEachin, what, in your state-
• in terms of your recollection of what the gentleman—is it 

Sflîawes? 
Mr MACEACHIN. Mr. Hawes. 
Chairman BOREN. Or Ms. Oliver or any others that you were 
oting earlier—let's be clear about what you said in regard to the 

qLertion that Mr. Goodman made that Mr. Gates rewrote this 
mMr- MACEACHIN. First, I stand corrected. He did say "rewrote". 
I'm not sure what that difference is. 

Let's see, as your first question, what Mr. Hawes has said, is that 
he drafted the key judgments and the summary that he; that Mr. 
Gates did not redraft them; that—I might have to check the exact 
conversation. , » V ^ 

Chairman BOREN. I am sorry, we cannot have people in the audi
ence speaking out. We will have discussion with them later, if they 
wish to present evidence. We will usually invite audience participa
tion but not at this moment. 

Mr MACEACHIN. Mr. Gates did not draft the key judgments. I 
did with help from Beth Seeger and Kay Oliver. Mr. Gates did not 
draft the transmittal notes,—although he certainly reviewed 
them—I did. So this person drafted the transmittal notes. And inso
far as the scope note goes, that I am very familiar with because I 
was the only one who remembered it at one time, so it seems. 

The scope note said—in fact, you have it—the scope note said 
that this paper examined the case for, and therefore did not devel
op the evidence against. That scope note was on the SOVA draft 
which I reviewed and by that time, the decision had been made—it 
had been made quite a bit earlier, a week or so earlier, to make the 
papers a single draft. 

We handed over ours. And I will have to tell you that I don t re
member ever talking about that paper again until Ross Cowey 
interviewed me. If this conversation took place, it was in a fog. 
When Ross Cowey came to see me and told me—well, excuse me, 
there was an earlier time I talked about this paper. There was one, 
on a date which I can now fix within 48 hours, that is either the 
18th or the 19th—or thereabouts—of May. Let's see 18, 19—the 
17th was probably Friday—within that weekend Mr. Gates called 
me and said—this was in May—that the DCI, Casey, wanted to de
liver this paper to someone. And we talked about—well, you know» 
Bob, it only argues the one case. And so that's when the so-called 
Hibbits study was created. T T. , , . , 

Now you can define studies any way you want. Mr. Hibbits was 
asked—I think that very Friday—to come in over the weekend and 
draft a rebuttal, as though he were not a person privy to all the 
detailed evidence, but a knowledgeable person in the field. I said 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 1 1 
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test the case and argue against it. Just do that right nn, ^ 
over the weekend. & now- Do * 

And he gave—actually, I came in and read what he was A • 
the computer. Because we didn't even have time to trad* ng°n 
He sent it to me on the computer screen. And I didn't f u i , ^ ^ 
language. I said fine. s ^th ^ 

And on the 20th, as I recollect—I could check notes a«j 
these dates—on the 20th, he—what we also did is I had M ! 7»?^ 
and Ms. Seeger draft a rebuttal to his critique, so we couldI . *> 
Mr. Gates, in effect, what it looked like. Here is w h a t a r ? d t « 
here is what a critique would look like. Here is what a rewl^* 
the critique would look like. That was the last time I ever h i !of 

the Papal Assassination plot paper until Ross Cowey came inl of 

office and told me about it. n to % 
I think that he will tell you that I was—when he told m* «. 

you know, about the paper having been disseminated and not Vw ' 
a scope note. I was surprised. Because I did not know that «7J? 
time. l a i the 

Mr. GOODMAN. Could I read a few sentences from the HiKkv 
report? "«wits 

Chairman BOREN. I'm going to have to allow the other MemW 
to resume their questioning and go on. I think we've had enoS 
back and forth on this. We have to allow the other Members of tf 
Committee the opportunity to ask their questions. 

Senator DeConcini. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goodman, would you please go ahead and read a few com 

ments there? m' 
Mr. GOODMAN Yes, the Hibbits report is very important. Because 

when John Hibbits was asked to do that in-house study, five or six 
important copies of that paper had been delivered to the President 
to the Secretary of State, to the Secretary of Defense, to the Na
tional Security Advisor. I'd be very curious to know who Casey 
wanted to send a copy to; who would be more sensitive- more 
prominent; more important than the President and the Secretary 
of btate, the Secretary of Defense, and the National Security Advi
sor. 

Senator DECONCINI. Your point is that it had already been dis
seminated? 

Mr. GOODMAN. It had already been disseminated. 
Senator DECONCINI. From the standpoint of those who needed to 

know? 
Mr. GOODMAN. That's right. In terms of the key consumers of the 

CIA, I think they were delivered. 
Senator DECONCINI. I understand, and that is a point well taken. 

T Mr. GOODMAN. Well, let me just make a final statement. When 
John Hibbits did his report—and I know about that report. That I 
u e r u a d ' a n d I c a n t w a i t to r e a d t h e Cowey report—he concluded 

that the operation itself and Soviet involvement made no sense 
whatsoever from either an operational or a substantive point of 
view, that neither the Soviets nor the Bulgarians would expose 
case officers in this fashion, and that he also concluded that for the 
boviets to be involved in an operation of that type would be totally 
unprecedented in terms of targeting a western political figure. 
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t he assassination memo was very coy about this. They said 
Soviets in their own mind weren't targeting a western political 

^ e they were targeting an East European dissident—the Pope, 
figure, a n g a g t European dissident—and that they had done 
10 t before going back to the period before 1960. We know from 
*j£ on the Soviets didn't get into what they call "wet affairs." 

Smator DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. Goodman. Let me—as long 
mi have the microphone there, I want to clarify something re-

3s ^ n g the papal assessment, or report, or whatever it is actually 
fLnpd' I think assessment. 

You indicated, as I recall, tha t it was done in—I believe the term 
\ in camera, and what do you mean by in camera? 
Mr GOODMAN. Well, I want to be very emphatic about that . By 

tuat I was told tha t no one was supposed to find out about the 
proration of tha t paper except the three authors who worked on 

ÇTve spoken to all three authors. One of them did not even know 
the entire paper and did not see the entire paper. She was given a 
verv small contract, and she feels 

Senator DECONCINI. IS tha t Mary Desjeans? 
Mr GOODMAN. Yes. She feels—and this is her own words—that 

che was manipulated, tha t she was duped by the exercise. 
Senator DECONCINI. Now, Mr. MacEachin, you contradict that , is 

that correct? You say tha t it was not in camera in the narrow 
frame that Mr. Goodman has just delineated? You say tha t tha t is 

Mr MACEACHIN. It was certainly tightly held. I do know, howev
er of at least one other officer in SOVA besides the three who 
were tasked—two other officers in SOVA who got copies to read. 
One of them definitely remembers reading it, the other one remem
bers having it for some time. These were—so—but I certainly don t 
contradict the statement tha t tha t paper was kept very closely. 

Mr GOODMAN. I would like to make one point of clarification in 
terms of showing tha t paper around. Indeed, it had not been shown 
around. At that time, I was Doug MacEachin's senior analyst in his 
role as chief of the office of SOVA. He put me in tha t job to look a t 
all intelligence on the Soviet Union. 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU never saw this? 
Mr. GOODMAN. And he certainly never showed me the paper, r ie 

never told me it was being done. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Right. 
Mr. GOODMAN. And when he found out I knew about it he was 

angry and wanted to know how in the hell I found out. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Right. • • • - « . 
Senator DECONCINI. Jus t so the Committee knows, when the 

Committee did interview Mary Desjeans, one of the authors ot the 
1985 report, she said she "was told not to talk about it with any
body or tell anybody what I was working on, so Mr. MacEachin, is 
that normal by any means? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Oh, no, sir. # 

Senator DECONCINI. DO you know who might have issued tha t 
order not to talk to anybody and tell anybody what she was work
ing on? Did you issue tha t order? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I certainly did, because tha t was the order that 
was given to me. 
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Senator DECONCINI. Who gave you tha t order? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. That was by Mr. Gates. 
Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Gates gave you tha t order? Tha^u 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Senator, tha t is not unusual for a t ? y°u 

subject. d ser*sitiVe 

Mr. GOODMAN. That is not true. I was in the building f 
years, and it was very unusual. ^ IOr 24 

Chairman BOREN. I am going to have to ask the w i t n e s s * 
least show courtesy to the others, to allow the witness to whom*? 
question is directed an opportunity to answer it, please he 

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. MacEachin, as long as you Wfln t 4 
answer that, you say it is not unusual l « 

Mr. MACEACHIN. NO, it's not. 
Senator DECONCINI. Wait a minute, let me pose the q u e s t s * 

you Are you telling this Committee that it's usual for one or t 
or three people to be tasked to do an assessment and told don't 5 
to anybody, don't tell anybody, and for the supervisor of the SOVA 
not to take it up with the head analyst? Is that what you're telliV. 
this committee, that tha t is what is normal? g 

Mr. MACEACHIN. What I will tell the committee is as follows n 
actly step by step, and then I will say that while it is not usual it 
is done from time to time when the people who commission ihl 
work believe there is a reason for sensitivity. 

This all started at a briefing in which Beth Seeger briefed 
room full of about 20 or 25 people on the new evidence. That WM 
on the 25th February. was 

Senator DECONCINI. That 's after 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Oh, no, sir. That 's before. That 's before. 
Senator DECONCINI. Before Mr. Gates tasked you to do this? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. 
Senator DECONCINI. Well, my question really deals with this- if 

Mr. Gates or anybody else, the DCI or anybody else, comes in and 
says look, Mr. MacEachin, I want you to do this and I don't want a 
lot of people to know about it, it's about the Soviet Union, and he 
tells you why, or maybe he doesn't tell you why, is it unusual that 
you wouldn't take it up with your top analyst in that subject 
matter? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, I took it up with my top analyst. 
Senator DECONCINI. Well, wasn't Mr. Goodman your top analyst? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. My top analyst on tha t subject matter 
Senator DECONCINI. Was not Mr. Goodman? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. NO. 
Senator DECONCINI. Who was your top analyst on Soviet affairs 

at that time? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, the whole office was doing Soviet affairs. 
Senator DECONCINI. NO, no. Who was Number 1 for you? Who 

was the next in line or whatever? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Sir, I had a deputy named Douglas Diamond 

who was the Number 2 in the office. He was principally an econo
mist. He didn't work on these things. 

Senator DECONCINI. Well, let's focus it then on the expertise of 
the Soviet Union. Who would have been the Number 1, the 
senior 
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MACEACHIN. Well, you will get about 150 claimants to that, 

sircinator DECONCINI. Well, that's very evasive. 
Sir MACEACHIN. NO, it's not evasive, sir. 
Getiator DECONCINI. YOU know very well somebody was the 
«Lt in the field. 
Mr MACEACHIN. The person who was the expert in the field for 
Wch the paper was requested, the paper asked for, was a paper 

i linff with internal Soviet security issues. 
d e S t o r DECONCINI. Who was that? 

Mr MACEACHIN. That was Kay Oliver, and that is who I went 
Senator DECONCINI. That's who you went with? 
Mr MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. 
Senator DECONCINI. NOW, Mr. Goodman, you indicate that you 

think that's unusual. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, I do. _ 
Senator DECONCINI. What was your position under Mr. MacEa

chin? Tell me that, first. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I'm sorry? 
Senator DECONCINI. What was your position under Mr. MacEa-

ChMr GOODMAN. At that time I had been removed by Bob Gates as 
the chief of Soviet Third World Division, and to be fair to Doug, 
Doug said that Gates wanted me out of the DI. 

Senator DECONCINI. SO there was good reason for him not to tell 
y°Mr. GOODMAN. NO. He made me the senior analyst in the office, 
and that's important. . , A A A l L ^ + A/r 

Senator DECONCINI. Let me get this right. At the time that Mr. 
Gates went to Mr. MacEachin and said, do this secretly or limit it 
or whatever you want, in March 1985, at that time, March 1985, 
were you his chief analyst or had you been removed? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I was the chief of the Soviet Third World Division 
until March 15, 1985. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Right. 
Senator DECONCINI. YOU were not his chief analyst.' 
Mr. GOODMAN. On that date, I became his chief analyst and 1 

think if I were the chief of that office, I would have wanted my 
chief analyst, who he respected—and he's already on record and 1 
thank him for tha1>-to show it to him, because I do think that 
Doug respects my judgement, just as I respect Doug s. 

Let me answer to your original question, sir, because it s impor
tant. It's very important to understand the CIA culture in terms ot 
sensitivity and compartmentation. 

Senator DECONCINI. Boy, is it. ' «,, J T 
Mr. GOODMAN. I was in that building for 24 years, and I never 

worked on a analytical project that was compartmented, but 1 did 
work on sources that were compartmented, and I can think ot two 
very sensitive ones. One was blown, and that was when we were 
reading the Soviet . 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU don't have to explain that. 
Mr. GOODMAN. But the point is, we do have compartmentation 

dealing with sources and methods. 
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Senator DECONCINI. I understand. 
Mr. GOODMAN. It is very unusual to have comparWn* I 

when you re doing a paper. The only time it's ever been don 
I can think of one other example, and this had a domestic nnîv 
sensitivity. It was always over a sensitive issue in which if t w 
that that paper was being worked on were to be discovered tu " 
the political consequences would be severe, it had nothing t n 

with protecting the analysis or the intelligence, and that's tl» rdo 

the papal paper. r u e for 
Senator DECONCINI. Well, you don't know. Someone else m- L 

make that judgement that if this were discovered, that there 2 S 
be, you know, political embarrassment. " ould 

My last question to you, Mr. MacEachin, is, if he was one of v* 
senior analysts—was he one of your senior analysts? He savV? 
was your senior analyst for Soviet Third World countries W* «= \ 
or was he not? " TTdb«e, 

Mr. MACEACHIN. He was the chief of the division that did SovW 
policy m the Third World. It was called Third World let 

Senator DECONCINI. Okay, so he was one of these chiefs? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Excuse me, sir, if he was one of those chiefs of» 

division which did not have the account—that paper was commie 
sioned on the 26th February, not March. By March 15, if it X 
actually published in hard cover by the first week in April it must 
have been very close to final. That's very important to his claim 
that he was in a position where he should have seen it. 

Senator DECONCINI. Well, my real question is, why did you not 
take him in and show him, Was it because Gates prior to that had 
told you to remove him? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. NO, absolutely not. 
Senator DECONCINI. Why was it? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. It was because when we are told to keep a 

project compartmented, one of the reasons I was suppose to keep it 
limited was the analysts supposedly were going to have access to 
sensitive material to conduct their research. Mr. Goodman disputes 
whether it was sensitive or not 

Senator DECONCINI. That's a judgment call for you? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Pardon? 
Senator DECONCINI. That's a judgment call for you as the head of 

the SO VA? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, it wasn't even a judgment call for me. It 

was a judgment call that said, we're going to involve some sensitive 
material. Second, if the word gets around, it was right in the 
middle of the trial, and you know, the concern as was explained to 
me was, if it gets around that we're doing this thing, it will look 
like the U.S. Government's trying to have some impact on it. 

So it's not common, but there are compartmented projects, frank
ly—as it was commissioned to me, I gave it to the person I thought 
was the best qualified who had the Security Issues Branch, and 
that was Ms. Oliver. 

Senator DECONCINI. And that story you just told us in the last 45 
seconds is not unusual, in your judgment? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. It's not common. It's not common. Let me say 
there are occasions in all of our careers, and we've all done it, not 
for reasons 



321 

ator DECONCINI. I'm not asking if you've all done it. 
Mr MACEACHIN. It's not common. 
Qpiiator DECONCINI. Okay. That's what I want to know. So that's 

ual. Thank you very much. That only took about 9 minutes. 
U°INJOW Ms. Glaudemans, let me ask you a question just for some 
i fication, because in his statement for the Committee—and 

be here today, I had to leave to go to the floor for a moment— 
S^MacEachin, when referring to an analyst being challenged and 
h tough environment that exists, said—and I want to quote from 
l ct week's testimony. 

He said, "the way to deal with it is not to adopt a defensive pos-
re and say, I'm being coerced. The way to deal with it is to get 

our evidence together, get your analysts together, and if you don't 
mink you can stand up to a competing viewpoint, then maybe you 

Do you agree with that assessment? 
MS GLAUDEMANS. I certainly do. That is the way I was taught in 

the New Analysts Course and in the Career Training Program, 
that marshalling the evidence was my duty, my mission. 

Senator DECONCINI. NOW, it appears to me that for Mr. MacEa-
chin's plan to work, the individual must have the opportunity to 
present that competing viewpoint, and was that always the case at 
the agency when you were working there? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. In the process itself, as things went th rough-
it's a very multi-layered organization—there were instances where 
a marshalling of the evidence did not get a hearing. I really can't 
think off-hand that an analyst who marshalled the evidence did 
not get a hearing within SOVA. My perception is that the hearing 
didn't occur at higher levels. 

Senator DECONCINI. SO you, on your level, would get a hearing, 
and that it was your belief that it did not get a hearing further up? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. Is that the case? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. ; 
Senator DECONCINI. And that's the trouble that you had with 

Mr. Gates as the Deputy Director? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. There are two aspects of that: First, in the es

timate process I experienced a number of occasions where asser
tions were made in estimates that either did not cite supporting 
evidence or failed to inform the reader about the probability or the 
likelihood that such a situation or such an assertion might occur, 
and in those situations I really was not opposed to considering 
other possible explanations that didn't point to the evidence. 

I thought we had a duty to say there was no evidence, or to say 
what we thought the likelihood of that was. 

Senator DECONCINI. And of course, is it fair to say you thought 
at least the other side of the story would be presented on up the 
line? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. -' 
Senator DECONCINI. And you have since found out that it was 

not? 
Ms. G L A U D E M A N S . Yes . ',-••'. , . j 
Senator DECONCINI. And certainly, when it was disseminated 

like Mr. Goodman says, out to the Secretaries and to the White 
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House and you find that it wasn't in there, that's what bath 
professionally? "«-ners y0ll 

Ms GLAUDEMANS. In the case of the Iran estimate that'* , 
troubled me, yes. ' dC s Hat 

Senator DECONCINI. In the case of the Iran estimate that'* i 
bothered you? ' l s what 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes, There was another estimate r e f e r s * 
my written statement that you have that is very complicate L111 

it was a personal experience I had. ' but 
Senator DECONCINI. I recall that. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. On the Arab-Israeli peace process, I was w 

ered that the estimate did not cite evidence, nor did it identify i 
held opposing views. And my problem was that within the ni 
torate of Intelligence itself, simultaneously, I and a colleague u, 
writing a paper on this question. were 

It was overwhelmed with evidence. Mr. MacEachin approved it T 
do recall he did ask questions in SOVA's review process and V 
sent it forward. The paper was killed by Mr. Gates at that tLi? 
and it is my understanding—I don't have his cover note anvmor!' 
it was in my old files which I no longer have access to—but that h ' 
didn t want to send out a paper that might undermine a judgment 
that was in an estimate, although that judgment had no supporting 

Senator DECONCINI. That's Mr. Gates? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Well, it said RG at the end of the memo 
Senator DECONCINI. HOW did you find out that he "killed it'"? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Because it was his message. 
Senator DECONCINI. Because it was his message, and it said RG 

and you are satisfied that it was Robert Gates? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. RG, and I believe it was on a memo pad sta

pled to the paper review sheet. I think the memo was actually ad
dressed to Doug MacEachin. It had Deputy Director of Intelligence 
on it. 

Senator DECONCINI. SO you had first-hand knowledge? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. This paper came back to me. 
Senator DECONCINI. SO you had first-hand knowledge that Mr. 

Gates had actually killed something, is that correct? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. He also said it was a very good paper and 

it represented thorough research, or something to that effect. 
Senator DECONCINI. SO to answer my question, you had first

hand knowledge, at least believing that this memorandum paper, 
with Mr. Gates' name on it, was really from Mr. Gates and that 
he s the one that made the decision not to include it? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you. Mr Ford 
Senator MURKOWSKI [presiding]. The Senator's time is up. 
Senator DECONCINI. Well, Mr. Chairman, I just noticed Mr. 

Chafee had 25 minutes. I have had exactly 15 Va minutes, and I 
would just like to ask Mr. Ford a line of questioning. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, I have just been advised by the time-
•fiP5r t h a t y o u n a v e b e e n a l l o t t ed a couple more minutes, but I 

will defer to whatever you think is reasonable. 
Senator DECONCINI. I will be glad to yield and wait until my next 

time, Mr. Chairman. 
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ator MURKOWSKI. I thank the Senator from Arizona. Senator 

^Siator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Let me have a note 
nutes before the expiration of my 15 minutes and I will stay 

5nthin the allocated time. 
«tome of us on this panel were prosecutors. I had 3 or 4 years in 

ht role, but I want to assure you now that I will not proceed with 
Questioning in an adversarial manner. 

mRather, I would like to make a bargain with you. I will do it in a 
• Passionate way, allowing you adequate time to answer, but pro-
de your answers in the form of factual knowledge, personal 
If this were a court of law, three-quarters of this would be 

thrown out as hearsay, and the result is it's quite confusing to 
those witnessing this from a distance, and makes it more compli-

^To those that are critics, I don't view you as a panel with the 
long knives—to the contrary. I think you're conscientious career-
Jstsi who are coming up to provide this Committee with firsthand 
knowledge and personal knowledge, and let us keep it that way. 

And I would like to lead off with you, Mr. Ford—no feeling of 
being in the penalty box, I assure you, from this Senator. To the 
extent I have had a career, I owe a great deal of it to having 
worked side by side with the professional core of careerists in the 
Federal Government, who constitute that body which carries on 
year after year, as the politicians come and go. 

But I must say that your testimony has left the most profound 
impact on me. And I hope that I can try and clarify. Again, your 
personal knowledge—you were the Deputy to Bob Gates, for a 
period of time in the NIC. Am I not correct? 

Mr. FORD. A short period, yes, sir, a short period, yes, right. 
Senator WARNER. And prior to that you served with him in the 

NIC, and that was a total of about 3 years, was it not? 
Mr. FORD. Yes, sir, I had 3 years. 
Senator WARNER. SO you got to know him quite well. 
Mr. FORD. Yes. 
Senator WARNER. NOW, when you took on the assignment ot 

Deputy did it concern you that here is a man with whom I will 
serve in a very close proximity, intellectually and otherwise—did 
you have any concerns about him then that correspond with these 
very striking observations, negative ones, that you have now? 

Mr. FORD. AS I have testified, Bob Gates' deportment, manage
ment, brain-power, and so on that he had brought to national esti
mates in the NIC was very positive. And it was only kind ot alter 
the fact that I learned of the 1985 Iran estimate—I wasn t in the 
loop, particularly at the time. 

Senator WARNER. But let us go back 
Mr. FORD. Excuse me. , 
Senator WARNER. But I want to talk about your personal knowl

edge. 
Mr. FORD. Yes, that's what I'm getting to, sir. 
With that one exception, which I didn't know at the time, our 

relationship in the NIC had been good. It seemed to me that, as 
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I've testified, that Bob was bringing useful direction to th* *». 
getting the estimates shorter and sharper. That is correct C >n 

Senator WARNER. SO that 
Mr. FORD. But 
Senator WARNER. All right. 
Mr. FORD But that the problems here, again, as I have Pa , 

testified, and as I have learned more, especially in the 1 T l e t 

days—I'm not within t he NIC where I was and where I wa« v? fe* 
engaged, bu t within t he DDL heavily 

Senator W A R N E R . All right, but then you're balancing vour 
personal observations, which were positive. 0 W l > 

Mr. FORD. Yes. 
Senator WARNER. Am I not correct? 
Mr. FORD. Yes. 
Senator WARNER. Against other observations given you bv to j 

persons. And my concern is, as a man of strength and c h i w 
and conviction, it would seem to me that you would relv mmt 
your personal knowledge than what third parties tell you ° n 

Mr FORD. This is not, sir, just third parties, or not just hear*,, 
as I have testified this afternoon. The facts of people beine m S 
around; the facts of years of high class people moving positionsnf 
turmoil; of people being in charge; a few people leaving—to me tu 
is more than just listening to other people. 

Senator WARNER. Well, it appears to me 
Mr. FORD. Also, I would add that the documents that have been 

released of late have—I have learned things that I didn't know ear' 
her. w" 

Senator WARNER. Let us face it. You have gone through a trans
formation. Am I not correct—because I examined very careful-

Mr. FORD. Yes, that's correct. 
Senator WARNER. I examined very carfully the records of the 

Committee—prepared by the staff of this Committee, when you 
were asked to come in—I believe in June—I have gone through and 
I have looked at it very carefully. And let me see if I can recap 
what happened. 

To the credit of our Chairman and Vice Chairman and the staff, 
they recognized early-on that there could be an issue of politiciza-
tion. So they went out and they found you, a man of respected 
knowledge in this field. As a matter of fact, they refer to you as a 
disciple of Sherman Kent, who apparently was the oracle on this 
subject. Am I not correct on that? 

Mr. FORD. Correct, if he's oracle. And I was a close friend. 
Senator WARNER. All right, I said he was the oracle. 
Mr. FORD. Yes, he was the oracle. 
Senator WARNER. YOU were the disciple. 
And we brought you in. And here is a recitation of our staff sum

mary of what occurred. And I cannot find in here, even the founda
tion to give rise to the severe set of criticisms that developed in 
this 6 weeks or 8 weeks from June, until you prepared a statement. 
And that bothers me. 

Mr. FORD. I have testified previously. I will repeat it. And I hope 
I can make myself clearer, Senator. 
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Gp tor EARNER. I have listened to your testimony twice, now, 
pf in closed and once in open. 
Mr FORD. I testified at that time about what my personal experi-

had been. And I also mentioned that by hearsay—and I said I 
e£ce

k hearsay—and learning from friends over the years, that 
w e had been real problems in the DDI or elsewhere. 
Since that time, in this last 6 weeks, or whatever it is, I have 
rned an awful lot. And what I've learned has disturbed me. It 

Is not an easy call for me to 
Senator WARNER. We understand that. 
Mr FORD [continuing]. Make this decision. And I profoundly wish 

. roUld have been confined to closed session. 
Senator WARNER. Well, now there were really two parts to the 

ting You came first and met with, say, six staff individuals; a 
fee-flow of facts and information, carefully recorded here. And 
then John McMahon, your old friend and trusted peer in this pro
fession came in and joined. Am I not correct? 

Mr FORD. That's correct. 
Senator WARNER. SO then it was the two of you. And I have gone 

hack over John McMahon's representations. I do not find in here 
that vou tried to challenge him at all during this, perhaps, an hour 
or more in which two of you were providing the staff with the foun
dation on which this very panel was constituted. 

Mr FORD. I didn't feel it was my position to. It was his testimo
ny I asked could I stay as a guest. And he said fine. So I sat there 
as a guest. I don't recall that I said anything. 

Senator WARNER. NO one inhibited you, did they? 
Mr. FORD. NO, but I could have my own thoughts. 
Senator WARNER. And you kept them to yourself? 
Mr. FORD. I did. 
Senator WARNER. Well, this was an effort by the staff to, in a 

constructive way, try and learn the subject. And it seems to me 
that a dialogue between you and John would have been very help
ful at that time, given that you had presumably different-views. 

Mr FORD I have not seen—I didn't know there was a MemCon. 1 
haven't seen it. I haven't signed it. But I have no trouble with the 
way you have described it. 

I think what is more important is what I have said here m testi
mony under oath, than what transpired in an informal meeting b 
weeks ago. 

Senator WARNER. NO, I'm not suggesting—— 
Mr. FORD. Well, I was not at bat. Mr. McMahon was at bat. 
Senator WARNER. Well, you asked to stay, and you were there. 

And it seems to me, here, two careerists of many years two, on a 
peer together, trying to help a Committee get agrasp of the subject 
called politicization—or better known as cookm the books. 

Mr. FORD. They had heard me. They wanted to hear Mr. McMa
hon, I assumed. . . . , ^^^ 

Senator WARNER. Well, I guess you have made your point there. 
Well, now it is the responsibility of this panel of Senators, Com

mittee, to weigh the testimony of this panel against that of another 
group of careerists, some who are here today, but most particularly 
Admiral Inman, McMahon, and Kerr. 
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How would you characterize your approach to those thre* • 
viduals? Because we have to weigh that testimony - ^ 

Mr. FORD. I understand. 
Senator WARNER [continuing]. Against yours. 
Mr. FORD. Oh, one of respect. Those are fine officers who I h 

generally respected over the years. I have had some differ* 
with Admiral Inman's testimony; less so with Mr. McMahon 

But again, they confined their remarks pretty much to gen 
statements. And we're here—if we have complaints about a nn • 
nee, we have to get into specifics. I'm sure, if you pinned anv K 
them down, they might say well, yes here, and yes there. y of 

I—as I had mentioned before—I appreciate that I am up again 
very heavy batters, and that I'm a relative unknown. I couldnM; i 
with myself, however, after things I had learned, if I didn't brin 
these considerations n8 

Senator WARNER. We're not suggesting tha t you haven't com* 
here with a clear conscience. I'm just trying to, as we say, weigh 
the testimony. You wouldn't ascribe any more weight to the panel 
tha t have joined you here, of critics, today, would you—than that 
of the other three careerists? 

Mr. FORD. They are senior and respected people. It's been my ex
perience in all these years in Washington that people in their posi" 
tions generally, unless they have some major ax to grind, will say 
nice things about their colleagues, which they did. 

Senator WARNER. Well, I have to say that I think they have been 
very forthright in their testimony, factual, and specific. So on that 
point we disagree. 

To Mr. MacEachin—and I ask it in a very concise, and pointed 
way: Did Bob Gates ever, to you, slant intelligence? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. NO, sir. 
Senator WARNER. Did he ever, in any way, try and suppress facts 

that were essential to an intelligence report? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Suppress facts, no sir—he, as has been dis

cussed, sometimes killed a paper from publication. But that was 
the opinion or the judgment. And Mr. Kerr's done the same, and so 
has Mr. Helgerson. All the DEIs do that. 

Senator WARNER. YOU were the boss of the group called SOVA. 
Why did those folks working for you, under you, in SOVA appar
ently get the impression—which is contrary to yours—that Bob 
Gates did slant intelligence? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. AS I said before, he had a very strong personali
ty. He held positions very strongly. He challenged positions very 
heavily. And his views of the Soviet threat were roughly coincided 
with the views of most of the people who are in senior 

Senator WARNER. Did any of those subordinates come and com
plain to you as the boss 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Senator, yes. And we all complained from time 
to time about the struggle of trying to get a paper out that was 
going to be bad news for the consumer. And we all—there were— 
my point is, the pressure was as much from trying to worry about 
how that consumer was going to call up or call in the seventh floor 
when they got our paper, and so we worked very hard on it. 

I disagreed with him on a number of points, and we argued them 
back and forth. But 
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Senator WARNER. That was done in the free spirit of the profes-
• alism of which you've devoted much of your life. 

S1Mr MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. 
Senator WARNER. Am I not correct? 
Mr MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. 
Senator WARNER. Thank you. 
Mr Chairman, let us go back to the 15-minute rule. I am on 15 

minutes right here. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you very much, Senator Warner. 

Senator D'Amato is next, at 5 minutes to 4. 
Senator D'AMATO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. MacEachin if he would 

ddress himself to the reports of 1983 and 1985 dealing with the 
attempted assassination of the Pope. 

And let me make an observation. I find that there were two re
views, apparently, that were ordered, or that were made. And from 
mv own personal experience, having spoken to a number of the 
Italian investigators—going back to 1982 and 1983—having spoken 
to the Italian magistrate who was in charge of the matter, the 
Agca case, having spoken to both civilian and the military intelli
gence operatives in Italy, their remarks to me—which I submitted 
to Mr Clark and Mr. Casey back in 1983, prior to the 1983 repor t -
were basically that they were at a loss to understand how it was 
that the United States and the United States intelligence services 
were to quote them, "beclouding the issue". There seemed to have 
been'a very real effort to detract from anything that would lead 
one to conclude that Agca was acting in concert with others. 

Thereafter, in meetings that I had with Director Casey, he indi
cated to me and confirmed what I had brought up to him and what 
he had challenged initially, that indeed, Agca, with specificity 
could, and did, identify places and people—Bulgarians in particu
lar. That certainly was not a figment of his imagination. 

Now let me ask you, how did the reviews of the 1983 and 1985 
intelligence assessments take place? And in your opinion, what 
about that report of 1983 which I found to be incredible, and abso
lutely lacking in reality as to what really took place? 

Mr MACEACHIN. NOW Senator, I did not come to the office of 
Soviet analysis until 1984. From 1981 until the spring of 1984 I was 
heading up the current production. Analytic support basically did 
the current intelligence obligations, the operations center, the 
graphics shop—the only 3 years, I think, in my whole career that I 
wasn't in SOVA. • 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Would you speak a little louder 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. 
So my point is I have no knowledge of the report, the 1983 report 

other than because of the job I had, I did have an opportunity to 
read it. And it was finished. I mean I used to try to read a little bit 
of everything because of the briefing. 

My acquaintance—and when I got to SOVA—the terrorism ac
count was in the Office of Global Issues. And so I still really wasn t 
working the papal assassination plot. We have analysts who were 
interested in it who were trying to follow the evidence. Our first 
involvement was when Mr. Gates asked me if I would write—or 
have written—what was a companion piece to what was being 



328 

drafted in the Office of Global Issues. This was about the 2^k 
February. And if it wasn't the same day, the 25th of Februa of 

would be very surprised. arv> I 
And that paper dealt with the internal setting under which 

assassination—the political system which would support an as? ^ 
nation organization. ««sassi-

Senator D'AMATO. Did you have occasion to review thp IQ0O 
report? ^ 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I read it back in 1983. But I was not director 

Senator D'AMATO. I understand that. But have you had ocraC;„ •> 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Lately? occasion? 
Senator D'AMATO. TO read that 1983 report, either lately o 

when you first, at some point in time, came in contact with th 
issue of the attempted assassination. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. When I first read it>—when I first read it » 
1983,1 do remember what my reaction was. 

Senator D'AMATO. What was your reaction? What was your reac 
tion then, and what is it now as it relates to that 1983 report? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, the only reaction I have is the one I had 
then. Because I haven't read it since, Senator. And that reaction is 
that I believe the analysis. Because I believe the people who wrote 
it knew what they were talking about. 

However, my view was that this paper is not going to convince 
anybody who doesn't believe it, because of the way the evidence is 
put together. It looked to me like a paper that was drafted by 
someone who had reached a conclusion and was not—with the lim
ited evidence they had—and was writing a paper to say this is my 
judgment, and not to look at—I just thought it wasn't going to be 
very persuasive. 

My belief in it was more a case of my sense that the people who 
had workd on it knew more about the subject than I did. So I ac
cepted them. 

Senator D'AMATO. SO you accepted it. But you didn't believe that 
they had used the evidence, or could compile the evidence in a way 
that would sustain believability? Is that what you're saying? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. It was the way the report was laid-out, Senator. 
And that's what I tried to talk about earlier. Whichever side of this 
question one is on—and it's obvious there are still many sides to 
it—the way that presentation went, I just came away with the im
pression there are a lot of people who believed the Soviets were in
volved. And for those, the way this thing is presented, they're not 
going to be convinced. 

It remained an issue that was debated around the building for a 
long time. It did not come up until this new evidence came in in 
1985 that I am aware of. 

Senator D'AMATO. Mr. Goodman, what was your involvement, if 
any, with respect to the 1983 report? 

Mr. GOODMAN. The 1983 report, I helped the drafter in that we 
would meet from time to time, and I think he respected my posi
tion in the Soviet field. And he talked to me from time to time 
about the paper. I didn't form his judgments at all. This fellow, 
Dick Kaufman, was a senior analyst but he didn't have a Soviet 
background. My only role was to tell him about what affairs I 
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about, and the history from the '20's to 1959, the role of the 
i?TB the fact that if you get evidence from the GRU you'd better 

very careful because the GRU doesn't have a peacetime role in 
b!cassinations. 

And Dick Kaufman did not show me that paper. I didn't coordi-
te the paper. And I have a much different view of that paper 

113 n though I haven't seen it for 8 years now. But it did develop 
el&ee points that I think are very important, and he worked with 
he DO ° n *h*s' *kat o n ^e Das^s °f tradecraft of how the Soviets 

d Bulgarians went about their business—and we know about the 
Bulgarians and how damn good the Bulgarians were. It's not just 
that the Soviets are good. The Bulgarians are very good at this 
•nd of thing. I mean, they have killed people in England and we 

«till don't have a clue. 
So on the basis of trade craft, and I could develop that at length, 

it didn't seem plausible. 
Now we also had a lot of sensitivie information that I can t go 

into here dealing with the Soviet dialogue with the Vatican be
cause they were using the Pope as an intermediary in Poland. And 
that was a very important issue. 

I also have a lot of information that I can't go into here with 
regard to sources in regard to our very good penetration of the Bul
garian service. So the author was extremely confident that if the 
Bulgarians were involved, we would have had a clue. 

Now, the other thing that was bothersome to those of us who 
worked on that problem—and Doug is wrong; I worked on that 
problem because of my specialization in Soviet foreign policy—it 
was counter-intuitive that the Bulgarians would allow one of their 
agents to remain in Rome after the assassination, without diplo
matic immunity, to be arrested months after the assassination at-

It was also counter-intuitive that Agca would actually go to the 
apartment as he claimed and meet with his handler even though 
he was given a false name, but have an opportunity to read the 
true name of the Bulgarian agent on the mailbox. It was also 
counter-intuitive that Agca would be given a hand gun in a place 
as densely populated as the square at the Vatican and try to shoot 
a moving target. . . 

It was also counter-intuitive, if the Soviets were involved in this 
situation, that they would pick up on someone as uncontrollable as 
Agca. So on the basis of personality and the fact that Agca had al
ready written widely in Turkey—he wrote a letter to the editor 
about the importance of knocking off the Pope; he had already es
tablished a reputation as a liar, and a dissembler. And knowing the 
Soviet concern for control in operations, and I think we ought to 
discuss this in the context of international terrorism as w e l l -
knowing the Soviet obsession with control in secret operations and 
given the DO judgments, and I certainly respect DO judgments on 
trade craft; they are outstanding officers—I think the author on his 
own came to the conclusion without evidence that, yes, maybe 
Agca wasn't acting alone, but if he was, he could have been han
dled by Turkish rightists. ," . 

Now the author's point, and it's a more subtle one, and 1 be
lieve—but remember, it's been 8 years—I think the last sentence 
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was maybe too literary for an intelligence product, and mavb* 
rhetorical. But it was something to the effect that when lookin 
the assassination attempt, maybe in this case we were dealing at 

a case of personality and not politics. ë ^tii 
And what the author was suggesting was that maybe Agca's 

sonality and Agca's obsessions and Agca's illusions about whcftf 
was and who he wanted to be—and we did know a lot about V 
personality—had a lot more to do with it than the fact that ho, 
controlled. n e Was 

Now let me make one final point. There is a mentality in th 

i'sa 
my 

look at history there's a certain serendipity to what happens In h£ 

DO—and as a DI officer, we are very aware of that—that there's 
conspiracy behind everything. I'm a diplomatic historian, and m* 
reading of the documents suggests that over the long run as 

tory, and you can't explain everything by one thesis and you can't 
explain everything by a conspiratorial theory. 

Senator D AMATO. Mr. Goodman, let me suggest to you, since you 
have had an opportunity to review both the 1983 and 1985 re
ports—and I am not going to talk about the cover sheet on the 1985 
report—that I hope you have had an opportunity to follow the pro
ceedings that took place in Italy. Although they could not find the 
Bulgarian guilty, they did not exonerate him. It was just that they 
did not have the level of proof to convict him. Do you really believe 
that the Bulgarians were not acting with Agca despite the facts 
that have been developed? 

Mr. GOODMAN. My information on the Italian proceedings come 
from the excellent coverage in The Washington Post and The New 
York Times. And it's clear from that coverage and from sources 
that we had that the Bulgarians knew who Agca was. Everyone 
knew who Agca was. 

Senator D'AMATO. IS it not true that Agca escaped from the 
Turkish prison, was one of the most wanted criminals in Europe, 
came to Bulgaria, stayed in a hotel, crossed the border a number of 
times, spent at least $50,000, with definiteness, identifies a number 
of Bulgarians, turns up in the Square, and snoots the Pope? You 
think the Bulgarians really were not involved with him? You just 
simply discard all of those relevant facts, some that you cannot 
touch on today for other reasons, and simply cling to a theory that 
he acted without the participation and help of the Bulgarians? Can 
you really claim that? I suggest that that is incredible. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I don't cling to any theory on Agca. 
Senator D'AMATO. We are talking about the Bulgarians 
Mr. GOODMAN. The evidence suggests that he was helped possibly 

by others. 
Senator D'AMATO. By Bulgarians? 
Mr. GOODMAN. NO. The clandestine evidence in the CIA was very 

strong and very good on the fact that there was no Bulgarian links. 
In both the Hibbits and Cowey reports, in those reports, they em
phasized the importance of reviewing DO reporting on Bulgaria. 
The '85 paper really didn't—one of my problems with the '85 paper 
is that it didn't. The '83 paper looked at the very good Bulgarian 
sources and relied very heavily on DO judgments. 

Now, I know the station chief, and I believe you also had a con
versation with the station chief 
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Senator D'AMATO. I met with the station chief, and let me sug-

^Mr GOODMAN [continuing]. In Rome. And he did not believe 
+upre were contacts. 

Senator D'AMATO. Not only did he not believe, but he dismissed 
h fact that the agency should have anything to do with investi-
ting that matter. If you look at—I think it is the Hibbits 

^oort—it indicates that we were so involved in staying away from 
re area that we could be charged with politicizing, the Italian in
stigation, that indeed relevant facts and information were not 

^It was not until the Italian investigation had gone much further 
nd Claire Sterling's articles and other things had begun to come 

ftoth that the Agency then for the first time said, let us take an
other look at this. 

I would suggest to you that the Agency for some reasons that 
may have even proved somewhat embarrassing to it decided not to 
become involved in that matter. I suggest that the 1983 report 
indeed was weaker and was more controlled and had less in the 
way of facts than any report representing any real effort should 
have had. It was, I think, a disgrace. It deliberately misled the 
public and the world. Now, world events are such that hopefully 
we will have an opportunity to review both the Bulgarian records 
and others and come away with a better idea of the truth. 

But my point is that I think that, if anything, the 1983 report 
was terribly flawed and the 1985 report was an attempt to set the 
record straight. 

Mr. GOODMAN. The '83 report was for whatever view you have of 
it and attempt to look at both sides of the case, both the evidence 
for and the evidence against. The 1985 report was only an attempt 
to look at the case for. It is titled "The Case For Involvement." The 
instructions to the drafter were to look at the case for involvement. 
There was no attempt to look at the evidence against. 

Senator D'AMATO. Let me just touch on that. My time is up, but 
let me just suggest this. It would be absolutely appropriate to say 
let us just look at the case for because the 1983 report was written 
in such a way as to discredit any attempt at finding a link between 
Agca and the security forces of the Bulgarians. I would sugggest to 
you that would be a perfectly reasonable manner by which to 
review the 1983 report and to come up with a new report. It would 
be in that context that one would suggest trying to build a case for, 
to assemble what facts there would be for it. 

I thank the Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN [presiding]. The next person on my list is Sena

tor Metzenbaum. Do you know if Senator Metzenbaum is on his 
way? I then have Senator Gorton and Senator Bradley. 

The vote is beginning in 4 minutes, I am told. Would you rather 
wait? 

Senator GORTON. I would rather wait. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me lay out what we will do. We have three 

votes, which means the third vote will begin a little before 5:00. It 
will be 5:00 probably when we get back here. 

Senator Murkowski will chair from 5:00 to 6:00 while I am in an
other meeting. We will then recess until 7:30. We will come back 
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and definitely finish with this panel of witnesses so that thev 
not be held hostage forever tonight. y **U 

I have in the slot between 5:00 and 6:00, Senator Metzenb 
Senator Gorton, Senator Bradley, and Senator Danforth ^ ' 
would leave beginning at 7:30 Senator Cranston and Senator N 
and any others who might want to have a second 15-minute r ^ 
of questioning. I would think that would mean we should be ah /? 
finish in an hour or so when we come back at 7:30. 

Senator Nunn may not be here, and we may have some additio 
al questions. n* 

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes, sir. 
Senator CHAFEE. I am not trying to upset the carefully crafted 

schedule but just ask a quick question. You say we are comina h=fi 
from 5:00 to 6:00? ë ack 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator CHAFEE. And then skip from 6:00 to 7:30. 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator CHAFEE. IS there a strong reason why we just could not 

go from 5:00 on and we might finish at 7:00? 
Chairman BOREN. That is possible. I cannot be back here again 

until 7:30. Let me do this. We will discuss this in the President's 
Room. We are going to go over there now and have this discussion 
on the whole schedule. We will have a better idea if there will be 
other witnesses. 

I am getting advice pro and con about whether people want add-
tional witnesses or whether they might be willing to have sworn 
statements of additional witnesses. We will discuss that in our 
meeting. 

We do have this matter on the report on surveillance of Mem
bers of Congress and staff which needs to be done in closed session. 
That can still be done tonight. 

Perhaps Senator Cranston who has a question still to go could 
chair for me if I am not able to be here. Senator Nunn I do not 
believe can be here either. 

Senator NUNN. Maybe I can take 4 or 5 minutes now after the 
vote starts and just ask a couple of questions because I may not be 
able to be here. 

Chairman BOREN. Would that be agreeable? Why do we not do 
that? Let Senator Nunn go ahead and ask his questions because I 
know he has a meeting, as I do, from 5:00 to 7:00. We will do that 
until time to go before the vote. Please inform the Members who 
are not present to please come to the President's Room after the 
first vote for us to have this discussion about the remainder of our 
schedule. 

We will reconvene here at 5:t)0, and decide then whether to go 
straight on through with this panel and try to finish by 7:00 or 
whether we will have to come back at 7:30 to finish. I would not 
think it would take more than an hour. 

Senator Nunn? 
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would just like to 

ask Mr. Ford a couple of questions and maybe a couple more de
pending on time. 
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uT Ford, you mentioned one of the things that had been a major 
tor in terms of arriving at your position were a number of your 
lleagues t h a t you had talked to. You described them as being 
ior people who were well respected. I am not asking you to give 

tp names or anything of that nature but I think it would be help-
fl to me at least, to know a little bit about the nature of their 
Masons for agreeing with you. If there are any revelations that 
fhev gave y° u ^ a t w e n a v e n o t g°tten> It would be helpful if we 
i d the substance of some of that. 

Mr FORD. It would be. I Mr. FORD. It would be. I think in just about every occasion these 
' >en short conversations saying, you've got it right, we 

your courage, we're with you, you're not alone. I don't 
e been short conversations saying, you've got it right, we 

dmii"e your courage, we're with you, you're not alone. I don't 
fuink I've had any discussions where somebody said, well, on such 
tnui* * j_i .„ _ ^- u : — ±u;„ ~_ 4/u:„ _ :„I . J . T n_. and such a date or pin him on this or this was right, so I really 
can't help you on that, sir. 

Senator NUNN. Were these people speaking from their own 
knowledge or were they just speaking of the general reputation of 
Mr. Gates? In other words, they were saying they were not in favor 
of Mr. Gates. Were they saying that they knew particular things 
about him or were they just saying this is the reputation within 
the agency, or just their own opinion? How broad a net did they 
cast? 

Mr. FORD. These were very short conversations. What was back 
of their remarks, I don't—except, we're with you, you've got it 
right,; go ahead. And these include both people still with CIA. It 
would be especially difficult for them; plus some alumni. And 
people who are both analysts and others who are operations offi
cers. 

Senator NUNN. Approximately how many people have you talked 
to in that vein? 

Mr. FORD. Oh, 16, 18—something like that. 
Senator NUNN. And they have all called you? 
Mr. FORD. They have. I have not sought out anyone. I've also had 

two very sharp growls. 
Senator NUNN. 16 or 18 who say they agree with you and 2 

people who 
Mr. FORD. Yes, sir. 
Senator NUNN. Were these people spread throughout the agency 

or were they concentrated in one particular division? 
Mr. FORD. That's what was so interesting to me. They were 

spread throughout the agency. Some who had worked with Mr. 
Gates years ago, sometimes others more recently and so on. 

Senator NUNN. In other words, this is not concentrated in the 
Soviet division? 

Mr. FORD. NO, sir. 
Senator NUNN. And you are talking about people mainly in the 

intelligence end or are you talking about people in operations? Or 
both? 

Mr. FORD. There were both; probably slightly more in analysis 
than in operations. 

Senator NUNN. Were these people at the mid-level to upper-
level? 

Mr. FORD. Some of them had been fairly senior officers. Others 
were mid-level, yes, sir. 
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Senator NUNN. Let me just ask this. If Mr. Gates is confirm^ 
head of the CIA, based on just your 16 or 18 conversations wi^ 
kind of problem is that going to pose for him in managing 5? 
agency? And also, what kind of morale are you going to have? 

Mr. FORD. Well, again, as I said earlier, it seems to me ft 
morale largely stems from who the boss is of a particular unit A 
how that's run and whether people are promoted there on ftr 
merit or whether they are punished if they don't agree with ft 
director, more so than who the director happens to be. 

I think that—I wouldn't feel it impossible that Mr. Gates coulH 
run the place but I think he would have to immediately send ft 
word down and demonstrate it in various ways that he wanted t 
create a whole new environment, a healthy environment, and show 
by ways and means of handling people, handling issues that all 
points of view are respected and so on. 

Senator NUNN. In other words, if he is confirmed, he is going to 
have quite a task ahead of him to gain the confidence of the kind 
of people you are talking about? 

Mr. FORD. Yes, sir. 
Senator NUNN. Did those people convey to you that this is wide

spread throughout the agency? Did they say that they were speak
ing for others or were they all speaking individually? 

Mr. FORD. They were all speaking individually, yes. I can't make 
any kind of measure of quote, throughout the agency. And I would 
imagine that it's more concentrated in certain offices than in 
others. 

Senator NUNN. YOU have been in the intelligence business a long 
time with a distinguished career. Is this an unusual situation for 
this kind of charge to be made against someone who had been in 
top positions, or is this the same old thing that we have had for a 
long time and now we are just having public revelations of it? You 
have been there a long time; have you seen anything of this nature 
in your 30 or so years? 

Mr. FORD. I really don't recall any such thing at all, and my 
answer would be that I think it is unique. There have been times 
when the professionals, including myself, would say, well, who's 
this new director? I remember this happened in the case of Mr. 
McCone. He's coming out of business life. He doesn't know any 
thing about intelligence. Within a few months, we were all singing 
quite a different tune—that this was one of the finest directors 
we've had. 

I think the case here is unique and that there must have been 
some smoke in some rooms, even though there are no smoking 
guns, that has led to as many indications of displeasure and of in
ternal CIA examinations of the question. I think it is unique in 
that this is a nominee who was nominated once before and didnt 
make it. Had this been someone coming in for the first time, say, 
out of public life with, as far as we know, an impeccable record, 
there wouldn't be anything of this kind. 

Excuse me, let me be a little more explicit. Your parallel would 
be to cases where someone was a career CIA officer who had been 
nominated; that's a closer—and there, Colby and Helms in particu
lar come to mind. I do not recall any kinds of, you know, gee, this 
guy shouldn't be director or, I want to go talk to someone, at all 
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rpuore were differences of opinion and all that, but this is a good 
mination and this guy we like and respect and would make a 

n°i director. So I think it is unique. 
g°Senator NUNN. One of your reasons for the recommendation you 

e and for the Committee not to confirm Bob Gates was you felt, 
characterized his testimony as "clever" and I believe you men-

tio: 
y°ned i n t n e as8688111611* his forgetfulness. Are there any other 
things that come to mind that allowed you or pushed you towards 
the conclusion that he was "clever"? And what do you mean by 
lever, the way you are using it? I take it you are not trying to be 

complimentary? 
Mr. FORD. That s correct. Bob is a very gifted—articulate. He has 

always been very good at winning people to his cause, especially 
oeople on first or short notice. I think he knows how to develop his 
credentials and ingratiate himself. I don't know the record on the 
Iran-Iraq business. I had no knowledge of it and only citizen's 
knowledge since. 

It seems to me that when one forgets as often as he does, it is a 
way to evade being asked more penetrating questions or get 

in a position where they feel they might perjure themselves. And 
with Bob's fine mind and so on, I just can't imagine that he forgot 
as much as he says he did. 

Senator NUNN. One final question. I know we have to go vote. 
Mr. Gates and Mr. Casey have been out of there for two years now. 
Do you believe the morale problem is still there? 

Mr. FORD. I wouldn't say the morale problem, because it varies 
from place to place. And I would say that I'm not that well ac
quainted. I work in a little office off to the side, and I'm in no posi
tion to know what the—all cases. I know there are complaints 
against this or that but not of a serious nature. I think, by and 
large, as I said, there is respect for Dick Kerr. 

Senator NUNN. How about for Director Webster? Was there a 
general respect for Webster: 

Mr. FORD. I think there's respect that he's a man of integrity 
who plays it straight. I think there were people who would wish 
that he had interested himself more in the analytical end of things. 

Senator NUNN. Okay. Thank you very much. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Nunn. 
I have several items—just a note that we will read into the 

record. 
These are items that happened previously and the packets re

leased to the public. They relate to several items related to the 
papal assassination attempt, the Iran estimates, the Nicaragua 
shipment, Soviets and SDI's, Soviet/Mid-East policy, Libyan eco
nomic sanctions, international terrorism, Soviet/Third World stud
ies, and Soviets in Afghanistan. All of these items which have been 
in the packets that have been released publicly will, without objec
tion, be entered into the official hearing record. 

[The documents referred to follow:] 
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This paper was written for the purpose of setting forth tht 

basis for believing the Soviets may have been involved in the 

papal assassination attempt. It consequently makes the casa !or( 

the p laus ib i l i t y of Soviet complicity but does not elaborate 

ful ly the counter arguaient that the Soviets may not have been 

involved. This draft is not intended to stand alone but to 

constitute the SOVA contribution to a joint SOVA-OGI paper. Th« 

SOVX contribution provides the historical and contextual setting; 

the OGI contribution wil l examine the particular question of 

reporting and 'evidence relating to the papal assassination 

attetr.pt i t s e l f . 

The evidence of Soviet involvement in the papal x 

assassination attempt should be assessed in the context of eft** 

we know about Soviet views of the Polish c r i s i s , and in light of 

ONCERSSIFIED 
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pift Soviet behavior and attitudes regarding political 

,iias«ination. As in any inquiry concatning culpability for a 

criininal act, we must considar whether tha Soviets had a atrong 

motive for attempting tha assassination, whether they had tha 

capability to mount an operation against the Popa that they could 

jeaaonably axpact to succeed without implicating them, and 

whether the history of Soviet covert activities indicates that 

the Soviets are prepared to reaort to extreme measures to 

eliminate foreign enemies on a selective basis. 

An examination of the historical record suggests that: 

— The Soviets had a strong incentive to move against the 

Pope, although there were also disincentives for doing 

so; 

— The Soviet attitude toward political assassination is 

essentially opportunistic, pragmatic, end not 

constrained by moral considerations; 

•• The Soviet* have demonstrated a willingness to 

asaassinate political opponents when they judge the 

circumstances propitious, although their inclination to 

do so has been greater in some periods than others and 

-they have rarely attempted assassinations in recent 

years; 

— iven in periods when the Soviets have not resorted to 

assassination they have maintained a capability to do so 

and have continued to regard assassination as one option 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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to be considered in dealing with advent developments 

outside their borders. 

History of Soviet Assassinations 

The USSR has a long history of involvement in assassinations 

of po l i t i ca l enemies outside i t s borders. Several genaral 

conclusions can be drawn about the pattern and character of 

Soviet assassination attempts. 

F ir s t , h is tor ica l ly the Soviets have employed assassination 

much more freely against Soviet and East European defectors and 

emigres than against foreign po l i t i ca l leaders. It i s possible 

that in the eyes of Soviet leaders John Paul i s an East European 

who objectively has played the same sort of anti-Soviet role and 

poses the same sort of danger to the Soviets as earlier exiled 

Russians and East Europeans who attempted to appeal to the 

peoples of Eastern Europe over the heads of the Communist régimes 

there. 

Second, Soviet wil l ingness to use assassination has varied 

over time. From 1926 to I960 there were over forty documented 

cases of Soviet p o l i t i c a l assassinations or kidnappings in the 

West. (This figure does not include instances when planned 

assassinations either fai led or were not carried out for some 

reaaon.) in the early 1960s, however « the Soviets evidently 

decided to deemphasize assassination as a means of dealing with 

enemies abroad. The las t known example of a Soviet-sponsored 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

SUBJECT 

/%*•. Utiuu* r/LLA*li-*--h-

The V i c e P r e s i d e n t 

A t t e m p t e d A s s a s s i n a t i o n of Pope 

A t t a c h e d i s CIA's f i r s t c o m p r e h e n s i v e e x a m i n a t i o n of «ho was 
b e h i n d the a t t e m p t e d a s s a s s i n a t i o n of Pope J o h n Paul I I in Mav 
1 9 8 1 . This a n a l y s i s i s b a s e d upon our e x a m i n a t i o n of e v i d e n c e 
g a t h e r e d by the I t a l i a n m a g i s t r a t e ' s o f f i c e , the macy l e a d s 
s u r f a c e d by v a r i o u s j o u r n a l i s t s and s c h o l a r s , i n d e p e n d e n t l y 
a c q u i r e d i n t e l l i g e n c e i n f o r m a t i o n , and r e l a t e d h i s t o r i c a l ar.d 
o p e r a t i o n a l b a c k g r o u n d i n f o r m a t i o n . 

Whi le q u e s t i o n s r e m a i n - - and p r o b a b l y a l w a y s w i l l , we lave 
woritec t h i s prob lem i n t e n s i v e l y and now f e e l a b l e tc preser . : CUT 
f i n d imes w i t h some c o n f i d e n c e . ^ ^ ^ 

The paper b e g i n s w i t h a very s h o r t r e v i e w of the p r i n c i p a l 
c o n c l u s i o n s . T h i s i s f o l l o w e d by a s e v e r a l page o v e r v i e w of :r.e 
f i n d i n g s and e v i d e n c e , w h i c h i s k e y e d to t h e a a j o r s e c t i o n s of 
the p a p e r . ^ ^ ^ J 

Robert M. 10a tes 
Deputy Director for Intelligence 
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Agca 's At tempt T o Kill 
the Pope: The Case for 
Soviet Involvement1 

Aa Intelligence Assessment 

Warning—The material in this document is sensitive. 
Distribution :s strictly limited, and reproduction of 
this document is prohibited. 
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20 May 1985 

MEMORANDUM F0R__IH£ RECORD 

SUBJECT: Agca's Attempt to Kill the Pope: The Case Against 
Soviet Involvement 

1. The recent DDÎ Intelligence Assessment (IA) entitled 
"Agca's Attempt to Kill the Pope: The Case for Soviet 
Involvement" sets forth primarily arguments which are intended 
lead to^a conclusion of Soviet collusion in the assassination 
attempt. Evidence and analysis that contradicts this judgment 
are relegated to the tail end of the main text and are aosent 
from the Key Judgments and Summary. Moreover, there is no 
explanatory note to highlight the conjectural nature of this 
analysis. 

e of tnis memorandum is to identify 
icn would tend to challenge the analysis in 
t of Soviet i nvol vement--ei ther as motivator 
ea , according to the IA, on ttËÊÊÊÉÉHÊÊÊÊÊtÈÈR 
rate Martella's investigation, and our 
iet role in past assassinations. The IA aoes 
at the case in favor of Soviet involvement is 
It mentions the circumstantial nature of muer 

nd it raises a numûer o 
alleged Soviet and Bulgarian complicity, 
rn, however, is reflected earlier in the 
ts are basically discounted in tne 
which forecasts increased Soviet willingness 

violence against Western leaders. 
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and the DS would have been "assignee 

ficers would not have accompanied 
Moreover, if the Soviets were ready 
on of the Pope, they would have not 
f on the spot as the Filipinos did 
They probably would not have 

sit in jail and eventually tell all 
ng. In any event, once Agca was 
ents in St. Peter's Square, tne 
ives would have been hustled out of 
y o n e . All these blunders are 
tradecraft. 
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7. Italian Investigation. Italian Magistrate M a r t e n » ' 
investigation does provide evidence of a link between Agea S 

Turkish mafia and the Bulgarian intelligence services, but i 
fails to prove that the purpose of the link was related to 1* 
conspiracy against the P6pe, and it stops short of implies*? 
the Soviets. "1n9 

in pas 
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one of the factors 
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past activities are 
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be unprecedented f0r 

ence of the target. 
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cal figures. And if 
pol itical figures we 

are in tradecraft as 

9. Most of the approximately 40 attempts at assassinatior 
listed in the IA have involved attacks on d e f e c t o r s , emtgres, 
journalists or activists deeply invojved in anti-egmmun'i st 
activities in the 1910s and 1 9 5 0 s . 

Moreover, Agca' s assassination ittempt on the Pope 
was enti rely""di f ferent in character from the known Soviet 
approach to such o p e r a t i o n s . It involved the use of a handgun at 
a moving target in a public place crowded with witnesses and the 
chance of success was low. 

10. Soviet M o t i v a t i o n . The Soviets probably viewed Pope 
John Paul 11 ' s act i vi tes as one of the causal factors for the 
crisis in Poland in 1 9 8 0 - 8 1 . They could have had incentives, as 
noted in the IA, to remove the Pope in a final desperate act to 
demoralize opposition elements in Poland and avoid resorting to 
massive repression. Soviet d i s i n c e n t i v e s for moving against the 
Pope, however, are relegated in the IA mainly to parentnetical 
comments and a footnote, even though these disincentives could 
have outweighed the i n c e n t i v e s . The Soviets knew tnat Jonn Paul 
was not the sole cause for Polish unrest and they could not nave 
been certain tnat his assassination would not have led to even 
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create 

as « ' 
Sol i d * 
be i"J 
i t ) th 
Soviet 
himsel 

r opposition at the time. They tried to work through him 
eader experienced in the ways of communists to keep 
rity in line. Although he made it clear that he would not 
imidated, there is no evidence (despite efforts to check 
at he said, as stated in the IA, that in the event of 
military intervention, he would travel to Warsaw to ally 

f with the national resistance. 

y the time of the 
sas'si nation attempt on 11 May, the center of Soviet concern 
fted to in"' 
less likely 

hi fed to instability in the Polish Communist Party--whi 
« less likely to be offset by the Pope's removal. 

ch would 

12. Other Conspiracy T h e o r i e s . The IA also quickly rejects 
the possibility that Agca on his own or with some of tne Turkisn 
mafia may have planned this attack independently from the 
Bulgarians or the Soviets. Agca and his friends could have used 
the Bulgarian intelligence connection for drug trafficking, 
espionage, gun running or other purposes which could have been of 
some value to the Bul g a r i a n s , while at the same time planning tne 
assassination. 

The inconsistencies in Agca's accounts and the 
"ortconTngs of the evidence do not lend conclusive support to a 
Bulgarian-Soviet conspiracy theory. 

13. Although the evidence does not point clearly to a 
Soviet-Bulgarian conspiracy, the amount of money and the 
operational support Agca received, not to mention a putative 
accompl ice,_do indicate that some sort of_conspj racy_was 
i nvol vPfl 
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t h e i r l i f e s t y l e s , t h e i r a p a r t m e n t s , e t c . They a lso have ass 
t o support a " B u l g a r i a n c o n n e c t i o n " propaganda campaign w h i c h ^ 
would d i .ver t a t t e n t i o n from t h e i r i n v o l v e m e n t . 

Th is memorandum is c l a s s i f i e d SECRET NOFORN NOCONRACT ORCON fn 

i t s e n t i r e t y . 

azé& 
Johir' G . Hi obi ts 

Chief, Foreign Activities Branch 
Regional Issues Group 

Third World Activities Oivision 
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12 Ju ly 1985 

BOTE TO; Deputy Direc tor for I n t e l l i g e n c e 

n W . Papal Task Force 

SCBJEC: Review of DI Production on the Attempted 
Assas s ina t ion of Pope John Paul I I 

Attached i s our Review of DI Production on the Attempted 
. ^ . H n t i of Pope John Paul I I . Given our d e a d l i n e , we were 

«hie to have r e l e v a n t a n a l y s t s and managers review the t e x t , 
w also were not able to meet with a l l a n a l y s t s and managers who 
"rked on the e a s e because some were away from Headquarters 
during t h i s three-week p e r i o d . 

With regard to the PFIAB Study, we have addressed 
•ooroximately the same p o i n t s mentioned in Anne Armstrong's 
le t ter but have not e x p l i c i t l y re ferred to the PFIAB e f f o r t . 

Karl Ruyle read the DI product , p a r t i c i p a t e d in s e v e r a l 
Interviews, and o f f e r e d s u g g e s t i o n s on the f i n a l draf t of our 
paper. (0) 

rbss Cow*y 

r John McLaughlin 

C h r i s t i n e Williams 

UNPSSIFIED ov «T^Vï1 
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Our review of the product record on the Papal 
assassination attempt reveals some serious shortcomings 
and indicates that there is scope for further 
significant work. 

Alternative explanations were not adequately examined in 
the DI's written product. 

The current intelligence product is spotty, descriptive, 
and cautious in tone. Some of the informal products and 
briefings were notably more informative and balanced. 
The two longer assessments produced by the Directorate 
are impressive efforts to sort out the case, but they 
suffered from inadequate coordination, poor sourcing, 
and lack of balance. 

In the absence of evidence, production was hamstrung, 
mindsets replaced evidence, and the issue became 
increasingly polarized. 

The widespread perception that upper management had 
strong and in some cases conflicting views on the issue 
had a pervasive effect on the analytic and production 
process. 

The Inadequacy of inter-office and inter-Directorate 
teamwork seriously degraded the quality of the DX 
product. 

Senior-management may want to take some steps to dispel 
the perception in some quarters that the issue has 
become politicized, along with some measures designed to 
redress, the organizational problems that we have 
identified in the following review. 
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Scope Note and Methodology 

This review of the I n t e l l i g e n c e Direc tora te*s (1)1) coverage 
h attempted a s s a s s i n a t i o n of Pope John Paul I I focuses on 

ot issue of S o v i e t compl i c i ty in t h e i n c i d e n t . I t does not 
t h e act to Judge or v a l i d a t e the c o n c l u s i o n s arrived a t i n the CI 
• ' ' " L , . Indeed, t h i s review i n e v i t a b l y d i f fer»- from the 
r ' P ° c h taken i n the t y p i c a l post-mortem, which t r i e s to 
lPter*ine whether the Agency a c c u r a t e l y foresaw some c r i t i c a l 

t and, i f n o t , why n o t . In t h i s c a s e , we have no such 
*ven

d pd a g a i n s t which to Judge t h e product because t h e e x t e n t 
s t*n

 t u r e of Bloc compl i c i ty i n the Papal a s s a s s i n a t i o n attempt 
Î e s s e n t i a l l y s t i l l an open q u e s t i o n . Our e v a l u a t i o n , 
h refore, focuses on the o b j e c t i v i t y and thoroughness of DI 

ortlng snd examines re la t ed i s s u e s such as the use of ev idence 
"d the extent to which systemic problems, i n s t i t u t i o n a l b i a s , or 
' o l i t i c a l pressures may have in f luenced the product . 

The review was conducted over a three-week period by a team 
t three sen ior DI o f f i c e r s under t h e a u s p i c e s of the DI's 

Product Evaluation S t a f f . I t Involved a review of the f u l l scope 
of BI reporting on the subjec t — formal ad hoc a s s e s s m e n t s , 
eurrent i n t e l l i g e n c e r e p o r t i n g , informal i n t e r n a l memoranda and 
briefing notes — from the date of the a s s a s s i n a t i o n attempt i n 
Mir 1981 to the p r e s e n t . 01 r e p o r t i n g on S o v i e t - P o l i s h r e l a t i o n s 
orior to the attempt was a l s o reviewed for re levance to the 
incident. In a d d i t i o n , the team Interv iewed some two dozen 
eeople in the DI, DO and the NIC — about equal ly d iv ided between 
the working l e v e l and managers — who were involved i n the 
col lect ion, a n a l y s i s or product ion of i n t e l l i g e n c e on t h i s 
issue. The team did not i n t e r v i e w consumers of the product . 

The report which f o l l o w s p r o v i d e s r e l e v a n t background on the 
problem; reviews the product , e s p e c i a l l y the two most 
authoritative (a s w e l l as c o n t r o v e r s i a l ) hard-cover papers 
written on the s u b j e c t ; summarizes the views of a n a l y s t s and 
sanagers working-on t h e problem; i d e n t i f i e s the s t r e n g t h s and 
weaknesses of the product and t h e p r o c e s s ; and o f f e r s some 
closing o b s e r v a t i o n s . 
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I . MATURE OF THE CASE AND THE AHALTTIC ENVIRORMEHT 

We d i s c o v e r e d from our i n t e r v i e w a t h a t the unusual ease * 
of t h e Papal a s s a s s i n a t i o n ease — when combined wi th some 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f the a n a l y t i c e n v i r o n n e n t w i t h i n CIA — K . 1 B 
e x p l a i n t h e a t t i t u d e s and m i n d s e t s of a n a l y s t s and managers 
t h e i r p r o p e n s i t y to s e e the e a s e i n a p o l a r i z e d way, t h e i r ' 
r e l u c t a n c e to i n v e s t i g a t e a l t e r n a t i v e s c e n a r i o s , and the thin BT 
p r o d u c t i o n r e c o r d . l 

The event i t s e l f was almost unprecedented, ent ire ly 
unanticipated, and Immediately subject to the I ta l ian legal 
system. In the early aftermath, scanty information and the lack 
of contrary evidence from i n t e l l i g e n c e sources resulted in 
analysts concluding that i t was an i so lated terror i s t incident. 
Even after Agca implicated the Bulgarians and during the. Italian 
inves t iga t ion , the at t i tude of many analysts was that It was 
e s s e n t i a l l y a l ega l case and that they were i l l -equipped either 
to be lawyers or inves t igat ive reporters . The fact that an 
Allied government was in the process of e i ther investigating or 
prosecuting the case added to the reluctance of analysts and 
c o l l e c t o r s a l ike to get heavily involved . Several analysts 
interviewed f e l t that i t was d i f f i c u l t to Isolate and focus on 
i n t e l l i g e n c e problems s ince these were so enmeshed in the legal 
case . They also believed that senior managers did not want to 
give any impression of CIA Involvement in influencing the court 
cast 

The environment within CIA — part icular ly the 
reorganization of the DI in l a t e 1981, the mindsets prevailing in 
various o f f i c e s , and the "hot potato climate" associated with the 
case — also influenced the amount and quality of 01 
production. The Inevitable d i srupt ions , the sh i f t ing of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s for coverage of cer ta in accounts, and other 
changes associated with the DI reorganization have been cited by 
several analysts as creating problems in adequately handling this 
case . 

Responsibi l i ty for the case I n i t i a l l y went to the Terrorisa 
Branch of the International Issues Divis ion of th Office of 
P o l i t i c a l Analys'is (OPA) and, l a t e r in 1981, to the Terrorism 
Branch in a new component - - the Office of Global Issues (OCX). 
The new Terrorism Branch was s taffed mainly by a small group of 

i junior analysts with l i t t l e or no country exper t i se . Their 
primary task was to provide warning of t error i s t operations. , 
Several of the ir managers described them as pressured to analyze 
an increasing number of t e r r o r i s t operations in Western Europe 
and the Middle East, react ive rather than r e f l e c t i v e , and unable 
to produce hard-cover papers. Moreover, no analyst worked on the 
case f u l l time u n t i l much l a t e r . In the f i r s t year or so, hiring 
Judged the assass inat ion attempt to be the work of a lone gunnan, 
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was covered as a "hip pocket* account and was no one's 
the c*9* . either in OQI or in any other DI office. 
priority 

time vent on and the Ital ian judic ia l investigation 
lngly pointed to Bulgarian involvement, the case became 

iBCfe* e o n s i t i l i t ? of one analyst in OGI. This analyst was 
the r e " . designated by the DD1 as the key person responsible 
<TentuaJ. 7 within the Dl;_the analyst was also given access by 
for t , _„._.<«.<„. nn »nnf t .4nc an the a u h l e e t . This 

one analyst 
and led 

*Tentï!. ease within the DI; the analyst was also given ae 
for «ncl to a l l s ens i t ive DO reporting on the subject. 1 
tbe i « to focus responsibi l i ty in one of f ice and on on» 
deCi9h°caBe well known by DI managers and analysts alike 
s°°n * w l t n country expertisejefaaj^alMeeWMBWPifllÉ 
inil.T'H o f ¥ h o B had been quite involved in foITowing the 
l * ^ ^ t » back off. In some cases , they were also motivated by 
" î ' . r f rom their managers to leave the case to OGI, as well as 
orde[ , lack of access to a l l the reporting. As a resu l t , 
by ! v . for interof f ice cooperation began to evaporate. 
incentive» 

it least one SOVA analyst cited the reorganization's 
it»timm of the OSSR and Eastern Europe into two separate 

' & ! . . as creating problems. The s p l i t reduced contact between 
of w!!a which in turn was exacerbated by the physical 
IR? T!ïïân of SOVA to ^HÊk Building. Continuity was also a 
Ttll,.l Secause, from 198Tto the present, some six different 
""l i s t s worïeS on Soviet-East European relat ions in SOVA. With 
" , y rn!!!r i t w s hard for analysts to get up to speed, even 
ÏUCîhe major i s s u e d and even more d i f f i c u l t to understand the 
?,\rîc\c*es of IgcalBulgarian-Soviet connections. The wheel had 

hi « invented each time a new analyst took over, and the 
- ï î . x ' î ï of the ease , combined with the press of other work, 

.oSrXuUd to tSe tendency of SOVA analysts to put i t on the 
back burner. 

Problems with personnel continuity, the press of other 
HA the tandencv to be reactive to new developments in 

««'case kept î n a S m t s T r o . taking an in-depth look at the 
â - !«^ i»« to one analyst , new information was reacted to 

recording. This «knee-jerk- approach was, in our view, at xe«3 
Jartïy responsible for the spotty and descript ive quality of 
current in te l l igence coverage of th i s subject . 

Problems imhibiting analysis of the 1 " " 1» ^ Î Î ^ S * 

fro» • ^ « i " S î " V « S r 1 ï ! r t i « S î l ! » S Î Î « • "tT 8org.nfx.d to 

rather on foreign policy v i s — v i s " r i o " " « J ! " ° f \H KGB and 
world. In addit ion, s ince the • • • " ^ • • " • • / " S . î . i K î i ™ of 
active measures account have largely * • • » * * « £ b ! îhe view 
junior ana lys t , . Even «ore i S " » * ^ » » * » ' . ^ J ^ a n a l y s t s 
expressed by some analysts J B t « ' T { e w ' h #

f c ° ^ 1 ' 0 ! „ r 9 , ' n o t to 
and managers preferred, at l eas t in the early years, n 

- 2 -
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consider the "seamy" side of Soviet policy ~ vet operations 
the l i k e . Analysts tended to prefer a tradit ional ly more *M 

academic and macro approach to domestic and foreign policy th 
encouraged a tendency to dismiss scenarios about possible Sovi la 

complicity and — when combined with the monopoly over the el 
given to OGI — to hang back from working on i t . Finally 0* 
manager alluded to a kind of malaise in SOVA, in part a lèsae» 
problems associated with the 1981 SHE on Terrorism, which °f 

reportedly caused some analysts to bo apprehensive about vheth... 
the ir views would, be well-received op the l ine and to adopt » 
wait-and-see att i tude on the complex question of Soviet 
complicity. This malaise was well characterized by one former 
SOVA manager's statement that "no one «ver asked us" about Sovi.» 
complic i ty . et 

Compounding the problem of mindsets was the "hot potato" 
climate associated with the case. This resulted at least partly 
from the fact that there was an invest igat ion underway by ta 
Allied government and that any CIA assessment — but particular].? 
one that supported Soviet complicity — might be suspect and, in 
any case , could have serious repercussions on OS-Soviet 
r e l a t i o n s . Perhaps the most important factor contributing to 
t h i s climate was the perception by analysts and managers thtt the 
seventh floor had strong views on the oase. Host thought thtt 
the DCI had a strong gut fee l ing that the Soviets were involved; 
most also were convinced that the DDCI for a long time was 
persuaded that the tradecraft exhibited did not bear the marks of 
a Soviet operation. The risky climate associated with the case 
was in tens i f i ed by mixed s ignals from managers about whether or 
not to write on the case . 

F inal ly , there were problems with scarce resources and 
pressing competing demands. Analysts in OGI and the DO initially 
assumed the case had been se t t led with Agca's conviction and were 
increasingly preoccupied with terror i s t operations in Western 
Europe and the Middle East. The Dozler kidnapping in December 
1981, for example, put the Agea case further on the back 
burner. With regard to EURA and SOVA, analysts were in the midst 
of tracking the Polish c r i s i s at the time of the assassination 
attempt and for many months thereaf ter . They participated in -
three task forces between December 1980 and December 1981 and 
were involved in monitoring Polish Government repression and 
growing Soviet concern over the deteriorat ion of the Polish 
party — the preludes to the declaration of martial law. SOVA 
analysts had s t i l l other things to occupy the ir attention — the 
Mid-East/Syria c r i s i s and the aforementioned SRIE on Terrorism. 
Several analysts and managers also expressed the view that, even 
i f many more CIA resources had been devoted to co l lect ion end ' 
analys is of information on the assass inat ion attempt, the net 
resul t might not have been much d i f ferent given the complexity of 
the case , i t s s e n s i t i v i t y , and the lack of evidence. 
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*TISC THE STAGE: MOSCOW AND THE POLISH POPE 

1978, a n a l y s t s were quick to f o r e s e e the problems that a 
Pooe might cause for Moscow and t h a t might s e r r e as 

rw—*B yoT b i s removal . By the time o f t h e a s s a s s i n a t i o n 
» o t i ' e f however, t h e p r e v a i l i n g v iew was t h a t t h e Pope had 
, t t e * d become a f o r c e f o r moderation i n the P o l i s h c r i s i s . The 
i n 9 t to look beyond h i s r o l e in t h e P o l i s h s i t u a t i o n and to 
failure ^ e \om run and on the broader r a m i f i c a t i o n s of h i s 
r e f le c - t h e S o v i e t s contr ibuted to a n a l y s t s ' r e l u c t a n c e to 
tenure ro l s 9 u e o f S o v i e t c o m p l i c i t y u n t i l much l a t e r . 
take up tne i a a u 

T October 1978, OPA produced an a n a l y s i s of the s h o r t - and 
" , iBpact o f the e l e c t i o n of a P o l i s h Pope that was 

l o n g" ! A in t h e HID »nd in OPA's S o v i e t and East European 
publistiea in e 9 9 B e n t w a 9 f 0 P W , P < i l o o k i n g and s p e c u l a t i v e ; i t 
" v i e W ; , J the widespread damage t h a t a P o l i s h Pope and a 
' B P « î î i ï«ed C a t h o l i c Church in Eastern Europe could do to S o v i e t 
Zs.mony î î t î e r e g i o n , w i t h the p o s s i b i l i t y of s p i l l o v e r i n t o 
the OSSF. 

From 1978 to 1981 , DI products r e f l e c t e d S o v i e t concern over 
.... Polish Pope, p a r t i c u l a r l y with regard to h i s v i s i t to Poland 

h
B%979 «hicEMoscow probably b e l i e v e d bad served as a e m t a l y . t 

n Inres t . But a f t e r the a s s a s s i n a t i o n a t t e m p t , a n a l y s t s tended 
i n c l u d e t h a t John P a u l ' s ro l e a s an a g g r a v a t i n g force in t h e 

° M ! B e r î s i s was outweighed by h ia moderating r o l e and tha t 
°a cow h . î ï t S Ï To ga in from removing him, p a r t i c u l a r l y g iven 

K! r isks of d e t e c t i o n . During our i n t e r v i e w s , a n a l y s t s working 
e , list « p r e s s e d t h e i r b e l i e f t h a t t h e P o l i s h s t r i k e s and 

.orders? movement would have occurred w i thout the i n s p i r a t i o n of 
I Polish " 0 0 " They a l s o maintained t h a t k i l l i n g the Pope would 
et m.v. s o ï v . d Moscow's P o l i s h problem but eou ld i n s t e a d have 

ezteerbated i t by c a u s i n g fur ther u n r e s t . 

C r i t i c a l i n . a c c o u n t i n g for the s h i f t i n a n a l y s t s ' ^ v i e w s were 

products. 

"By e a r l y 198-1, however, s e v e r a l 
DI products warned t h a t Mo.cowTmight be «rowing " J ^ 1 ^ 0 ^ ? 
with the u t i l i t y of i t s < * M B * v c o n n e c t i o n - » " « " • £ J* u n n appv 
led to g r e a t e r calm i n Poland and s i n c e t h e J 0 j J - t » JJ™ ™ n a p p T 

«lth Walesa's h i g h l y p u b l i c i z e d meet ings wi th * £ • ^ . - { ^ g » 
retrospect , we would have expected t h a t t h i s J » " " " ^ r i 5 T l e t 
would Save s e t t h e s t a g e for a n a l y s t s a t l e a s t £ * f e o n î S u ï T U 
-ot lves for g e t t i n g r i d o f the Pope. In ' • ; * » * * • J ^ " h 
see the Pope as a moderat ing force or as ^ V î l remove him. 
influence in Poland t o m o t i v a t e Moscow to t ry to remove him. 
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It was not unt i l April 1985 that a contrary view of poaaihi 
Soviet at t i tudes toward the Pope was explored in a DI ' 
Inte l l igence Assessment. 
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TSE PRODUCTION RECORD 
jîl • T n 

the absence of m final outcome against which to 
the DI's performance, our standards in Judging the 

»e,sur!-»te,s record on this case will be: 
Director»--* 

«as a l l the avai lable evidence considered* in making 
assessments? 
Was the DI's approach to the question conditioned by 
preconceived notions or "mindsets"? 

In the absence of firm evidence, were alternative 
" scenarios considered in the search for explanations of 

the assassination attempt? 

«. «amined a l l the DI's written work on the subject between 
B " n ! e f the Pope on 13 May 1981 and the present.» Our t b e 'H turnld up 12 HID pieces ( a l l but one were notes ) , and 20 

,earch turnefl «J and seven a r t i c l e s ) . Coverage in other 
M V Ï * ï u b i l « U o ï ï \ î . M e n «ore l imited: nine chronology or 
K î i î î . K " • « and two a r t i c l e s in OCI's Terrorism Review. 
highlight " • • produced three hard cover 

on specific questions to book reviews and commentary on open-
source l i t erature . 

X. Current Inte l l igence 

•~»'I.4M i l l u s t r a t e s the DI's cautious approach to the Papal 

convicted gunman Agca. 

'In developing Chapter I I , * • ^o i*fflffi* $fi££«£ 
the period between John Paul's « £ « f i ™ 1 " 1 ? ^ " l l o w i n g 
1B 1981, but we did not review that work in tne 
évaluation. 

- 6 -
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The current publications did not take note of the incide 
unt i l five days after Agca shot, the Pooe , when theJEB oub n!!l 
a brief saying: J J i P«°nah«d 

— "Turk who tried to assassinate the Pope has told XtaH 
police very l i t t l e . . . n o information from hi» or othe* 
sources on his organizational t i e s . . . p r e s s allegation 
of links with far-right Turkish groups s t i l l 
unconfirmed." 

The next even marginally related item is a'^"*'>*rticle five 
months later (28 November) that discussed the large role played 
by Bulgaria — especia l ly the state enterprise,*Kintex — i a drug 
and weapons smuggling. The a r t i c l e was based on a typescript 
memorandum by EDRA. There i s no mention in the a r t i c l e of Agca 
or the Papal case, even though the press was then speculating 
about possible connections between Agca and Bulgarian-Turkish 
smuggling operations. 

The near s i l ence in the current publications in the months 
after the shooting squares with what analysts told us about their 
i n i t i a l reactions to the attempt. Judging from our interviews, 
no one working on European or Soviet issues at the time gave aorc 
than passing consideration to explanations other than that Agca 
was a "Turkish nut," probably acting on his own. Most of these 
analysts , moreover, were caught up in the day-to-day demands of 
the Polish c r i s i s and were focused on other, higher-priority 
quest ions, such as the l ikelihood of Soviet mil i tary 
intervention. One analyst did recal l thinking that th i s was a 
rather convenient development for the Soviets , but then observed 
that , in the absence of any evidence, "it wasn't the sort of 
thing you'd put in the RID the next day." 

Other than the two items cited above, nothing on the issue 
appeared in the current publications u n t i l 7 December 1982, two 
weeks after Antonov was arrested in Borne and charged with 
complicity in' the'attempt. Most of the a r t i c l e s appearing 
between then and now- report various twis t s and turns in the 
I ta l ian legal proceedings or deal with secondary i s s u e s , such as 
the e f fec t of the publ ic i ty on Bulgarian foreign pol icy 4M0B* 

«flafsTnaBBV^qpaHMsVBsVhÉMMqpj^MHIriBsi S o n e o f t h « 
a r t i c l e s — with* one poss ible exception — wrest les directly with 
or comments on. the question of Bulgarian eopp l i c i ty . 

When the a r t i c l e s do come close to addressing that issue, 
tbey tend to east doubt on a Bulgarian role — whieh, u n t i l ^ ^ 
recently, was the tenor of moat of the raw reporting. The q ^ 
a r t i c l e on 7 December 1962, for example, noted that our sources 
say the Ital ian case against ântonov la «oak and based solely on 
Agca's word. The BID on 21 April 1984 reported that Italian 
Government o f f i c i a l s questioned the invest igat ing magistrate's 
objec t iv i ty and that I t a l y ' s ambassador to Bulgaria thought tht 

UNCLASSIFIED 



357 

UNCLASSIFIED 

was too weak to c o n v i c t i n t o n o v . And on 5 June 198U, a 
(Yiden r e p o r t e d wi thout comment t h a t Bulgarian i n t e l l i g e n c e 
^ ? P 6 i » l 3 claimed'Antonov had noth ing s u b s t a n t i a l to r e v e a l . The 

f f < • . - that l e a n s c l e a r l y In the o ther d i r e c t i o n i s the a o s t 0'— that l e a n s c i e a r x y i n «ne s i o t r a i r e c n o n i s «ne i n s i 
only * ^ 5 e w , a r t i c l e (28 March 1985 ) , which repor t s that An to no v 
re « v Y h e « ^ - l t h i ( c , , « > O T g « a « M « V « n M t f t l P 

LM^^amaaaaai and c o o a e n t s that Antonov's r e v e r s a l w i l l c a s t ne« 
• h i s e r o f e s s i o n s of innocence and s t rengthen Agca's 

doubt on «•»••* r 
cred ib i l i t y . 

B. Serial Publications 

e product record in the serial publications is even more 

tria 
The e f f e c t o f the two l o n g e r T e r r o r i s a Review a r t i c l e s i s 

,gain to eas t doubt on Bulgar ian c o m p l i c i t y . 
r — The a r t i c l e p u b l i s h e d on 22 December 1983 — about a 
L year a f t e r t h e I t a l i a n s a r r e s t e d Antonov 

q u o t e s Agca's t w i s t e d e x p l a n a t i o n for k i l l i n g 
Inekc i — by k i l l i n g a popular and re spec ted f i g u r e , he 
hoped to J o l t Turkish o f f i c i a l s i n t o a c t i o n a g a i n s t 
v i o l e n c e — and s u g g e s t s t h a t t h e same motive could 
apply t o Agca ' s a t t a c k on the Pope. The a r t i c l e Judges 
tha t Agca ' s s t a t e d need to a c t a lone - r i n g s t r u e . " I t 
says t h e p o a . i b i l i t y of Agca b e i n g manipulated cannot be 
ruled out but oone ludes t h a t t h e impress ion conveyed by 
the r e p o r t i s o f a - b r i s t l i n g l y independent i n d i v i d u a l 
who raaaffts any a t tempt to be c o n t r o l l e d . . . " . 

— The e a r l i e r ' a r t i e l e ( 9 December 1982) d i s c u s s e s 
repor t lng^MaMaWLVeWBamm*» o n s t r a i n s between 
I t a l i a n J u d i c i a l and i n t e l l i g e n c e o f f i c i a l s . I t _ 
i n t e r p n a t s t h e s e r e p o r t s aa s u g g e s t i n g that - c a u t i o n be 
u s e ! i T e o n n e c t i n g Antonov wi th would-be Papal a s s a s s i n 
Agca." 

C. Informal Products 

I f one p o i n t .merges from a r e v i e w of J J î . S ' . a î ' Î S Î Î « r e 
hoc production on t h e i s s u e i t i s t h a t t h e Agency has t a l k e o 
to i t s e l f about t h e Papal e a s e than t o R a i d e r s . Of t h e 33 
seaos we sur faced i n t h i s c a t e g o r y , 21 were ^ « T " * A « ^ C 7 

documents, most ly i n t e r - o f f i c e memos and r e s p o n s e s to DCI 
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questions. A second category — nine of the u i o i — eonsi-
responses to specific questions posed by various const».,., 8 f 

as Vice Preident Bush's request in October 1983 for eou.M.'Uek 

en article in en academic Journal alleging that the SOTÏÎÎ»\°5 
strong motive for «anting the Pope killed. Three of the.. « * 
were broad enough in scope and distribution to be consider.!*"0' 
official statements to a significant external audience of . 
Agency's position on the ease. t h e 

Looking first at the internal Agency docuaents and reason» 
to specific «xternal questions (30 docuaents covering Septeeh.. 
1982 to June 1985), several patterns eaerge: *«Pte«ber 

— As in the current and serial publications, the tendency 
is to cast doubt on Bulgarian complicity. 

— The major recurrent reasons for this position are the 
Agency's inability to obtain specific evidence of a 
Bulgarian/Soviet link, the supposedly "sloppy" 
tradecraft in the operation. 

— The nearly complete .absence of consideration of 
alternative scenarios to explain the Papal shooting. 

The earlist Internal Agency memos on the subject show a 
focus on the evidentiary question and suggest a reluctance to 
speculate on the basis of background or history. Por example, t 
3 September 19_82 aeao to^the PCI from the Chief of the DO'a 

^ÊÊKIÊ^^*^éRÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊËÊÊÊÊÈÊÊIÈI9ÊÊFB says is a consensus 
DO and DZ officers that CIA has been "unable to substantiate in a 
convincing fashion" Claire Sterling's claim in Readers' Digest 
that Agca was in collusion with the Bulgarians. A aeao from the 

_DDI to the DCT on"8 October 1982 placed great stress on the 
Vg^BaVPMMdMBMM^and concluded that it "calls into 
question Soviet motives in ordering a Papal assassination.. .and 
shows that the Pope was of value to Moscow as an 
intermediary...". Another aeao froa the same period (author and 
addressees unidentified) draws attention to "shoddy" tradecraft, 
which is Judged "antithetical to the sound practices expected of 
a professional-intelligence organization." ' 

Noteworthy by i t s uniqueness in mentioning alternative 
scenarios is a aeao on 17 September 1982 froa the DDI to the SCI 
t it led Status of the Investigation of the Attempted Assassination 
of Pope John Paul I I . After discussing in considerable detail 
what the Agency knew about the case, the aeao concluded that 
"hard information...supports several scenarios not all of which 
are mutually exclusive: 
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. - That Agca*s plana.. .were known beforehand, perhaps to 
one or sore of several parties including the Bulgarian 
service and r i g h t i s t Turkish t error i s t s . 

. . That Agca attempted to assassinate the Pope without 
sponsorship and for his own reasons . . . 

. . That Agca was a hired assass in ." 

the aeao then went on to judge that i f Agca was a hired 
sassin, Turkish t error i s t s were probably his paymasters, 
cause the Soviets would have regarded him as having "too high' 

b'profile and being "too risky an instrument." 

Despite the unidimensional thrust of much of the ad hoc 
«reduction, the DI, in our Judgment, took a balanced, 
ablective — and agnostic — view of the oase in the three 
instances in which i t addressed a wide or important external 
auditas** 

In an 18 February 1983 statement to the Senate Select 
Committee on the Papal assassination attempt, the 091 
laid out the history of the oase, the resul ts of the two 
Ital ian inves t iga t ions , and the CIA invest igat ion. The 
statement summed up the arguments for and against Bloc 
complicity and concluded that "the case i s s t i l l open as 
far as we are concerned. We have not ruled out Soviet 
Involvement nor are we convinced they masterminded the 
entire scheme. We intend to continue searching for 
additional evidence." 

On 28 March 198»», OGI disseminated a typescript memo on 
the status of the case against Antonov that went to at 
least 17 high l eve l consumers in various policy and 
in te l l igence agencies . The memo stands out in th i s 
production category as a straight-forward assessment of 
whether the evidence i s strong enough to convict the 
Bulgarian of co l lus ion with Agca. After concluding that 
the ease for conviction i s mot very good, the memo 
prudently goes on to note that "absence of a oonvietion, 
however, need not mean non-complicity in the attack on 
John.Paul I I ; i t may «imply mean that actual involvement 
cannot be proven in a court of law." 

I , J n n . a s d J u l T 198», OGI aent several A i » ^ « r versions 

of h i ï h - î e T e l T u T t o ï e r T ^ n T l u d i n g T s ^ h ^ 
Assistant Secretary of State Burt, and the HPSI. ™« 
memo summarizes the key elements of the report and tr i e s 
to d is t inguish between fact , conjecture, and , , 
hypothesis. In our view, i t i s a helpful and unbiased 
guide through a complex subject . 

- 10 -
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D. Hard Cover 'Publications 

Of the three formsl Inte l l igence Assessments CIAs) the DI 
has produced since the assassination atteapt , two address the 
question of Bloc complicity.» These are The Panal A "!, 
Attempt: A Review of the Record (May 1983) and Agca's AttUSH^1 

K i l l the Pope: The Case for SoTiet Involvea-ant "knm i *u«e)P ^ 
Both papers are impressive ef forts to bring some order out of M 
fragmentary and often contradictory data on the ease. Judging 
from our own review of the two papers and from our interviews 
with key participants , however, both assessments were troubled by 
problems in eoordlnstion and soureing, mad they share a key 
shortcoming: fai lure to eonalder alternative sceneries to >tr i .« . 
the data the authors amassed. _ 

The 1983 psper, which i s labeled as a collaborative effort 
between the 01 and DO, eoncludes that the "assassination atteapt 
was probably not at the direct behest or with the foreknowledge 
of e i ther the Soviets or Bulgarians." The Key Judgaents base the 
conclusion pr iasr i ly on two arguaenta: 

— "the tradecraft eaployed.. .was fsr below the standards 
of Soviet bloc security serv ices ." 

The paper sees as the most probsble theory that "Agca acted 
without sponsorship or foreknowledge by any state at a time while 
he was performing unrelated work for various Turkish terrorists , 
criminals or groups." 

While the psper does discuss the poss ib i l i t y of Bloc 
complicity, i t does not — as the 1985 psper does — look in any 
d e t a i l at questions thst might have opened up thinking on the 
subject: Did "the Soyiets hsve a eapabi l i ty for and history of 
engaging in p o l i t i c a l asssss ins t ion? Did the Soviets have a 
motive for k i l l i n g the Pope, even though they ssw something to be 
gained from negotiating with him? 

•Everyone involved in producing the third paper, Bulgaria: 
Cooing with the Papal Asssssinst ion Scandal (December 198U), 
r eca l l s that the e x p l i c i t marching orders from the Office end DX 
l e v e l were to remain s t r i c t l y neutral on the question of whether 
or not the Soviets snd Bulgarians were involved. The psper does 
th i s scrupulously, desl ing only with how the controversy i s 
l ike ly to affect Sof ia 's relations with the West and Moscow. 

- 11 -
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*w..« ahortcoaings probably stem fro» tbroo pointa that 
* il our interviewa. Pirat , tha OGI analyata working tba 

«gerged *" h a d eloaa eootaeta with tha DO and high eonfidanoa 
probl*» « l P , e t orata*a a b i l i t y to Judge whether or sot tha 
in th»t f d « soy i . t fi-ngerprinta." Second, aa aotad aarl iar , 
trtd«er»"soVà w 8 f o n 0 „ i n g tba probla» oloaaly at thia point, a 
B0 one in apparently raflaetad organizational factors , tha 
situation * d l r . e t «Tldanca of Soviet involvement, and ooapeting 
u e k ?»<oa Third, tha "aindaat" in tha Agency in tha aprlng of 
priori"» . i t p l y influenced by ^ÊtÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊtÊÊKÊf^^^^ 
1983 tilnl that Bulgarian Government and party o f f i e ia la 
o M , r T I ? S k ! w nothing about a plot to k i l l tha Pope — a 
,PP*rtethî? "««res prominently in tha 1983 I I . 

Our interviews revealed considerable controversy about that 
IAt particularly the sourcing: 

- According to the principal DI author^ 
uortiona of tha 11 daaling with tha 1 _ _ r — -
Kai« that Sofia wa". not involvad in t h . p i c , H. says 
the 00 did not show hia a l l of the raw reporting on the 
«attar, and he therefore had no basis on which to fora 
an independent Judgment of i t . ^^— 

Tor their part, the DO participants say « t t the BI « » 
inprecise in i t s use of sourcing elsewhere in the paper 
and did not accept DO coordination changes « t h o s e 
«oints , à DO off icer coordinated the paper within the 
11 and after presenting the coordination suggest o n s t c 
the DI author, discovered that he had already sent the 
final draft to the DDL r" 

iTanv case, our axanination of the paper and sone of the 

were saying. . _ -
- In the kay. aection on -Soviet a n d B u l g a r i e ^ o B p l l ç i t y , " 

for s t a p l e , the _authors_say • • |_ll l l . . . ^ ^ 

did not conceive, fund, or carry out t»« « P o t i o n 
. . .4 . f i t in* 9one * Looking at tha aetual reporta, we 
fïna^hat^ha^aourca^did not h . v . J i r a c t . 0 0 . . . and was 
enîy - b o l l e v d _ j r j p o r t i n g r e l ^ J j ^ 

^ p r e s s i o n s : » i " - ^ ^ » to «•"rythlng he ^ " ^ 
« A , , heard about theAntono* c f f a i r e - ^ B a f

B
O P

g ^ r r y 
in te l l igence services did not conceive, rune, 
out the attempt on the Pope's l i r e . 
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~ The paper also says t h a t ^ 
although the Bulgarian a e r v T c e s w e r ^ w a r e o ^ ^ ^ f ^ * 
presence in Sofia, igea used fa lse documentation ind ' 
they did not know his true ident i ty ." This la the a 
source and report discussed shore, and i t i s therefor" 
misleading to skip o»er the question of access and to 
describe hia slaply as "re l iable ." 

The 1985 IA, a Joint s f fort by OGI and S07A, i s the Agene»» 
•o s t comprehensive look at the case to date. By any standard «Ï 
i s an Impressive compilation of the faots and marshalling or U 
erldence and reasoning £fiS Soviet Involvement. The principal ' 
spur for the paper was a series of reports in l a t e 198U «Jglg* 

lgVs> claim the Bulgarian Military Inte l l igence Service arranged 
the assassination attempt at the behest of the Soviet military. 
Taking off from these reports, the paper makes the case for a 
Soviet motive and establ ishes thst the Soviets have a capability 
for conducting — and history of using — p o l i t i c a l 
assass inat ions . Zt concludes that , "assuming Bast Bloc 
complicity in the Papal asssss lns t ion attempt," the most likely 
scenario would appear to be that "the Soviets in i t iated the 
p l a n . . . and enlisted (Bulgarian leader) Zhivkov's aid." 

The ZA breaks new ground by taking the Agency's f irs t 
comprehensive look at the poss ib l i ty of Soviet eoapl ic i ty . But 
many of the people we interviewed thought the paper had an 
unusual thrust for an in te l l igence assessment. They thought thit 
c a l l i n g the paper "The Case for Soviet Involvement" snd 
marshalling evidence only for that s ide "stacked the deck" in 
favor of that argument and ran the risk of appearing biased. 
This impression was further reinforced, they thought, by the 
"unbalanced" treatment of counter-arguments in the t e x t , k 
frequently cited example was the relegation te a short footnote 
of the widely held view thst the Soviets considered John Paul to 
be a moderating influence on Sol idarity — a view whose 
proponents claim' i s based on more r e l i a b l e and -extensive 
reporting than that, provided by the recent «mVmmVmmflsWMMMftÉel 
source. 

Despite i t s careful craft ing, the paper suffers from soae of 
the same flaws--as the 1983 paper and has been even more 
controvers i s l within the Agency. The misgiving mentioned aost 
frequently in our interviews i s the inconsistency between the Key 
Judgments snd the t e x t , part icularly in the treatment of sourcini 
and counter-arguments: 

— A large^_part_of the paper's l og ic hinges on the » 
*KmÉ*mÊÊtÊmtÊÊÊÊÊÊ&**BBH* reporting on the Soviet 

r o l e . 
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- -- - " The text also 
contains a section on "Anomalies and Unanswered 
Questions" which discusses gaps in the case and possible 
holes in the Soviet-complicity t h e s i s . 

._ The Key Judgments, however, only hint at"these 
qua l i f i er s , merely noting near the beginning that 

that there are s t i l l 
inconsistencies in our information, which remains "open 
to alternative interpretat ions ." Everything else in the 
Key Judgments strengthens the case for Soviet 
complicity. 

— Many participants in the process thought that without 
the qua l i f i e r s , particularly on source r e l i a b i l i t y , the 
Key Judgments give readers the impression that the 
Agency i s saying - - more de f in i t i ve ly than the paper 
Intends or the evidence warrants — that the Soviets 
were responsible. At the very l e a s t , the soureing in 
the Key Judgments i s inconsistent with the OOZ guidance 
in 1982 to "focus on the weakest element in the 
co l l ec t ion ehain in terms of r e l i a b i l i t y " when referring, 
to 00 sources in 01 publ icat ions . 

The soureing issue was at the heart of complaints about 
coordination from off icers in DO/SE and DO/EOR. SE off icers said 
tbeir reservations about the soureing chain on the original raw 
reports were serious enough that they might not have disseminated 
the reports had i t not been for the high interest in the 
subject. In the ir view, the paper was del iberate ly skewed to 
take the ease for Soviet complicity look more so l id than i t i s ; -
they thought the author(s) had been "manipulated." 

Analysts^coordinating in the DZ would also have preferred 
•ore qualif iers la the Key Judgments, along with more time to 
digest the 97-page draft; meat had leas than a working day to 
reTiev i t and wondered why a paper dealing with sueh a sens i t ive 
and eoaplez subject had to be rushed through. Equally i f not 
•ore important, l a our view, la the fact that we found no one at 
the working l e ve l la e i ther the 01 or the DO — other than the 
two primary authors of the paper — who agreed with the thruat of 
the ZA. As i t turns out, the eoordiaatloa proeess was 
••seatlally eireumveated — l a both the 01 and the DO ~ by 
•lther the press of time or by actual circumvention of the ehain 
of command. (In the ease of the DO, the paper ended up being v 
coordinated with the DDO. and the SOVA aualysts who reviewed the 
drift saw only the S07A input . ) 

The concerns about "balance" and about readers 
Jisinterpreting the paper might have been eased by the Inclusion 
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of a Scop* Mot* saying that tba paper dallbarataly doaa net trv 
te Bike tba eountar-erguaeat against Soviet complicity.» Absent I 
such a Scope Note, tbis paper, l ike i t s 1983 counterpart, would 
have been strengthened snd aade store balanced by consideration of 
a l ternat ive scenarios . I t eould ba argued that, taken together 
the two papers do explore t.-.e two principal theories in the 
case. But the pspers were written with different bodies of 
evidence. For azaaple, tbe 1983 paper was eoaplatad before, tad 
the 1985 paper af ter , the I tal ian Magistrate's exhaustive 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n JÊÊÊtttmÊ^ÊÊÊÊÊÊlÊÊÊÊftÊt^ÊÊÊÊIÊ^/^gggfgg was 
ava i lab le . Thus, at no one point "in t l ae has the agency 
presented a written discussion of alternative scenarios dr«uu. 
on the sane body of data. '* " 

It would be interest ing to aee how the data now available 
could be marshalled to support not only Soviet complicity but 
also other views, such as the theory that Agca was involved with 
Turkish and Bulgarian smugglers in narcotics and low-level 
espionage operations and that he may have thought shooting the 
Pope would plesse his Turkish/Bulgarian paymasters. (That was 
the scenario cited when we asked the OGI author of the 1985 paper 
to s p e l l out the best argument against Soviet eoapl ic i ty . ) 
Idea l ly , the Agency should be able to say which theory it found 
aore p laus ib le , and - - in the absence of firm evidence — the 
c r e d i b i l i t y of such a Judgment would be stronger for having 
explored the several most l ike ly scenarios . 

But we would not exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y thst the Agency 
night not, in the f lns l ana lys i s , be able to choose sny single 
theory as the most p laus ib le ; in th i s ease, we would serve our 
readers well by emphasizing the complexity of the ease , the 
contradictory nature of the evidence, and the d i f f i cu l ty of 
arriving at any firm eenclusion. As the DI record atands now, 
our readers are l e f t to guass what tba Aganey peaition is on this 
i s sue , or, indeed, whether we have a pos i t ion . The definitive 
piece i s yet tQ _be_written. 

•Such a Scope Bote was, at one point , included in the draft 
text but was dropped prior to f inal publ icat ion . 

••Consideration waa given to providing equal treataent to 
other scenarios in tbe 1985 IA, but tba idea was dropped after 
OGI front o f f i c e review of the concept paper. Tbe concern »t» 
that the reader would be l e f t to choose what to be l i eve . 
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PROBLEMS IN THE àNALTTIC PROCESS 

This chapter p r o v i d e s a c l o s e r look a t some o f the key 
hle>3 l n t h e * n * l v t l e Process in the 01 that we identified in 

p review, including mindsets, external influences, the roles 
°ur

 d DT evidence, mindsets, the DO and senior management. 
play'0 

», The Role of Evidence and Mindsets 

is indicated .earlier in this report, one thing that became 
eaSiniçlv clear to us the more we looked into the ease was the 

lnC£ i POie that evidence played in the analytic process. The 
cen

 c e 0f convincing evidence from Intelligence* sources was 
| b s ,tedly cited in our interviews with analysts and managers 
fuke as ont of the main reasons why more finished intelligence 

not produced on this issue, another result of the paucity of 
di l igence information was that mindsets replaced evidence 
iriy on l n fcne * n » l T t i c Process. This, in turn, led to dubious 

'vidence and speculation being used to strengthen differing 
interpretations of the case - - in some instances, pushing 
oncluslons beyond what could reasonably be supported by the 

jridence that was available. 

With mindsets playing such a strong if not determining role 
m eeople's approach to this problem, we found that few minds 
changed significantly as new evidence was obtained. Our 
interviews indicate that those analysts who were closest to the 
ease are s t i l l able to view the evidence as pointing in either 
direction on the question of Soviet complicity. Those more 
distant from the case who were inclined to believe the worst 
about the Soviets, however, believed from the start that they 
«re involved — and believe it more strongly now; those who saw 
the Soviets losing more than they would gain from such an 
assassination believed from the start that they were not. 
involved — and believe i t s t i l l , though perhaps lass strongly 
than before, is these divergent but strongly held views 
interacted, thé "issue became increasingly polarized (was it 
Soviet-inspired or not?), which resulted in scant attention being 
given to equally i f not more plausible scenarios (for exampla, • _ 
the possibility that the Soviets might have turned a blind-eye on 
a Bulgarian in i t ia t ive ) . There was, in other words, a 
disinclination oh the part of DI analysts and managers alike to 
examine alternative explanations very rigorously, at least in the 
written product. 

Within the DO, the prevailing mindset «as that the Soviets 
u well as the Bulgarians ware profaaaionml» and, as such, would 
net have gone about this operation in such an unprofessional 
«v. 01 analysts, in turn, viewed their counterparts in the DO 
is professionals, and most placed high value in the »°*» JuJj;?n t 

on this score. This DÏ mindset was reinforced by " « / J 0 * " a r 

the traditionally anti-Soviet DO, in this case, shared tne 
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original DI opinion and likewise took a similarly benign vie» 
the SoTiet ro le . Thus, the sloppy tradacraft exhibited in th 
esse beeaae one of the ehief analytic underpinnings of the 
argument that the Soviets were not involved. 

Although we found no evidence In the OX of a conscious 
e f fort to excuse the Soviets or l e t then "off the hook" in this 
e s se , sone of those we intereviewed peretlvad s raluctanee to 
look at the "seamy underbelly of the (Soviet) baast." Although 
there aay be soae.truth In t h i s , proof of such a claim would ha* 
to rest on a much' broader review of DI production than this one ' 
and we would not in any ease sdvoeste such a unidiaenslonal ' 
analyt ic approach to analysis of the Soviet body p o l i t i c . 

Final ly , although few people took exception to the 
previously cited judgaent that the Pope played a moderating role 
in the Polish c r i s i s , we found s i g n i f i c s c t differences.in 
interpretat ion. Those who Judged that the Soviets were not 
involved in the assassination attempt used this assessment as 
evidence that a l ive Pope was aore useful to the Soviets than a 
dead one; those who judged thst the Soviets were Involved said 
that , although Moscow aay see short-term or tact ica l advantages 
in keeping the Pope a l i v e , in the long term or strategic sense. 
the Soviets would be better off without AaVemTflBtfttMaVMMaamaW 

B. Role of the DO 

In addition to influencing the DI's analytic aindset, the DO 
played a c r i t i c a l role in the co l lec t ion of inte l l igence 
Information on th is subject . We heard different opinions as to 
how well or d i l i gent ly the DO performed in this regard. Those 
who appeared to be in the best posit ion to know (by virtue of 
their access to DO f i l e s ) were of the opinion that the DO 
performed about as well as could be expected under the difficult 
circumstances created by the unususl nature of th i s e s se . We 
found that those who were further removed from the detai ls of the 
ease often were-of the opinion that the DO did not pursue leads 
d i l i g e n t l y enough or-task sources as broadly or Intensely as it 
should have, sometimes using the unusual nature of the case as an 
excuse. 

We have no,bas is for arriving at an Independent Judgaent on 
th i s issue but.note that the DO did a creditable job In treeing 
the handgun Ages used and in eorroborating aoae of his travels. 
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. . . « i l Influences and the Role of Senior Management 

For the f i r s t year or so after the shooting, press reporting 
irtually the sole source of information bearing direct ly on 

tf» , e . Opinions varied greatly among our interviewees on the 
ttl* Cf to which DI reporting was influenced by the press in 
«xte 2_ ,nd by Claire Sterling in part icular. Some said that 
'""et»ding's book and other reporting served as a catalyst and 
*»• * people's mindsets. Others claimed not to be Influenced by, 
st°° «med to take pride in their independence from, the press . 
tndfind i t hard to be l i eve , however, that analysts could function 
"' fhis ease without being influenced by the press and suspect 
lD t those who claim not to have been actually hardened their 

i ions and mindsets in their determination to re s i s t being 
°P/i «need Other observers commented on what they saw. as 

'OUST of, i f not animosity toward, Ms. Sterl ing, her access to 
l"rces, end her free-wheeling s t y l e . 

inother external influence was the "perception in the 
...«ehes that there was a mindset at the highest l e v e l s - in the 
rSorernment and the agency that the Soviets were behind the 

.tteaet on the Pope's l i f e . In one manager's opinion, the ef fect 
S this perception on analysts was e i ther to intimidate them or 
Mn our Tiew, more often) to push them into a defensive 
Miture. We believe the cautious, spotty and descriptive nature 
Jf some of the early DI reporting on the case flowed partly from 
this perception. We also found a perception that — by and 
uric — the further up the l ine one went in the agency, the 
flraer was the be l i e f in Soviet complicity, and the more 
.videnee that was obtained over time to support that b e l i e f , the 
•ore upper aanageaent was seen to be shaping the DI product, 
either directly or i n d i r e c t l y . 

In the early phases of the ease, however, there appears to 
h.ve been a conscious effort on the part of J » B « r « " f - " " ? ~" 
the DDI, at least — to keep hands off the DI product in order to 
iToid the appearance of manipulating the analytic Process. This 
in turn stemmed from what we concluded was a recognition at the -
highest levels of the agency that the Papal asassination attempt 
«is i highly charged i s s u e , analysis of which would eas i l y be 
susceptible to charges of p o l i t i c i x a t i o n , regardless of the 
Judgments arrived a t . 

s*a» »dtf ev 
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Largely because of the s e n s i t i v i t y of the Issue, however 
found that aost ad- hoe production was Init iated froa on-hich ' ** 
in response to outside request rather than from below. So °r 

despite the DDI's best e f f o r t s , there was a perception aeon» 
analysts of upper-level d irect ion, which becaae aore pronoune.* 
after the new evidence of Soviet coaplicity was acquired T 
avant, however, our Interviewa suggested that i t was «ot'ia •« k 
DCI or DDI direction as i t was an effort on the part of soae fii 
aanagers at the next one or two layers down to be responsive t 
perceived DCI and DDI d e s i r e s . This i s reflected la the rather 
unique thrust of the . In te l l i gence Assessaent of April 1985. But 
the perception of upper-level intervention waa eoapeuaded by the 
pressure froa on high to produce that paper quickly and fron the 
resul t ing shortcuts in , i f not elreuavention of, the usual review 
and coordination process for such papera. We found no oonpeliiB. 
reasons to rush th i s paper to eoapletion without benefit of all 
expert views. Our Interviews have not unearthed, any reason 
except aanageaent's des ires to f inish i t quickly. Moreover, 
nearly everyone we talked to who was Involved in the review ana 
ooordination process views the shape and tone of the Key 
Judgments, and the delet ion of the explanatory Scope Bote, as 
having been -inspired, i f not directed, by the seventh floor. 

D. Lack of a Teaa/Multidisciplinary Approach 

The complex nature of the case and the large nuaber of 
countries potent ia l ly involved argued for eonvening a team of 
analysts knowledgeable about the various countries, as well as 
about the too l s of Soviet foreign pol icy , covert action and 
terrorism. Analysts were needed, for exaaple, with expertise on 
Soviet policy towards Eastern Europe, Soviet wet operations and 
the KGB, «aeBBsMBBBseVBsaBBBVBBBB**e*aŝ the Turkish Mafia and i t s ties 
with Bulgarian i n t e l l i g e n c e , l inks between the Soviet and 
Bulgarian in te l l igence s erv i ce s , BgaaVeaasaBaBBaBVBSBBSjeafl'esss'F 

BsaaMsV* Instead, the ease was oonceived alaost froa the 
beginning as a~tsr*orlst i s sue and, therefore, aa the 
respons ib i l i ty of OGI. This had the short-l ived advantage of 
bringing a fresh approach to the eaae, particularly one not 
burdened by the aindsets apparently prevail ing in SOYA. In the 
longer run, however, t h i s could not outweigh OGI's lack of 
expert ise on country-specif ic i s s u e s . In addition, the aonopoly 
accorded to OGI l a t e r led to an erosion of cooperation and teas 
e f fort among knowledgeable ana lys t s . This waa exacerbated by 
some of f ice managers* orders to leave the ease to OGI. 

This i s not to say that cooperation was t o t a l l y lacking 
among o f f i c e s and between the DI and DO On th i s issue over the 
l s s t four yesr s . Froa 1981 to late 1983, for exaaple, OGI, EDW, 
and DO analysts brainstoraed about the case , wrote requirements, 
and coordinated current i n t e l l i g e n c e . SOYA, however, 
participated infrequently, result ing in a lack of expertise in 
these sess ions on questions re lat ing to the Soviets* possible 
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•nd motives. Moreover, these discussions were mostly one-
f°le " âB<i never led to any s igni f icant compétitive analysis in 
0 nublications. These early ef forts were aided in 198U by the 

n«w
 ledgeable analysts to discuss the case. 

Despite these e f for t s , the two major inte l l igence 
• assents published during this peri( 
ts fron a l l t h « analysts following 

riod did not benefit fro» 
__ng the case. The two papers 

\* largely the product of Isolated efforts of 001 analysts 
Atr the specif ic direction of their managers, although SOVA 
it • major contribution to the 1985 I I . What was also lacking, 
«n in these two l à s , was a broader perspective on the case that 
luded specific ident i f icat ion of the larger inte l l igence 

loC
ues and weighing new evidence against the background of older 

L9fiorts and assessments — a process that would have flowed more 
turally from a multldisciplinary/team approach to the case. 
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T. CONCLUSIONS . 

In r e t r o s p e c t , there are a number of ways in which the DI 
could have Improved i t s per foraance on the Papal assass inat ion 
c a s e , soae of which have r e l e v a n c e for future coverage of this as 
w e l l as o t h e r i s s u e s . 

Nearly everyone we ta lked to emphasized the 
complexi ty o f t h e c a s e and s a i d i t would have been 
h e l p f u l to have had an i n t e r - D i r e c t o r a t e working 
group .that met p e r i o d i c a l l y to thrash out the 
i s s u e , i s o l a t e g a p s , and map out a work program. 
Those who have worked on the ease underlined the 
need to t i e t o g e t h e r t h e I t a l i a n , Bulgarian, 
S o v i e t , and Turkish dimensions o f . t h e problem and 
t o i n v o l v e t h e DO c l o s e l y i n both a substant ive and 
c o l l e c t i o n r o l e . The g i v e - a n d - t a k e i n such a group 
might a l s o have helped erode some of t h e mindsets 
t h a t have so h e a v i l y c o n d i t i o n e d coverage of the 
i s s u e . 

—. Throughout t h e e a s e , g r e a t e r emphasis should have 
been p laced on a n a l y s i s of a l t e r n a t i v e scenarios 
r a t h e r than t h e s i n g l e - s o l u t i o n approach that 
u s u a l l y p r e v a i l e d . 

More thorough i n t e r - o f f i c e and in ter -Direc tora te 
c o o r d i n a t i o n o f f i n i s h e d I n t e l l i g e n c e , particularly 
during the Agency's two major a n a l y t i c a l e f for ts is 
1983 and 1985 , might have l e d to more balanced 
papers and more e x t e n s i v e c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
a l t e r n a t i v e s c e n a r i o s in the product . 

- — A more a g g r e s s i v e and s y s t e m a t i c c o l l e c t i o n effort, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i f focused on gaps i d e n t i f i e d by an 
i n t e r - D i r e c t o r a t e working group, might have given 

"us i b e t t e r unders tand ing o f the case than we have 
t o d a y . , 

F i n a l l y , s e n i o r management eould have provided 
e l e a r e r and more e x p l i c i t guidance — to a l l of the 
r e l e v a n t p l a y e r s — on how i t viewed t h i s probles, 
what p r i o r i t y i t shou ld h a v e , and what i t expected 
of t h e v a r i o u s o f f i c e s t h a t could have contributed 
to a n a l y s i s o f t h e e a s e . 

The l a s t p o i n t may ho ld t h e key to where t h e Agency gees 
from here in d e a l i n g wi th t h e c a s e . V h i l e i t i s r e l a t i v e l y 
c l e a r , w i th h i n d s i g h t , t h a t c e r t a i n s p e c i f i c t h i n g s should have 
been handled d i f f e r e n t l y , i t i s e q u a l l y c l e a r t h a t how the issue 
i s d e s l t wi th in t h e future depends on s e n i o r management's 
approach to c e r t a i n key q u e s t i o n s . As t h i n g s stand now, thers i» 
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l y rooted perception at the working leve l that senior 
| U » . . — ° t : 

Regards tbia aa a politically aensltive case that 
requires special handling. 

Leans toward the Tlew that the Sovle*ts were 
involved. 

Takes a special interest in the content and timing 
of what ia published on this issue. 

Has "anointed" one offlee, and indeed one analyst, 
with principal responsibility for the problem and 
has therefore discouraged others from taking 
initiative on the issue. 

Thus the current situstion oalls for some senior-level 
«.ions' If Agency leadership is satisfied with the way the 
.is being covered, then nothing needs to be done. If it is 
^satisfied — if it wants the issue to be hsndled more as a 

^.ditional intelligence problem — then it needs to do two 
lliltY- first, dispel some of the aforementioned perceptions and 
,roTide specific guidance to replace them, and second, overcome 
.«». of the organizational problems thst hsve led to 
"assentation of work of this issue. In particular, management 

needs to: 

— Identify a focal point and give IT. the responsibi l i ty to 
bring to bear a l l relevant Agency resources and 
expertise on this problem. 

- - Direct such a group to determine the key inte l l igence 
questions, identify the gaps in our knowledge, and 
establ ish a work program. 

— Direet-tfie regional o f f i ces to participate in th is group 
and help develop finished in te l l igence on the caae. 
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«OUTWO AND TRANSMITTAL SUP 

DO: ni i i i i t» 

j ^ s Mifr if-
~7*7) 

§-

I am forwarding SOVA's response to DlA's 
Intelligence appralaal USSR: Active Measure» 
In Inn at w«li a» our own reporting record on 
t.-.l» subject. Please nota chat DlA's conclusion» 
art s'.xilar to SCVA's view that Iran la a "aajor 
targat of Soviet espionage and covert political 
activity." which was recorded In an lO! for the 
3C: la September. In any event, v» have hardly 
been "silent" on the subject. 

> 

Director of Soviet Analvsls 

Cemial IsulUsesti t r ac t 
Office ef ike Desalt Ovens» (et ! IKCI| , „X, 

\ĵ UAii,Tt£D 
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2 December 1986 

(gjfôRANDUH FOR: Deputy Director for Intelligence 

FROM: Thoaas M. Barksdale, MESA/PC/I 

SUBJECT: The Iranian Iabroglio: Implications for the 
Intelligence Process 

1. I want to express to you ay concern over the circumvention and 
aisuse of the intelligence process in connection with the contacts 
between US and Iranian officials and the. transfer of US aras to Iran. 
It is ny perception that normal intelligence procedures have been 
ignored throughout this affair. Iranian analysts in the DDI were never 
consulted or asked to provide an Intelligence input to the covert 
actions and secret contacts that have occurred. In ay judgaent, this 
exclusion of expert opinionecntributed significantly to the current 
foreign policy disaster. 4 S H V 

2. My concern is not only the exclusion of DDI analysts froa 
playing an intelligence role in the recent events. I do not believe 
this is an Isolated case that is already past history. I believe the 
Iranian affair has revealed serious problems about the intelligence 
process and this Agency's role in it. I am concerned over the Banner 
in which the entire process becoaes skewered when a small coterie of 
people claiaing access to exclusive raw Intelligence and acting 
without coordination with relevant offices are allowed to provide 
intelligence and advice to US policy makers. In ay view, this 
development in connection with the Iranian aras affair has embarrassed 
this Agency and the Intelligence Community"in "the eyes of those 
officials we are supposed to be serving. But much aore iaportantly, it 
has squandered the resources of this Agency and prevented it froa 
performing its central mission: the provision of timely and informed 
assessments to policy makers to guide them in making their decisions. 

/ 

3. The immediate problem. I have become aware since the Iranian 
arms deal became public that there has existed within the Central 
Intelligence Agency a unique channel for providing Intelligence to the 
NSC on Iran. This channel apparently includes a person under contract 
to the DDO and the tfIO/CT. We have had only sporadic glimpses of the 
activities of this'channel. I have on about two occasions over the 
past year been allowed to read "exclusive dissemed" TDs dealing with 
US-Iranian relations. flH^V 

4. Subsequent to the public revelations of US contacts with Iran, 
a draft NID/PDB brief on growing popular unrest in Iran was held over 
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for 24 hours because DDO was sending an exclusive report to the White 
House on Iranian political developments. Neither I nor, so far as I 
know, any other 001 analyst was allowed then or has been allowed 

since to have access to this report. On ay return on 24 November frog 
a TOY, a fellow political analyst inforaed me that during ay absence a 
jointly drafted PDB itea on Iranian political factions written prior 
to ay departure had been published. He was subsequently told that an 
exclusive 000 report had been delivered along with the PDB. At least 
one reader had noted that our assessment and the 000 report were 
contradictory. My colleague was then allowed to read the TO on which 
the 000 exclusive assessaent was based. My colleague was asked to 
incorporate his assessment of this report into a package of briefing 
material prepared for the DCI. I do no^tnow whether this assessment 
received any further dissemination. J L W 

5. On 26 November 1986 I becaae aware of yet two more instances in 
which intelligence on Iranian domestic politics was provided to senior 
levels of the OS Governaent without coordination with NESA/PG/I. I u ^ 
received a copy of a Memorandum for the X I drafted by CTC entitled 
"Iranian Support for International Terrorisa." This memorandum 
contains a section on Iranian political factions. The factions are 
defined in ways that none of the three political analysts in NESA nor, ^ 
so far as I know, anywhere in the Intelligence Community have ever 
used before. Seme of the information is factually wrong. Flat 
assertions are aade about the attitude of a so-called 
"middle-of-the-road" faction toward relations with the Onited States 
that are at odds with the Judgaents of NESA and, I aa confident, with 
the Judgaents of other components of the Intelligence Community. These 
assertions are also at odds with the overwhelming bulk of intelligence 
reporting both froa US sources and foreign intelligence services. 9 

6. Also on 26 November, I becaae aware that the «IO/CTJiad briefed 
officials of the NSC and National Strategy Planning Group on, aaong 
other issues, Iranian'leaders' attitudes toward the Onited States. He 
also discussed the leaders' contacts with US officials. NESA Iranian 
analysts were not Inforaed that this briefing was to take place, nor 
were they asked to provide an assesaent of the attitudes purportedly 
held by Iranian leaders. I believe the issue of Iran's relations with ^ 
the US is euch acre coeplex and nuanced than that presented by the 
NI0/CT. « V B T 

7. All of this, of course, takes place against the background of 
press reports that (or a considerable period of tiae US officials have 

UjlCLASSlfiED 
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n involved in secret contacts with Iranian leaders involving aras 
is and our hostages in Lebanon—contacts that took place without 
one involved drawing on the professional expertise available in the 

not to provida an understanding of the broader issues and pitfalls 
Involved in such dealings. H T 

8. The above incidents represent to ie a perversion of the 
intelligence process staggering in Its proportions. It violates the 

fessional standards of conduct that have governed ae and aost of ny 
Polleagues throughout the Intelligence Coaaunlty during ay 18 years as 
n intelligence officer. Apparently It is now possible for a saall 
*uaDer of people claiming access to an exclusive and alaost personal 
data base to run their own intelligence operation with disdain &• 
bordering on contempt for their colleagues who have every right to be 
consulted and included in the process. I believe that the systea as it 
has worked in regard to Iran over about the past 18 aonths has 
resulted in distorted, uninformed, and in some instances Inaccurate 
information being presented to officials of this government who 
oresumably believed they were receiving the collective Judgment of 
this Agency. I am appalled that in the midst of a grave foreign policy » 
crisis this helter-skelter, ad hoc, uncoordinated way of doing 
Business has continued. I worry that we risk repeating or perpetuating 
the aistakes that contributed to the onset of the crisis. 9KÊÊÊT 

8. Over the past five years, this Agency and the DDI have enjoyed 
a recovery of public prestige and and infusion of resources. We have 
hired new analysts in sizeable numbers; on instructions froa our 
aanagers, we have expanded our contacts with the academic world and , , / ( [ _ « . 
other experts through personal meetings, attendance at professional 1 l^^JJ. r1, 

conferences, and the sponsorship of seminars; new collection systems » » . 
have been brought on line; tasking functions have been given new ^ TJĴ _ / 
priority; funds have been made available to allow analysts to travel 
extensively in their areas of responsibility; new slots have been 
created for overseas assignments; a research prograa has been 
liplesented to focus us more on aid- and long-tera problems and away 
froa fighting fires; and funds provided to hire outside contractors to 
expand our knowledge and data even aore. 4 M * ^ 

9. In the end, all of this activity and coaaitaent of resources 
did not amount to a pitcher of warm spit as far as providing the US 
Covernaent with Judgments about one of the most significant foreign 
policy initiatives ever undertaken. As an Intelligence officer 
concerned about the reputation of this Agency and the integrity of 
what I call an Intelligence process; and as an American citizen with 
soae regard for the use of the taxpayers' aoney, I aahard pressed to 
Justify resources committed against gains achieved. ^ ^ B T 

Vt&ASSiFIED 
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10. As for specific grievances: Any of my superiors in this A«#«n, 
or this Government are privileged to disregard ay analytical judiiW 
at any time. I claim no inherent right to have them exalted above an» 
others. What I do claim—and what I was denied in this instance—is 
the right to have ay Judgments heard and taken into account when thu iS 
Government makes policy on the country on which I am the senior 
political analyst. If such a right does not exist, or if it can be 
arbitrarily suspended by any of ay superiors at any time, then this 
Agency is operating in a condition of anarchy bereft of the standards 
of conduct that I had assumed motivated all of its employees. Any 
organization in which regard for proper procedures—particularly those 
that go to the heart of its existence—has become a trivial concern is 
living on borrowed time as far as its ability to perform its functions 
effectively or to continue to attract the caliber of employee it would 

11. I must also protest the way in which advocacy of a certain 
line of analysis by people claiming access to closely held information 
inevitably pushes the intelligence process toward divisions into 
cliques pleading their particular cases. When, for example, certain 
components assert exclusive raw intelligence data indicates Iranian 
leaders are abandoning terrorism, analysts who are not privy to this 
information and analysing more ambiguous information tend to lean 
harder on the conclusion that Iran is'strong supporter of terrorism. 
It is a natural human tendency. This undermines the process in which 
everyone with knowledge of the same data is required to defend their 
conclusions under rigorous intellectual debate—a process that never 
works perfectly under any circumstances but at least provides some ' 
hope of producing the best finished intelligence possible for policy 
makers. Instead, we have a process in which the debate becomes 
personalized as those relying on one set of data cling more forcefully 
to their principal line of analysis, lest they be accused of 
themselves adjusting their conclusions to conform to those based on 
the exclusive data. M H B P 

12. I am concerned over the potential for abuse when components 
are allowed to advocate-a tine of analysis based on exclusive 
information. It seems to me to undermine the ability of the CIA to 
provide objective analysis when the same Halted nuaber of people 
apparently have the authority to cultivate sources, determine the 
reliability of those sources, provide advice to policy makers based on 
the information derived from those sources, and deteraine the relative 
credibility to be given those sources when weighed against other, and 
even contradictory, Information. I aa concerned that there does not 
seem to be a self-correcting mechanism to subject those sources and 
the Information they provide to rigorous cross-examination, even when 
tr* conclusions have., according to available empirical evidence, 
proved to be faulty. £ B V 
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^. I do have one oarticular grievance. 

7 
Curing the course of «3jmfe briefings, the question of Israeli aras 
transfers—and in one instance, even the question of a US role in such 
transfers—inevitably caae up. I gave what I believed to be the 
objective facts: Israeli arms transfers were a saall and relatively 
insignificant par: of the Iranian inventory, and the US opposed 
Israeli arms deals with Iran. As we now know, this assessment was s 
wrong. I told a lie to ay H l M P B M B K o s t : who had every 
right to believe they were getting an impartial briefing. This, to me, 
constitutes a violation of the trust that I have a right to demand 
froa'this organization. There are no circumstances that justify having 
an intelligence analyst deliver a briefing in ignorance of 
contravening facts available to other components of the CIA. The 
ootential for abuse if DDT analysts become shills for covert action 
is, I hope, all too apparent. Once the lies are revealed, it certainly 
«ill do nothing for our relations with foreign governments_ 

14. I am being denied access to the reports stemming from contacts 
between US and Iranian officials. It will be difficult if not 
impossible for me to analyze Iran's internal politics and its 
attitudes toward the US and terrorism until I know what Iranians were 
approached, what they said, and what deals were made. 1 ^ g > 

15. The more general oroblea. As a DOI analyst, I increasingly 
find I am being denied timely access to the full range of data I need 
to do ay Job as I think it should be done. I become aware data I have 
not seen is in exclusive or restricted channels. I may not see it at 
all, or see it after it has been disseminated to policy makers, and 
then I may be allowed only a cursory FYI glance. I am not supposed to 
analyze this information or incorporate it into a data base. The 
reports I aa referring to are mainly "exclusive disseaed" DOO TDs; 
some of it is SI. fjpPT 

16. With the expansion -of the Agency's manpower and creation of 
new components, there seems to have been an increase in the number or 
people who are guaranteed a hearing at high levels of the Agency or 
the government without the necessity of coordinating their opinions 
with other components. eflmW 

17. I obviously have not conducted a poll of my colleagues, but I 
believe a sampling of opinion would reveal widespread malaise on the 
part of most employees connected with Iran, the hostages, ^ 1 ™ " * * ° 
terrorism over tne manner in which the issue of contacts with Iran 
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has been handled by the Agency. Morale has been dealt a serious blow 
with the realization that auch or their work has been only a sideshow, 
a spinning of wheels isolated from the nain show. This is one other 
factor to be weighed against the justifications that will undoubtedly 
be offered for limiting knowledge of the Iranian contacts. M H g 

/ 18. It is dificult to sake recommendations about correcting these 
perceived shortcomings. The problems I have cited involve basic 

y questions of how this Agency does its business. I cannot ticjjbff a few 
easily implemented solutions. In general, what I an asking is: 

— A review of all the intelligence production provided the NSC 
over the past 18 months related to Iranian internal politics and 
Iranian relations with the US that was passed without 
coordination with MESA. The rignt to make known to the 
recipients of this production any NESA differences with the 
judgments provided. 

--If this is not feasible, an explanation of the circumstances 
under which finished intelligence on Iran can be provided to 
policy- making levels of the US Government without coordination 
with MESA. 

— A n explanation in writing of the relative responsibilities and 
relationships between NESA/PG/I on the one hand and CTC and 
NIO/CT on the other, particularly regarding their respective 
obligations to coordinate with each other in the production of 
intelligence. An explanation of why the memorandum entitled 
"Iranian Support for International Terrorism" dated 22 November 
1986 was sent forward without NESA coordination. 

•" —The right to be consulted when any CIA coaponent is writing an 
assessment or making recommendations to policy makers or senior 
Agency officials regarding my areas of expertise. 

— A n end to any practice of sending raw intelligence to policy 
makers without ita being reviewed by relevant ODI offices. A 
mechanism for resolving the issue if 001 and D00 disagree on 
whether the Informâtion should be sent. 

— A review of the practice of keeping some information in 
exclusive or restrictive channels, to determine whether this 
is necessary, and*-if so, to improve the procedures whereby 
ODI analysts can be given timely access to such information. 

-Assurances that never again will I or any 001 analyst be allowed 
to present in/ormatlon to any recipient that any othercomponent 
of the CIA or US Government knows to be inaccurate, ^ B ^ V 

W^ftSSffllO 
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!0 I have so far given you what I believe are legitimate concerns 
K«ut our activities. What follows is eore presuaptious. I appeal here 
the fact that I have spent my entire adult life in the eaployaent 

r this Government, either here or in the US Army, including a tour of 
°A ,tv in the infantry in Vietnam. I have worked here under five 
o «idents, all of whom have done things that I disapproved of, but 
fhins so grievous as to cause me to have doubts about continuing as 

n°^rt of this Government. Even before this Iranian business broke, 
this oerception had begun to change. To simplify for the sake of 
^tLssion! there appear to be two strains of thought underlying the 
d l S Î of US foreign policy. One views the world as a complex place. 
C°nd£5«ï US leaders to have a sophisticated knowledge of foreign 
r'u„Se1 Acceding to this vieS, the US can perform its role only 
ffUî t naîan Tnforae! awareness of the forces that motivateather 
countries and deals with these forces withathoughtful blend of its 
aoral, military, and economic resources. ^ i O T 

20 The other strain has a more simple view. It believes what the 
.« J n ^ sets the standard by which other countries are to be Judged. 
S t T K S ï t ï £ o £ according to the degree to which they support 
IÎ oo£se US policies. From this standpoint, it follows that any 

! K ^ L n be dealt with by any method the US believes proper. US 
i!Sers a £ nit required to concuct foreign policy openly and with the 
intlort S tne American public. They can place much reliance on force. 
Tnefcan turnto a small clique of individuals unaccountable to any 
S S i S t i M and only tenuously if at all acountable to the rule of 
ÏÏ These individuals in turn feel free to choose methods more 
. ^ . d to the Mafia than to a government presuming some moral 
iïîaîîtv HencetheUS ends up conducting its foreign policy by 

•Hiss s^.iïs^ru^sss-"1""^ 
contrary to our own stated policies. I m ^ V 

,, T K „ U . within the oast four years had a front row seat on two 
21. I h a v e " " ^ n ^ r t

5 ? r : t , r s ^ t rtauit when this Utter strain 
occasions to witness % M J j j " » ^ " p^^tinian analyst and 

politics; if the battleship H * " ^ « " S o ^ ^ S îgiinst the Syrians, 
factions; if carrier M M " - • » « JJJ £ ^ t thîSgh th. complexity 
All of these uses of, military force w«r« w» «.- •-

UMCLASSIFIED 
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of the Middle East peace process, Lebanon's factional politics, and 
Syria's role in regional affairs and and allow the US to impose its 
own solutions. They not only failed to do that; they left the region 
bore destabilized and peace further away than ever, and they left in 
their wake luense human suffering that continues to grow. Mama» 

22. These policies in Lebanon failed because they were inherently 
flawed. What's more, there were people in this organization saying at 
each step of the way that they were flawed, would not work, and would 
probably be counterproductive to any objective this country wanted to 
achieve. The killing of our and State Departaent eaployees; the deaths 
of over 200 Marines; the radicalization of Lebanese Shias; the 
transforation of an already conflict-ridden Lebanon into a enamel 
house; these events did not just happen, auch less did they happen 
because evil terrorists persist in their terrorisa. They happened in 
large neasure because those in charge of US policy reaained ignorant 
of the forces at work as they single-aindedly pursued militarily 
inposed solutions. V V ^ 

23. How Incredible that four years later the saae ignorance in 
even aore virulent fore has produced yet another disaster for the 
United States and its prestige. How incredible that 25 years after the 
Bay of Pigs, action-oriented adventurers are let loose to do their 
thing without any necessity to seek the advice, auch less the consent, 
of experts who sight have warned thea they were on a fool's errand. 
How incredible that three weeks after the judgments about Iran put 
foward by certain CIA components are revealed to be seriously flawed, 
those saae components are free to continue pushing the saae line 
unfettered by any neeed to consult with other components with _ 
different viewpoints. M a V 

24. Adventurers who achieve results by cutting through the details 
can justifiably find tiresoae those who constantly insist that the 
details of a complex world should be given due regard before the US 
seeks new worlds to conquer. The adventurers becoae Intolerable when 
all they can point to Is a string of failures that have left US 
prestige further tarnished and aore innocent huaan bodies lying in 
their wake. fjalaV 

25. I would hope that events of the past few weeks have laid to 
rest the notion that US foreign policy can be conducted on the basis 
of a saall handful of people engaging in covert action, clandestine 
contacts, and other too^cute-by-far tactics uninforaed by 
consultations with the chief foreign policy instruments of this 
governaent. I would hope DOI analysts through proper channels will 
always have a central role in providing the assessments on which 
policy aakers base their decisions. P m V 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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26 As for •« personally, I can only express to you ay profound 
• «fiiit about being part of a government that conducts its foreign 
iîïions without regard for the norms and proper procedures of a 

\ «rratlc syatei based on the rule of law. If any other employee of 
£?TA«ncy finds these concerns trivial, I would welcome consulting 

^ S m in a forum of their choosing. I would like to hear their 
Pinions of how the same person at the age of 25 could fight a war in 
SîS ÏÏ did not believe out of concern that at that particular time 
f . «hiimatlons to society outweighed his personal feelings, but now 
hlS îii8ônlv^ondescending dismissal if he asserts that his own 
£ 2 5 seems tSbearidds with his professional duties. I hope I do 
•orality seems w ^TW^Z role in great affairs is minor, that 
n 0 ^ î d u a l 1 s exclue from the necessity to reach moral judgnents 
XTt , ÎÏÎ is nacpening. If that is the rejoinder. I would like to 
îTrVdlscussS^of S e differences between the obligations of a 
^ern.entCeBployee in the United States today and on. in Germany in, 
say, 19*2. W 

BfltlSSSfFlED 
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APPENDIX 

I would like for the record to repeat what I said to you about the 
substance of US policy in our meeting on 25 Noveeoer. 001 Iranian 
political analysts have consistently pointed out the factionalisa 
within Iran's leadership. We have said that anti-US a'ttitudes stea 
fron deeply held perceptions that will not be easily abandoned, 
especially while Khoemini is alive; we do not believe that Iranian 
leaders yet have a sincere desire to improve relations with the US and 
would at best engage in probing to see what practical benefits Iran 
sight derive in return for open ended proaises to seek improved 
relations; any Iranian leader claiaing to want better ties probably 
would represent only a faction or clique and would be unlikely to have 
the authority to commit Iran to a rapprochement; he would in fact, te 
seeking ways to further his own political fortunes. The power 
struggle, we said, would have to work itself out more before the US 
could deal confidently with Iran. M B P 

We also pointed out that while our policy makers must decide 
whether to deal with Iran while officials who held our diplomats 
hostage in Tehran and were linked to the murder of US Marines in 
Lebanon and the bombing of our Embassy there continued to hold 
high-level positions in the Iranian hierarchy, it seemed to us that a 
test of Iran's willingness to seek a rapprochement would be wnether 
these officials had their wings clipped. We further assessed that it 
might send exactly the wrong signal to Iranian leaders if the US were 
perceived as the supplicant, begging for better relations while Iran 
remained uncomproaising and unapologetic about its past, 
transgressions. In sum, had our assessments been heeded, the US would 
not be in the mess it is in today. ^ • • F 

10 
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15 January 1987 

Draft T e s t i m o n y f o r DDCI, R o b e r t G a t e s 

{ 0 r a f t e d by J e n n i f e r L . G l a u d e m a n s ) 

te F o r e i g n R e l a t i o n s C o m m i t t e e - Week o f J a n u a r y 1 9 , 1987 

MR CHAIRMAN, I ' D NOW LIKE TO TURN YOUR ATTENTION TO THE INTELLIGENCE 

-OufljjIITY'S AND C I A ' S OWN DIRECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE'S ASSESSMENTS OF 

VIET-IRANIAN RELATIONS. IN AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER 1983 CIA PRODUCED TWO 

INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENTS ENTITLED "SOVIET-IRANIAN RELATIONS: MOSCOW'S 

POLICY AND OPTIONS" AND "MOSCOW'S TILT TOWARD BAGHDAD: THE USSR AND THE WAR 

BETWEEN IRAN AND IRAQ," IN WHICH WE PRESENTED EVIDENCE THAT SOVIET EFFORTS 

TO COURT THE NEW ISLAMIC REPUBLIC NOT ONLY FAILED BUT ALSO SOURED SOVIET 

TIES TO IRAQ. THE SOVIET UNION SHIFTED ITS SUPPORT BACK TOWARD IRAQ 

BETWEEN 1982 AND 1 9 8 3 AND BEGAN TO PURSUE A TOUGH POLICY TOWARD IRAN. 

WILE THE SOVIETS HAD GREATLY BENEFITED FROM THE US LOSS OF IRAN, THEY HAD 

BEEN UNABLE TO ELICIT PRO-SOVIET MOVEMENT FROM TEHRAN. 

IN FEBRUARY 1 9 8 5 , THE C I A ' S OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS WROTE, IN A 

MEMORANDUM SENT TO THE WHITE HOUSE, NSC, STATE AND DEFENSE DEPARTMENTS, 

THAT THE SOVIETS WERE REJECTING IRANIAN OVERTURES FOR IMPROVED RELATIONS 

AND CONTINUING TO PURSUE THEIR TOUGH POLICY IN THE HOPE OF FORCING IRAN TO 

MODIFY ITS ANTI-SOVIET POSTURE. AT THIS TIME, IRAN WAS SEEKING TO END ITS 

ISOLATION AND MADE SIMILAR OVERTURES TO CHINA, FRANCE, AND OTHER WESTERN 

COUNTRIES. MOSCOW'S TOUGH POLICY APPEARED TO BE BASED ON A PRESUMPTION 
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THAT IRAN WANTED MOSCOW TO CEASE ITS ARMS DELIVERIES TO IRAQ BUT WAS 

UNWILLING TO OFFER THE SOVIETS ANYTHING IN RETURN. THE NATIONAL 

INTELLIGENCE DAILY RAN FOUR ARTICLES IN THE FIRST FIVE MONTHS OF 1985 ^ 

INDICATED BOTH SIDES WERE PROBING FOR BETTER TIES, BUT THAT MOSCOW WAS 

INSISTING THAT IRAN SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE ITS ANTI-SOVIET RHETORIC AND 

SUPPORT FOR THE AFGHANISTAN RESISTANCE, ALLOW THE RETURN OF 18 SOVIET 

DIPLOMATS EXPELLED IN 1983, AND EASE OPPRESSION OF THE TUDEH COMMUNIST 

PARTY. 

THE MAY 1985 INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY'S ESTIMATE ON PROSPECTS FOR IRAN'S 

NEAR-TERM INSTABILITY NOTED THAT THE SOVIET UNION WAS IN A BETTER POSITION 

THAN THE US TO INFLUENCE IRAN, BUT ERRONEOUSLY PROJECTED THE SOVIETS WOULD 

SHOW SOME FLEXIBILITY ON SELLING ARMS TO IRAN.»* 

* THIS SNIE WAS REVISED, HOWEVER, IN 

FEBRUARY 1986, AND SUGGESTED- THAT MOSCOW WOULD NOT TAKE UNILATERAL STEPS TO 

IMPROVE RELATIONS WITH IRAN AS LONG AS KHOMEINI REMAINED IN POWER AND/OR 

THE US REMAINED LOCKED OUT OF TEHRAN. THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ALSO 

MR. GATES, THERE WAS CONSIDERABLE DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE NIO/NESA AND 
CIA/SOVA OVER THE SOVIET JUDGMENTS IN THIS SNIE. CIA/SOVA BELIEVED THE 
ESTIMATE, AS REVISED BY NIO/NESA, OVERSTATED PROSPECTS FOR INCREASED SOVIET 
INFLUENCE IN IRAN. ALTHOUGH SOVA WAS ABLE TO TONE DOWN THE JUDGMENTS, IT 
REMAINED DISSATISFIED WITH THE FINAL PRODUCT, WHICH DIFFERS MARKEDLY FROM 
OTHER CIA AND COMMUNITY FINISHED INTELLIGENCE ON IRAN. 

UffCtASSIflED 
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-uâT THE POTENTIAL LEVERS THE SOVIETS HAVE BOTH IM AND OUTSIDE 
HOTED TU** 

-HE TUDEH PARTY, OTHER LEFTISTS, AND DISGRUNTLED IRANIAN 
IRAN—TB6 

PITIES—ARE ALL TOO WEAK TO OFFER THE SOVIETS A VIABLE ALTERNATIVE 

ess THESE GROUPS ALLY WITH OTHER IRANIAH FACTIONS. 

IM JUNE 1985 MOSCOW WITHDREW ITS REMAINING SOVIET ECONOMIC ADVISERS IN 

(BETWEEN 1000 AND 1500) BECAUSE THEIR SAFETLY COULD NOT BE GUARANTEED. 

THESE SOVIETS WERE PRIMARILY INVOLVED IN BUIDING A POWER PLANT AND STEEL 

CTORÏ IN ESFAHAN (SOVIETS WORKING ON A POWER PLANT IN AVHAZ HAD BEEN 

uiTHDRAWN IN 1983) AND MOSCOW APPEARS TO HAVE CONDITIONED THEIR RETURN ON 

IRAN'S AGREEING TO ENTER NEGOTIATIONS WITH IRAQ ON ENDING THE GULF WAR. 

MORE RECENTLY, THE CIA'S OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS HAS PRODUCED A 

RESEARCH PAPER ENTITILED "SOVIET POLICY TOWARD THE MIDDLE EAST" AND, WITH 

THE OFFICE OF NEAR EAST AND SOUTH ASIA ANALYSIS, AN INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT 

ENTITLED "USSR-IRAN: PROSPECTS FOR A TROUBLED RELATIONSHIP." BOTH PAPERS 

ASSERT THAT MOSCOW'S TOUGH POLICY OF RECIPROCITY CONTINUE TODAY BUT NOTE 

THAT PROSPECTS FOR IMPROVED RELATIONS ARE BEST IN THE ECONOMIC SPHERE. 

LAST MONTH (DECEMBER) IN TEHRAN, THE TWO COUNTRIES HELD THEIR FIRST JOINT 

ECONOMIC COMMISSION IN TEN YEARS WHERE THEY DISCUSSED JOINT ECONOMIC 

PROJECTS, TRADE, AND THE POSSIBILITY OF JOINT EXPLORATION OF OIL IN THE 

CASPIAN SEA. THE OTHER OBSTACLES, MENTIONED EARLIER CONTINUE TO STALL 

ADDITIONAL PROGRESS. 

UNCttSSWED 
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NONETHELESS, MOSCOW'S POSITION COULD CHANGE AFTER KHOMEINI DIES OR 

AFTER THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR ENDS. OBVIOUSLY THE OUTCOMES OF THE SUCCESSION AND 

THE WAR ARE IMPOSSIBLE TO PREDICT, BUT AN IRANIAN VICTORY OVER IRAQ OR A 

CONTINUATION OF THE AYATULLAH'S POLICY WOULD NOT BODE AS WELL FOR THE 

SOVIETS AS WOULD THE EMERGENCE OF A MORE PRAGMATIC REGIME IN TEHRAN OR AN 

END TO THE GULF WAR IN WHICH NEITHER PARTY EMERGED VICTORIOUS. ALTHOUCH US 

EFFORTS TO REESTABLISH A MEASURE OF WORKING RELATIONS WITH IRAN HAVE ÏET TO 

SUCCEED, ANY SIGN OF A MODUS VIVINDI PROBABLY ALSO WOULD CAUSE THE SOVIETS 

TO REASSESS THEIR TOUGH STANCE TOWARD IRAN. SINCE NEWS OF THE US ARMS 

SALES TO IRAN REACHED THE PUBLIC, SOVIET MEDIA HAVE BLASTED IRAN'S SUPPORT 

FOR THE AFGHAN RESISTANCE AND AN OFFICIAL SOVIET GOVERNMENT STATEMENT ON 

THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR SUPPORTED IRAQ'S POSITION OF ENDING THE WAR THROUGH 

NEGOTIOTIONS, SUGGESTING MOSCOW REMAINS CONFIDENT THAT ITS TOUGH POLICY 

OFFERS THE BEST PROSPECT FOR MAINTAINING GOOD TIES TO IRAQ AND FOR CHANGINC 

ANTI-SOVIET ASPECTS OF IRANIAN POLICY. 

BOTH CIA'S PAPERS ALSO ASSESS THE CHANCES OF A SOVIET INVASION OF IRAN 

AS QUITE REMOTE UNLESS: 

o THE SOVIETS PERCEIVED THAT THE US ITSELF WAS PREPARING TO INTERVENE 

MILITARILY IN IRAN, 

o CENTRAL POWER IN IRAN BROKE DOWN AND THE COUNTRY BEGAN TO FRAGMENT, 

o A LEFTIST FACTION SEIZED POWER AND APPEALED TO THE USSR FOR HELP. 

IRAN: THE STRATEGIC PRIZE 

UNeERSSWED 
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N ALL OUR PUBLICATIONS WE'VE STATED THAT IRAN PROBABLY POSSESSES 

GEOSTRATEGIC SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE USSR THAN ANY OTHER STATE IN THE 

IAN GULF REGION. ITS CONTIGUOUS BORDERS WITH THE USSR IN SENSITIVE 

IET ETHNIC REGIONS; ITS BORDERS WITH AFGHANISTAN AND SUPPORT FOR THE 

GENCY THEREf ITS OIL WEALTH, POPULATION, AND DOMINANT POSIUTION IN THE 

ALL HAKE IT EXCEPTIONALLY IMPORTANT. MOSCOW HAD LONG SOUGHT TO 

UNDERMINE US INFLUENCE AND PRESENCE IN IRAN, AND, WITH THE FALL OF THE 

SHAH, THIS OBJECTIVE WAS ACHIEVED. AS LONG AS THE IRANIAN GOVERNMENT 

MAINTAINS A HOSTILE POSTURE TOWARD THE SOVIET UNION, KEEPING THE UNITED 

STATES OUT WILL REMAIN THE SOVIETS PRIMARY GOAL-SOMETHING AT WHICH THE 

SOVIETS DO NOT HAVE TO WORK VERY HARD. 

WITH THE UNITED STATES ON THE SIDELINES, MOSCOW HAS FELT FREE TO TAK A 

HARD LINE TOWARD IRAN'S ANTI-SOVIET ACTIONS. IT WAS OUR ASSESSMENT IN THE 

1986 SNIE THAT IRAN WOULD WANT TO CONTINUE ITS DIALOGUE WITH THE USSR, BUT 

THAT "TEHRAN HAS NO INTENTION OF GIVING UP SOME OF ITS MORE IMPORTANT TRUMP 

CARDS, SUCH AS ITS POLICY TOWARD AFGHANISTAN...IRAN'S POLITICAL AND 

HISTORICAL INSTINCTS SHOULD LIMIT ITS DESIRE TO BECOME TOO CLOSELY ALLIED 

OR DEPENDENT ON THE SOVIETS. THIS FACT IS ONE OF THE STRONGEST LEVERS THAT 

THE UNITED STATES POSSESSES IN THE LONG-TERM STRUGGLE FOR INFLUENCE IN THAT 

COUNTRY." 

"HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE SHOWS, HOWEVER, THAT IRANIAN POLITICAL LEADERS 

CAN OVERCOME THEIR HEALTHY FEAR OF THEIR NORTHERN NEIGHBOR IF THEY PERCEIVE 

meutssfFiED 
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ANOTHER HOSTILE FORCE IS THREATENING THEIR POLITICAL EXISTENCE. AN IRAMIA 

BELIEF THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN AN EFFORT TO OVERTURN 

THE REVOLUTION WOULD BE THE KIND OF DEVELOPMENT THAT COULD LEAD TO A 

SIGNIFICANT MODIFICATION OF IRANIAN POLICY TOWARD THE SOVIETS." 

THE MAY 1985 ESTIMATE: 

THE 1985 ESTIMATE, AN ANOMALY COMPARED TO THE COMMUNITY'S OTHER 

ASSESSMENTS, ERRORNEOUSLY STATED THAT "THE USSR ALREADY HAS MUCH LEVERAGE 

OVER TEHRAN—IN STARK CONTRAST TO THE UNITED STATES. [AND] WE BELIEVE 

MOSCOW WILL VIEW IRAN AS A KEY AREA OF OPPORTUNITY IN THE COMING YEAR." IT 

ALSO SAID, "WE BELIEVE MOSCOW WILL SHOW SOME FLEXIBILITY ON THE QUESTION OF 

ARMS TO IRAN." EVEN BY 1987 THE SOVIETS HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO ALTER IRAN'S 

ANTI-SOVIET POSTURE NOR HAVE THEY LAUNCHED A MAJOR EFFORT TO COURT THE 

REGIME IN TEHRAN. 

THE USSR CONTINUES TO BE A MAJOR ARMS SUPPLIER TO 

IRAQ, AS NOTED BY THE RECENT DELIVERY OF MIG-29 SOVIET FIGHTER AIRCRAFT. 

THIS ESTIMATE DID POINT OUT, HOWEVER, THAT THE SOVIETS WERE STILL INSISTING 

ON CONCRETE IRANIAN GESTURES BEFORE THE USSR WOULD AGREE TO A SIGNIFICANT 

IMPROVEMENT IN RELATIONS. 

UNftflSSWED 
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', ^Skf 2° Jonuory 1987. 0730 hours 

'r% 3 •/ r'- ft) ) ,Mr>r~-r 
. - ADC I TESTIMONY ! S J ^ iT'v , " _ 

SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE " l i - ^ s r r -
21 JANUARY 1987 ^ ^ 

MR. CHAIRMAN. .TODAY I WANT TO PROVIDE YOU WITH THE 
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY'S ANALYSIS OF THE INTERNAL SITUATION IN 
IRAN, INCLUDING IRANIAN VIEWS OF THE US AND THE IMPACT OF THE 
US INITIATIVE; OUR VIEW OF THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR, INCLUDING THE 
PASSAGE OF US INTELLIGENCE; AND THE IMPACT OF THE US INITIATIVE 
ON THE REGION. INCLUDING THE USSR.- IN THIS RESPECT. Î-WILL 
REYIEW MOSCOW'S PERSPECTIVE ON THESE DEVELOPMENTS AND EXAMINE 
THE POSSIBILITY OF AN ENHANCED SOVIET POSITION ARISING AS A . 
RESULT OF INSTABLIL1TY IN IRAN OR THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR. 

LET ME BE6IN BY SPEAKING FIRST TO.OUR INTELLIGENCE 
CAPABILITIES ON INTERNAL IRANIAN AFFAIRS AND WHAT WE HAVE DONE 
TO IMPROVE THEM SINCE 1979. IN THE IMMEDIATE PERIOD FOLLOWING 
THE OVERTHROW OF THE SHAH. WE WERE CRITICIZED - JUSTIFIABLY -
FOR NOT DEVOTING ENOUGH RESOURCES AND ATTENTION TO THE SOCIAL. 
POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC FORCES AT WORK IN IRAN. .SINCE THEN. WE 
HAVE MADE A MAJOR EFFORT TO CORRECT OUR DEFICIENCIES, 1 
BELIEVE THE TESTIMONY I WILL GIVE TO YOU TODAY WILL MAKE CLEAR 
THAT OUR EFFORTS HAYE BORNE FRUIT. 

I'D LIKE TO GIVE YOU A FEW PARTICULARS OF OUR STEPS TO 
IMPROVE BOTH OUR COLLECTION AGAINST AND ANALYSIS OF IRAN. CIA 
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HAS INCREASED THE HUMER OF ANALYTICAL POSITIONS DEDICATED TO 
IRAH FROM*tN I979 T0iflM I9g7# IH mmmm %m™J<* 
K HAVE HADE A CONCERTED EFFORT TO REACH OUT TO IRANIAN EXPERTS 

THR0U6H0UT THE WEST TO TAP THEIR KNOWLEDGE AND TEST OUR OWN 

ANALYSIS. TO THIS END, HE HAVE BEEN SPENDING ABOUT ; 

ANNUALLY ON CONFERENCES AND EXTERNAL ANALYSIS CONTRACTS OVER 

THE LAST TWO YEARS, - THE PERIOD HOST RELEVANT TO HY TESTIFY 

TODAY - CIA HAS PRODUCED 32 MAJOR ASSESSMENTS AND OVER 100 

DAILY CURRENT INTELLIGENCE ITEMS. DURING THIS SAME PERIOD 

THERE HAVE BEEN 3 NATIONAL ESTIMATES ON THE INTERNAL IRANIAN 

SITUATION. 

THIS FINISHED INTELLIGENCE HAS BASED IN LARGE MEASURE ON i 

SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENT IN OUR HUMAN INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITY, 

il 3Ï.-

RR. CHAIRMAN, THE ANALYTICAL COMPONENTS OF THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY WERE NOT MADE AWARE OF THE NSC'S IRANIAN INITIATIVE 

ANC AS A RESULT, DID NOT PROVIDE DIRECT INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT 

'Mfi-iiSfc^lSa 
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T0 IT. THE ONLY TIME WE « R E SPECIFICALLY TASKED BY THE HSC TO 

ADDRESS A NIMBER OF QUEST 10KS ON IRAN HAS IN RAY 1985. HE HERE 

ASKED TO ADDRESS A NUMBER OF QUESTIONS. INCLUOIN6: 

- THE CHANCES FOR POLITICAL INSTABILITY IN IRAN WITH 

PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO FACTIONAL POLITICS. 

-- THE SUCCESSION TO KHOMEINI. 

-- THE EFFECTS OF THE WAR HITH IRAQ ON POLITICAL AND SOCIAL 

TENSIONS. 

(1 RIGHT ADD THAT THIS KIND OF TASKING -- WITHOUT TELLING US 

WHAT INITIATIVES HERE CONTEMPLATED OR UNDERWAY - IS NOT THAT 

UNUSUAL. IT HAS. FOR EXAMPLE. THE WAY HENRY KISSINGER ACQUIRED 

A GREAT DEAL OF INFORMATION FROM US ON CHINA IN 1970-71 H1TH0UT 

REVEALING HIS PURPOSE.) 

WE HERE NOT ASKED AT ANY POINT IN 1985 TO ASSESS THE BASIC 

PREMISES ON WHICH THE NSC OPERATION RESTED OR TO TEST 

ASSESSMENTS OF THE IRANIAN SCENE BEING ADVANCED BY THE 

ISRAELIS. HOWEVER, ALL OF THE PUBLISHED ASSESSMENTS ON IRANIAN 

POLlîts AND POLICY TO WHICH I HAVE REFERRED WERE READILY 

AVAILABLE TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL STAFF. AS IS OFTEN 

THE CASE IN THfREAL WORLD OF INTELLIGENCE AND POLICY 

FORMULATION. SOME OF OUR CONCLUSIONS SUPPORTED THE PREMISES OF 

THE NSC's INITIATIVE AND SOME OF THEM DID NOT. THE DEGREE TO 

WHICH OUR VIEWS WERE" TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IS SOMETHING OVER WHICH 

HE HAD NO CONTROL AND LITTLE KNOWLEDGE. BUT. OUR PUBLISHED 

VIEWS AND ANALYSIS WERE READILY AVAILABLE. AND MAY WELL HAVE 

O H » ® * 
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I- THE ÎRAWTAH Pffl.TTICH ttfUf 

MR. CHAIRMAN. THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY CONSISTENTLY HAS 

CHARACTERIZED THE IRANIAN REGIME AS HIGHLY FACTIONALIZED AND 

DEPICTED DISARRAY WITHIN THE CLERICAL LEADERSHIP AS THE 

REGIME'S PRIMARY WEAKNESS. WE NOTED IN 1984 THAT, «NEARLY SIX 

YEARS AFTER THE REVOLUTION, THE CLERICS HAVE YET TO AGREE ON 

KEY PHILOSOPHICAL AND THEOLOGICAL GUIDELINES FOR THE ISLAMIC 

REPUBLIC OF IRAN. EVEN THE ISSUE OF CLERICAL CONTROL HAS NOT 

BEEN RESOLVED.- THAT JUDGMENT REMAINS VALID TODAY. NO GROUP 

OR LEADER HAS MANAGED TO GAIN DOMINANCE. 

I'D LIKE TO BEGIN BY ADDRESSING THE CONTROVERSIAL ISSUE OF. 

IDENTIFYING AND CHARACTERIZING IRANIAN FACTIONS. THERE HAS 

BEEN A LOT OF PUBLIC CRITICISM RE6ARDING THE ADMINISTRATION'S 

PREMISE THAT A DIALOGUE COULD BE DEVELOPED WITH ONE OR ANOTHER 

FACTION OF IRANIAN LEADERS. I BELIEVE THAT ONCE ONE 

UNDERSTANDS THE FACTION-RIDDEN AND UNDISCIPLINED NATURE OF 

IRANIAN POLITICS. THE REASONING BEHIND THE IDEA OF BUILDING 

LINES OF COMMUNICATION WITH SEPARATE INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 

WITHIN THE,IRANIAN ESTABLISHMENT BECOMES MORE UNDERSTANDABLE. 

THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY A6REES THAT. IN THE SWIRL OF 

IRANIAN POLITICS. THREE PATTERNS OF POLITICAL COALITION AMONG 

THE LEADERSHIP HAVE EHER6ED. FOR WANT OF BETTER TERMS AND 

BECAUSE WE MUST CALL THEM SOMETHING. WE HAVE DEPICTED THESE 

THREE GROUPS AS RADICALS. CONSERVATIVES. AND PRAGHATISTS. I 

!E£D 
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RECOGNIZE THE NEED FOR LABELS OF SOKE SORT. BUT LET RE CAUTION 

YOU THAT THESE THREE LABELS DO NOT FIT POLITICS IN IRAN NEARLY 

AS NEATLY AS THEY WOULD IN HOST OTHER COUNTRIES. I'LL TRY TO 

GIVE YOU SORE BACK6R0UND ON WHY THIS IS SO. 

EVEN TH0U6H MEMBERS OF THE DIFFERENT FACTIONS SHARE A CORE 

SET OF ASSUMPTIONS AND BELIEFS. FACTIONAL DIFFERENCES ARE 

OVERLAID BY INSTITUTIONAL AND FAMILY RIVALRIES. RAP1ÇAL.S, --

LED BY PRIME MINISTER MUSAYI - SUPPORT REGRESSIVE EXPORT OF 

THE REVOLUTION. CONTINUATION OF THE WAR. AND ARE VEHEMENTLY 

OPPOSED TO THE UNITED STATES. A P0flr«»TfKW5E*VMlVE 

COALITION - TYPIFIED BY DEPUTY ASSEMBLY SPEAKER YAZDl ~ 

6ENERALLY OPPOSES VIOLENT EXPORT OF THE REVOLUTION. PRIVATELY-

FAVORS A NE60T1ATED END TO THE MAR AND SEEKS TO LIP.1T THE 

GOVERNMENT'S ROLE IN THE ECONOMY. BUT THIS FACTION IS ALSO 

SUSPICION OF THE US: INDEED. WHEN IT COMES TO THE UNITED 

STATES. THERE ARE NO IRANIAN MODERATES. THE GROUP HE CALL 

PBifiWATISTS - LED BY ASSEMBLY SPEAKER RAFSANJAN1 - MANEUVERS 

OPPORTUNISTICALLY BETWEEN THE OTHER TWO FACTIONS. FOR THE MOST 

PART CHOOSING. POLICIES THEY BELIEVE FURTHER IRAN'S NATIONAL 

INTERESTS AND THEIR OWN POLITICAL CAREERS. 

THESE GROUPS SOMETIMES HAVE OVERLAPPING INTERESTS AND SOME 

LEADERS ARE. FOR EXAMPLE. RADICALS ON SOME ISSUES AMD 

PRAGMATISTS ON OTHERS. THESE FACTORS HELP EXPLAIN WHY IRANIAN 

LEADERS SOMETIMES SOUND THEMES THAT SEEM REASONABLE WHILE 

COMING BACK A FEW MINUTES LATER WITH STATEMENTS THAT SOUND 

WNtt&KLW 
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HOSTILE OR EVEN IRRATIONAL. A l l THIS GOES TO SHOW WHY IT 

REMAINS DIFFICULT TO CHARACTERIZE IRANIAN LEADERSHIP POLITICS 

IN TERMS WE IN THE «EST UNDERSTAND. 

THE ECONOMY, THE WAR, AND KHOMEINI'S INCAPACITATION ALL 

HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO INTENSIFIED POLITICAL INFIGHTING AMONG THE 

LEADERSHIP FACTIONS. THE COMMUNITY BELIEVES THAT NO INDIVIDUAL 

OR 6R0UP HAS GAINED DOMINANCE, BUT RAFSANJANI. HAS CLEARLY 

STRENGTHENED HIS POSITION OVER THE LAST YEAR. HE HAS GAINED 

PREEMINENCE BECAUSE HE HAS KHOMEINI'S CONFIDENCE AND SUPPORT; 

IS APPARENTLY UNRIVALLED IN HIS SKILL AT BRIDGING DIFFERENCES 

BETWEEN RIVAL FACTIONS; AND HAS THE SUPPORT OF SEVERAL KEY 

FIGURES - INCLUDIN6 KHOMEINI'S SON AHMAD. THE MINISTER OF 

INTELLIGENCE, WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR INTERNAL SECURITY, AND 

SENIOR OFFICERS IN THE REVOLUTIONARY GUARD. THE 6UARD PROBABLY 

WILL BE CRITICAL IN DETERMINING THE OUTCOME OF THE POWER 

STRUGGLE. RAFSANJANI ALSO HAS INCREASINGLY ASSUMED 

RESPONSIBILITY - AND CREDIT - FOR THE OVERALL DIRECTION OF 

THE WAR IN THE LAST YEAR. WHILE RAFSANJANI'S RIVALS CAN BE 

EXPECTED TO TRY TO USE THIS AGAINST HIM IF IRAN SUFFERS A MAJOR 

SETBACK ON .THE BATTLEFIELD. HIS STATURE WILL BE ENHANCED 

CONSIDERABLY IF THE WAR GOES WELL FOR IRAN. 

WHAT REMAINS IN QUESTION IS THE DEPTH OF RAFSANJANl'S 

SUPPORT ONCE KHOMEINI I S GONE. 

ji$RHjj£s$!!!l) 
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-- HIS MOVES TO CONSOLIDATE POWER HAVE AN6ERED OTHER 

LEADERS WHO MORE OFTEN FIT OUR RADICAL AND CONSERVATIVE 

LABELS -- THESE PEOPLE WILL LOOK FOR OPPORTUNITIES TO 

UNDERMINE Hid. 

- THE REVOLUTIONARY GUARD REMAINS HIGHLY FACTIONALIZED 

WITH SOME UNITS OWING THEIR LOYALTY «ORE TO LOCAL 

CLERICS AND POLITICAL FIGURES THAN TO SENIOR COMMANDERS 

OR RAFSANJANI. 

WE BELIEVE THAT INFIGHTING IS LIKELY TO INTENSIFY AS 

KHOMEINI'S HEALTH CONTINUES TO WEAKEN. AT THIS POINT. I NIGHT-

ADD THAT THE RIVALRIES FOR SUCCESSION ARE ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY 

BASED :N PERSONALITIES. RATHER THAN IDEOLOGIES. 

NOW. LET HE TURN TO THE QUESTION OF HOW THE US INITIATIVE 

HAS AFFECTED THE INTERNAL SITUATION IN IRAN. AT THIS POINT. 

RAFSANJANI — THE HOST SENIOR LEADER LINKED TO THE INITIATIVE 

IN PRESS REPORTS-APPEARS TO HAVE BOLSTERED HIS POSITION BY 

ADEPTLY NANAGING THE AFFAIR. A KEY FACTOR HAS BEEN HIS ABILITY 

TO PORTRAY IRAN'S ROLE IN THE INITIATIVE AS ANOTHER VICTORY 

OVER THE US — -ONE UNDERLINED BY THE WESTERN MEDIA'S PORTRAYAL 

OF WASHINGTON IN 'DISARRAY' OVER THE US ROLE. SECONDLY. HE 

BENEFITTED FROM KHOMEINI'S PUBLIC ENDORSEMENT OF THE CONTACTS 

WITH THE US AND THE AYATULLAH'S WILLINGNESS TO STOP AN 

INVESTIGATION INTO THE AFFAIR BY SEVERAL «EMBERS OF IRAN'S 

OMtiSKP 
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PARLIAMENT. NEVERTHELESS, THE FACT THAT RAFSANJANI FEELS 

SOMEWHAT VULNERABLE ON THIS ISSUE IS REFLECTED IN HIS PUBLIC 

STATEMENTS. WHICH STRESS THE INDIRECT NATURE OF CONTACTS WITH 

THE US AND DENY CHARGES OF HORE THAN ONE SHIPMENT OF ARHS TO 

IRAN. AT THE SAKE TINE, HE SHOULD BE SOHEWHAT CAUTIOUS IN 

LIGHT OF THE CERTAINTY THAT THERE IS HORE GOING ON IN TEHRAN 

THAN HE HAVE BEEN ABLE TO FIND OUT AND THE FULL IMPACT OF THE 

EPISODE ON IRANIAN POLITICS ALMOST CERTAINLY HAS NOT YET PLAYED 

OUT. 

IRANIAN ATTITUDES TOWARD THE US -

TURNING TO THE QUESTION OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY'S • 

VIEW OF THE PROSPECTS FOR US-IRANIAN RELATIONS DURING THE 

PERIOD 198»» TO THE PRESENT, THE COMMUNITY HAS HELD TO THE VIEW 

THAT THE PROSPECTS FOR A WIDE-RANGING IMPROVEMENT MOULD NOT BE 

GOOD EVEN AFTER KHOMEINI'S DEATH, ARGUIN6 THAT. 'THE IMAGE OF 

THE US AS 'GREAT SATAN' WOULD BE AN IMPORTANT SYMBOL OF 

CONTINUITY' IN POST-KHOMEINI IRAN. THE COMMUNITY HAS 

ACKNOWLEDGED SINCE 1981 THAT THERE ARE GROUPS IN IRAN ~ 

INCLUDING SOME IN THE CONSERVATIVE CLER6Y, BAZAAR MERCHANTS. 

ELEMENTS IN THE REGULAR MILITARY AND IN THE MIDDLE AND UPPER 

CLASSES — WHO WOULD BE WILLING TO LESSEN IRAN'S HOSTILITY 

TOWARD THE UNITED STATES, BUT WE DO NOT BEL1EYE THAT THESE 

GROUPS ARE IN A POSITION TO INFLUENCE POLICY TOWARD THE US AS 

LONG AS KHOMEINI IS ALIVE. 

WHttAw»F?" 
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Il 1985. CIA ANALYSTS (SEE DI ASSESSMENT. IRANIAN P n ^ c w 

•jUrYt THE STRUGGLE FOR CMTNfjp BEGAN POINTING TO WHAT WE 

CALLED AN 'INCREASING PRA6HATISH' IN IRANIAN FOREIGN POLICY, 

BUT HERE CAREFUL TO NOTE THAT PRA6HATISH HAS NOT SYNONYHOUS 

WITH MODERATION. AGENCY ANALYSTS CONTENDED THAT IRANIANS HOST 

OFTEN NOTED IN THE PRA6HATIST CAHP. LED BY ASSEMBLY SPEAKER 

RAFSANJANI. WERE EXERCISIN6 INCREASING INFLUENCE OYER FOREIGN 

POLICY. THE PAPER NOTED. HOWEVER. THAT THE PRAGHATISTS STILL 

APPEARED WILLING TO USE TERRORISM - A WEAPON MOST OFTEN 

ASSOCIATED WITH THE RADICALS ~ ALTHOUGH THE PRAGMATISTS SEEMED 

INCLINED TO USE"IT MORE SELECTIVELY AND TO PROMOTE IRANIAN 

NATIONAL INTERESTS RATHER THAN ADVANCE REVOLUTIONARY IDEOLOGY. 

CIA'S ANALYSIS ALSO NOTED THAT THE TREND TOWARD GREATER 

PRAGMATISM WAS AN UNFINISHED PROCESS; THAT THE PRAGMATISTS DID 

NOT DECIDE EVERY ISSUE; AND THAT A SHIFT IN THE POWER BALANCE 

COULD RESULT IN A RETURN TO A MORE HARDLINE STANCE. 

A NATIONAL ESTIMATE IN HAY 1985 CONCLUDED THAT DESPITE THE 

GROWING INFLUENCE OF PRAGMATISTS. 'ANY IMPROVEMENT IN TIES WITH 

THE UNITED SJAJES IS NOT^ CURRENTLY AN OPTION.' IT ALSO STATED 

THAT 'MODERATE AND CONSERVATIVE ELEMENTS OF THE CLER6Y HAY ... 

SHARE THE RADICALS' BELIEF THAT THE US IS HOSTILE TO THE 

ISLAMIC GOVERNMENT AND HENCE BELIEYE THAT ACCOMMODATION WITH 

THE US IS NOT POSSIBLE.' 

A FEBRUARY 1986 SNIE. IRAN: PROSPECTS FOR NEAR-TERM 

STABILITY. OBSERVED THAT IRAN WAS ATTEMPTING TO REDUCE ITS 

"SECRET tôorô 
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INTERNATIONAL 1SOLATIOM AND ESTABLISH BETTER RELATIONS WITH THE 

PERSIAN GULF STATES. THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DID NOT 

BELIEVE IRAN'S ACTIONS BESPOKE A SUDDEN RODERATION , BUT RATHER 

HERE nOTIVATED BY IRAN'S NEED FOR ARMS AND IMPROVED TRADE TIES 

TO BOLSTER ITS AILIN6 ECONOnY. 

IN THAT FEBRUARY 1986 ESTIMATE, OUR ANALYSTS SU6GESTED 

AVENUES THAT NIGHT BE EXPLORED IN A US EFFORT TO IMPROVE 

IRANIAN ATTITUDES TOWARD THE US. INCLUDING: 

I 
i 

— CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE ALLIES SUCH AS PAKISTAN. TURKEY. 

CHINA. JAPAN. AND THE WEST EUROPEANS TO NAINTAÎN THEIR 

RESPECTIVE DIALOGUES WITH THE IRANIANS. 

— EXPLORE THE POSSIBILITY OF OPENING A QUIET CHANNEL OF 

COMMUNICATION TO THE REGINE. 

— SEIZE OPPORTUNITIES FOR QUIET CONTACT WITH 

CONSERVATIVES, PARTICULARLY RELI6I0US LEADERS. 

— BE RECEPTIVE TO TEHRAN'S INTEREST IN ESTABLISHING 

COMMERCIAL T I E S WITH US FIRMS IN A NUMBER OF KEY AREAS, 

INCLUDING STRATE6IC PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION. 

IN SUM. MR. CHAIRMAN. THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY BELIEVES 

THAT THE IMPACT OF KHOMEINI'S FAILING HEALTH, THE WORSENING 

ECONOMIC SITUATION, AND THE SUBSEQUENT INFIGHTING THAT HAS 

UNEU^HRED 
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CnERGEO AMONG KEY LEADERS HAS LED TO IWYEBENT «THIN THE 

IRANIAN POLITICAL STRUCTURE CREATING LIMITED OPPORTUNITIES FOR 

THE WEST AI1D EVEN THE US. HE ALSO BELIEVE. HOWEVER. THAT THERE 

IS LITTLE PROSPECT FOR A SIGNIFTCAttT IMPROVEMENT IN IRANIAN-US 

RELATIONS WHILE KHOMEINI IS ALIVE. AND EVEN AFTER HIS DEATH. 

THE CONMUNITY BELIEVES THAT A SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENT IN 

RELATIONS PROBABLY HILL HAVE TO AWAIT RESOLUTION OF THE POWER 

STRUGGLE IN TEHRAN. 

III. THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR 

A KEY FACTOR IN HOW THE POLITICAL SITUATION TURNS IN TEHRAN 

-- BOTH WHILE KHOMEINI LIVES AND AFTER HE DIES - REMAINS THE 

WAR. AND IT'S TO THAT I'D LIKE TO TURN NOW. AS THIS CONFLICT 

CONTINUES INTO ITS SEYENTH YEAR. THE STAKES 6R0W HI6HER FOR 

BOTH SIDES. THE STRUGGLE HAS TAKEN ON ALL THE ATTRIBUTES OF 

TOTAL, MODERN WARFARE; INCLUDING: 

- STRATEGIC BOMBING OF ECONOMIC TARSETS; 

-- USE OF CHEMICAL WEAPONSJ 

- BOMBINGS OF CITIES; 

- - AND. OF COURSE. PITCHED BATTLES RESULTING IN MASSIVE 

CASUALTIES ON BOTH SIDES. 

IRAQ HAS A PRONOUNCED EDGE IN WEAPONRY AND FIREPOWER AND 

HAS RECENTLY prHONSTgATED^ THE CAPABILITY TO USE ITS AIR FORCEi ' 

TO STRIKE ACCURATEtr*ND-AT-GR£AT R A N f i l s l THE IRANIANS HAVE [ 

ADAPTED WELL TO THEIR DISADVANTAGE IN HEAVY EQUIPMENT AND 

UNCIASUP 
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AIRCRAFT. DEVELOPING TACTICS TO FtGHT A LABOR-INTENSIVE MAR 

THAT CAPITALIZES ON ABUNDANT MANPOWER AND A WILLINGNESS TO TAKE 

CASUALTIES. 

I KNOW YOU'RE FAMILIAR WITH THE GENERAL HISTORY OF THIS 

COSTLY CONFLICT. I'D LIKE TO PICK UP WITH THE IRANIAN SEIZURE 

OF IRAQ'S AL-FAW PENINSULA LAST FEBRUARY - AN IMPORTANT 

VICTORY THAT PUSHED THE WAR INTO ITS CURRENT - AND FOR BAGHDAD 

- CRITICAL PHASE. FOR TEHRAN. AL FAH HAS A POLITICAL BOOST 

AFTER YEARS OF FAILED OFFENSIVES. THE IRANIAN PEOPLE HERE 

ENCOURAGED TO FIGHT ON AND THE CLERICAL REGIME'S RESOLVE TO 

CONTINUE THE WAR WAS HARDENED. MORE IMPORTANTLY. FOR IRAQ. THE 

LOSS WAS DAMAGING TO THE MORALE OF AN ALREADY WAR-WEARY 

POPULATION AND CALLED INTO OUESTION IRAQI STAYIN6 POWER. AFTER 

Al^FAW. THE_Jjr[EJ^6iNCE.!0MJ^^ THAT IF BA6HDAD 

CONTINUED TO FAIL TQXPLOIT ITS MANY filLIIAEY ADVANTAGES. IT 

WOULD LIKELY JUFFER FURTHFR SFTRACKS_AND_EVENTUALLY LOSE THE 

WAR. 

IN RESPONSE 10 DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL 

PRESSURES. IRAQ TRIED TO RETAKE THE INITIATIVE ON THE GROUND. 

AND IN THE SPRING OF 1986 ANNOUNCED A NEW 'ACTIVE DEFENSE" 

POLICY INVOLVING LIMITED ATTACKS AGAINST POORLY DEFENDED 

SECTORS OF THE BORDER. HOWEYER, BAGHDAD A6AIN FAILED TO FOLLOW 

THROUGH AND BY HID-SUMMER. TEHRAN BE6AN CALCULATING THAT IRAQ'S 

MILITARY. POLITICAL. AND ECONOMIC SITUATION HAD DETERIORATED 

SUFFICIENTLY THAT A MAJOR OFFENSIVE WOULD LEAD SADDAM HUSSEIN'S 

REGIME TO COLLAPSE. 

«ttf&ffl&D 
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TEHRAN CONTINUED TO PREPARE FOR AND THREATEN A LARGE >*'" 

OFFENSIVE INTO THE EARLY FALL. BY THAT TIME. HOHEVF* »*Q HAT) /)„. 

BEGUN A SEVERAL_WE£IÇS_LQMfi-AlR--CAaPAI6N *fi*IMSiaHI_JRjNIAN__ // V 

ECONOMY. THE ATTACKS HURT EN0U6H THAT THE LEADERSHIP IN TEHRAN' 

APPARENTLY HAD TO ADJUST ITS PLANS FOR A LARGE OFFENSIVE AND 

BACK AWAY FROM ITS HYPERBOLIC CLAIMS OF ENDIN6 THE WAR BY MARCH 

1987. 

TO DEMONSTRATE THEIR RESOLVE TO CONTINUE THE WAR. HOWEVER. 

THE IRANIANS BE6AN THE HOST RECENT SERIES OF LIMITED ATTACKS. 

THE FIRST OF WHICH WAS LAUNCHED ON THIS PAST CHRISTMAS EVE. IN 

THE CURRENT ATTACK EAST OF THE KEY IRAQI CITY OF AL BASRAH, THE 

IRANIANS HAYE SUCCEEDED IN GAINING A FOOTHOLD AND CONTINUE TO 

TRY TO ACHIEVE A BREAKTHROUGH. 

IRAN'S THREATENED MAJOR OFFENSIVE MAY BE TAKING SHAPE IN 

THESE ATTACKS. THIS STRATEGY OF LIMITED ATTACKS ALLOWS TEHRAÎÎ 

TO MINIMIZE THE RISKS OF A MAJOR FAILURE AND TO EXPLOIT ANY. 

MILITARY SUCCESSES. AS WELL AS TO MAXIMIZE THE POLITICAL 

BENEFITS. OF ANY SUCCESS. THESE ATTACKS ALSO SERVE BOTH TO 

RELIEVE PRESSURE ON THE IRANIAN ECONOMY BY DRAWING THE IRAQI 

AIR FORCE BACK TO TARGETS AT THE FRONT AND TO WEAR DOWN IRAQI 

RESERVE UNITS THAT MIGHT BE CRITICAL IN SUBSEQUENT ATTACKS. SO 

FAR. IRAQ APPEARS TO HAVE CONTAINED THIS ATTACK. BUT FIGHTING 

CONTINUES IN THE AL BASRA AREA AND IN THE CENTRAL BORDER REGION. 

îmniasiFiED 
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DOUBTLESS YOU'VE NOTED THE RECENT PRESS REPORTS IV. WHICH K 

SENIOR IRAQI OFFICIAL ACCUSED THE US CF DELIBERATELY PROVIDING 

BAGHDAD FALSE INTELLIGENCE TO HELP IRAN ACHIEVE TKIER VICTORY* 

AT AL FAW LAST YEAR. 

" LET BE CATEGORICALLY DEJ5Y THESE 

ALLEGATIONS. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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IV. IMPACT OF THE US INITIATIVE ON THE RE6I0H ÎWCLUB1H6 THE 

USSR 

NOW. MR. CHAIRMAN, LET ME TURN TO THE BROADER IMPACT OF THE 

ADMINISTRATION'S IRAN INITIATIVE. ON BALANCE. I BELIEVE THE 

BEST WAY TO CHARACTERIZE THE REACTION OF THE MODERATE 6ULF 

STATES IS DISAPPOINTMENT TEMPERED BY UNDERSTANDING. 

WKMSfffcli 
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THEY ARE DISAPPOINTED THAT OUR EFFORT INCLUDED THE SHIPUNT 

OF WEAPONS TO IRAN. SINCE THE MODERATE GULF ARABS. AS HELL AS 

JORDAN AND EGYPT. ARE STRONG SUPPORTERS OF IRAQ IN ITS WAR WITH 

IRAN. THEY ALSO BELIEVE THE DISCLOSURE OF OUR INITIATIVE 

UNDERCUT 

JOUR EFFORTS TO PURSUE A FIRM 

COUNTERTERRORISM POLICY. 

AS FAR AS WE KNOW. THE SAUDIS HAD NO ADVANCE KNOWLEDGE OF 

THE INITIATIVE. THOUGH IT SEEMS TO HE THAT THERE IS A 

REASONABLE POSSIBILITY THAT KHASH0G6I PROVIDED AN INKLING OF 

WHAT WAS TRANSPIRING TO SOME OF HIS SAUDI GOVERNMENT CONTACTS: 

HE ACTED. HOWEVER. AS A PRIVATE BUSINESSMAN AND NOT IN ANY WAY 

AS A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SAUDI GOVERNMENT. THERE IS NO 

QUESTION BUT THAT KING HUSSEIN INITIALLY WAS FURIOUS OVER THE 

NSC'S INITIATIVE BUT HE HAS CONTINUED TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE 

CONTRIBUTION OF US INTELLIGENCE TO IRAQ'S DEFENSE AND HIS 

FORTHCOMING VISIT TO WASHINGTON SU66ESTS THAT HE WANTS TO PUT 

THE MATTER BEHJN1LUS. EGYPT AND THE SMALLER GULF STATES -

WHILE CLEARLY ARE NOT HAPPY ABOUT THE TRANSFER OF US ARMS AND 

THE ISRAELI ROLE — HAVE ADOPTED A R&ATIVELY LOW-KEY POSTURE 

ON THE SUBJECT.' 

LET ME NOW TURN TO IRAQ'S REACTION. WHILE THE IRAQIS ARE 

CERTAINLY UNHAPPY ABOUT US ARMS REACHING IRAN. ALL THINGS 

CONSIDERED. WE WOULD CHARACTERIZE BAGHDAD'S REACTION AS FAIRLY 

UNCttôSiNED 
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R£STRAINED. IN SPITE OF BAGHDAD'S PUBLIC CRITICISM. OUR 

REP0RTIH6 SU66ESTS THE IRAQIS UNDERSTAND THAT OUR ARMS TRANSFER 

HAD NO SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE MILITARY BALANCE WITH IRAN. 

THEY ALSO REC06NIZE THAT THE FUROR OVER THE ADMINISTRATION'S 

IRANIAN INITIATIVE HAS FOCUSED WORLD ATTENTION ON THE WAR AND 

ON IRAN'S CONTINUING ASSOCIATION WITH ISRAEL - BOTH 

LONGSTANDING IRAQI OBJECTIVES. 

IN ANY CASE. THE IRAQIS APPEAR EAGER TO MAINTAIN 600D 

WORKING RELATIONS WITH THE US. LARGELY BECAUSE THEY VALUE 

CONTINUED US SUPPORT FOR THE ARMS EMBARGO ON IRAN 

IN SUM..THE DISAPPOINTMENTS IN THE RE6I0N SHOULD BE KEPT IN 

PERSPECTIVE. ALTHOUGH THE NSC INITIATIVE INTRODUCED A NEW 

AWKWARD FACTOR INTO OUR DEALINGS WITH THE SAUDIS AND KING FAHD 

PERSONALLY,. OYER THE PAST YEAR THE SAUDIS THEMSELVES HAVE TAKEN 

TENTATIVE STEPS TO TRY TO IMPROVE RELATIONS WITH IRAN, THIS 

PROBABLY REFLECTS A 6RCWIN6 SAUDI ACCEPTANCE OF IRAN'S CLERICAL 

REGIHE AS A LONG-TERM, AND POWERFUL, FIXTURE IN THE 6ULF. IN 

FACT. SAUDI STRATE6IC IMPERATIVES DICTATE MUCH MORE STRONGLY 

THAN OUR OWN THAT IRAN CANNOT BE IGNORED. IRAN IS THE ONLY 

BUFFER BETWEEN THE GULF AND THE SOVIET UNION. IS A POWERFUL 

wcrissmED 
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PLAYER IN THE OIL AARKET. AND I S A KEY BERBER OF THE HUSLIR 

COMMUNITY. SIMPLY PUT. IRAN'S SHEER S I Z E , RESOURCES. 

POPULATION, AND LOCATION HEAN IT ALWAYS HAS THE POTENTIAL OF 

BEC0MIN6 THE DOMINANT FORCE IN THE REGION. 

ALL THE SULF STATES, EVEN THE IRAQIS, ARE UNDERSTANDING OF 

THE IDEA OF US-IRAN CONTACTS, THAT A DIAL06UE COULD. OYER TIME. 

SERYE TO MODERATE IRANIAN F0REI6N POLICY, LESSEN TEHRAN'S 

SUPPORT FOR TERRORISM. AND PERHAPS WEAKEN THE»SYRIA-IRAK 
i . 

ALLIANCE. IT I S NOTEWORTHY THAT THE SYRIANS AND LIBYANS REACTED 
ANGRILY TOWARD IRAN FOR ENGAGING IN THE ENTERPRISE-AND NOT 

INFORMING THEM OF I T . 

MOSCOW HAS REACTED IN A SIMILAR VEIN. SINCE NEWS OF THE US 

DIALOGUE WITH ELEMENTS OF THE IRANIAN ESTABLISHMENT BECAME 

PUBLIC. S0Y1ET MEDIA HAS BEEN BLASTING I R A N ' S SUPPORT FOR THE 

AFGHAN RESISTANCE AND MOSCOW HAS ISSUED AN OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT SUPPORTING IRAQ'S POSITION OF ENDING THE WAR THROUGH 

NEGOTIATIONS. IN ESSENCE. THE INITIAL SOVIET REACTION SEEMS TO 

HAVE BEEN CONCERN-THAT THE US HAY HAVE STOLEN A MARCH ON THEM 

AT A TIME WHEN MOSCOW HAD BEEN ASSUMING THAT WASHINGTON WOULD 

BE FROZEN OUT OF IRAN FOR THE INDEFINITE FUTURE. 

MR. CHAIRMAN. WHILE WE ARE PUTTING THIN6S INTO PERSPECTIVE. 

LET HE SAY A LITTLE HORE ABOUT THE TRANSFER OF US ARHS TO 

TEHRAN. THE $ 1 2 . 2 MILLION OF US ARMS INVOLVED I S DWARFED BY 

THE S 5 0 0 MILLION WORTH OF ARHS WE BELIEVE HAVE HOVED FROM 

imltafitarn 
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ISRAEL TO IRAK SINCE THE BE6INN1N6 OF THE IRAN-IRAQ MAR. IT 

REPRESENTS AN UTTERLY BINISCULE FRACTION OF THE SOHE S M 

BILLION WORTH OF ARHS THAT HAVE FLOWED SINCE THE BEGINNING OF 

TH£ WAR TO IRAN AND IRAQ FROM ALL SOURCES. HOST NOTABLY THE 

SOVIET UNION. EASTERN EUROPE. FRANCE. CHINA. AND NORTH KOREA. 

IT'S ALSO WORTH N0TIN6 THAT THE SUPPLY OF 2008 US TOW 

MISSILES DID NOT INTRODUCE A NEW MILITARY FACTOR TO THE 

EQUATION. £AT THE BEGINNING OF THE WAR. THE IRANIANS ALREADY 

HAD IN THEIR POSSESSION APPROXIMATELY 1100 6R0UND LAUNCHERS. 

NORE THAN 20.000 TOW MISSILES. AND 65 TOW-FIRING AH-1 COBRA 

HELICOPTERS^ MOREOVER. MUCH OF THE MAJOR FIGHTING HAS OCCURRED 

IN AREAS WHERE USE OF ARMOR IS DIFFICULT. GIVEN THE 

SUPERIORITY OF IRAQI ARMORED FORCES. THE TOW IS AN IMPORTANT 

WEAPON FOR THE IRANIANS BUT WE WOULD NOT CHARACTERIZE IT AS 

BEING CRITICAL OR DECISIVE. 

MR. CHAIRMAN. I POINT ALL THIS OUT NOT TO JUSTIFY 

TRANSFERRING ARMS TO IRAN BUT SIMPLY TO PROVIDE A LITTLE 

PERSPECTIVE O.N A.SUBJECT THAT HAS GENERATED FAR MORE FUROR IN 

THIS COUNTRY THAN IT HAS IN THE REGION. 

SO. MR. CHAIRMAN. WHILE THE JURY IS STILL OUT ON THE FULL 

IMPACT OF OUR IRANIAN INITIATIVE. FROM AN INTELLIGENCE 

PERSPECTIVE. I'D SAY THAT THE TENTATIVE VERDICT IS 'NO 

PERMANENT DAMAGE.' HOWEVER DISAPPOINTED THE PERSIAN GULF 

STATES MAY HAVE BEEN WITH THE SUBSTANCE OR IMPLEMENTATION OF 

I^^SWEB" 



408 

UNCLASSIFIED 
THE IRAN I N I T I A T I V E , IT HAS SERVED AS A REMINDER TO THER THAT 

THE UNITED STATES IHTEHDS TO REMAIN ACTIVE IH THE REGION, AND 

THIS IS NOT UNWELCOME REUS. ANY US ROLE AS BROKER IR THE 

RE6I0N HILL CONTINUE TO PLAY TO MOSCOW'S DISADVANTAGE. AND THE 

ARAB 6ULF STATES HILL CONTINUE TO SEE THE DEVELOPMENT OF US 

LEVERA6E IN TEHRAN AS USEFUL. 

SOVIET-IRANIAN RELATIONS 

MR. CHAIRMAN. LET RE CONCLUDE HY RERARKS BY TURNING TO A 

CRITICAL ELEMENT OF OUR INTELLIGENCE INTEREST IN IRAN -

MOSCOW'S LONGSTANDING INTEREST IN DISPLACING THE WEST AND 

ESTABLISHING SOVIET SHAY THERE. THERE I S HO DOUBT THAT MOSCOW 

SEES IRAN AS THE PREMIER STRATE6IC PRIZE IN THE REGION. HE 

HAVE ALREADY SEEN THE SOVIETS INTERVENE MILITARILY IN IRAN. NOT 

ONCE. BUT TWICE - IN 1 9 2 0 AND IN 1 9 4 1 . WHEN IT ESTABLISHED 

PEOPLE'S REPUBLICS IN TWO NORTHERN PROVINCES THAT COLLAPSED 

AFTER INTERNATIONAL PRESSURE FORCED A SOVIET WITHDRAWAL IN 

1 9 0 6 . 

THE USSR ALWAYS HAS BEEN THE KEY EXTERNAL FACTOR IN OUR | J 

ASSESSMENTS OF THE FUTURE OF IRAK AND THE ENTIRE SOUTHWEST j( 

ASIAN R E 6 I 0 N . 'FROM THE START. THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY HAS 

BEEN CONCERNED THAT MOSCOW WOULD SEIZE UPOR THE OPPORTUNITY FOR 

ACTION PRESENTED BY THE UPHEAVAL OF THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR. 

WW* 
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IN DECEMBER 1980, ASSESSING SOVIET POLICY AND GOALS 

RE6ARDIH6 THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR. THE COHHUNITY OUTLINED THE BASIS 

FOR ENDURING SOVIET INTEREST IN IRAN. HE «ROTE THAT THE 

SOVIETS SEE IRAN AS A GREATER GEOPOLITICAL PRIZE THAN IRAQ. 

THAT nOSCOU HAD 6REAT INTEREST IN KEEPING IN TRAIN THE 

ANTI-WESTERN CHAN6ES THAT HAD TAKEN PLACE IN IRAN, AND THAT 

flOSCOW SAW IRAN AS A CANDIDATE FOR EVENTUAL PRO-SOVIET 

TRANSFORMATION. THAT ACCOMPLISHED, THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR 

FURTHER STRATE6IC 6AINS WOULD BE BROAD: 

- - A POTENTIAL BASE FOR EXERTIN6 PRESSURE ON PAKISTAN AMD 

TURKEY AS HELL AS SAUDI ARABIA AND OTHER OIL-PRODUCING 

STATES IN THE GULF; 

- POSSIBLE OIL ACQUISITION; 

- NAVAL AND AIR FACILITIES THAT WOULD ENHANCE THE SOVIETS' 

CAPABILITY TO THREATEN AN OIL CUTOFF AND LEND 

CREDIBILITY TO THE USSR's DEMANDS TO PARTICIPATE AS A 

6UARANT0R OF ACCESS TO SULF OIL. 

ALTHOUGH THE COMMUNITY HAS DIVIDES ON MOSCOW'S IMMEDIATE 

INTENTIONS, IN A SNIE PUBLISHED SUBSEQUENTLY, THE COHHUNITY 

CONCLUDED THAT A SOVIET DECISION TO SEIZE NORTHWESTERN IRAN 

PROBABLY COULD BE ÎHPLEHENTED WITH THREE TO FIYE DIVISIONS 
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WITHIN TWO WEEKS. S1MCE THAT T I N E , OUR ASSESSHENTS OF THE 

SOVIET ABILITY TO INTERVENE IN IRAN AND INFLUENCE US POLICY 

DECISION CONSISTENTLY HAVE NOTED THE SUBSTANTIAL SOVIET 

MILITARY FORCES ON IRAN'S NORTHERN BORDER. 

UP TO NOW. NOSCOW HAS BEEN FRUSTRATED BY THE FACT THAT THE 

IRANIAN REVOLUTION. WITH ALL ITS ANTI-US OYERTONES. HAS NOT 

PAVED THE WAY TO ANY BREAKTHROUGH IN SOVIET-IRANIAN RELATIONS-

OR ANY NEW LEVERAGE WITH TEHRAN. OUR CONCERNS REGARDING 

SOVIET-IRANIAN RELATIONS HAVE WAXED AND WANED OVER THE LAST SIX 

YEARS AS WE HAVE WITNESSED nOSCOW 0SCILLATIN6 BETWEEN 

UNSUCCESSFUL EFFORTS TO CURRY FAVOR WITH IRAN AND A TOUGH LINE 

TOWARD TEHRAN FEATURIN6 FULL BACKING OF IRAQ. (WE'VE ALSO SEEN 

SIMILAR SHIFTS IN IRANIAN DIPLOMATIC TACTICS TOWARD NOSCOW.) 

BUT THROUGHOUT THIS PERIOD. OUR CONCERN OVER THE L0N6-TERN 

SOVIET THREAT AND OUR ASSESSMENT THAT NOSCOW WAS EVER-YI6ILANT 

FOR OPPORTUNITIES HAS BEEN CONSTANT. 

IN AN OCTOBER 198<t S N 1 E . WHEN WE TOOK OUR FIRST HARD LOOK 

AT PROSPECTS FOR A POST-KHOHEINI 60YERNREHT IN TEHRAN, WE 

CONCLUDED THAT A PROLONGED UPHEAVAL IN IRAN WOULD GIVE THE 

SOVIETS EXPANDED OPPORTUNITIES TO EXPLOIT THE SITUATION. 

W&iïiïSiZ-
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PARTICULARLY AMONG MINORITIES BEAR THE LENGTHY BORDER WITH THE 

USSR. « *LS0 K0TED THAT THE USSR AT kM " * C0ULD RETALIATE 
FOR I W N ' S SUPPORT OF THE AFGHAH RESISTANCE BY UCREASIHG 
PRESSURE THR0U6H AFGHANISTAN — IN THE FORM OF CROSS-BORDER 
RAIDS. AIR AND ARTILLERY STRIKES. AND SUPPORT FOR BALUCH 

DISSIDENTS IN SOUTHEAST IRAN. 
> , • > • " 

BY 1 9 8 5 . OUR CONCERN ABOUT THE SOYIET THREAT HAD>6ATN ^*' ' " 
RISEN. BY NAY. HE BELIEVED THE EVIDENCE" (i HAD^FJOPULAR ^ ' 

IRAHIAN DISILLUSIONMENT KITH A SEEMINGLY UKEND1H6 WAR. THE ';.. '[*, 

CONTINUED HARSH IMPOSITION OF ISLAMIC SOCIAL POLICIES. AND.A y ' '. r 

FALTERING ECONOMY BROUGHT.O.OY_JIEC11N1NG OIL REVENUES SHARPLY [ f M ^ ; . 
RAISED THE PROSPECTS FOR SIGNIFICANT .INSTABILITY BEFORE .''.*'/// 
KHOMEINI'S DEATH THAT COULD PLAYJNTO MOSCOW'S HANDS. . f\ " 

' - "'• i'1'"- } ' . ' . "• '• 

IN SHORT. HE BELIEVE THE SOVIETS REMAIN POISED TO TAKE 
ADVANTAGE OF THE INEVITABLE INSTABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES THAT 
HILL PRESENT THEMSELVES IN A POST-KHOMEINI ERA THAT I S NOW JUST 
AROUND THE CORNER. THE SOVIETS. THROU6H THE PROXIMITY OF THEIR 
MILITARY MIGHT. AND THE COVERT POLITICAL AND MILITARY 
INFRASTRUCTURE " « B E L I E V E THEY HAVE BEEN TRYING TO BUILD UP 
INSIDE IRAN. WILL HAVE SOME IMPORTANT ADVANTAGES. WE IN THE 
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MUST TAKE THE THREAT OF SOVIET POLITICAL 
AND MILITARY INTERVENTION SERIOUSLY. IT I S OUR UNDERSTANDING 
THAT THIS THREATJtAS. IN FACT, ONE OF THE ANIMATING FACTORS FOR . ' 
THE-ADMINISTRATION'S I N I T I A T I V E . 

MR. CHAIRMAN. THAT CONCLUDES MY TESTIMONY. 

UWCaSSfWED 
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National lntelli|ence Council NIC 00876-87 
27 February 1937 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Acting Oirector of Central Intelligence 

FROM: 

VIA: 

SUBJECT: 

Graham E. Fuller 
Vice Chairman, National Intelligence Council 

Brig Gen Frank B. Norton III, USAF n 
Chairman, National Intelligence Council L w y y ' 

Tower Commission Recommendation Page V-6: 
The Role of the CIA 

M , *•
 0n P*9e V-6 of the Tower Commission report, para 5 The Role of the 

^r-\} t tei« states "The NSC staff was «ctively involved in the preparation 
of the May 20, 1985 (sic) update to the SNIE on Iran (actually 30 May) it 
i s a matter for concern if this involvement and the strong views of the NSC 
members were allowed to influence the intelligence judgments contained in 
the update. It is also of concern that the update contained a hint that the 
U5 should change its existing policy and encourage its allies to provide 
arms to Iran. It is critical that the line between intelligence and 
advocacy of a particular policy be preserved 1f intelligence is to retain 
u s integrity and perform- its proper function. In this instance the CIA 
came close enough to the line to warrant concern." 

— This analysisby the Tower Commission in our opinion erroneously 
blurs the' distinction between intelligence and policy mechanisms. 
While the Commission—perhaps understandably—may have reached this 
conclusion through limited knowledge of the mechanics of this 
relationship—these important distinctions need to be addressed in 
this memo. 

c tr2" »Th e NSC $t*ff w,s *ctiv«'y involved in the preparation of the 
SNIE. In fact, the NSC had no participation whatsoever in writing, 
coordinating or in reaching the conclusions of the 30 May 1985 SNIE on Iran. 

« The NSC was correctly and properly Involved 1n using existing 
mechanisms to task the Intelligence Community, through the NIC, on 
issues of policy concern to them. The NSC regularly tasks the 

This Memo is Classified 
in its entirety 
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Intelligence Community for Estimates and provides the rationale and 
bureaucratic purpose for which these Estimates are intended to be 
used. The NSC usually sets forth the key areas of concern it 
wishes to be addressed. This tasking procedure is the norm and not 
the exception. 

The Intelligence Community considers that any questions of an 
intelligence nature coming from the NSC, or any other policy body, 
is entirely valid and must be answered. However, 

The NIC has never allowed policy bodies to fully dictate even the 
total framework of questions to the community. While we are, of 
course, responsive to specific questions asked, we have never 
hesitated to raise and answer other questions we feel are 
appropriate to shedding full light on the policy question—and to 
avoid being boxed into a narrow, leading, and possibly misleading 
framework of questions. 

The Community is fiercely jealous in guarding the integrity of the 
estimative process. Representatives of the policy Community are 
never part of the drafting process nor are they permitted to be 
present in the room when the coordination process 1s under way. 
Every NIO is well aware of his responsibility to maintain a stance . 
independent of the policy community and Indeed the Community 
representatives are highly sensitive to the merest suggestion that 
they might be under manipulation by policymakers; they are properly 
vociferous in their objections to .anjr suggestion of Community 
accommodation to policy wishes. Indeed, the NIO in question, 
Graham Fuller, who chaired a three year series of Iran Estimates, 
also chaired another series of three Estimates on Lebanon in 
1983-84 which were highly uncongenial to policymakers. 

Although distinctions between the intelligence and policy 
process—as the Tower Commission notes—must be and is carefully 
preserved, there is a clear interrelationship between the two 
bodies. The NIO, to be effective, must enjoy broad access to the 
policy Community and to be aware of their activities and 
intelligence needs. Intelligence that is not pertinent or 
illuminating to current problems is nearly worthless. 

There is a regular cycle of interchange between the intelligence 
and policy communities. Policymakers read intelligence, hopefully 
include intelligence in their decision, and in turn take «étions 
generating'new Intelligence questions and analytic problems. The 
dialogue is essential. Yet each side must understand U s role 
clearly and preserve its independence. 6ray areas inevitably exist 
where policy meets Intelligence—particularly at the NIO level. 
Only a clear understanding by the NIO and the Intelligence 
Comnunity of its independent stature will permit these gray areas 

UNtttoSIFIED 
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to be safely traversed. We believe these distinctions «re wen 
understood, appreciated, end jealously guarded. 

3. Virtually every Estimate written includes a section called Policv 
Implications for the US. This section attempts to draw for the polTcwiaiL 
the intelligence community's best sense of how our analysis impacts upon 
decisionmaking. It tends to suggest a range of de facto constraints..*..,.,, 
on the realities of a foreign situation—within which policymakers «ist 
operate. It should avoid being policy prescriptive, but must be policy 
relevant. J 

4« T»e NSC tasker of 1 May 1985. Against the general background above 
* few specific points must be drawn about the Hay 1 tasker calling for an ' 
updated SNIE on Iran. 

The tasker specifically cites previous intelligence (an earlier 
SNIE dated 18 October 1984, and a 28 March 1985 independent 001 
publication—Iran: Prospects for Near.Term Instability) as basis 
for its concerns about possible deterioration of stability in Iran. 

The tasker specifically makes clear to the Intelligence Community 
its request for an Estimate prior to a planned review of us ooliev 
options and states that an NSDD will be developed for futureN$PG * 
consideration and approval on Iran policy. There was no doubt in 
anyone's mind why the NSC sought this Information and the purpose 
for which it would be used. 

The tasker proceeds to pose questions about Iran—questions which 
would be highly relevant to any intelligence review of Iran. Even 
by benefit of hindsight the tasker gives no indication or hint of 
any independent activity that would then or now excite the 
suspicions of the Intelligence Community as to an alternate 
agenda. The Community itself had no inkling of other NSC 
operations under way. Needless to say, the Community would not in 
any case limit its response exclusively to those questions posed by 
the NSC. *• 

The tasker~ states that "particular attention should be given to 
possible opportunities for, as well as threats to, US interests* in 
the situation. The NSC clearly sought Community consideration of 
the policymakers' range of options. In the event, the SUIE 
suggested that US options were highly limited and that US influence 
could be exerted primarily only through third parties. 

The NSC tasker explicitly requested the Community to highlight 
areas in which intelligence information was weak or 
uncertain—hardly suggestive of a desire for a ringing affirmation 
of NSC's own agenda. 

UNOfcflSSFIED 
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. . Neither Graham Fuller as NIO nor the NIC had ang role whatsoever in 
writing or even conceiving the tasker. Fuller «as, however, 
obviously aware of NSC policy concerns—some of which he clearly 
shared—and was aware that a tasker would be coning. 

It should be noted that the 1 May NSC tasker preceeded Fuller's 17 
May 85 memo to the OCI which set forth his own independent concerns 
for the geopolitical situation in Iran—the subject of other memos 
by him for some time. 

5 A review of correspondence and material related to preparation of 
*».. Estimate indicates that the established Intelligence/policy process was 
«nlMtented, and the objectivity and Independence of Intelligence analysis 
!« oreserved. No skirting of established procedures occurred in the 

Jreparation of this , or earlier, or subsequent Estimates on Iran. 

6 It is worth pointing out that Fuller has been actively involved in 
«roducing a continuum of personal analysis and 'think pieces' for the OCI's 
benefit all the while supervising Community analysis on ongoing Intelligence 
Estimates. These personal views have regularly been shared with appropriate 
001 analytic offices, and were regularly articulated at Community monthly 
warning Meetings. The NIO's personal views have been well k"own-as are the. 
vîews of other key analysts. Nearly every NIO handles his job in the same 
way-offering advice and counsel to the OCI freely, informing the Community 
of his own analytical concerns and thoughts—often 1n formative 
stages-testing hypotheses, and bestirring the Community to constant 
consideration of alternative analytic views. 

- As such Fuller presided over a long series of Estimates starting in 
April 1983 until May 1986 on the Middle East. He chaired the 
production of the 1984 SHE, the May 30 1985 SNIE and the February 
1986 SNlE-all on Iran. Every SNIE should, and usually does, 
include some sense of critique of previous views. »">t 
participating closely *n the 30 May SNIE on Iran, by Septemberof 
that same year Fuller already drew the OCI's attention in a memo to 
the fact that events in Iran were gradually moving away froerthe 
chaos he ind'the Community had described and ' « J » ^ ' * * * , . 
period ahead. He also chaired the February 86 Estimate In «*]Çh 
the Community specifically acknowledged areas of shortcoming fm the 
previous Estimate. Indeed, later Estimates will surely include i 
critique of shortcomings in the last . 

7. Fuller's 17 May memo was written exclusively at his^•""*""*•"*« 
and is part of a series of memos presenting «volving v iewsof h isconcerns 
for the geostrategic relationship of Iran and possibilities for US Influence 
there. 

Fuller's May 17 memo was sent to then Wl/Chai™£IC Gates for 
his ^formation, although th.jjemow.s J j g y j , M « J * 
OCI 
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hL^il « t o appropriate analytical el went s within the 01. H* 
™ « J H ?K 4 1 1lCenSe t0 d0 so fro" rci C«Hy. •"* Casey M y h,ve 
passed the nemo on to others--as he vtry frequently did to 
encourage broad interchange. Bob Gates took no hand In 
distributing to policymakers this or any other memo that Fuller 
wrote to the Community. That responsibility was carried out bv 
Fuller and/or the OCI. y 

— Fuller never saw or heard of the memo written by Adnan Khashoooi 
until It was publicized in the press. To this day Fuller has not 
yet seen a copy of it and indeed it only reached the CIA 
Headquarters in December 1986. 

8. we wish to draw attention to SSCI*s 15 August 1986 memo to the DC I 
providing a study and critique of Intelligence Community production—drawn 
up following a long review of Community production by SSCI staffers. That 
study among other things, establishes a set of desirable criteria for 
intelligence production including statements that: 

"the product should be written with a thematic approach" 

"the product should offer interpretation" 

"the product should offer retrospective analysis" 

— "the product should highlight both opportunities and risks for 
policy" 

— "the product should explore the effects of alternative policy 
options." . 

^ Aronç the major f inal recommendations of the 1986 SSCI study is the 
recommendation: "once the production of intelligence reporting has begun 
the National Intelligence Officer or other appropriate off ic ia l should 
consult regularly with the principal consumer to ensure that the concept 
paper, terms of reference, or other guidance address the appropriate 
question. This is. particularly important with respect to unscheduled 
product." 

10. While we fu l ly concurred with each of the above SSCI suggestions 
and recommendations, we also noted in our response to the committee that: 
"While we can and do honor the policymakers' questions in f u l l , the NIO must 
also insure that the'questions are broadly framed and address any important 
questions not asked by the policymaker that have a direct impact on the 
understanding of the problem." 

<q \<ai H fu i t *»* • e? on»* a* 
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11. Ut believe SSCI's recoae*ndat1on above were an integral part of the 
i f i te11i9c n c c / p o 1 i c y w c t s s irfiich took place between the »IC and the NSC In 
the preparation of the 30 Hay 1985 SNIE on Iran. 

6raham E. Fuller 

imwas» 
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«MORANDUM FOR: 

SUBJECT: 

NIC 00876.87 
2 7 F«*Hl«ry i987 

Acting Oirector of Central Intelligence 

Tower Commission Recommendation Page V-6: 
The Role of th» r t i • * ••• 

OCI/NIC/VC/NIC: GEFuller:jcn 27 Feb. 87 

Distribution: 
l^AOCI 
'f-D/Exec Staff 
1 - ER 

] I ^0/NESA <on« for *»• Pittaan) 

1 - C/NIC 
1 - VC/NIC 
1 - D/NESA 
1 - OCA 

10 copies provided to Office of OCA for SSCI 

X26152 
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2e January l*o? 

«£*cmoy? ™k THf- REC0aD 

«.-<•>'• SOVA A r a l y S ' S 0? Soviet Ir.te't '• 0<".s Toward Iran 
S • •' ̂  ^v' 

i In view of t h e v a r i o u s press s t o n e s r e c e n t l y about 
m i * . CIA a n a l y t i c a l p u b l i c a t i o n s p l a y e d i n t h e 

r e ; n ? J r a t i o n ' s d e c i s i s * t o a ^ r o a c n « r a r i a - " m o d e r a t e s . " 
'•r 'c ! " ' - • ' • Sum im»r?t - raes SUVA'S a n a l y s i s Of S o v i e t 
ip 'ent ' io -s t o - a ^ c I r a n expressed , in v a r i o u s p roduc ts d u r m , 

2 -Tv-ouC^-i i t t n i s p e r i o d , a n a l y s e s produced Oy botn 
. pT" r . • n e ' l r t e l l l a e n c e Community empnasweo t r a t t n e 

S t - t t s s a V l r a * as a major g e o p o l i t i c a l p r i z e ana t h a t 
tne-r u l t i m a t e goal was t h e e s t a b l i s h m e n t OT a p r o - S o * i e t 
re: , f f ie t * e * * e . J a V b W 
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m t y publications focused considerable 
et military tnreat to Iran, 
ç Moscow's invasion of neighboring 
Soviet military exercises o e y i c t m ç a 
and the outbreak of tne Iran-Iraq 

es under which the USSR mit,ht invade 
d reexamined in yearly Estimates ana 
RPs. The most recent examples or tne 
1Q65 joint MESA/SOVA IA entitled 

n Resistance to a Soviet Invasion, a 
entitled "Soviet Policy Toward the 

anuary 1987 joint NESA/SOVA IA entitled 
s for a Troubled Rel at i onsni p. ^ ^ ^ k 

4 While highlighting the potential • l * 1 * * ' * * 1 ^ ! . } ! ; 
the 0 'and Community llso concluded that a Soviet invasion 
of Iran was not imminent. We believed that the 
;s!ncent"es to such a move for the time being outweighed 

the incentives. Those disincentives included. 

o The risk of sparking a major military 
confrontation with the US. 

o Tne severe military and logistic obstacles to 
octupyin;, the country and pacifying the 

populati on. 
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o T h e s t r a i n an i n v a s i o n w o u l d c e r t a i n l y c r » * t a 

t h e U S S R ' s r e l a t i o n s w i t h T h i r d W o r l d c o u n t r i . ? " 
p a r t i c u l a r l y I s l a m i c o n e s . S' 

A c c o r - i n y i y . w e c o n c l u d e d that the USSR was unlikely to 
consider i n t e r v e n i n g m i l i t a r i l y u n l e s s it came to D t l i e v e 

that the US was itself about to i n t e r v e n e , u n l e s s central 
power m Iran had broken d o w n , or unless a leftist taction 
had seized power and appealed to the Soviet Union for 
nelp. 
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DI and Community analysis all 
a a dramatic opening tor Soviet 
-to-day behavior in the region 
its long-term abstract wisnes 

e net impact of its current 
an, A September 1*63 SOtfA IA 
ary aim since 197* has been "to 
it received from the elimination 
hout jeopardizing its shaky, 
ip with Iraq." In tact, in i*e2 
rd Iraq. Since tnen, 01 and 
arguée that: 

o Soviet attempts to gain influence in Iran have 
so far fai 1ed. 

• 

o Soviet-Iranian relations are severely strained. 

o The Kremlin has persistently set conditions tor 
improvement in relations--an end to the Khomeini 
regime's: crackdown on the Tuden Party; support 
for the Afghan rebels; public criticism of 
Soviet policies, and war witn lra^--tnat have 
precluded significant rapprochement. 

o Moscow probably does not expect to win 
significant influence in Tehran as long as 
Khomeini remains in power, and. in tact, the 
Soviets have just not demonstrated much interest 
in wooing Tehran since their 1979-81 efforts to 
do so failed. ^ B a W 

6. Iran's attempts, beginning in the spring of 1984. 
to improve relations with the USSR and convince Moscow to 
curtail arms shipments to Iraq prompted us to reexamine the 
premises o* our analysis about the prospects for continued 
hostility between the Soviets and the Knomeini regime. A 
June 1984 SOVA typescript memorandum, which was disseminated 
widely downtown, predicted tnat the USSR's "strategic 
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nterests *« lra n probably will prompt it to seen to improve 
Is with t h e l r a n i a n s "nere possible," but the memo 

^n-iuded mat tne Soviets still appeared skeptical that 
T»nra" *a* t r u 1> interested in improved ties and they were 
• nlifcely to alter significantly" tneir policy towaro Iran 
U
ar »ne next year. 4VHBP 

7. These Iranian overtures to Moscow, couples witn 
NEiA's"judgment tnat the prospects Tor instability in Iran 
hP'ore Khomeini died had greatly increased, prompted the NIO 
for Near East/South Asia to call for a Memoranoum to Holders 
f SME 34-8*. It was publishedon 30 May 1985 anc entitles 
"Iran: Prospects for Near-term Instability." The Memo 
rtrayec soviet prospects in Iran much more favorably tne-

difî previo-js anc subsequent Community ana DI/SOvA 
nu-'-ica^ors. be'cause SOVAAs views were overruled and those 
of tne NIO/NESA. who chairea the coordination meetings, 
prevailed. ^m^^w 

8 As in the past. SOvA drafted the Soviet section of 
tne May 1985 Memo. Previously, it the NIO/NESA or ni s 
oredecessors wanted changes in SOVA drafts, they would run 
tnem by our office before sending the draft out to tne 
Corrnunity. In this case, NIO/NESA made significant changes 
without informing SOvA, ano his revised text became the 
wording copy for the coordination meeting. This text: 

o Added two paragraphs at the start of SUVA'S 
draft that portrayed the Soviets as being well 
positioned to increase tneir influence in Irar. 

o Predicted that Gorbachev would see Iran as tr,e 
key area of opportunity for Soviet foreign 
policy in the next year. 

o Predicted that the Soviets would show some 
flexibility on arms sales to Iran. (The SOVA 
draft had said Moscow would probably only expand 
arms sales significantly once the Iran-Iraq war 
ended and Soviet-Iranian friction over 
Afghanistan subsided.) 

o Dropped two important judgments from the SOVA 
draft that "Moscow remains skeptical aoout 
signiticant Iranian concessions on contentious 
bilateral issues" and that "In any case, the 
Soviets are extremely unlikely to sacrifice good 
ties with Baghdad for uncertain gains in Tehran 
while an Islamic regime mistrustful of the U55« 
and Communism rules Iran." t^awf 
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4 October 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR: A s s o c i a t e Deputy D i r e c t o r f o r I n t e l l i g e n c e 

FROM: John L. R e l g e r s o n 
Director of African and Latin American Analysis 

SUBJECT: Conclusions of the CIA Working Group Meeting on 
the Poss ible Del ivery of MIGs to Nicaragua 

1. The CIA Working Group, chaired by the Deputy Div is ion Chief for 
Central America, ALA, and comprised of representatives from ALA, OLA, 0C-:, 
C?ES, SOYA, EURA, the NIC, and the Direc tora teo f^pper i t ions (see attached: 
met en 25 Septe-oer to review recent 4 M M | H U f l f l M l M f t f e c r i the likelihood 
of MIG d e l i v e r i e s to Nicaragua. l-M4^i,u^J<'T—>.— 

2. Opinions differed as t o the l ikel ihood and timing of KEG deliveries, 
but consensus was reached that the Nicaraguans have been preparing for the 
de l ivery of j e t a ircraft—including MIGs—and that Moscow would make the fiaal 
decis ion as to whether and when they would be deployed. The Soviets appear tc 
be moving cautiously on th i s i s s u e , and some analysts speculated that Moscow . 
may have been postponing a dec i s ion perhaps unt i l Gromyko concluded his 
meetings l a s t weekwith senior US o f f i c i a l s . Most analysts a l so believe that 
i f a dec is ion i s made to send MIGs they most l i k e l y would arrive before, 
rather than a f t e r , the US p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n . 

3. Analysts cited the following as indications the Sandinistas want and 
have been preparing bo receive jet aircraft such as MIGs as part of their 
overall effort tojupgrade military capabilities: 

— F5IN public and private declarations, including explicit Sandir.ista 
requests for aircraft; 

— Several reports of MIG p i l o t and maintenance tra in ing; 
— Construction a c t i v i t y a t Punta Huete a irport; 
— The r e p o r t e d p r e s e n c e a s e a r l y a s 1982 o f MIGs i n Cuba earmarked for 

N i c a r a g u a ; and 
— The recent introduction of ground control intercept and other radar 

that would support j e t f ighter operations. 

4. Sere analysts aroued, however, that MIGs are not l i k e l y to be 
introduced before the end'of t h i s year—if at a l l—because: 

— Tne Soviets are wary of how the Reagan administration would react. 
— Despite their des ire for MIGs, the Nicaraguans may be afraid such 

action would prec ip i ta te a h o s t i l e US response or even £-. invasion. 

53-019 1881 UNCLASSIFIED 
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yœcn> has refused to commit i tself to defending the Nicaragua^ 
r» volution. 
*ia -_j? -'et trainer a i rcraf t nave been s i t t i ng in port in Bulgaria 
*-» atout'two months, suggesting that the Soviets may be rethinking 
that delivery assuming i t was intended for Nicaragua in the f i r s t 
place. 

Others believed the Soviets may deploy MIGs in Nicaragua before the 
rs election is held because: 

Moscow b r i e v e s relations with the Reagan administration are unlikely 
"~ to Ltrrcve and the Soviets would have l i t t l e to lose from such a 

cone'ontation. 
« . e '= o v - ' ^s might calculate that the presence cf tha MIGs would 
prowAt President Reagan to order mil i tary strikes—an action which ir 
tu'n could hurt his reelection prospects. 

_ P.ecer.t public statements suggest the Sandinistas are trying to pave 
t>-e wav 'or MIG del iver ies . 

- Jicarasuan, Cuban., and Foviet desires to deploy MIGs befcre the 
Cor.taccra Treaty would go into effect . 

6 Analysts sucgested that recent Sandinista statements about accuirir.r 
i-k m«rc-8ft"mav have'been made in order to: 

__ p r S « th° Soviets to provide MIGs; 
— E«ta£'<sb> a negotiating position, whereby they can offer no. to 

receive "ST* i ' the other Contacbra participants indicate their 
£c~ôtarce~of the current revised draft of the Contadora Treaty; 
v>Tchten int»-national concern over the danger of war, whicr. cou.c 
l e a f S ircreasld pressure en the United States to a l ter i t s policies 

_ Preer-ot US objections to their acquisition of less advances l e t s sue-. 
as the Czech-built L-39. 

- n - e o i t - ' s ^ a l a l a l É ^ t r ë » contrary, the group believes that no MIG 
D ^ I / X in S c t S l l a T A c c o r c i n g to OIA, they could be d e t e c t s easily 
? I e ; e : :C ; s f ^ o c r a o h v ^ u n l e s s they were in hangars ^ ^ ^ C f e k -
^ - ~ " r ^ e - « ^tache* resorting leads us to believe that no MIC- are in ..., 

T.C . . £ - = « 
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Tr.is r^eiorandini is classif ied 
Secret Soforn ir. i t s ent i re ty . 

At tachent : 
As stated 

L. Helcerson 
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Central Intelligence *genc> 

Office of the Deput> Director for Intelligent 

5 October 1984 

NOTE TO: Ed Sherman 
DD/OLL 

One thing that is worth stressing to lor. 
Latimer is that this is an internal wor*in; 
«roup'report. The group was called together 
Jo review the evidence and make sure that tr.er 
was internal coordination among the recuire-e: 
people and analysts. The NIO was involves out 
it has not been coordinated in the Communit,. 

Richard J>Kerr 
Acting Deputy Dire; 

for Intelligence 

Attachment 

UMCUSSIHED 
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Q P U I K U I S S I H E D E 

•••34- 36 77 

TC: THE RECORD 

FRO": GARY CHASE, CHIEF COUNSEL 

DATE-. NOVEMBER 7, 1934 

SUBJECT: POSSI3LE DELIVERY OF MIG-21s TO NICARAGUA 

1. The f o l l o w i n g i n f o r m a t i o n was r e c e i v e d i r o n CIA 

t h i s n o m i n g . There i s n o t h i n g i n t h e NID today on th i s 

s u b j e c t b e c a u s e of t h e s e n s i t i v i t y of t h e s o u r c e s involvec 

The c i r c u m s t a n t i a l c a s e f o r an imminent d e l i v e r y of XIG-2L 

i s s t r o n g , b u t i t i s n o t c e r t a i n t h a t T.IGs a r e aboard the 

.5-rviet s h i p t h a t i s about t o dock i n Corirft-: 

I 
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6. Althoueh the c i r c u e s c a n t i a l case i s s t rong, c„e 

îre scr.e unce r t a in t i e s : 
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The Soviets have not previously usee cheir 

own carriers for r.ajor arr.s deliveries to 

Nicaragua. 

7. There are additional possibly related deveio?r.er.:s 

involving Sandinista violations of Hoaduran airspace and 

territory. 

One incident took place last night 

south of Tegucigalpa. Three to five MI-5 

. JMCUSClEUa-
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helicopters are thought to have approached 

within and zac 

ext les ions" 

A C-130 sent to i n v e s t i g a t e bel ieves that i t 

vas f i red on by an SA-7 near the area . 

The C-130 also be l ieves i t spot ted three 

suspicious arrr.orec vehic les JMfcftâ^MMÉffe 

ip.e Sandinis tas are sa id to be fami l ia r 

zh ^tt/ÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊ^' h a v i n g u s e d 

che late 197Cs . 

In a separate incident, there appears to 

have been another penetration of Hcnduran 

airspace by N'icaraguan helicopters about 

sixty miles east of Tegucigalpa. This 

could have been related to a raid against 

a Contra base. 

I'r.ere is a feeling that with respect to t h e ^ p ( R ^ ir.cicent 

::.e Sandinistas may have been practicing for a possible 

retaliation'raid againstJflMBSM^^^^B^B^^^^^^^^P*_ 

if :ht U.S. were to take any action regarding the MIGs. 
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7 flecenhcr 1984 

NOTK FOP: D i r e c t o r , SOVA 

FROM: PPT 

SUBJECT: Soviet Intention» Concerning delivery of Combat 
Aircraft to Nicaragua 

1. Aa you can aee from my commenta, I have a number of 
problem» with this paper. Fundamentally, however, I don't thlr-v 
it contribute» very much. We have had a month to think about 
what the Povleta were un to with Bakurlanl a n <LIT ylfiw f 1 » th»t 
there are no consideration» in thi» memo that |*a**«rhave not 
already thought of or that we have not already preaented to th«« 
in one form or another. 

2. On aubetance, I am particularly atruck by the complet* 
ab»ence of the main analytic point that you made to ae at one 
point la«t week-that the timing suggested that tha Soviet» 
wanted, for both internal and external purpoaee, to aand a 
message that move» toward the US and poaelbla reaumption of trai 
control talke would not be accompanied by any alackening of 
Soviet commitmenta in the Third World. Moreover, I do not find 
the argument that the dl alneent ivea outweigh tha incentive» to >>e 
per»ua»ive. The truth of the matter la we 1uet don't know 
whether they will aend the MICe and I think It la unhelpfully 
leading with our chin to make a prediction when we really don't 
have anything to go on. Finally, I 1uat don't find the analviii 
very rigorou» or pereuaeive. T»on't get me wrong. The hnttoa 
line of the memo—that the Soviete will not he aending the MICi 
in the foreeeeable future—may well ha true. In faet, I «ay 1*»« 
in that direction In mv own mind. T almply do not find the paper 
to he a elgnifleant contribution beyond what haa alreadv b#en 
provided to the rolleymakera. 1 alao find it verv lonae, both 
analytically and editorially. 

Pohert Ratea 
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« « U I S T U N G L A S S I H E & C OK,, 

7 March 1983 

FOR: Deputy Director for Intelligence 
Associate Deputy Director for Intelligence 

ftW. Gordon C. Oehler 
fRon' Director of Scientific end Weepon. Reeeerch 

«OBJECT: Soviet SDI White Paper 

» 

1 We have been asked on a number of occaaiona for an unelaaeified 
.v*it.'oaper" on Soviet SDI-related acc iv i t i ee . Such a paper could go a 
* ' , S « r d helping the Admini.tr.tion in deeling with leee knowl.dge-
i ï î crtt ict around the world who think only the OS ha. such reeeerch 
if forte. 

Attached ie e rough draft by Carloe Avery.?-. I would l i t e jMWli 
vUv « to if and how w. ehould proceed fro» here. V. e e ^ T J f f ? «*J« 
5 E w. Hi"ith the tech tranef.r unc lae . i f i .d - - th . t i e , publi.h i t with
out attribution (although not d.ny i t 1. our.) and d i . t r ibut . to other 
out * " r " u " ~ * ' _ . . " h # v da. ira. We could give i t to another agency. 
ï ? r ^ ^ ^ t r ï . t î * S S i . h i t ! W. ïould get Stat , to publi.h 
^ a f w î t h the yellow rain p .p .r . Or on. of several other option.. 

3 I think you w i l l «aa as you read Carlos' draft that there ta a lot 
w. can/say" î t th . y unclaa . i f i .d l e v e l - i f . not thin in substence. I S«ttP 
I think i t would be a good idea to get i t out in some way. 

4. This haa not yet been coordinated. If you agree to print i t . we 
will cieetT i t u"<gat^Lt coordinatad. a n d . u b . i t i t to you for another 
itview. 

.— *. .* / „ ; 

Cordon C. Oehler 

Attachaient : 
As stated 
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11 Mirch 1983 

MEMORANDUM FORt Tha Honorib 1* liwith W. Dam 
Daputy Saerotary of Stat* 

7ADM Johft M..?oladaxtar, USR 
Daputy Assistant to tha Prssidaat for 

national Security Affairs 

Tha Honorable frod C. Ikln 
Ondar Sacratary of Dafonsn for Policy 

o:i 

SUBJECT t Whita Papar on 3D! 

At tha dabata on 3DI procaada, ona subjset notably «bttat 
from tha discussion has baan Sowiat work on n.w hindi of v«tp-
— including SDI-typa technologist ~ for stratagic dtftatt. 
Accordingly, »a hawa prtparad tha attaehad unelattifitd 
background papar daieribing Soviat nark on dlraetad aatrgy 
vtapont and thair rol* ia ttratagie dafanoa. 

Wa ha*a providad tha papar to tha Dafantt Intalligtnet 
Ag.ncy with a'.ug.a.tion that DIA or DoD eon.id.r publicat o . 
an uacltttifitd Whita Papar. In any awant, I hops you »i" * « 
chit notorial utaful for tubttquant public discussion, rtgt lm 
of whathar tha Whita Fapar io publinhud. Hoadlon to say, If »« 
can ba of furthar halp, lat ma know. 

Robart M. Catss 
Daputy Diractor for Intalligonca 

Attachmantt 
As Statad 
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' 1£ 

S May 1986 

A*& 
NOTE TO: Frltr Ermarth 

NIO/USSR 

FROM: Deputy Director of Central Intelligence *~)^l 

SUBJECT: NIE 11/30-86: Gorbachev*! Policy Toward the Middle East 

1. I have some problem* with thia draft. (U) 

2. It paya far too such attention to aueh alualve and relatively 
unisportant Soviet objectivée aa promoting Arab unity and reunifying the 
PLO and not nearly enough to the hard choices ~ both problem» and 
opportunities — that the Sovleta are going to fae* in the Kiddle Eaat in 
the near to middle term. Moat algnlfleant of all, the estimate never 
even mentions the most serious potential development la the Middle Eaat 
that is now on the minds of almost everyone — the prospect of a new 
Syrian-Israeli war as a result of the Soviet military buildup of Syria 
and Assad's determination to get back at leaat a piece of the Golan • 
Heights. Assad has made no secret of his intentions, the Israelis are aa 
nervous as hell about It, and even we have begun to focus on the issue. 
However, not a word In thia estimate about It. Where do the Sovleta come 
from on this issue? Do they know what h V a doing? If not, why not? And 
if so, are they prepared for the coasequeacea. >aV 

3. On the Iran-Iraq war, are the Soviets as concerned aa we are 
about the likelihood of a long-term Iranian victory, given their aupport 
for Iraq? What are the Implications of this for them? There Is more 
going on than meets the eye between th« Soviets and the Iraaiana. What 
about the story of two sealer Soviet officials going to Tehrsn to warn 
the Iraniana about pushing their advantage too far. What about the 
poeaibtllty of expanding Soviet-Iranian economic ties and opportunities 
presented to the Soviets by any regime change la Tehraa, not Just the 
arrival of a pro Soviet regime. «Jp 

4. The equation in North Afriea has changed with the OS attack on 
Libya, leyond the potential of getting «ore military presence In Libya, 
what are the Sovleta concerna? They clearly disassociated themselves 
from Qadhaf1 In terms of support against the US In any meaningful way 
other than the supply of more arms. What has that done to their Image in 
the rest of. the Arab world? 9 

y.ivuti&rr^£ 
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5. «hat «bout th. caapaign to w m over soae of the aoderate AT.K , 
Did net the «vents In Aden cet this back considerably? What do th. 
Soviet* have to offer these people? «aasfc ' 

6. I found the description of Soviet objectives and advantages and 
so on listed at several points In the estitute to be liste that eould 
have been written fifteen years ago. They are general and unhelpful, «a 

7. Overall, while the tstlaate In one place or another touche» on . 
nuaber of laportant Issues, It Is so long and unfocused that the 
polieyaaker slaply would not get anything out of It. I think these hard 
Issues and opportunities that Gorbachev Is going to eoae up against In 
the next couple of years need to be addressed In crisp, straightforward 
teres that point out the dangers and opportunities. An estimate half ». 
long as this could do that Job. ^ f c 

Gates 

UNCQRSIFIED 
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•tr^ 

ïï TC: MO 

FROM: 

12 July 1953 

-
Director, NESA 

Deputy Director for Intelligence 

IF * ' C T : Libya: Impact of Economic Sanctions 

•J. I have three additional problems with the paper: 

Host importantly, the paper conveys (unintentionally or 
not) a strong bias on the part of the author «Bainst 
economic sanctions. The analysis simply does not sound. 

objective. 

Second. I believe the paper is too generalized for those 
interested in the topic. 

references aad to an aura of Slanted analysis 

v. In sun. the paper reads like the author had r*»f***iS 

:-c:.sicns at tr.e fceainr.ir.s and then researched anc wrote 
a?er -.o suc s tant i ate the conclusions. 

UNCkASSlFIED 
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5. Tht things I have said represent a fairly hard jud-.-t„. 

on the analyst. I want you to know privately that before I r»t*i 
this paper it was read sy^••pfejMetoe* an9^ tg^ fÊÊÊtm-nc 
the sane conclusion. I then^without indicating any of the 
comments or criticises made in the front office, as^«4aaVkMk 
^ajajBÉkV to review it for ne -- she too reached the sane 
conclusion. I an fairly confident that Mike did not intend tn>* 
his paper convey this message and I am fairly confident that hé* 
did not consciously set out to prove a particular point. But 
four very different readers came away with the sane impression 
two of the three having read the paper before I did and the third 
being unaware of my views. The paper is disapproved. Should y'3u 
and Kik« want to discuss it further ! would be happy to do so. 

Robert M. Gates 

• 

• 

i 

UNCODIFIED 
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&fcu* O^IAZ 

21 Ju ly 1983 

Talking Points 
LIBYA: Impact of Sanctions 

We agree to cancel the paper from the research program, but 
Id like to respond to several of your comments. 

We disagree that few, if any, policymakers expected the 
étions to have a significant economic Impact or to cause 

"dhafi to change his stripes. 'While some policymakers saw the 
Jetions as a symbolic gesture, a larger number beleived 
'anctioni would have a significant impact. This is evidenced by; 

-- The production of a SNIE in December 1981 on the Impact 
of economic sanctions; at the NFIB meeting that approved 
the SNIE, &Mflss% held up a copy of the SNIE and stated 
chat he hoped that the next time we are charged with 
writing papers to support US policy people remember this 
SNIE. 

.- A 17 December memo fron « t t M B H t s W '° t h e D C : o n 

the severe discrepancy on Libyan policy between 
policymakers and the Intelligence Community. This memo 
states "To sum up, the Intelligence Community unanimously 
feels the proposed sanctions would be counter
productive. If they are applied, their symbolic nature 
must be clearly understood. I do not believe the policy 
level task force personnel are seised with this fact. 

-- A draft of the discussion paper from a 4 February SSC 
meeting which states "Economic sanctions such as an 
embargo of Libyan oil and a ban on exports to Libya, as 
well as other economic and military measures are f e n d e d 
not only to signal Qadhafi about our displeasure, but to 
Pressure him as well to cease his policies of 
international terrorism and aggression. 

— A 1 September 1982 meeting of the Libyan Working Group 

•a ltd b y i i M A t o "review the effects of our econoni-
meassuresVlf the^sanctions were only * symbolic 
gesture, why hold.this meeting? 

». agree that the author and reviewers ^ " f J * * * * » ^ * 
,ell <r.ew8th. conclusions the pjjj. J J J U - J J J ^ J J - J ^ S ! as 
written and in fact do »»•». • bl.i • « • « " ! r o b l „ „ i t h this, 
applied against Libya. We < • " *• * X . M»Irt.«C«. knowledge, 
however, since this simply reflects the e x p e n s e , 
and -ucgcent of the individuals involved. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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The author no doubt was Influenced by one of the 
reviewers of the paper who was involved with the 
implementing of sanctions against Iran and is 
knowledgeable about sanctions against Cuba--in nein, 
case were OS objectives obtained. *r 

Moreover, an OCI case jtudy of economic sanctions 
prepared for i ^ H W concluded that "In none of tv 
cases did the^Taposition of economic sanctions force 
country to reverse the actions that triggered the * 
sanctions." Given this historical background, it t. 
difficult not to be blasted aealnst n u . . .....< 

-- On the question of prejudged conclusions, the author h.n 
closely followed the impact of the sanctions for over Î 
year and had prepared talking points and briefings on th 
impact of the sanctions during that time. Therefore lt * 
is only natural that he had a good idea of what his 
conclusions would be prior to setting pen to paper. ' 

Regarding two comments in the margin of page 5 of the p»per 
NSC documents and State cables clearly Indicate that our 
statements on threats against US officials and extraterrltoral 
application of US law are correct. 

isrfs 

UNCLASSIFIED 



DRAFT » 1 (NFAC) 
February SI 

Soviets have opposed interna 
al terrorist activity in pub 
and, in private, have urged 
r own clients to avoid its 
Neither the Soviets nor the 
Europeans directly sponsor 01 

dinate terrorist groups; they 
ot provide direct assistance 
roups which «re primarily ter 
st; and they do not encourage 
use of terror by their thlrd-
d clients. «aVafaa) 

Soviets do, however, provide 
ort indirectly to terrorists 
pursue a number of policies 
h enhance the ability of ter-
st groups to function. They 
rate the use and support of 
orism by states and organize-
s which they assist, and they 
at prevent the funneling of 
supplied by the* to terror-
groups. They know that Many 
le who* they train will sub-
:ntly participate in terrorist 
.ritles. W a w 

cynical and opportunistic 
tion reflects a Soviet willlni 
to benefit from activity 
I at destabilizing the estab-
•d order when it is seen as 
itageous; a desire to culti-
those who may eventually 
lop into "genuine revolution
s'," and an unwillingness to 
romise relations with those 
theae common aims butuse 
tionable tactics. flnfaa? 

DRAFT t2 (D1A) 
April SI 

UUVAJwolHt-U DRAFT #3 INIC) 
M»y a» 

The Soviets regard controlled, 

Çarty-directed, organised terror-sm as a fundamental tool of for
eign policy. Support of terrorism 
is one of several subversive in
struments the Soviets use against 
the Nest. 

The USSR pursues différant policies 
toward different typns of revolution 
ary groups that conduct terrorist 
lactlvities (that is, hijackings. 

The Soviets are deeply engaged In 
support of revolutionary violence 
worldwide. Such involvement is a 
basic tenet of Soviet policy, pur
sued in the interests of weakening 
unfriendly societies, destabiliting 
hostile regimes, and advancing Sov
iet interests. 

Top-revel Soviet party members are 
involved in the planning, coordin
ation', and supervision of Soviet 
support to terrorist organisations 

Cl VI1141115 • 

Whether terrorist tactics are used i 
the course of revolutionary violence 
is largely a matter of indifference 
to the Soviets, who have no scruple; 
against them. The Soviet attitude is 
determined by those whose tactics 
advance or harm Soviet interests in 
the particular circumstances. Revo
lutionary groups that employ terror
ist tactics are simply one among the 
many instruments of Soviet foreign 
policy. 

There is conclusive evidence that tl 
USSR directly or indirectly support: 
a large number of national insurgei 

cles and some separatist-irredentist 
groups. Many of these entities carr> 
out terrorist activities as part of 
their larger programs of revolution
ary violence. 

rhis 
training Includes seizure of hos
tages and buildings, measures for 
public intimidation, and assassin 
ation. 

The 
KGB and CRU Ifi Illfl Involved in 
terrorist training abroad. 

UNCUS' 1ED 



iviets' apposition to the 
f terror as an instrument of 
/ derives from a practical 
ition of costs and benefits-
row Moral compunction. They 
t rule out the use of terror 
•ictics if these will further 
.use of class struggle, but 
are clear in their Judgment 
terrorisai generally i s U B* — •-- -WJT 
ructive and counterproductlvi .organisations. 

^ £ , V l o n V ^ t i ^ ' f o r S TheSoyiet, provide ...pons and 
^ — «. *..i l equipment to organisations that 

use terror. The most conspicuous 
example is the Palestine Libera
tion Organisation and its various 
factions. 

to contribute to successful 
ution. dmfmmV» 

dition, the USSR, pursuing a 
as a major international 
r, does not want to be lden-
d with a tactic condemned 
st of the world. Finally, 
oviets consider themselves 
asingly vulnerable to attack: 
ici national terrorists; for 
ity reasons, as well as to 
ventual influence with group: 
may prove successful, they 
ently try to penetrate ter-
t groups. UtÈÊÊÊT 

oviets are clear about their 
rt for what they term "legit 
national liberation" move-
. They consider the use of 
by these groups Justified, 

hey have been generous in 
assistance to many such 

s over the years. They con-
that the activities of such 
s and the actions of inter
nal gerrorists frequently 

may appear similar, but 
„,„..„ that "Se distinction , 

jmMààâil it» 

The Soviets foster and coordinat» 
the efforts of organisations and 
states that use and support terror• 
ism. Moscow is coordinating a 
Soviet, Palestine Liberation Or-
ganixatlon, and Cuban effort aimed 
at overthrowing anti-Communist 
regimes in Central America and has 
urged rebel/terrorist groups in 
target countries to form umbrella 

The Soviets use their East Euro
pean allies, notably the Ciechs 
and East Germans, in training 
terrorists in Eastern Europe as 
well as in Middle East countries. 
The East Europeans also provide 
transit and safe haven to terror
ists. 

Cuba, the PLO, Libya, and South 
Yemen feature prominently as 
Soviet surrogates in providing 
training and other support to 
terrorists. 

1ËMKLtl%-»rtED 

Some revolutionary groups that 
employ terrorism do accept a 
measure of Soviet control and dir
ection but many do not. 

The International Department of 
the Central Committee of the Soviet 
Communist Party has primary respon
sibility for managing contacts with 
movements in opposition to •*5«J>-
lished governments. The KGB, GRU, 
and the 10th Directorate of the 
Soviet General Staff prévide a 
broad range of military and para
military training to members of 
revolutionary groups and provide 
arms and assistance to a wide spec 
trum of revolutionary groups in tne 
world Much of this support is 
readily utilisable in terrorist 
activities. 

The Soviets support certain govern 
ments and entitities...which in tur 
directly or indirectly support the 
terrorist activities of a broad 
spectrum of violent revolutionaries 
including certain of the world's 
nihilistic terrorist groups. 

The USSR accepts these support ac
tions of its allies and friends. 
It does so on occasion because the 
actions also serve Soviet interests 
and on other occasions because they 
are the price to be paid for main
taining and increasing its influeno. 
The USSR has not made its backing 
for them contingent on their d " 1 ? * 
ing from aiding nihilistic terroria 
or other violent revolutionaries. 
In this sense. Moscow Is « i"f"*j r' 
providing '"'''"'T't.H^tiim to international terrorisai. 1 



ovi'ets bave, over the years, urged 
oitkl liberation" groups In the 
World to refrain fro* "spasmodic, 
m l " terrorist activity and to 
nirate Instead on building «ass 
leal and Military organizations 
• will bo capable of conducting guar 
i and conventional armed struggle. 

ie Middle Cast, the Soviets have 
ed an attitude of cynical tolerance 
ibyan and South Yemeni support for • 
trist groups, but they have urged i 
: Palestinian groups which they 
>rt directly not to use terrorist 
ics.... 

'•oviets are encouraging some Latin 
ican Communist parties--particularly 
-•ntral America--to prepare for armed 
pgle and to join with leftist 
:s. They know that many of these 
ist forces employ terrorist as well 
nerrilla tactics.... 

Soviets have not supported or en-
iged Nest European terrorist groups 
Brigades, Red Army Faction, PIRA, 
, although some Soviet asistance 
iiave been indirectly Junnelled • 

frica, the Soviets support a number 
usurgent groups but have encouraged 
e groups to pursue paramilitary rath 
terrorist tactics.... 

twf$Sh*US& 

- 3 -

WB n rasnect to Soviet policy toward nlhill 
tic, purely terrorist groups, available evl 
dence remains thin and in some respects con 
tradlctory. 

The activities of some of the nihilistic 
terrorist groups are carried out by individ
uals trained by Soviet friends and allies 
that provide them with weapons; such terror
ists have sometimes transited Soviet Bloc 
nations. Yet the terrorist activities of 
these groups are not coordinated by the 
Soviets. 

The Soviets have on occasion privately char-
acterixed certain nihilistic terrorism as 
"criminal" and have urged other revolutionary 
groups to cease and desist from terrorist 
acts the Soviets considered "self-defeating. 

Public protestations by the Soviets that they 
do not back terrorisai are compromised by the 
indirect Soviet support received by certain 
nihilistic terrorists, as well as by the 
direct support the Soviets afford to national 
insurrections and separatist-irredentist 
movements which conduct terrorist acts. 

UUClK»StHH> 



le the amis which the Soviets have lav
ed on the Third World in the past 20 
irs and the training they have provided 
•e Made it easier for international ter-
ist groups to function, it is unlikely 
it their absence would particularly ef-
:t terrorist activities. The relatively 
iophisticated nature of most terrorist 
ipons and operations, the small quanti-
is of i n s involved, the ability .of 
it groups to obtain what they want on 
; world market, and the financial sup-
rt provided by a plethora of sources 
<e these groups relatively self-sustaln-

the other hand, the activities of 
rger insurgent or paramilitarytype 
aups directly or indirectly sustained 
Central America, Africa, and the 

Jdle East by the USSR and its allies 
uld be signfficantly curtailed by a 
triet decision to cut back on its own 
l>port and to insist that its clients i 
the same. 

ere is little to suggest that the fun-
nental Soviet approach to international 
rrorism will change in the foreseeable 
ture....Nevertheless, increased inter-
tional attention to this issue could 
ke the USSR store sensitive to the politi-
I costs of tolerance or support of such 
tivity by its clients and lead to in-
eased Soviet caution in those gray 
ess where its activities indirectly 
i>port or encourage terrorism. (gVavf 

HMOASSltltU 
There is no basis for supposing that the Soviets 
could be persuaded to join the West in genuine 
opposition to international terrorisa) as a whole. 

The broader phenomenon of revolutionary violence 
is a More significant and complex issue for the 
United States than is its terrorist component 
per se. The severe instabilities that exist ill 
•any settings in the Third World are chronic,, 
will not soon be overcome, and in many instances 

would continue to exist regardless of the USSR. 

There is no simple or single solution to these 
problems because of the variety and complexity 
or circumstances leading to revolutionary vio
lence and terrorism.Io.every case, the indicated 
measures include e mixture of three approaches: 
reduction or elimination of external support, 
police and/or military action to combat violence, 
and the opening of channels for peaceful change. 

ui^iASSinr* 
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U N C L A S S I F I E D ^ ^ . ^ œt _ f T t f £ a i 

^û) «K» ? 
«EMORANDOM FOR: D i r e c t o r o f C « t r a l I n t e T u ^ n e 

VIA 

fa—itri i m n I 

ft asast 
l l i g e n c e / 

SUBJECT 

: Director, national Foreign ""T^ 
Assessment Center <^T 

Helene L. Boatner 
Director, Political Analysis 

« Draft SWXE 11/2-B1 (S~m*-~7L.r~,t~.) 

*«*-•• 

The *tt*ched memorandum was prepared in 
response to your request of 24 April 1981 by 
Melvin A. Goodman and Lyn Ekedahl, USSR-EE 
Division, Office of Political Analysis 

UNCLASSIFIED 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 1 5 
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. *=- «=,. ,„« »=. , «p UNCLASSIFIED 
~ Soviet support for revolutionary violence i$ e i . , r ,„,, . 

ciear *nd suastantij, 
— Soviet training and military aid provide a varietv ml *< 1 

militant, with the capability of performing " ^ t e r S ^ " " 0 ' 1 4 

more conventional paramilitary operation*/ * i t a e r * « « o » a t or 

— The Soviets support revolutionary organixatiem. « a -
terrorism a, on. el«n.„t of t h S p o l S S ^ S n s u i * " "*»« * • 
help to further Soviet foraign policy goal, o r 9 « ^ « t i o n , 

We differ with the judgment that the «via.*,,.. -
Soviet poTTrTtoward t e r r o r ^ g * o £ ^ ' Î S S S L S ^ S ^ ^ ^ ° f 

fact, the evidence strongly p o i n t s l o the feSowI^t " B b l ^ « . - Xn 

"' « L v ï Ï Ï . " d ° " " *"*"• — « « t . . or control terrorist 

~ Î : ! " ^! . n° d i r S C t « " ^ « t i o n *•**«** the USSR and such purelv 
I ! ! ! ! i S ; « * * ? « » * * « » « Ba«d«-Meinhof. the ted B r i g . d e s ^ X 
a.-.i the Japanese ted Army. -**»»aes, PIR*, 

~ I r l i n S j " * d ° r"0t mVPly timn d l w e t l » with military assistance ot 

pr.J°-3' £*"?!? ! ! *rr,S l t 0 9 t h f r 0 » 8UCh • » " * • £ « Polit ical and prag=a... .*iscr.s. net cut ef any sense of moral compunction: 

these groups are not susceptible to Soviet control or authority. 

Reliance on terrorism diverts revolutionary groups from the 
ac t iv i t i e s needed to build a broad-based movement. 

— Terrorism has led to repression of local Communist parties and to 
the establishment of anti-Soviet regimes in such countries as 
Uruguay and Turkey. 

For these reasons, the Soviets have advised such c l ients as the PLO and 2APD 
against terrorism as a tac t i c . " ' 

The above memorandum i s 

U N e t t S S i F ^ 
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UNCLASSIFIED 
m i 1200-83 
I* Februory 1982 

MEMORANDUM 

n M . Robert M . Gotes 
FRUM. Deputy Director for Intelligence 

SUBJECT: N , E ° ° Soviets and the Third World 

Per your request, I hove read the attached draft and, unhappily, find it to be rather 
and locking any sense of the dynamics of Soviet involvement in the Third World and 

hy involvement in the Third World is important to the Soviet Union. 

The draft could do with an historical introduction pointing out that the Third World 
"" has hod ideological and polit ical importance for the Soviet Union since the 

Revolution and the subsequent Baku Conference. There is no need to belabor this 
ooint or turn it into an historical t ract , but without such a section one has only a 
snapshot of Soviet involvement in the Third World that tends too much to reflect on 
present opportunities and power balances and less on the ideological and political 
motives that have impelled the Soviet Union to an activist role in the Third World 
now for more thon 60 years. This should be followed then by a brief review of Soviet 
involvement beginning in the early 1950s, including the kinds of assistance provided, 
during the 1950s and 1960s and the kinds of setbocks that the Soviets suffered 
culminating perhaps in their expulsion from fcgypt in 1972. 

This section would then draw the distinction between the policies that the Soviets 
pursued until the mid-1970s and then the different kind of involvement that the 
Soviets hove sponsored since that t ime, including a modernization of the Cuban 
armed forces to encourage Cuba's greater role abroad. This description of the 
change in Soviet tactics and approach should very explicitly point out the 
conclusions we believe they must have drawn from the US exclusion from Vietnam 
and the perceived carte blanche that it was likely to give them in the Third World 
for at least some t i m e . The shift in tactics to which I refer draws both on the 
lessons of Egypt and Chile and pointed the Soviets in the direction of greater support 
for regimes supported directly by surrogate forces or foreign help and dependent 
upon those forces to remain in power. Angola, kthiopia and to a lesser extent 
Nicarogua are outstanding examples of this change. Moreover, the improvement in 
the military capabilities of each, and especially the internal security forces, ore 
important points to note. 

UNttftSSIFIED 
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SUBJECT: NIE on Soviets ond the Third World 

In sum, this estimate misses the whole historical sianif ; , « - . - * e •_* • 
in the Third World and the ways in w h i c h " S i M « 3 2 ^ T S L 0 f ï î f , n v o , v e m«m 
the postwar period. The read*• c a r S \ « ^ S £ , S ? i ? T * • h G £ C î ? n * d !" 
World without some u n d e r s t a n d i n T o f t h e ^ ï ™ T £ S ^ ' ! ' * * '" î * . ™ " 1 

!» reflected by the fact *hJ^*~tl7£???^:^J&?r'™* o f " » changes 

^ t ^ o i e f ^ 
?f t h e i r ' " P " ^ * " h thr Thirrl W n ^ J h . » connot be exV lo f rSonTJ 'h^g- ' 1 " " 
for marginal advantage. It is the political e r * i ^ o g i c a ? Ï Ï ^ i v e ^ S ' I ' S 
con, aered as well Involvement in the Third WoV5 h p r o o f T X SovïS 5 E ? £ -
revolution is still alive. The change in tactics is a reflection of f L l T ^ ! . • t h e , r 

to avoid wherever possible repetition of ~hefa " u ^ o r S T f S L ^ S e t T ^ 0 " 
Th,s whole section need be only three or four poges long. Y l 9 7 0 $-

—As for one of the major Soviet motives, particularly in Central Am*-;™ 4*- L. * 

Eutope/iiNr. me iTrotggiç compet.+.on ond n|Tf1 m |, „, , L*~l _| r 7 , r r " 
sphtfng UTop.n.on oveY foreign pol.cv th«r»hv n5c £ • ! î i l ! J l f ^ r r S J ^ T T r 
to respona not only in the Third World but elsewhere as well. " , T I i S i ^ 0 r t h e U S , 

- O n the question of economic support, I think the draft should point out that we are 
hkely to see Soviet behavior very much in line with i t , approach to~ic£oguT S t 

nlZZ eJS* Ply * ' n o t p r o v , d e t h e k i n d o f economic assistance that is 
buTthï'sovitîf •? m i l , ^ y « s t a n c e will be made available in all possible w ^ . 
W e s e T n ^ ! 1 ori<^U7fc • * ! <?"** ° " h ° W t 0 b e s t t o k e <^ontoy of divi,lon7?r Western Europe and the US in order to get the financial and trade oavantages. 

" Ï J f 9 * - . 1 . ? t h f e s t i m o t e d r a f t contends that Moscow believes that the US is is now 
more w.lling to counter Soviet activities in the Third World than during the 

ï n d T î h î ï £ f ^ i ' t ? 0 m J : e 0 r S , - ' ^ i n k " * n o t P0*»10" ' e t t o * o w t h o t conclusion 
n l i i Ï f ^ V " . t s t n e m»«l v«» hove not drawn that conclusion. So far, except in 
E Salvador, the Soviet» principally hove seen American rhetoric since 1975 and ve y 

1 \ n ^ ' * ' ïf S t " " ^ C p , o y e r i n A n9c'°- ^ h e r than diplomatically we are 
F o V ï ï a ï w t * ^ ! '"«"•hern Africa, and we ore playing no role at all in the 
Iran-lraq war. The only place they know we are involved to any degree at all is in I 
r - S ^ ? ! 0 ? H • & 2 ^hey may see a greater willingness to let CIA carry some 
burden for the United State, abrood, but they do not yet see the willingness of the 
American people and Congress to support an overt American role in the Third 
world. This is a terribly important distinction in terms of the political message it -
conveys. 

h 

UNCERTIFIED 
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SUBJECT: NIE on Soviets and the T h i r d Wor ld 

new 
this 

jQn *& 2 4 ' th5 * ° f t "^«cates that Soviets will have more difficulty in gaining 
clients than after f.rst becoming active in the Third World in the 1950s. Again, in 
does not reflect the change m Soviet tactics. It is much easier for the Soviets to let 
the Cubons or the Libyans or others develop such clients and to support them 
indirectly than it is to do so directly. Examples include Grenado and potentially 
Suriname. The Soviets make no investment whatsoever but the Cubans carry the 
major burden and then the Soviets con come in behind with support. This would be 
true in the event Libya is successful in Chad as well. In short, the estimate misses a 
major historical and political development in failing to point out the change in 
Soviet tactics in the last eight years in Soviet involvement in the Third World and 
just how surrogates are used in the Third World. This is a fundamental flaw in the 
draft in my judgment. 

_The draft fails to take adequate account of recentjQgm H É H B B ^ w e n o v e 

ocovired on the nature and extent of Soviet active measures in the Third World in 
Africa, the Islamic world, and elsewhere. These reports and political strategy they 
convey should be discussed in some detail in the estimate in my view. 

-Finally, the draft does not document some mundane, but very important, advantages 
the Soviets bring to the Third World competition, including training of all kinds— , 
from insurgent training to scholarships at Lumumba University. In this and other 
ways, they are simply better organized for the competition than we. 

.In sum, the estimate is basically a snapshot with a great deal of detail and the 
problems and opportunities confronting the Soviets in the Third World. But what I 
find locking is any sense of the chong* i» **• c-»i»* nPfîroach to the Third World 
over the last several years and that pulls together for the policymaker sometRing 
more than the specifics we hove been feeding them for the past three or four years-
something that provides a synthesis of what it all means in terms of larger Soviet 
imperatives and motives in that part of the world. The estimate seems to conclude 
that fewer opportunities will present themselves to the Soviets in the 1980s than 
before for a variety of reasons and that the opportunities the Soviets hove exploited 
will begin to present them with increased problems. I think this overlooks the 
creativity of the Soviet approach in the last seven or eight years, the fact that they 
are creating new opportunities through different approaches, and that they are much 
better than we in exploiting problem areas that offer benefit more for the 

UNGttSSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

SUBJECT: NIE on Soviets ond the Third World 

trouble they g.ve to the West thon for the odvontoges they provide to the L -
These po.nts ore not brought out at all. What t p o l i c y m a k e r n e e d , r i £ E o r t ' 
has needed for several years) is the synthesis o f ^ r V m e t S l S î Î J £ l ^ ( o r * 
in the Third World historically, how their tactics h ï ï f c h a n g e o v e M * m T ^ > m 

the present s.tuation, and future directions-the depth of «Sir commirent ?!** * 

ttTÎFÏFtZ t h C T h !T d W 0 r , d ' h $ h 0 f t ' ' s e e a l o t m o r e double forTs i n V 
Th.rd World .n the years aheod because it's easier to make trouble than it i* t l „ , 
it. Th.s estimate does not convey the dynamic opportunity this gives the SoJi.» 
given their own tactical creativity. -*>viets 

>errft. Gates Rober 

UNCIRSSIFIED 
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17 Oetoh.r 198* 

«MOHAHDTJM fOt: M r . e t o r , SOVA 

D.puty Director for I n t . l l i R . n e . 

„„, DSS*-Af«h.i>i.t.n: Kxplorin. Option. 

i. « » - rv^hh..rn.r%.p.ï: s s s r s s t S s S t 
T « r T .«eh of . » m \ ï l 2 * « • S look .t Ko.eow'. option., you 
„.,. to « • " " * " • P^', sô'i.t. think th.y «r. doin». Al.o. 
b, .bl. to *«t «t

 how..™"_";* l M t planned incr...et in «id 
;ott X.T. to ̂ ^"".^/'Vîi/.î'lôod th.t tho.. .ignifie.nt 
K ^ S - ' W t r d B W t t tik.%o.i.t.. Tor «..PL: 

.*..» <->.• fir.t «top i« looking .t *h.t 

M w > C»^"^*"*' 1>tt tvo y..rt or «o th.t
 ë"*,4*orT h.ld. nu.b.r of 

, th . t t h . r . h . , not • • « * " • I t e 0 t t p i . of y . . r . , 
in .unt .«t - o t i T i t i . . • ' " J Ï * . ; " I « e r . . . . i» « o * ^ 

^ th.r t h . . o t i T . . for « I f » " " " l M i c o . p . U i n i . 
/W .̂-LhaktK'Uff r i i ou tcH * * * • " * * • * ; • « . t . .how . t . . d y or . t . . P 
w * * * . *»)* P** t h « o t h e r hSBf* ! . ! l e t i T i t y .«o S.Ti . t l e . . . » . .^« ï tc -SïU^ irr"!::.it;on"fr/dBoinr.o«tM»« ««•*— IB * 

. . H - W H r V r - g - S y S Î S Î " ï / S h . i . h t . n d . 
^ M - A f » * » . " . i ^ i « « . B y th i«« 
V * * * . . A t p T . , . « t you don't 2 T P S Î ; ! % S S i l h . . . » 

**UaVfci>V . CL „ S I C « * 
1 «ECl OAB» 
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nature of the lituttlon the Soviet, face at m 
tl.e and bow .eriou.ly they vie* t h e l r .itu.tlon!*""1* 

Similarly, I don't think you can do til. ..„.,. 
obllvlou. to the significant lncrcaaea f- . « ! % . .k 

insurgent, th.t .r. projected for the next y « r \ r 
mere.... th.t the Sovl*te are likely to l••*•.£ ' 
through le.k. .. they did th. $50 I J ï l U . ^ « « e ! ^ " 
a.rli.r thi. year. What impact w A t i S ^v.'ou'th. 
Soviet, a. they consider their optlonaT 

2. In ahort, 1 find the paper superficial **,* ..... 
lately because the detailed i U m W * .'J d ^ r " " 1 " ' 
provide a factual base on vhlch to ».ke .o.e 1udg..„t. .bout 

Sh.rp and stesdy Increases over a period of two years month • 
«nth. would suggest th.t .or. of the .... 1. «oî «ôu.h « 5 ! 
th. Soviet, would h.ve to con.id.r . « " " r î ! , î ÎSfitïïîtiS» 
act on. On the other hand, If tho.e Increase. In In.urglnt 
activity are not .o drsmatle then a. noted above the need for 
strona action la not ao great. 

3. I think the.e are important cuestions and I think th. 

ZJPSZ , «0l/" b U t ***'*• *«< « " " » « « . down i « 0 ïhe 
dirt and get some Information on whieh we can baae our .peculation. 

e e : D/NESA 

JlS? 
Robert fcj. Gatea 

UN0W3SIFIE5 
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16 October 1986 

HOTS TO: Seputy Director for IatelUgence 

HOU- îepucy Director of Central Intelligence 

SCi-tCT: Sovltc Analysis 

! continue :o worry that we art not being creative enough in cha 
vay J\ if* analyzing Incarnai Sovlae developments. It satas co sa va ara 
looking ac Sovuc domestic (social) and econonic issues in seras of 
relatively straight line projections, baaed on Che aethcdoiogies and data 
sources that havi dominated our analysis in she past,.without opening new 
lines of inquiry, asking new questions and exploiting"previously 
underutilised sources, • • 

2. "or exemple, with respeee to new question», 

— From talking co Soviet defectors and emigres, and people who are 
in touch wish middle level Soviet officials in one way or 
another, I sense chat there is a great deel aore turbulence and 
unhappiness in the SovieC Onion than we are conveying in anything 
we hevt written. I am hearing that thera is growing rastivenaes 
over Corbechev's demand that people work harder and drink lass 
and yec his failure to provide any additional^ coapensaciona or 
aeasuree to ease daily living. If this is true popularly, then 
to what degree is it reflected also at lower levels of the Party, 
wtfere Ihese deaands are Joined by the eaopaign against corruption 

. and the reaoval of Job security? While I do not disagree with 
'our analysis chat his leadership is not threatened directly, to 
what degree may his effectiveness as a national leader and his 
internal end foreign policies be affected by a growing and 
perwpcible undercurrent of resistance and unhappiness both in 

• the Party and in the population as a. whole. Is his honeymoon 
over? I j u « i t n M fro» what I hear and read chat Cb«*t lev » •• 
great deel acre turbulence under the surface in the Soviet Un-on 
than w« hav, conVeyed to anyone and that it has potentially 
important ramifications for both Gorbachev and us. I just s« 
• ense ehec we're digging into this enough. 

îon11 

UNCLASSIFIED 4 
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SiBiUrirV' i t th eha econoay. I t «et«e ta, a* chat our work a« - . 
econoay « t i l l le v.ry tradlcioaai . . ï i atrikee M clrar Lc I , i h* 
taportioc ehee Ccrbachev n l t i the larel of Off groweh ehea \ î ! U 

kind of groweh ehae he la tehi iviag — «ue t«, eha iaperaei*. 
for aoderaixaeion. Vh»c kiad of euceeaa i s he hering hera7 
Agaia, chi» t i e s baek taco eht f i r s t poia.c. How long can h. 
m i c i l n m « l n s F o v i i i n i ' t»<»W - - j J . - . . . . . . sustain any iaprov««tnc „ u h an incrtaeiniîy diainus^oueVBUh,< 

change and doean': fael chat its getting U . ?! chae axpecc.d 
this cooneceiou, I continue co baliavi chae v« hava aoe paid 
enough attention to .migra Sovi.e acouoaists and ceh.ra becau.. 
soaa of eht thiage they say don': equare with our ecoaoaic »«!!, 
or perceptions — and this doesn't hava eo iù siaply with def.!;1 
spendir» < i ^ " ^ ^ — • 

— 7o what degree, If tc all, have va failed eo give adequate 
aeeaneion eo vhac Corbachev actually haa dona? Whila va hava 
ealkad about tinkering vich eha ayaeaa, haa he actually dona a 
great deal sore then char aad sec in notion even sore eo creaea 
eha poaaibilicy of qualitative change in eha Soviee ayaeaa ovar » 
several year period. We saaa eo ba focusing on changes in the 
parey aad govtrnatne — vhat about ehe economy?.. ' ire «e Biasing 
aoae significant changes underway? I aa concerned eha: ve are ic 
caught up in ehe day to day tactical and literate ehanges he ii 
asking and ceasuring thee agalnae aoae larger objective called 
"refora," that we aay aot be pulling together all ehe terande ia 
such a way aa eo idaneify the cueulaeivt scope of vha: he is up 
to. 

— I waa intrigued when aoae SOVA aaalyaea cold ae about ehe ehangti 
ae both the vritera aad ciacoaeographers eoogreaaas. Using ehsn 
as a base line, haa Gorbachev set in notion a "thaw" ia the 
Soviae UaionjVhieh will be difficult for Che Soviee leadership 
to eoatrol? fl|Jg? 

3. In ,IUB,_1 an worried chat cher» are a lot of questions chat one 
hears froa Soviet analysts aad in discussions with varioua people ehat va 
are nee doing any publishing oa. I aa concerned that we are in a rue and 
aay not ba recognizing algnifieane change ia eha Soviee Union avan aa it 
is caking place. I'n not arguiag ehat all these ehiaga ara true. I Jusc 
don't see the issues being addressed in our publications. Everything 
Stan» too P « c * ' S B 
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MONETARY AWARDS SINCE 1985 

DUANE R. CLARRIDGE 

Senior Intelligence Service Awards and Stipends 

1985 Performance Award (15%) 

D i v i s i 5 n r i 0 r p e r f o r m a n c e a s C h i«*< L ^ i n ArneriCa 

1986 Performance Award (10%) 
For super ior performance as Chief, European 
D i v i s i o n 

1987 Meritorious O f f i c e r St ipend 
For tin 
Center Î Ï L Î r _ e e s t a b l i s h m e n t of the Counterterrorisra 

ALAN D. FIERS, JR. 

Senior Intelligence Service Awards and Stipends 

1985 Performance Award (10%) 
For superior performance 

1986 Meritorious Officer Stipend 
For superior performance as Chief, Central 
American Task Force 

1987 Di s t ingu i shed O f f i c e r Stipend 
For superior performance as Chief, Central 
American Task Force 

CLAIR E. GEORGE' 

Senior Intelligence Service Awards and Stipends 

1985 Performance Award (15\) 
1986 Performance Aware (20%) 
1987 Performance Award (15*) 
1988 Performance Award (5%) 

All performance awards given for his outstanding 
performance as the Deputy Director for Operations. 

UNCLASSIFIED *~~ onte< 
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rhairman BOREN. We will stand in recess. I would ask Members 
lease be in the President's Room 

t0<Lnator RUDMAN. While you are doing that, I noticed that Sena-
Hollings introduced the Matthews letter. I had no objection to 

*?* I would not assume that anybody would object to Webster's 
i Her The press has asked for it. 

rhairman BOREN. Without objection, we will enter both the Mat-
g letter and the Webster letter into the record. 

[The documents referred to follow:] 
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Mark E. Matthews 
#1 St. Andrew's Plaza 
New York, NY 10007 

BY FAX AND FEDEX September 30, 1991 

Honorable David L. Boren 
Chairman 
Honorable Frank H. Murkowski 
Vice-chairman 
Select Committee on Intelligence 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

R e : Confirmation Hearings for Robert GatP<; 
Testimony of Mr. Melvin A. Goodman 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Mr. Vice-chairman: 

I have been provided with four pages of testimony h 
Mr. Melvin Goodman before the Committee (pages 34-37) and h Y 

been asked by the Select Committee's staff to comment about 
certain passages relating to my position as Judge William H 
Webster's Special Assistant at the CIA. 

The first two full paragraphs on page 35 of Mr. 
Goodman's testimony appear to imply that another special* 
assistant and I were brought to the CIA by Judge Webster for th 
purpose of conducting a secret investigation of DDCI Gates u 
fact, Judge Webster never in any way, at any time, asked me to 
conduct an investigation of the DDCI and accordingly, never aske, 
me to keep any such investigation secret from the DDCI. My 
service as Special Assistant to the DCI was simply a continuation 
of the same position that I had held with Judge Webster at the 
FBI prior to his nomination as DCI. 

Immediately prior to discussing my alleged role, Mr. 
Goodman also stated that "Webster was guite aware, I believe, 
that the CIA was being politicized." I wish to inform the 
Committee that Judge Webster never expressed any such "awareness 
in my presence. 

With respect to the alleged investigation, I believe 
that Mr. Goodman is referring to an incident in the late spring 
or early summer of 1988, when I met a Soviet analyst named 
Jennifer Glaudemans. I recall our first meeting as a social 
lunch at work, arranged after we found out that we both had 
attended the same graduate program. During that conversation, 
the subject of the DDCI came up, and Ms. Glaudemans related some 
concerns about the DDCI's objectivity within the Soviet 
analytical division and alleged personnel changes designed to 
further the DDCI's analytical views. My recollection of the 
allegations is that they were directed primarily to the period 
prior to Judge Webster's arrival at the CIA. Neither prior to 
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r during my meeting with Ms. Glaudemans did I consider the 
eting an "investigation" of the DDCI. However, because part of 
responsibilities for Judge Webster included keeping my ears 

"oen to potential problems, I heard Ms. Glaudemans out. I simply 
nted to determine if these complaints needed to be raised with 

;udge Webster. 

I also recall another brief meeting in my office on 
this same topic to which Ms. Glaudemans brought another Soviet 
nalyst. I do not recall whether Ms. Glaudemans suggested this 
feting or whether she produced the other analyst in response to 

inquiry by me as to whether her views were shared by others. 
miring that meeting, the other analyst expressed concern about 
Hie DDCI learning of the meeting, and I assured her that I would 
keep their names to myself. Perhaps this is the genesis of Mr. 
Goodman's testimony about something being kept from the DDCI. 
ur Goodman also states that I made calls, including one to him. 
I do not remember making any such calls or ever speaking with or 
meeting with Mr. Goodman. (I suppose that it is conceivable that 
I had a very brief conversation with him if a particular 
allegation needed to be clarified or if Ms. Glaudemans or the 
other analyst indicated that he wanted to speak with me.) To my 
recollection, I only spoke with Ms. Glaudemans and the other 
Soviet analyst for a brief period simply to determine the nature 
of the complaints that they were making in order to decide what, 
if anything, to tell Judge Webster. 

Shortly after the two conversations above, the 
Inspector General's report on the Soviet analytical division 
arrived in the DCI's office, and it contained a section on the 
perceptions of politicization. I noted the report to Judge 
Webster, but never had a conversation with him about it or the 
conversations above due to my departure from the CIA shortly 
thereafter. My primary concern had been alleviated, however, in 
that the report had detected and investigated the issue. It was 
my opinion that the Inspector General had investigated the 
essential problem communicated to me by Ms. Glaudemans and the 
other analyst (the perception of politicization) and had made the 
findings contained therein. 

In summary, my two relatively casual meetings with 
Soviet analysts should not be misconstrued as a secret 
investigation by Judge Webster through me of Mr. Gates. This 
simply is not true. Lastly, I am not aware of any facts or 
allegations concerning the politicization issue not already 
before the Committee. If the Committee requires any further 
information, I can be reached at the above address at the United 
States Attorney's Office in the Southern District of New York. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LOJJLK^ 
Mark E. Matthews 
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W I L L I A M H W E B S T E R 

September 27, 19^ 

The Honorable Warren B. Rudman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510-2902 

Dear Senator Rudman: 

This is in response to your inquiry 

concerning my recollection of certain allegations 

made by witnesses during testimony taken by the 

Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on 

September 25, 1991. 

A routine inspection of the Office of 

Soviet Analysis ("SOVA") was conducted in 1988 

and reached my office approximately June 26, 

1988. It contained two recommendations designed 

to improve the quality and flow of intelligence, 

both of which were approved. 

I did not commission any other study on 

the subject of SOVA intelligence production and 

analysis nor did I authorize anyone working for 

me to investigate allegations of politicalization 

of analysis outside the Inspector General 

process. Moreover, everything that I saw was 

submitted contemporaneously to my Deputy, Robert 
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W I L L I A M H. W E B S T E R 

Gates. No one was ever a t any time ins t ruc ted to 

keep any information or the fact of any a c t i v i t y 

from him. 

I have discussed this matter with the 

individual who was my special assistant from the 

time I became DCI in 1987 until shortly after the 

inspector General's report was submitted. He 

advises that he had listened to complaints from 

two junior analysts in the SOVA division but had 

not reported this to me in view of the Inspector 

General's report which addressed the subject 

matter. That report concluded that the 

perception of politicalization was a problem 

within the Division but that the inspectors had 

found no convincing evidence that it was in fact 

occurring. 

During the two years that he served as 

Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. 

Gates fully supported my policy of reflecting 

divergent or alternative views on significant 

subjects in ways in which those differences would 
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W I L L I A M H. W E B S T E R 

3 

be readily apparent to the readers of the 

finished intelligence. 

Sincerely, 

Li'^jj^^^C^s^ 
William H./ Webster 

WHW:ceh 
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rhairman BOREN. I would note that they are not sworn testimo-
. either case, but we will enter both of those letters into the 

ny d 
rCWe will have a Members only meeting in the President's Room 

tween votes and will resume here at approximately 5:00. I say to 
h members of the panel, I know that many of you have travel 
ins We will do our very best to complete the questioning of the 

iSiel as quickly as possible. 
P Thank you very much. 

[A recess was taken from 4:27 p.m. to 5:51 p.m.] 
Senator MURKOWSKI [presiding]. I would ask the panel to be 

spated, please. 
T would like to accommodate Mr. Fuller, who has to leave at 6:45, 
hile remaining mindful of the commitment made to the Members 

that we would break at 6:00 and come back in at 7:30. Senator 
Metzenbaum is the next Senator who will be questioning. Is it pos-
ible, Senator, that you would care to address first any questions to 
Mr Fuller? 

Senator METZENBAUM. What I will do, if it s all right with you, 
Mr Chairman, is address only Mr. Fuller for maybe 10 minutes or 
so and then come back with the balance of my 45 minutes to an 
hour of questioning. 

Senator DECONCINI. 45 minutes to an hour? [General laughter.] 
Senator METZENBAUM. I just wanted to be sure that you were lis

tening to me. . 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Both Senator DeConcini and I listened in

tensely to that, and we jumped off our seats. 
Maybe if you would just care to use as much time as you have 

allotted, which is 15 minutes, for the questions to Mr. Fuller, and 
then if you run out of questions of Mr. Fuller, perhaps Senator 
DeConcini, myself, and Senator Rudman could 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, that's fine. Anything the Chair 
wants to do. You know, we had a meeting a little while ago at 
which we made a decision we are going to break from 6:00 to 7:30. 
People make plans, and then all of a sudden we are not going to do 
that. That's fine, but I will stay here as long as I can. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. NO, the Senator misunderstood the inten
tion of the Chair. The intention of the Chair is to break at 6:00. 
But to try to accommodate Mr. Fuller, who will not be with us 
after 6:00—- • „ ^ _ 

Senator RUDMAN. I thought you said that Senator DeConcini 
would ask some questions after that? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. If there is any remaining time that Senator 
Metzenbaum does not use • &*• , 

Senator RUDMAN. Between now and 6:00? Senator Metzenbaum 
is not going to leave any time between now and 6:00. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, let us try it anyway. 
Senator Metzenbaum, it will be the intention of the Chair to 

recess within 15 minutes, which will be approximately 6:10. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
First let me preface my remarks by saying to all six of you that 1 

think you do a great public service in coming forward to testify. 1 
think it is tougher for those three who have come forward to be 
critical and to raise questions and to state their own views. I am 
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sure you have had sleepless nights and you have had concerns 
reservations, and have looked at yourself in the mirror before ^ 
came here, and even since you've been here. ^ 

But I think you have done the country a great public service a 
I, for one, want to acknowledge that and say thank you in tS 
strongest possible terms. fte 

For those who have spoken in the contrary vein, supporting to 
Gates, I appreciate also your coming forth and indicating J r 
views. I believe that you believe everything that you are savin 
and I think that we are looking at people ^ 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I wonder if the Senator could speak a lit*] 
more into the microphone; it is hard to hear. 

Senator METZENBAUM. This is the first time in my life that some. 
one said they could not hear me. [General laughter.] 

I will do so, Mr. Chairman. So I thank all of you. 
Mr. Fuller, let me see if my recollection of your testimony is cor. 

rect. I thought that I heard you say that there was not any real 
belief that there were any moderates in Iran and that there was no 
really credible thinking along that line. I am almost certain I 
heard you say that, and yet when I read your memo of, I guess it is 
May 7—yes—of 1985, you say something like the following: "Events 
in Teheran are moving towards the crucial denouement with Kho
meini's death or even before he dies, during which the U.S.-Soviet 
struggle for major influence in Teheran may be decided. It is possi-
ble that the moderates could win out in the end, but a weakened 
and increasingly chaotic regime is not the best formula for the 
emergence of moderation." 

Were you not actually saying—you did say—that the moderates 
could win out? And does that not contradict the representations 
you made to us earlier? 

Mr. FULLER. Senator, I do not think that there is a contradiction, 
but let me just say that I think, first of all, there is a great deal of 
mirth over the subject of Iranian moderates. One of the jokes is 
that, you know, a moderate is a mullah who has run out of bullets. 
[General laughter.] 

I think that there have been and there remain within the spec
trum of the Iranian Government and the powers that be, people 
who are more moderate or more pragmatic than others. I mean, 
never mind that these people are all someone off there to the left 
or the right, depending, but basically there are those who are iden
tified in estimates that we did repeatedly that said there are these 
groups which we identify as pragmatic, others as radicals, others as 
conservatives, others as ultraconservatives. 

And what these mean, you would have to read the estimates to 
be most precise, but fairly clear delineation of different types of ap
proaches. I think Rafsanjani was clearly marked as a moderate 
way back in 1984. He had limited influence and power, but clearly 
a moderate. And now as his powers emerge, we've seen Iran becom
ing more and more moderate. 

Senator METZENBAUM. The only point I am making is that you 
had represented to us, as I understood it, that you were not one of 
those who thought the moderates could win out, that you were not 
in that camp at all. 
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FULLER- NO, I think, sir, I was trying to say that none of us 
it that there was a pro-American group in the outfit waiting, just 
aiting f°r contacts to pull a pro-American coup and get back to 

r like the Shah was, if there was any expectation of that. I 

at the United States had a real chance of getting a major foot-don 
I think there—we never felt—said—in any of our estimates 

t Id back in Iran. We thought at best it would have to be by proxy 
f some 0ther Western state, if we had a chance for it. 
Senator METZENBAUM. In 1986, during our Iran-contra inquiry, 
NSC staff member named Howard Teicher testified before this 

Smniittee as follows: "In the course of some discussions that I had 
with Graham Fuller in April of 1985, Graham and I considered 
ther possible courses of action that might help us cope with what 

0 gaw as a declining situation in Iran. 
One suggestion that Graham developed and which was subsequently codified in a 
efflo from Graham Fuller to the Director of Central Intelligence on May 17, 1985, 

m d provided to me and several others, included the suggestion that the U.S. should 
Consider its policy of preventing any and all arms from making their way to Iran. 

Subsequent testimony by Bob Gates has tended to de-emphasize 
the distinctly policy-oriented origins of the May 1985 update of the 
Iran estimate. But in your own testimony yesterday, you said that 
you were "increasingly concerned over our policies toward Iran." 
And you further stated "and concerned with our excessive tilt to
wards Saddam." 

Did you in fact discuss policy options with Mr. Teicher in April 
of 1985? 

Mr. FULLER. I know I had to meet with him periodically to deter
mine what his interests and determinations were going to be in 
asking us to do an estimate. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Does that mean this 
Mr. FULLER. I don't remember details of those conversations, but 

certainly, yes, I think he was one of those who shared my concern 
that Iran was going to hell, possibly, and that the international im
plications and the implications for the U.S. could be very profound. 
And whether the U.S. had any cards to play vis-a-vis, say, the 
Soviet Union or others, that would be of any good to us. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Did you develop the option of letting 
other countries sell arms to Iran before you were asked to update 
the Iran estimate? 

Mr. FULLER. I honestly cannot remember the sequence, sir. I 
think, if anything, the idea Teicher seems to be suggesting that the 
idea was his and I took it back. I seem to recall rather the other 
way around, that I was the one who was following around much 
more closely. 

Senator METZENBAUM. What did Bob Gates know about your 
NSC staff discussions during this period? 

Mr. FULLER. Probably not that much, because it would be normal 
to go down and have meetings with NSC, with State Department, 
with DIA people, with all sorts of policy level people to talk about 
our perceptions of problems, that was part of the NIOB. So unless 
there was something very specific, I don't think I would have come 
inning back to Bob Gates and say, hey, I talked about this with 
Howard Teicher. 
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Senator METZENBAUM. Well, Committee staff has been told th 
at some point in the April-May time period, you discussed v 
concerns regarding Iran at a staff meeting of the NIC. Bob Gaj.Ur 

was Chairman of the Council. Do you recall such a meeting, or r* 
haps a similar meeting, at which you told others of your rJj 
views? If so, what was the date of that meeting and was Bob Gat2 
there? 

Mr. FULLER. Sir, I couldn't possibly remember that kind of detail 
If it was a meeting with Bob Gates, it was probably a weekly staff 
meeting, and at weekly staff meetings, we aired all sorts of con 
cerns and policy interests and concerns. So there wouldn't—ii 
wouldn't have been a special—something to stick especially—. 

Senator METZENBAUM. But Bob Gates would have known of your 
position at that point? 

Mr. FULLER. Yes, he probably would have. He may well have 
known about it well before then, because I didn't just come up with 
this idea overnight. I had been long concerned about problems of 
tilting excessively toward Iraq in this period. My ideas were evolv
ing over time. I don't think there was a single moment at which 
suddenly this idea crystallized and it was out there. 

Senator METZENBAUM. When and how were you tasked to update 
the 1984 estimate on Iran? And, if you remember, what did the 
tasking say? 

Mr. FULLER. Sir, I cannot without access—look, I have been out 
of the Government for 5 years. I cannot and I have not had access 
to any of these documents or even thought about them since leav
ing. Basically, I can't—dates I can't quote you. But I know, at some 
point, I had been talking about my concerns about Iran and 
Teicher said, actually we need a policy review on Iran. We are 
going to have a policy review on Iran, and before having that 
policy review, we need an updated estimate on Iran. That was typi
cal of any policy review in Government, would be to ask for an esti
mate. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Did Bob Gates have a role in that? 
Mr. FULLER. NO, he would have no role until I went back and 

said—I would have probably reported, yes, NSC is going to ask for 
an estimate. That I would have told him because it was immediate
ly pertinent. 

Senator METZENBAUM. And you would have told him about the 
refinement of the estimate? 

Mr. FULLER. The refinement—I am sorry, I didn't follow you, sir, 
Senator METZENBAUM. Was there not an original position stated 

with respect to Iran, and then wasn't there a refinement of that 
after you brought your views to the 

Mr. FULLER. Refinement of what the estimate should focus on, 
yes, sir. The usual process was to discuss with the requesting 
agency—in this case, it was NSC, what—exactly what kind of an 
estimate they were looking for, what were the key issues that they 
wished us to look at. We were not bound to those key issues, as I 
said yesterday, but it was imperative that we fully understand 
their—the intelligence needs that they had in the preparation of 
that document. The intelligence needs, not policy needs. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, we know from the Tower Board 
report that on May 13, an NSC staff member reported in a PRO* 



465 

that they were still working with you on the terms of refer-
for this estimate, even as they drafted a National Security De-

e^on Directive that would be based on it. Do you have any recol-
ClStion of how long—any estimate of how long that process would 
Lve gone on? 

Mr FULLER. In drafting the TOR, probably a week at most. 
Senator METZENBAUM. On May 7, you wrote a memo to Deputy 

TV ector McMahon with copies to Casey and Gates, and I would 
rke to quote a few lines from that memo: 

if the U S. arms embargo to Iran is highly successful, it will provide the Iranians 
H little alternative except to turn to the Soviet block for such strategic items. 

SrU would be much benefit if some alternative Western sources of arms, such as 
TTK Israel, China, Brazil, and Argentina, would get a foot in the door in order to 
exclude Soviet monopoly of this field. 

It continues on: 
- a positive sense, the U.S. could encourage a far greater Western role, including 
™n and Iran. This would have the effect of giving the West a major foot in the 

î ï a n d hopefully, eventually, strengthen moderate forces. It would probably have 
W include some flexibility on sales of major weapons to Iran. 

What was the reaction to that May 7 memo, and particularly 
from Bob Gates? . 

Mr FULLER. I don't remember specifically any reaction from Bob 
Gates First of all, I generally wrote these for Casey. Casey was 
most on my mind, since he was the Director, and our thoughts, our 
memos, were generally directed to him. So I do not remember what 
Bob Gates said. 

I know Casey was interested. Casey was always interested in 
geostrategic problems of this sort, and he recognized there was a 
genuine dilemma in the immensely successful Western arms em
bargo against Iran, if Iran was beginning to founder. And he prob
ably would have encouraged me to continue thinking along these 
line, which is probably one of the reasons why I drafted a slightly 
longer and a little more detailed memo 

Senator METZENBAUM. But the memo was for McMahon, not tor 
Casey, was it not? 

Mr FULLER. It says, Deputy Director for Central Intelligence. 
Every memo that I wrote was essentially for Gates—excuse me, for 
Casey. And the fact it says Deputy Director in this one case leads 
me to think that Casey was not there or for some reason orother 
was not available to get the memo from me. Because I would not 
have sent anything to anyone else if Casey was there. 

Senator METZENBAUM. But on May 17 you wrote a second memo. 
Mr. FULLER. Right, and that was to Casey. 
Senator METZENBAUM. This one was addressed to Casey and 

McMahon, with copies to Gates, to two NSC staff members, and to 
three State Department Officials. I would like to quote from that 
memo as well: 

The U.S. has almost no cards to play. The U.S.S.R. has many Iran has^viously 
concluded that whether they like Russia and communism or not, the: UJ>-^Kjs tne 
country to come to terms With. We could te 1 all our European f™J*™£°* 
Israel/Turkey, Pakistan, China, Japan, Brazil, and Argentina, that Western influ
ence must develop a paramount position during thisi criticalj period in Iran. 

We would remove^dl restrictions in sales, including military, to Iran Irans di
minished isolation might encourage the emergence of Iran s moderates into a great
er policy role. 
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You continued on: 
Oh reflection, I believe that the option most constructively oriented is that 

serting Western allies and friends into Teheran quickly through the arms door a 
tilt to Iran was timely when Iraq was against the ropes, and the Islamic revol r 
was on a roll. The time may have come to tilt back, at least via our allies. 

What led to the May 17th memo? And did Bob Gates or som 
body else suggest that you write it? 

Mr. FULLER. Never. No one suggested that I write this. It was m 
own thinking, as I viewed the problem of Iran, and particular/ 
what most analysts within the agency felt was the foundering It 
authority in Iran at this particular time. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Did you get any reaction from Gates? 
Mr. FULLER. I don't remember reactions from Gates because he 

was not my major focus. I remember Casey's reaction, because he 
was the person I wrote it for, and he was my ultimate boss on 
things of this sort. No, I have no recollection of any reactions from 
Gates. 

Senator METZENBAUM. When CIA's Office of Soviet Analysis con
tributed some draft text for your new estimate on Iran, you wrote 
your own draft in response. A later memo by a SOVA division chief 
claims that you 

Added two paragraphs that portrayed the Soviets as being well-positioned to in
crease their influence in Iran; predicated that Gorbachev would see Iran as the key 
area of opportunity for Soviet foreign policy in the next year; predicted that the So
viets would show some flexibility in arms sales to Iran; and dropped two important 
judgments that "Moscow remains skeptical about significant Iranian concessions on 
contentious bi-Iateral issues; and in any case, the Soviets are extremely unlikely to 
sacrifice good ties with Baghdad for uncertain gains in Teheran, while an Islamic 
regime, mistrustful of the U.S.S.R. and communism rules Iran." 

The division chiefs memo also states that you changed the text 
without discussing it with SOVA analysts, as you have admitted 
today. 

Was it common to proceed in this manner, or was it generally 
expected that you would consult with the analysts before sending a 
draft with major changes out to the other intelligence agencies for 
approval? 

Mr. FULLER. Sir, it would depend on, first of all, on the amount 
of time. NIO's would routinely change drafts that were submitted 
to them to bring it into the best possible shape, in their judgment, 
before it was brought to the coordination table. In changing the 
Soviet portion of it, which I agree it was less common, because 
most NIO's, regional NIO's felt that it was not either within their 
competence or prerogative to be changing things from other areas. 
I felt it was at least within my competence. 

But as I agreed, I certainly should have consulted with them 
before doing it. But ultimately the point was, however I changed 
any draft—which was my prerogative—it would have to be coordi
nated at the table fully. It would have to be agreed to by INR and 
DIA and all the other people who come to the table. 

So I could have said almost anything, and if it was preposterous, 
it would have been rejected by the community. 

Sir, let me just quote one paragraph, the key paragraph from 
that document—this involves no intelligence, strictly judgments, of 
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the 
final product, which I think you will find is a rational state-

pnt of concern. 
TWS is the key judgment of the summary of the estimate. "Iran 

itical révolution. 
ressures of war, 
fer major oppor-

c with the regime 

This — 
now be reaching a critical juncture in its political revolution. ïhJ prospects for serious instability under the pressures of war, 

onomic deterioration, and regime in-fighting, offer major oppor 
nities to the U.S.S.R. to gain greater influence with the regime 

Id present major challenges to the U.S. In any struggle for power, 
*r u.S.S.R. is better positioned than the U.S. to exploit and to 
Snefit from changes in the regime. 

The primary challenge to U.S. policy will be to build leverage to 
v,elp determine outcomes favorable to U.S. interests." 

Now, I think that is a very rational statement of what turmoil 
could offer to the Soviet Union. Changes I made were simply to 
highlight the fact that there was a geo-political contest between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, that SOVA, in my estimation, 
did not sufficiently grasp or flag for policymakers. And that was 
the basis for my making changes. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Here is my last question to you, and then 
bon voyage: you note in your testimony an estimate regarding 
Soviet policy in the Middle East, in which you insisted that the pos
sibility of renewed Soviet relations with Israel in 1986 be included. 
Analysts from several agencies disagreed with you on that. Ms. 
Glaudemans has just testified that Bob Gates then prevented the 
publication of a CIA analysis because it conflicted with your views. 

Do you want to comment on that? Because I am sure we both 
would agree that is not the way to run an agency. 

Mr. FULLER. Sir, I cannot comment on why Bob Gates—what Bob 
Gates did with a DI memo within his directorate. All I know, is 
that at a time when already some of us were beginning, in fact, to 
be excited at the prospect of change in the Soviet Union, I was cer
tainly among the forefront of them by this—towards this time. I 
felt that there was no rational reason why the U.S.S.R. should con
tinue in this time-worn position of hostility to Israel. That if they 
were smart, and they had a new foreign minister, and they were 
starting to do more creative things, why wouldn't they, for the first 
time maybe recognize Israel? This was a considerable departure 
from all the traditional SOVA analyses that had been in place up 
to that time. We said, ultimately in the estimate, that it could be 
within 18 months there would be a change in diplomatic relations. 
We were wrong in that particular respect, that there was no 
formal re-establishment of diplomatic relations within 18 months. 

But the Moscow relationship with Israel was extraordinarily rev
olutionized in this period with Gorbachev making very harsh re
marks to the Syrians, and beginning to establish informal contacts 
with Israel in a whole range of ways. And furthermore, our esti
mate did reflect, specifically, differences in the community over 
whether the Soviet Union would or wouldn't. 

I don't see, at this point, that this was even a major issue for the 
Administration on which to fall on its sword, one way or another. I 
don't know why Bob Gates—you should ask him why he felt, after 
our estimate had been published, which indicated a division in 
yiews, but suggested that there could be some new, creative think
ing from the Soviets on this. 
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I don't know why he then felt the necessity not to publish 
the—why he felt he didn't want to publish Jennifer Glaudern °> 
paper. I don't know why. I wasn't involved in that. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Fuller. 
We had intended to break. Senator Danforth has asked if L 

could be allowed 5 minutes, which I understand is sufficient for w 
purposes. ^ 

Senator DANFORTH. It is, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. If there is no objection, it would be «, 

Chair's ruling that he be allowed to proceed for 5 minutes. And 
then we would adjourn and come back again at 7:30, as the Mem 
bers agreed to. 

Is there objection? 
[No response.] 
Senator MURKOWSKI. If there is no objection, Senator Danforth 
Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that. Thank you 
I would like to ask Ms. Glaudemans, in your prepared statement 

on page 4, you refer to a 20-page memorandum, and you believe 
that the memorandum is evidence of the politicization that you 
note. 

Is what you have just been handed, is that the memo? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. There were two 10-page ones. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I cannot hear you. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. There were two 10-page ones. I see half of it. I 

do not see the whole thing. But I know, I remember the issue, yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. That looks to me like a complete memo. But 

that is 12 pages. But is that what you are referring to here? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Okay, I was just told that the second half was 

a single-page version of the same thing. We're talking about the 
same memo, Senator. 

Senator DANFORTH. Okay, the notes, there are some notes in the 
margin, if you just sort of glanced through it. Is that you—are 
those your notes? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I remember at the time there were several 
versions of this going around. And I do believe these are mine. I 
don't know if they're all—I do believe they are. 

Senator DANFORTH. They all are yours? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I believe so. 
Senator DANFORTH. Yes, I mean you know your handwriting. So 

that they are your notes? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. Okay, now do you—tell us what your person

al connections were with Bob Gates. Did you have personal deal
ings with him? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. On a few occasions, I briefed him on particular 
issues. As an analyst on Soviet foreign policy in the Middle East, I 
went from one burning issue to another, whether it was SA-5s in 
Libya, or a coup in South Yemen, or the Iran-Iraq War, whatever 
the Soviets were doing. So there were times when I had to brief 
him. 

Senator DANFORTH. And during those personal briefings or any 
personal contact that you had with him, was there any evidence 
then of politicization or pressure put on you? 
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*Ma GLAUDEMANS. I think politicization is a far more subtle proc-
trian something that could be simply limited to a briefing expe-

^qenator DANFORTH. I know, I mean you've described it as fog. 
^ what I'm saying is, was any of that fog present, or did he say 
vthing during those briefings that you would view as pressure, 

^ooliticization? 
Ms- GLAUDEMANS. I understand the point of your question, I be-

^The issues that I think directly impacted my perception that Mr. 
P-tes was part of the problem are as follows: I think the most pro-
f und thing that had an impact on me was his testimony to the 
Çenate Foreign Relations Committee on January 21, 1987 in ré
ponse to a question of what had finished intelligence been saying? 
And I think he misrepresented what was in the record of finished 
intelligence. 

But that was something I read of his, and had a lot of direct 
knowledge about. But I didn't come down here and see him testify 

Senator DANFORTH. Right, but I mean 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. The second thing 
Senator DANFORTH. Can I just ask you this? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. I mean in your personal dealings with him, 

not just your observations of what he did, but in his, Roberts Gates' 
dealings with you, personally, did he personally, in any way, pres
sure you or ask you in any way to change your position, or to 
doctor memos? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I would say there were times I got questions 
on current intelligence late in the night that were a result of his 
questions. But I would not have viewed those types of substantive 
questions as political pressure. 

I think as a GS-10, and 11, and 12, and 13 analyst, that it's im
possible that I could ever have been in that type of a relationship 
where I would have 

Senator DANFORTH. You're-
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Been told that way. 
Senator DANFORTH. YOU are deducing the politicization from 

what you observed in the agency as a whole. But you are not de
ducing it from anything that he, personally, said or wrote, or any 
communication he had with you? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I deduced it primarily from his testimony to 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

Senator DANFORTH. Was that the 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. There are two aspects to this. And it is one I 

hope to explain to you. 
You are aware there is a perception problem. And that is one-

half of the equation. The perception problem results from an at
mosphere from what—not only a junior analyst would hear, but 
just what was the office dialogue? That, of course, is a very indirect 
way of deriving a perception. 

And whether it's founded or not, I think we all understand 
there's this perception problem out there. The direct impact on my 
Perception was in the areas where I was directly involved working, 
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and I was responsible for providing him information. And I beta 
that he ultimately did not reflect what was in the finished intell*6 

gence record. *̂ 
Senator DANFORTH. Okay, but it was not—I mean he did not sa 

to you anything directly that said doctor this, or change that? ^ 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. It's 
Senator DANFORTH. YOU are relying on two things, as I un<W 

stand it: One, your general perception of what was going on in th 
office, sort of the feel of the place; and the second, particular}! 
with respect to one piece of testimony before Senate Foreign ReJ. 
tions Committee. And you prepared testimony for him, did you not 
For that meeting? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I was just to supply for him what was in the 
finished intelligence record. I wouldn't even say it was testimony 
language. It was just what was in the 

Senator DANFORTH. YOU prepared briefing material for him? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Senator DANFORTH. And, in fact, his testimony did not reflect 

that briefing material? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. NO, I do not believe it did. 
Senator DANFORTH. Okay, thank you. 
Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, we will recess until 7:30. And I 

understand Mr. Fuller will not be with us when we come back. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. FULLER. That is correct, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. But we very much appreciate, Mr. Fuller, 

your willingness to testify. 
Mr. FULLER. I appreciate your accommodating me. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. There may be interrogatories to you, Mr. 

Fuller, from various Members of the Committee. I believe Senator 
Metzenbaum will be addressing interrogatories to Mr. Fuller. So 
we put you on notice accordingly. 

And thank you again, very much. 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, who is up? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Who is up? Well, assuming that Mr. Gorton 

is here, Mr. Gorton is up. And then after Mr. Gorton, a gentleman 
by the name of Bradley. 

Senator BRADLEY. And, Mr. Chairman, if we finish our 
rounds 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Then we will have second rounds. 
Senator BRADLEY. In the order of people's attendance originally, 

or in the order of people's attendance at the time the chair calls on 
them? 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, probably a combination of both, but 
with a little seniority thrown in. 

[Whereupon at 6:23 p.m. the Committee recessed, to reconvene at 
7:30 p.m. the same day.] 

EVENING SESSION 

Chairman BOREN. Let us start gathering the witnesses back at 
the table. 

[Pause.] 
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rhajrman BOREN. We will come to order now. 
AC has already been indicated, Mr. Fuller had to go ahead and 
nart for California. We do not anticipate holding this panel too 
e tonight. As soon as we finish this matter, we will continue 
t door for what I think will be a very brief report on the classi

fy matter that I discussed earlier in terms of any intelligence col-
i ted involving Members of Congress and their staffs. If it looks 
SL that meeting is going on too long, we will recess and continue 

early in the morning. We have notified the nominee that we will 
' ̂ in with him in open session at 9:30 a.m. 

For the benefit of our guests and others who are planning their 
dules, we do plan to continue with the nominee through the 
tomorrow into the evening hours, at least for a while if we 

hedules, we do plan to continue with the nominee through the 

tan V. 

i. It may be that we will finish with the nominee tomorrow 

day LA to and into part of Friday. We could go as long as Friday 

fter which time the Committee has received written statements 
S will be sworn from a limited number of people. 

We will not continue to receive written statements. That could 
u an unending process. But we had six or seven people who 
wished to give statements and have already presented them to us. 
We will simply ask that those statements be sworn. They will be 
made a part of our record and members will be able to propound 
written interrogatories under oath to those persons. 

Other than that, we will not solicit additional statements nor 
take additional testimony. At least that was the good consensus of 
Members of the Committee on both sides of the aisle reached at 
our meeting that this was the appropriate way to proceed. We will 
then not meet next week. The hearings will, in essence, have been 
completed. 

We plan to meet on Thursday of the following week which would 
be, I believe, the 17th of October in a closed meeting to have a final 
discussion among ourselves as to whether of not we feel the record 
is now complete. And it would be our plan then, barring some 
other development that forces us to reopen any inquiry, to have 
the Committee vote on Friday morning the 18th on the nomina
tion. 

We will be in this room in the morning beginning at 9:30 a.m. 
with Mr. Gates as our. witness. If any questions arise that are of a 
classified nature, we will pursue them with Mr. Gates after we 
have completed the open session with Mr. Gates tomorrow. 

We are now down in our order of questioning to Senator Gorton. 
He will be followed by Senator Bradley and by Senator Cranston. 

At this time, I would recognize Senator Gorton. 
I, again, would remind all of our witnesses that they remain 

under oath in their answers to these questions. 
Senator GORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goodman, both in your testimony or your report to the staff 

early o n — 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, before we go any further, and I 

apologize to Senator Gorton, do you happen to know does anybody 
else in here hear a high ringing noise? [General laughter.] 

Chairman BOREN. Yes, they do. It is not your imagination. I 
know that all in the room will feel relief that all of us are hearing 
that noise. [General laughter.] 



We have tried to check it out. I am told it is not just that n. 
tarings have gone on a long time that you are having a ringi* • 

your ears. I am told everyone is hearing it apparently throughlf 

the building. So it is not just in this room or with our i 0 U r sound system. 
We are endeavoring to find out the nature of what is going 

But we will try to ignore it and try to proceed. 
Senator Gorton, it has nothing to do with your questioning th 

we are hearing this ringing in our ears. at 

Senator GORTON. And it has nothing to do with my questions 
that Senator Bradley has his fingers in his ears. [General laughte^ 

Chairman BOREN. We will continue at this time. 
Senator GORTON. Thank you. 
On two of the three occasions in which you have dealt with these 

issues, you raised an issue with respect to yellow rain. You com. 
pared the 1982 estimate on yellow rain to the 1981 terrorism esti
mate. This is the quote I have from you yesterday—"It is similar to 
international terrorism in that you had a charge from Secretary of 
State Al Haig without evidence that the Soviets were responsible 
for the use of chemical agents in Southeast Asia." 

And then you went on to say, "The D.I., Directorate of Intelli
gence, provided much misleading information on this subject." The 
reporter got you right, did she not? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 
Senator GORTON. What was your role in the production of 

sis and how do you know that the information was misleading? 
Mr. GOODMAN. I had no role in the production of the analysis 

My concern was that in calling around the community there was 
an insufficient data base, a lack of evidence to support the charges, 

I had a real concern with the white paper that was done on the 
subject because, and I know this may sound like overstatement, but 
I'm very sensitive to the Intelligence Community putting out mis
leading information, then, in turn forcing foreign service officers 
and USIA officials to defend charges that cannot be substantiated. 

And my comparison with international terrorism was really on 
two bases. One was that Haig raised both charges, but that's not 
important. The other charge that I think is of concern to me is that 
there was an insufficient evidentiary base. I think over the long 
run you undermine the credibility of the spokesmen for American 
foreign policy all the way up through the Secretary of State if you 
continue to give the international community and diplomatic em
bassies misleading information. 

Now, a major concern was not Southeast Asia. It was Afghani
stan. There really was no evidence at all to support the notion that 
the Soviets were using lethal chemicals in Afghanistan. And as 1 
made calls around the community, and I must tell you, Senator, 
that my nickname in the building, as Doug will confirm, was Don 
Quixote because I was always going after one windmill or another 
And it may be that this was a windmill. But I was concerned about 
this. 

And I'm still convinced of that after talking to Ms. Harris, the 
scholar over at the Brookings Institution and reading the writings 
of Dr. Messelson of Harvard, that I think the agency did a disserv
ice to the policy community. 
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final note because I have a difference with Larry on this 
Larry gave a very strong statement on why the CIA should 

allowed t 0 contribute to Soviet military power, be allowed to 
induce white papers 

Senator GORTON. Excuse me. Excuse me, Mr. Goodman. I only 
i, ve a limited amount of time. I really want to keep it on the sub-

^Mr. GOODMAN. I'm sorry. 
Senator GORTON. AS I look back at this quote, your quote, and 
ur criticism was over the responsibility for the use of chemical 

brents in Southeast Asia. That is the quote I have from yesterday. 
jjfv question did not deal with Afghanistan at all. And you went on 
t say that the Directorate of Intelligence provided much mislead
ing information on this subject, which I gather is chemical agents 
in Southeast Asia. 

Now, you have answered the first half of my question, did you 
nave anything to do with this issue. I take it as Don Quixote, you 
inquired around on something that was not in your line of respon-
sibililty a n d you developed an opinion that there was no significant 
evidence that the Soviets were responsible for this kind of use or 
that it was not enough. Did you have all of the information that 
was available? 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO, sir. 
Let me just make one point. I was responsible for Soviet-Third 

World relations. And I took that as a rather large charter. 
I felt that any evidence or any activity that the Soviets were sup

posed to be involved with in the Third World was something I 
should pay attention to. I paid attention to the papal assassination 
for the same reason, even though it was in Europe. I thought it was 
linked to the charges with regard to international terrorism. 

So like any intelligence officer, and I think this is important to 
the culture, you try to accumulate as much data as you can. You 
try to obtain your own sources within the intelligence community. 
And you watch credibility very closely so that you can make assess
ments. 

Senator GORTON. And you did all this in this connection even 
though it was not your responsibility? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, if it dealt with Soviet foreign policy I did 
consider it part of my responsibility in that I teach, I'm an intelli
gence officer, and I'm a student of diplomatic history. 

Senator GORTON. Would you be surprised to know that, in fact, 
the file on that subject, the chemical agents in Southeast Asia, is 
100 pages long? That there are 50 pictures and charts documenting 
the use of this chemical warfare? That a person who was NIO in 
the Carter Administration and went on to* the State Department 
believed that the evidence was conclusive and that the NIO who 
was in charge of this study also believed that it was conclusive? 
Would that surprise you? 

Mr. GOODMAN. No, I wouldn't be surprised because I was aware 
of the use of chemical agents in Yemen in the 1960's. And I 
thought that the Soviets might use chemical agents if they could do 
it in an environment where they couldn't be implicated. So, no, I 
would not be surprised. 
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But on the particular episode with regard to Afghanistan and th 
information I had about Southeast Asia, the concerns of the Amer? 
can Embassy in Bangkok, I certainly would like to look at it. 

Senator GORTON. SO, in fact, there was a great deal of evidence 
and enough evidence to persuade someone in the Carter Adminig. 
tration as well as this Administration of the subject. 

But I guess really the question for us, because we are dealing not 
with this history, but with the Gates nomination, is whether or not 
Mr. Gates was the primary architect behind linking the Soviets 
and whether he directed these findings in the early 1980's. 

Do you have any first-hand knowledge of Mr. Gates' participa-
tion? 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO, sir. 
Senator GORTON. That is all the questions I have on that subject 
Unfortunately for me, I guess, and perhaps for Mr. Fuller who is 

no longer here, at least a couple of the other questions I had relat
ed to statements which he made. 

You, and I again am now quoting from your statement in the 
closed session last week, you characterized his document at the 
time of the change in the views on Iran in 1985 as "a very corrupt 
and dangerous product because it was policy advocacy and never 
should have been permitted, but was encouraged by Bill Casey and 
by Bob Gates." 

Now, Mr. Fuller has said rather repeatedly that it was not en
couraged by Mr. Gates, that it was his idea in its entirety. 

If Mr. Fuller denied receiving any direction whatsoever from Mr. 
Gates on that, are you simply stating that you know better, that he 
did, that he is misleading us? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I have to speak to my understanding of the cul
ture in the building and the 7th floor mentality. 

And here, you had a series of NIO's who were encouraged to 
write pieces that would conform to what Graham Fuller calls Bill 
Casey's geo-strategic mission. And when you were sitting in the 
D.I. and you would get these memos from time to time, you had the 
feeiing that certain NIO's, particularly the one for the Soviet 
Union, Graham for the Middle East, and I remember in one case 
the Latin American NIO were almost in a competition in terms of 
sending forward very wild scenarios. 

And I must say that on one occasion when the NIO for the Soviet 
Union sent one of these, I did send a memo back critiquing it 
which I thought was really to start a dialogue between the D.I. and 
the NIC. And without my knowledge, the NIO for the Soviet Union 
sent this forward. 

Senator GORTON. Well, again, since I have only so much time, the 
real question is, was Mr. Fuller lying under oath when he gave his 
testimony on that subject? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I would never use that word about Graham De-
cause he is known as a maverick in his own field. 

But on the other hand, I would strongly defend my perception in 
the building that there was too much of this kind of activity anû 
that Casey encouraged it and Gates encouraged it. 

Can I just very quickly 
Senator GORTON. When you made a later statement on the sane 

subject, that this was the view of one man, I take it you are bacK-
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way from that it was not just the view of one man, it was, as 
i°2 auaVe just said in this answer, the view of the NIO for the 
yjjqp and of Mr. Fuller at the very least in addition to whatever 
S Gates and Mr. Casey believed about it. So that it was at least 

ffing it was more than the view of one man. 
PMr GOODMAN. Are you talking about the Fuller memo? 

Senator GORTON. Yes. 
Mr GOODMAN. I'm sorry. I m losing track here. 
Sell Graham has said and I have no reason to disbelieve it, that 

Jl was his view. My concern in my testimony last Wednesday and 
l*Lrday was that it came at a very crucial juncture in American 
^rational policy. And it wasn't just the Fuller memo, it was the 
Sorted estimate. 

Senator GORTON. SO when you said it was the view of one man, 
that was at least puffing? 

Mr GOODMAN. Puffing? 
Senator GORTON. Yes, it was considerably the view of more than 

one person. 
Mr. GOODMAN. The Fuller memo? 
Senator GORTON. Uh huh. 
Mr GOODMAN. Well, no one in the DI would ever write a memo 

like the Fuller memo. That I can assure you. That was pure policy 
advocacy It was making a case for lifting the arms embargo 
against Iran. Now I do not think anyone in the CIA at any level, 
oh, or a GS-9 analyst should get into policy advocacy. The Fuller 
memo was a blatant example of that. . 

Senator GORTON. The question I am asking about is whether or 
not it was the view of more than one person, as you said that it 
was It seems to me it is obvious that it was. ^ 

Mr. GOODMAN. Oh, it was certainly—it was Bill Casey s view I 
assume. 

Senator GORTON. And it was the NIO s view. 
Mr. GOODMAN. And it was the NIO's view. That is on paper. 
Senator GORTON. And presumably it was Gate's view. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I frankly do not know Bob's view on the arms em-

bâTÊfo 
Senator GORTON. Oh. Mr. MacEachin, I think we got a little bit 

during the course of this afternoon on the working relationship be
tween you and Mr. Goodman. But I take it that at least towards 
the close of his association with the CIA, you were either lus super
visor or his immediate superior. Can you give us very briefly what 
the relationship was in the times which we are now discussing/ 

Mr. MACEACHIN. From 1984, March until—could I ask him a 
question? 

Mr. GOODMAN. June 1986. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. When you went to the war college. Until June 

of 1986 when he went to the National War College, he was either a 
Division Chief, or at the end he was working as a—in my front 
office, as sort of my special assistant and senior analyst. 

Senator GORTON. AS a Division Chief, was he directlyAinder your 
supervision or were there people between you and the chaint 

Mr. MACEACHIN. He was directly under my supervision, 1 think. 
At one point we reorganized so there was a layer between us be-

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 1 6 
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tween me and the Division Chief, but that had not been dn«« L 
the time he left. °n e by 

Senator GORTON. And at the time at which he left, did he h 
at your suggestion and direction or that of any others, or was H? 
simply and purely on his own? ^ 

Mr. MACEACHIN. At the time he left to go to the National W 
College, I think we had both been looking for something. We *S 
have, perhaps, different views on that. I hope he will not say I « 
wrong. It is just that he disagrees with me. ^ 

Mr. GOODMAN. I remember the exact words, but you go first 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Okay. I do not remember the exact words but 

it was I think we agreed that Don Quixote had gone after one tS 
many windmills for the time being. And as a Division Chief, one of 
the reasons for that move was—and I will have to say while Mr 
Gates and I discussed this, and Mel is quite right, Mr. Gates' belief 
was he would probably would be better in some other office—fol 
better of for worse, maybe I thought I could talk him out of routine 
for the Baltimore Orioles and finally wake up I think I would like 
to have a Don Quixote handy, I just wanted him around where I 
could try to reign his mule in once in a while. 

And so I much preferred to have in the SOVA front office. But 
we were looking for some place where he could go off and use his 
expertise for a while and hopefully everything would—he could 
think and everybody else could think. And maybe come back at 
some later point. 

I do not know, is that a reasonable, fair explanation? 
Mr. GOODMAN. That is reasonable. And also, I would like to add 

that I do not think that was so easy for Doug because I think I was 
clearly labeled as someone who was a pariah and should be out. 
And I had the feeling, even though Doug and I have never talked 
about this, that he protected me as much as he could. 

On the other hand, he also told me I had to rehabilitate myself. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Was that the word I used? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, I will use it again. [General laughter.] 
Mr. GOODMAN. I was going to be exiled for rehabilitation. At the 

same time, I must admit the chance to teach at the National War 
College was quite attractive. 

Senator GORTON. I take it he was a difficult subordinate. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well there were not any of them that were 

easy, Senator. [General laughter.] 
But you only, as I say, someone talked about how many times do 

you have to go into the barroom brawl, you know, and get in be
tween. He was a—he caused a lot of incoming, I will put it that 
way. 

Senator GORTON. Mr. Chairman, I think that my 15 minutes 
have expired. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. I am glad, at least, to 
hear the tone of all of this discussion even though we are into sen
sitive subjects here. Let me turn now to Senator Bradley. Following 
Senator Bradley, we will have questions from Senator Cranston. 
Senator Bradley. 

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me 
thank all the witnesses for their testimony and their willingness to 
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uere and the way this has been conducted. Let me thank the 
& • n i n particular for making sure that all views are aired. 

You know, after the Casey years at the CIA, there clearly was a 
1A and is a need for perestroika. And the real question is wheth-

n Bob Gates, on the basis of his professional ethics and on the 
fcis of his performance, is the person to lead the agency into quite 
different world than the one we have had for the last 40 to 50 
a le To me, that's the basic question of this confirmation process, 
ft as we know, before you can have perestroika, you have to 

haInd S ^ a y b e what I would like to ask you, Mr. MacEachin is in 
•V,P sDirit of glasnot, where have the mistakes been in the agencies 

alysis of the Soviet Union in the last decade? What five or six 
fnaior things did you miss? 

Mr MACEACHIN. Well, those are two different questions, Senator 
Rradlev First what mistakes were made as opposed to what was 
missed I think I tried to tell a task force of this committee about 2 
Sars ago, 2 years ago—3 years ago—time flies when you are 
S e fun—that by about 1986 or 1987,1 was convinced that t h e 
sis is the first-I think it is the biggest mistake or error in our 
analytical approach to the Soviet Union we made of a l l - i f we 
want to go back and talk about things that we blew, I could do 
that We must have blown something. 

The mistake, I think, and this was impressed upon me when 1 
went to a meeting where I heard the then director of the officer of 
whatever we called global issues, about 1986, but he was talking 
about some studies they were running, and everybody seemed to be 
doing studies or contracts on social instability And as I sat an lis
tened to that, and I was on a panel with other Soviet experts-with 
Soviet experts-and it struck me that since as long as I could re
member we had approached the Soviet Union as a kind of an ab
straction, as the enemy, and the nuclear threat, as the moral an
tithesis and political antithesis. We had not approached it as a soci-
etAnd therefore, as the—I think we were really not ready for the 
wa^Vdeal wîth the reactions when finally the lid did come up If 
I could be permitted, we d id- i t was about that time that_I think 
that I did change some structure and try to move, I think it was 
Ms Oliver's branch, and make it a social issues and try to get a 

^ l i S ^ l ^ S t l would say of all the 1 ^ ^ ™ * 
have helped us be positioned that would have bee? ^ one we 
probably Should have started sooner. Maybe m,1976 it was not 
much use, but I think that certainly m the early 1980s, it would 
haSeenTo?BRADLEY. But just in terms of themistakes. I mean, you 
know, did you call GNP right in the Soviet Union? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I do not know where we stand on that right 
now. What do we think we have called it. 

Senator BRADLEY. I think that there is a long list of calls that 
T r . l î r â A C H i N . The GNP calls, as I say, I have not kept up 
with what we think it is now, so I do not 
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Senator BRADLEY 
did you estimate 

SY. Well, the question was what in the mid-lQ»fL 
to be Soviet GNP, Soviet steel production Sovf! 

this, Soviet that. What percent of the economy was the military • 
dustrial complex, blah, blah, blah, blah, blah. There are long liï" 
of blunders, miss calls. ^ 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, okay. As I said, I have not been bact 
there for 3 years. I am trying to remember where we were abo»* 
the mid-1980s. In the mid-1980s we were talking about—and 1 1 
trying to remember now—1982, I think, was a down year TiT 
economy started turning down. Well, actually, it started turning 
down badly in th late 1970s, into about the 1982 time frame. It was 
in trouble, I think we are talking about growth rates of maybe 11 
1.5 percent in there. 1986, as I recollect, 1985 or 1986, Mr. Gorba 
chev had a lucky year with the harvest. I believe in 1986 that our 
projection was that by 1988 Gorbachev's programs, this little boost 
he was trying to do, was going to completely run out of gas, and he 
would face the tough decisions. I am not sure that there was a his
torical record that—I do not know what the record is now that says 
what was really happening. 

As far as if we want to go through this, Senator Bradley, I 
agree—another thing, I believe as I said that we were over project
ing the Soviet military force expenditures. And I said that here. 
And I said that many other places. 

Senator BRADLEY. That the agency was over projecting. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. I believe the estimate was wrong. 
Senator BRADLEY. They were over projecting military expendi

tures or prospects for future weapons? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Prospects for the future, I think. And every 

year we would look out at the projections, we would look at the 
costs, and then every year we would go back and revise them down
ward. And that was when I, finally in 1986, wrote the memoran
dum which I cited earlier, which says these projections. 

I also had a project undertaking which I 
Senator BRADLEY. SO that in the early 1980s, we were projecting 

much higher growth to the Soviet military than in fact was taking 
place. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. And that was precisely at the time that we 

were dramatically increasing our defense budget. Is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, I think, Senator Bradley, in 1982 or 
1983—and I say, you have me at a somewhat disadvantage because 
I could have brought along, you know, my files and things here— 
but by about 1982 or 1983, I think, is when the CIA first said that 
the growth rate in the—oh, I know what it was. 

In 1983 we had—done I was not in the office, then, all right. So I 
am going back to what the SOVA was saying. 1983, SOVA had 
looked back and said that actually the growth in Defense spending 
had tailed off beginning in the mid-1970s. And by the mid-1980s, 
by the time I got there, we were working on an estimate where we 
believe the procurement certainly was flat. And that was about the 
time I started to think that it could not stay flat because he could 
not make his economy go and he would have to take unilateral 
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which I told you, I think, Senator, on several occasions. And 
cU î 'said I did not ever know where you were on that, 
^inator BRADLEY. My point is that as you have testified here 

•« that just in terms of the data, the estimates, basically there 
* P mistakes. And what I want to get at is okay, those are mis-
Wt s Those are mistakes that maybe billions of dollars were spent 
• t h e United States in part because of, maybe. But that is not 
\ a t w e are dealing with right now. 

The question that I want to get that is relevant to this confirma-
• process, is why? And was there something in the culture that 

tl0ated the problem. And in earlier testimony, when we were in 
Cînsed session, I think you posed it very graphically. You said (le

nding on your view point, the conflict or the debate in the CIA 
Ve either between the rational thinkers and the commie bashers, 
W

r between the hard-nosed realists and the commie symps. Now, 
that is a deep division. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. _ ., 
Senator BRADLEY. And I guess it has gone back a long way. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. It has gone back as long as I have been in the 

^Snator BRADLEY. And perhaps you can give us some context. It 
has gone back as long as you have been in the agency, then give us 
a little history of that. . . . 

Mr MACEACHIN. Well, I don't know what you mean by history. 
Senator BRADLEY. Well, you said it's been there as long as you ve 

hppn in the agency. , . T 
Mr MACEACHIN: It has been there—there have been, as long as I 

know, and I've been around, there have been some—I mean if we 
want to do sociopolitical sociology, it came off campus in the 60s 
and we were enlightened, and the faculties were teaching a certain 
O t a and the world was a rational place, and the Soviet Union 
was à rational actor and would do things in accordance with the 
same political science paradigms that we were used to using in our 
^ I r e w e r e those who thought that the Soviets were aggressively 
pursuL^things inimical to the United States in the Third World 

" t i ^ S S S T r * * that point, Senator Bradley ? that in
stead of trying to reconcile those things it went on. In the 60s I 
found p e S i l l l y myself saying the Soviet.| are ^ i n g to invade 
some country and being classified as a knuckle-dragger. 

Senator BRADLEY. What was Team B? nvar^Mtl th a n k 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Team B was done while I was overseas thank 

heaven. I know what it is. I've read about it, but I was out of the 

T n S o r BRADLEY. Does anyone know? Mr. Gershwin, what was 
Team B? „ nna 

Mr. GERSHWIN. Team A, Team B exercise was one 
Senator BRADLEY. When was that? JLL-* nl i eh Wfl<» the 
Mr. GERSHWIN. In 1976, I believe, when George Bush was the 

DCI. 
Senator BRADLEY. When who was DCI? 
Mr. GERSHWIN. George Bush. 
Senator BRADLEY. What was it? 
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Mr. GERSHWIN. It was an exercise to examine whether the 
*ay we did our estimates of, I believe Soviet strategic forces, but P 

not sure because I wasn't there at the time, but I believe it m 

how Soviet strategic forces were evaluated and estimated 

good 
brought in to examine it. ^ 

whether the traditional way in which CIA was doing that was e 
enough, and Team B was a special team of people from outside 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Ford, do you know? 
Mr. FORD. Yes. I was not in the CIA at the time, I was a staff 

with this committee, and we prepared a report on it. The initiate 
came from the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board 
Several people there had been concerned for several years that th 
CIA was off on certain questions. 

Senator BRADLEY. YOU mean—off, meaning what? 
Mr. FORD. That they were underestimating Soviet 
Senator BRADLEY. Underestimating Soviet strength? 
Mr. FORD. Yes, sir, so the agreement—finally, they had raised it 

twice before and had been put off twice by Director Colby, who 
said, let us finish the projects we are now on and then we'll have a 
look. In the meantime, he left, Mr. Bush came in, and in 1976 they 
agreed to this examination where there were three A Teams and 
three B Teams. 

The three A Teams were made up of people from within the In
telligence Community, not just CIA but the military as well, and 
then three teams of outside experts from the outer world. Not 
outer space, but the outer world. Two of those questions had to do 
with highly classified matters of performance of Soviet weapons, 
and so on. The did their work professionally, quietly, and to the 
benefit of all. 

The third team had to do with general matters of Soviet strategy, 
and that was one headed by Professor Pipes of Harvard. It was thé 
one that got the most attention. 

There were certain problems in the way they carried outr-and 
the Senate report said that there were certain agreements as to 
what the ground rules would be that this team did not follow, but 
nonetheless their findings were helpful because they did indeed 
spur the Government team into reexamining and to grinding in 
more or more general and wider political questions so that you 
didn't examine weapons in a vacuum, and I think it's been general
ly conceded that the views of the outside B Team headed by Dr. 
Pipes were confirmed by later events. 

Senator BRADLEY. SO then the dispute within the community 
about the Soviet threat has existed a very long time? 

Mr. FORD. Yes. 
Senator BRADLEY. Some people say that the Soviet threat is very 

big, some people are saying that the Soviet threat is not so big. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. That is really a gross oversimplification, Sena

tor. 
I think the dispute was more over the kind of intentions and 

courses of action, and so it reflected itself in expectations about the 
rate of growth in their forces, the amount of defense burden they 
would be willing to maintain. It usually showed up in disputes over 
Soviet actions or intentions in the Third World, and I don't know, 
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colleagues may disagree with me, but I think generally speak-
?l those elements 
^lenator BRADLEY. But these assessments had a direct impact on 

definition of what the threat was and how much we had to 
°ur A to defend against the threat, and the division is real, it's spent* 
*One of the interesting questions in the mid-'80s, are you familiar 

th the work of Igor Berman, or Connan, or Osland, in terms of 
h burden on the Soviet economy of the defense expenditures in 
the Soviet Union? m 

Mr MACEACHIN. I remember Osland well. I am familiar with 

Senator BRADLEY. Are you familiar with the document that they 
oduced, and do you know what happended to that document? 

pfMr. MACEACHIN. IS this the one that was 1985, or was it later 
than that? 

Senator BRADLEY. 1984. 
Mr MACEACHIN. I guess I'm not familiar with that one. 
Senator BRADLEY. The point is, it raised serious questions about 

the capacity of the Soviet economy and it was briefed to the Presi
dent is my understanding, but it never made it into the CIA esti
mates, so even though there was this big red light flashing it never 
made it into the estimates. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Their document, or their question? 
Senator BRADLEY. Their analysis. 
Mr MACEACHIN. Their analysis never made it into the—benator, 

I'm sure there's analysis done elsewhere that doesn't always make 
its way into the CIA's . . . . . _ 

Senator BRADLEY. But my question is, how do we account tor 
this? How do we account for this battle? In particular, how do we 
account for missing the end of communism in the Soviet Union? 

I had a question in a March 16, 1986 Intelligence Committee 
meeting of Weinberger, Gates, Peroots, Abramowitz. Question to 
Gates: What kind of intelligence—if you'd go against conventional 
wisdom and say there might come a time when the Soviet Union 
might be open for some kind of change, what kind of intelligence 
data, what kind of work should you be doing now to equip policy
makers with the information they need if that point ever comes? 

Mr Gates' answer: he said he was "without any hint that such 
fundamental change is going on. My resources do not.permit; me 
the luxury of sort of just idly speculating on what a different kind 
of Soviet Union might look like." 

Now, do you have any explanation for that, why he would say 
Mr. MACEACHIN. NO sir. That would have to be-you'd have to 

ask him his views on that. I was going to ask, about how he missed 
the end of communism I thought 

Senator BRADLEY. NO, just on that point. You don t know.' 
Mr. MACEACHIN. No. . . . „^ «. 
Senator BRADLEY. NOW, I would if I could ^ ^ ™ ^ ftjmj 

that-that was 1986-to the very good working relationship-that 
we have when we ran the Soviet Task Force on the Intelligence 
Committee, and I'd like to set the context. 
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December 7, 1988. We have been meeting on a regular basis^ 
Larry, you, others—talking about what's going to happen in tlT 
Soviet Union. That day Gorbachev once again trumps all expect 
tions, goes to the U.N., says he's going to cut troops by 500,00o7arwi 
naturally the question is why the CIA repeatedly failed to ant? 
pate these bold new initiatives. 

Now—and I say this out of great respect in hopes that you cat, 
illuminate this a little bit. Your response is, if Gorbachev is su7 
cessful he will cause major social displacement in the United 
States, and this is not entirely frivolous. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. But somewhat. I will go with that. 
First of all, Senator Bradley, insofar as anticipating those cuts 

I've read that testimony and earlier testimony, and as I said here 
before, I think I started about 1986 with that theory and 6 months 
before—I did not say how much. 

Senator BRADLEY. My point here is not really numbers that you 
missed, but how the institution could essentially say and do what it 
did. 

Let me go on with your comments, because you say, "We spent 
megadollars studying political instability in various places around 
the world, but we never really looked at the Soviet Union as a po
litical entity in which there were factors building that could lead 
us to a kind of at least initiation or political transformation that 
we seem to see. 

"Moreover, had it existed inside the Government, that point of 
view, we never would have been able to publish it anyway, quite 
frankly, and had we done so people would have been calling for my 
head." 

Mr. MACEACHIN. That's right. All right, Senator Bradley 
Senator BRADLEY. NOW, if you could 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I will. First of all, Senator Bradley, I'm going to 

request that that entire testimony of December 7, 1988 be made a 
part of the record. 

Senator BRADLEY. Absolutely. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. The entire testimony. 
Senator BRADLEY. Absolutely. 
Chairman BOREN. None of that was classified, was it? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, I would be happy to go through it. 
Chairman BOREN. Let me say that we will receive it all for the 

record, subject to removal of particular words that might divulge 
classified information. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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c United States Senate, 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: The Task Force will come to orde 

Doug, thanks for coming back and bringing your astute 

perceptive and insightful colleagues. 
and 

53-C19 4170 
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3 

STATEMENT OF DOUG HacEACHIN, 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, 

3 DIRECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE, 

j CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

5 MR. HacEACHIN: I might open by mentioning that, the 

5 rumors are at least, that in about 15 minutes or so we may 

7 find out if one of my analytical judgments is going to turn 

J out to be correct. And we can talk about the stories later if 

9 you would like on the cuts. We really can't take you much 

10 beyond the Washington Post this morning insofar as the 

U evidence. 

12 What I thought we would do, as I say, I think you are — 

13 SENATOR BRADLEY: Which is that? I didn't see the Post. 

14 I began the morning in New York. 

MR. HacEACHIN: This is the rumors that Gorbachev is 

going to announce a unilateral — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Conventional force cut. 

HR. HacEACHIN: It is an armed forces cut, not further 

specified. We've had lots of evidence going back to last 

summer, as you know, of a specific cut in East Europe. These 

rumors may — I mean, I can reconstruct the sources of a rumor 

from the rumors of the changes in the military hierarchy to 

the stories of some unilateral action and they could have come 

together to create a plausible but totally unfounded story of 

very large cuts, which provoked a shakeup in the military 
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hierarchy. Nonetheless, we have seen enough of Gorbachev that 

I would not rule anything as being out of the question. ^d 

3 | so as I said, I know that I have taken a position for a long 

time that he will have to cut his military -- the amount of 

resources, the proportion of resources that go to the 

military. 

While I recognize that reforms and all of these things 

are necessary to ultimately sustain his economic program, at 

9 I the present this is the only economic mechanism he has. there 

is input and there is output, and he is going to have to 

regulate that flow to get any results in the short term. But 

we will see that. 

What I thought we would do today briefly is I would let 

Bob Blackwell review where the political situation stands. 

And then Paul Erickson will address what we think are some of 

the critical economic decisions which seem to have been made 

or benchmarks which we will be looking for in the short term. 

And at the end, if it is agreeable, I would like to talk a 

little bit about the kind of — the intelligence challenge 

that I think we face in the coming year or so and some 

thoughts I have had on that matter. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. 

MR. MacEACHIN: B o b . 

10 

11 
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STATEMENT OF BOB BLACKWELL, 

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE OFFICER FOR THE SOVIET UNION 

HR. BLACKWELL: Senator. 

Doug and his colleagues, I think, talked last October, 

some time in October, after the shoot-out in Moscow, about 

changes in the leadership, and gave you some observations 

then. I would like to build on that foundation. If you would 

g I like to go back and talk about some of that, we can. But 

building on it, I would point out a couple of things in the 

few months since. 

One, we have seen further efforts in the sort of 

political consolidation game, both in terms of Gorbachev's own 

position and in terms of the political reform agenda. There 

14 have been some backtracks here and there, but on the whole, a 

15 I fairly decisive effort to try to push the gains of the fall 

16 I and to consolidate those in early winter. 

j7 J i would highlight a couple of things. One is on the 

18 I front of the Communist Party itself. Last fall set in motion 

a reform of the Communist Party structure, its organization 

and its size. We have pretty good evidence now that that in 

fact has gone forward fairly substantially. If you would have 

asked any of us 6 months ago, we would have said this is one 

of the most sensitive areas politically in that system, and to 

even touch it runs great risk and would suggest it would be 

very difficult to do. I can tell you I think he in fact has 



488 

done it. 

Some examples of it: he seems to have effectivel 

neutered or reduced the significance of the Central Committee 

Secretariat by in effect putting most of its members as full 

members of the Politburo, and creating these commissions of 

the Central Committee with an individual Secretary being a 

Chairman of each. But it appears that the Secretariat no 

longer meets as a body, no longer has a number two man in 

power to administer the party machinery, it looks like he has 

found a way to get around the dead souls in the Central 

Committee as well as the Secretariat as an organization. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And you say he has done that by? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Essentially the device is creating the 

Central Committee Commissions. there are 6 of them, each 

headed by a Party Secretary, but with defined areas of 

responsibility. Ad secondly, apparently by not having the 

Secretariat as an organization meet, or if it does, not meet 

very much. And then thirdly, not having someone who serves in 

the role as number two man in the Party hierarchy. Ligachev 

clearly does not and it does not appear that anyone else 

21 flreally does. Some people would argue that Zaykov, who is head 

22 

23 

24 

25 

of Moscow, may have moved up a bit, but that is fairly subtle 

stuff. But basically the Party machinery seems much more 

responsive to him probably than it did, at least at the 

highest level. 
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The other thing that has happened in addition to 

orqanizing the Central Committee's work into these 

3 I commissions, is a cut in the staff by 30 to 50 %. We don't 

. 1 ite know, but we do know it is going to be high. One of the 

lements of the reorganization of the Central Committee, 

ncidentally, was basically to eliminate or abolish most of 

•ts economic departments that micromanaage the ministries and 

t I whatever. They still have a commission on economic social 

9 I issues, but they have done away with the departments that are 

there primarily to oversee particular sectors of the economy. 

They have an Agricultural Commission and they have an Economic 

Commission. The Economic Commission covers what formerly 7 or 

8 departments would have probably covered. 

The second thing they have done and it has to be viewed 

15 | in parallel to this, I think, is a strong effort to — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Agriculture and what was the other one? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Well, there are two economic related 

commissions. Social Economic is one, which is chaired by 

Slyunkov, who is a Party Secretary, and Agriculture is chaired 

by Ligachev. Not a friendly gift to him, I don't think. 

There are four other Commissions as well. Ideology is a 

third. Legal matters is a fourth. There is a fifth one on 

foreign policy. The sixth one escapes me for a minute. I 

will think of it in a second. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. 
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MR. BLACKWELL: but anyway, that is basically the wa 

they have reorganized the work. 

The second thing they have done is a strong effort to tr 

to transfer some authority to a legislature which in principle 

has always been there, but it has never really had it. This 

is something that I would say is in process, not completed 

And we will see the completion of it next April, and then you 

will have to watch it for 2 or 3 years to really see how much 

of it has actually happened. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: What is the date in April that it win 

be complete? 

MR. BLACKWELL: I don't think they have set a date. They 

set a date for Supreme Soviet elections in March and — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes, I saw the March — the elections 

of the Supreme Soviet — 

MR. BLACKWELL: And the new Congress of People's Deputies 

is supposed to convene sometime in April. I don't think they 

have given us a date yet. Or they have not announced a date. 

But it will be a big show because it will be the first time 

this large expanded group has ever met. 

Obviously, you were thinking of a trip there somewhere 

around that time. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: I mean, you know, that was my next 

shot. I was going to go in August; everybody is on vacation. 

In November and they said all the people would be in these 
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«institutional meetings. December they couldn't receive me at 

the proper level, whatever that means. And so I had said 

Aoril' N o w y°u tell me the time I want to go there they all 

have a big conference. 

MR. BLACKWELL: Well, it won't last more than a week. 

But when it occurs — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: but maybe it'll be early April. 

MR. BLACKWELL: Maybe it will be. Don't know. 

But in any case, this thing will get off the ground then. 

But the thrust of it seems to be to try to create a more 

effective legislature; that's one. And also to give Gorbachev 

nl another power base; that's two. And we are seeing some 

13 I reflection of this already, just in moving of people like 

14 I Dobrynin and Zagladin, who clearly were demoted. But 

nonetheless, they have been moved over the Supreme Soviet side 

as advisors to Gorbachev. It looks like Akhromayev may move 

over in the same way. I think in a way, of course, that is 

U taking them off line. Nonetheless, they may well be 

consequential even in those rolls. Dobrynin did come here to 

New York even in his new capacity with Gorbachev's entourage. 

But I would say with both things, both the Party 

reorganization as well as the Supreme Soviet, it is going to 

take time to see how this plays out in acutality. It think it 

is real. It is dramatic that he was able to do it. It helps 

him. It is all of those things. But right now it is like 
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rearranging the furniture and you really need to see K 

people sit in it for a while and how they use it. And if • 

still an open question as to whether you can breathe real it* 

into that legislature or not. By making a portion of it mor 

or less full time, you at least create some potential for it 

And the fact that he is going to head it and seems to want to 

use it as an instrument to try to create more popular pressure 

on the administration of the country, the executors, is 

another reason why you might see that. It seems like that is 

where he wants more of the pressure to come from, rather than 

the Party organizations themselves. 

The second issue I would pick up on and we can talk about 

it at almost any length because it is so dramatic, is the 

turmoil among nationalities. There are two things that I 

think have to be said about this. Some of it, like the 

Caucasus, clearly reflect age-old problems that have bubbled 

up in part as a result of perestroika. Now, he says 

perestroika is only helping us to deal with it, but in fact 

perestroika and glasnost created an environment where people 

have lost their fear to a considerable degree, and speak out. 

In the kinds of areas as in the Caucasus between Armenia and 

Azerbaidzhan, this is a by-product of it. This is a no win 

situation for anybody down there because it has gone so far 

the area is in a virtual state of semipermanent martial law. 

They don't call it that and it ebbs and flows, but there is no 
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hvious easy solution in sight other than to try to sit on it 

a while and hope they can just keep the violence under 

control and manage it. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And this is — as of right not it is 

rioarily Azeri, Armenia and some Georgian nationalists? 

MR. BLACKWELL: There are some Georgian nationalist 

disturbances, but it has not figured in the communal violence. 

»nd also I think relatively speaking, it is of a much lower 

order than the other two. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So you are talking about primarily 

Armenia and Azerbaidzhan? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Yes. And you are talking about over 

100,000 refugees now, with Armenians going one way, Azéris 

coming another. I mean there is a lot of resettling of 

populations just out of fear — fear of communal violence and 

the need to get into a more protected area. So I mean, they 

have got a real problem; it is not separatist in its thrust. 

It is not secessionist. But it is a management problem. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: It's not Estonia. 

MR. BLACKWELL: It's not Estonia. It's different than 

that. 
SENATOR BRADLEY: It is; right. 

MR. BLACKWELL: But to speak of the Baltic, that moves to 

the second of which Estonia is the most dramatic. The thing 

about the Baltic I think that is the most interesting is that 
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this is the area where the legitimacy of the Soviet state wa 

always the most questioned, but yet it is the area where 

Gorbachev and his colleagues seem to have chosen to try t0 

experiment with perestroika the most. Because in fact, what 

has happened in the Baltic is not just a product of glasnost 

and perestroika in that sense that is bubbling up because 

perestroika creates more opportunities. Gorbachev's own 

policies have abetted what has happened in the Baltic more 

directly than that, essentially by replacing a whole slew of 

conservative, old line Brezhnevite political leaders with 

reformers in the Baltic, and given them the charge it seems to 

12 II be, to try to get on the right side of popular feeling as best 

13 they can. And so in effect what has come of that is that you 

have had party leaderships and Supreme Soviets, as in Estonia, 

that basically are really pressing at the edge of what Moscow 

in the end wants to allow. 

Now, obviously there is a calculation here in the long 

18 I run that they think, I think on Gorbachev's part, that maybe 

19 I this can be managed, that the rationality of offering the 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Baltic more than it ever has had since Soviet rule came into 

it, will overcome the emotionalism of wanting to try to take 

it to its logical conclusion, which is independence, which 

Moscow will not allow. I think they have made that fairly 

Estonia is farther out. He seems to have been somewhat 

successful at pulling Latvia and Lithuania back a bit short of 
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•ssing this to the end. this is an on-going process. But I 
pre* 

differently than they are trying to treat the problem in 

hink ifc i s c l e a r t n a t t n ey a r e trying to treat that issue 

very 

irmenia and Azerbaidzhan because it is very different. 

But you know, the end is not in sight. This is one of 

,-he inevitable problems that perestroika of the sort he is 

talking about has to ultimately deal with. It has just come a 

I I bit sooner than I thought it would, partially because he 

9 I pushed it sooner than I thought he would. 

Two other things briefly, because the other two have to 

aet in. Paul is going to talk about it, but this whole 

qeneral shift towards consumption is the — or let me put it 

another way. The need to give people a reason to believe in 

perestroika has become ever more evident — ever more evident. 

in any case, it is an obvious political need on his part. He 

has got to get the populace to buy into it and right now they 

aren't because basically they don't know where don't know 

where the beef is. That is the third point. 

And then the last one that fits in this same period is 

what I would call foreign policy activism. I don't want to 

21 I turn this discussion over into it, but obviously the New York 

22 I initiative; the acceleration in relations with China, which 

23 I you have been talking about for some time; the fact that you 

24 I are going to have a summit next year almost certainly I would 

25 I say; their national reconciliation or what you could call a 
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1 constructive role in both Vietnam and in Angola in tryin» 

2 reach some sort of settlements there even in the Angolan ca 

3 one that is orchestrated and managed by us. It is a vet 

I 1 activist approach geared both for its own sake, that u 

better foreign policy as well as creating this kind 0( 

environment that he wants. I would also submit — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: That environment being? 

MR. BLACKNELL: Very benign, very accommodating, very-

that is, the Soviet Union as a constructive world power rather 

10 I than as someone who is always — I mean, I think that is the 

II I image he wants and to some extent the reality in ways. Not 

12 | necessarily — 

13 I SENATOR BRADLEY: So he gets trade. 

14 H MR. BLACKNELL: I think he probably thinks that is 

15 further down the road in terms o f — Paul is going to talk 

16 about it so I will let him handle the trade part of it. But I 

17 don't think that is the immediate thing. I think there are 

18 political benefits to be had in general in terms of creating a 

19 better image for the Soviet Union. And also I think he has 

20 done a cost-benefit analysis of what some of these other areas 

21 like Angolas and Vietnams amount to and has decided there is a 

22 better approach for the Soviet Union than the one he was 

23 pursuing, one that both cost less and is politically «ore 

24 beneficial and doesn't hurt his security and doesn't threaten 

25 much of anything. 
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Other thing on this one point though that goes back to 

power consolidation earlier, one impact of what happened 

September and October in Gorbachev's assuming the 

sidency, Ligachev's downgrading and all of this, has 

entially been to increase his clout. He already had a lot 

c8 f it. But to increase his operational and tactical control 

et foreign policy decisionmaking and I would say national 

security decisionmaking. His allies, Yakovlev and 

Shevardnadze sit athwart that, Yakovlev heading the foreign 

policy commission, for example, in the central Committee, 

Shevardnadze the Foreign Ministry. The changes resulted 

almost certainly in changes in the Defense Council 

composition. We don't have evidence for it, but based on 

precedence and what we know about who usually is on that body, 

one could judge that. Even Kryuchkov's coming to power in the 

KGB would probably be viewed as furthering that. 

I think you are seeing a Soviet — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Furthering what? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Furthering Gorbachev's effective control 

of the foreign policy-national security policy decisionmaking 

process. Sort of not just as coterminous with the Politburo, 

but the key players are his, or at least very responsive to 

where he is going to want to go. And if we indeed are getting 

large decision made on this at the UN, I think it would be 

reflective very much of decisions that at least go back that 
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far — of thinking further back than that, but of deri*-
cv-1sions 

that come out of this. I don't think we can underestimate th 

importance of those changes in terms of how it has probabl 

helped him in foreign policy. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: In addition to Shevardnadze and th 

Defense Council, you said who? 

HR. BLACKWELL: Shevardnadze would have been there 

anyway. Yakovlev would now be there. Kryuchkov, the new RGB 

Chairman, would probably be there. Ligachev would probably be 

out if he had been there before. And Chebrikov might be out 

also. Don't know. We don't know precisely. But the thrust 

of all of this is — and Gromyko would be Out, of course 

13 I which is another important one in that context. 

1* H So you are dealing with a political leader in a stronger, 

15 | more authoritative position on some key areas in dealing 

16 simply with the West. And I think that you see that partially 

17 in his activism and I certainly would say if you get any 

18 dramatic move in conventional arms of that sort — and we'll 

19 talk about that later -^ it has to have reflected this 

20 political reality as well as the sort of larger policy reality 

21 of his ability to drive a consensus and have a lot more 

22 support in the leadership than we probably have given him 

23 strength for — taken into account. 

24 That doesn't mean that problems go away, that 

25 perestroika works. You know, all those kinds of caveats I 
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not talked about. They would still be there. If you 
have 

t to, we can get to them. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. Paul. 

• 

• 

• 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL ERICKSON, 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, 

DIRECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

MR. ERICSON: What I thought I would do is kind of couch 

why he is taking some of the moves he is taking and what he 

hopes he'll gain and what he is not doing. I think that the 

need to gain additional flexibility on economic issues may 

9 | have also played in last September's events. I think we'll 

10 H point out that there were leadership disagreements surrounding 

11 A the FY 89 plan — that it surfaced — and also perhaps on the 

12 | upcoming Five Year Plan, and that some of the steps that he 

13 has taken have addressed some of these disagreements. 

14 i think Gorbachev felt that it was increasingly clear 

15 that his reforms would have to be in some ways more rather 

16 than less radical, and that he had concerted resistance to 

17 some of these reforms. At the same time, I think he felt that 

18 he could not afford to wait for such reforms to take effect. 

19 He needed the old style resource transfer — the bullet that 

20 he had been trying to dodge for the last few years — and that 

21 he needed to have shifts to the civil sector primarily from 

22 the defense sector. It was clear to him that the workers were 

23 not going to put their backs into making perestroika work 

24 until there was something tangible on the table. 

25 Domestic inflation which we'll talk about raises yet 
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v , oroblem and the need for yet another set of 
another v 

• Hves In fact, the economy has not performed well this initiar.iv 

Soviets can point to a rise in investment spending, but 
yeac. 

the same time, the commissioning of new plants is down. 

d so what you have is a chokepoint. They tried to do too 

too fast, and you have a lot of unfinished plants because 

u just can't get everything to everyplace, and there was too 

nuch competition for key inputs. And so his modernization, if 

look at it in terms of bringing new modernized capacity on 
line, was clearly falling behind. 

At the same time, he had a situation where you could 

point to increased production in consumer goods, but increased 

consumer dissatisfaction. Inflationary pressures led to 

H longer rather than shorter lines and marked price increases in 

those markets that were private. Fruits and vegetables, 

moreover, in short supply because of a poor harvest in 

-87-'88. And even though we see signs of substantial 

increases in meat production, complaints form consumers on 

•eat have been substantially on the rise. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: On the quality? 

HR. ERICSON: NO; availability. We frankly haven't 

figured out the discontinuity. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: That there is increased production -

MR. ERICSON: That by all indications there was an 

25 I increased production while at the same time there have been 
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increases in complaints about shortages. 

The budget deficit problem as well is coming home to 

roost as they begin to sense that it was a real issue. 

Overall growth is likely to be about 2% this year. It's a 

soft number. They will make no major gains in modernization. 

I think Gorbachev and his economic advisors ate 

increasingly aware of the risks and costs of fundamental 

change. I think they — as one of my colleagues would say, 

they walked up to the cliff of radical reform and took a look 

down in the gorge and backed off. I think Gorbachev realizes 

that he cannot move ahead aggressively on price reform and 

some other major initiatives and decentralization. For 

example, he stepped away from quality control. So even though 

he has in all likelihood gained additional flexibility as a 

result of this fall's events, my sense is that the pace of 

reform may be a little bit more measured in many areas than we 

would have thought. 

But he has advanced and moved ahead aggressively, I 

think, in two main areas. The first has to do with consumer 

20 I welfare. We believe that the FY 89 plan received some last 

21 I minute revisions. For example, in early September we were 

22 I hearing about public complaints by light industry about 

23 investment having been cut. We were hearing other noises 

24 about investment going to agriculture having been cut. But 

25 yet when we see the final plan, these cuts did not 
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. ,.__ in fact, investment in light industry and 
penalize 

food processing — all sectors associated with 
housing» to° * 

r welfare — have been emphasized. Importantly, the consumer 

comes at the expense of investment elsewhere as near as 
shift 

tell there have been cuts form planned investment 

we can r. • 

(Pause.) 

SENATOR BRADLEY: At the expense of what? 
MR ERICSON: Of investment going into some heavy 

, efrv The Soviets have established what they call 49 inaustiy• 

riority industries. And my sense is that what you are seeing 

is a recognition, in part tied to the lack of commissionings 

and the competition for investment durables, that to get the 

job done they have to narrow the scope of their efforts and 

focus on a smaller set of industries. This strategy also 

allows them to free up some investment resources as well. 

Gorbachev also has expanded private and cooperative 

opportunities and offered long term leasing arrangements in 

both agriculture and industry. And I think we are seeing more 

of that than we would have otherwise have seen. 

A second area worth noting is what seems to be increased 

pressure on the defense industry to boost production of the 

civilian sector. I think if you go back and look at the 

record on this, the leadership started out by transferring 

some managers from the defense to the civilian sector to boost 

management productivity. Then you saw pressure to boost 
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production of investment goods out of the defense sector. 

Most recently you saw the tasking of the defense sector with 

the production of of what had heretofore been civilian plants. 

And lastly what you are seeing are clear statements by 

officials from the defense-industrial sector that they have 

made accommodations and will be boosting production 0f 

civilian type goods at the explicit expense of defense 

production. 

We haven't seen — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You mean they will close military — 

MR. ERICSON: They'll say I've got to close this plant to 

meet these civilian production targets. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Or, I have to retool this plant to 

produce -- stop producing what it has been producing and 

produce something else. 

MR. ERICSON: For example, in mid-October, on national TV 

— Prime Minister Ryzhkov blasted the Chairman of the Military 

industrial Commission for inadequately supporting the 

leadership's civil-economic agenda. At that time he ordered 

defense industries to staff newly acquired civil plants 

quickly with their best people and to integrate specifically 

the production of food processing equipment with their main 

activity, weapons production. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Could I interrupt a minute? I have to 

take a 10 minute break to see this Japanese minister. 
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(A brief recess was taken fro» 11:20 to 11:42 o'clock 

SENATOR BRADLEY: We left off with your second point that 

defense sector is actually spending more of its own money 

• these other non-military areas. 

HR. ERICSON: That's right, Senator. I think — there 

h d been a couple of other public announcements by managers in 

the defense industrial sector that have been somewhat 

specific, including language to the effect that certain 

production lines would have to be closed down, which lend 

credence at least to the seriousness with which the defense 

industrial sector is according to leadership issuance of 

orders to boost civilian production. We have yet to see a 

flow of product, as we said, and we have yet to see anything 

tangible, but it is our judgment that a mandate has been laid 

down and that the leadership is serious and that its orders 

will be followed. 

The third point I want to raise pertains to where 

Gorbachev wants to go from here. He ends 1988, basically a 

year where nothing happened with worsening inflation. He has 

a new sense of flexibility. He has taken that flexibility and 

•oved towards greater privatization, throwing more resources 

23 at the consumer and laying down some additional markers 

24 vis-a-vis defense,. 

25 I would like to point out that we now look at the next 
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I H five year plan as an indicator of where he is moving with thi 

flexibility. If Gorbachev wishes to make significant shifts 

in investment between the defense and civil sectors, certainly 

now is the time to do it. It is optimal in terms of the 

Soviet planning process as it pertains to defense planning to 

finalize resource allocations over the next five to seven 

months. It doesn't mean he has to do it now, but it is the 

optimal time to do it. 

I think that over the next five years he will continue to 

decentralize, but I think that he remains stymied — the 

II entire leadership remains stymied over the role of prices and 

12 flmarketization in general. They haven't figured out how to 

13 [solve that problem and continue to walk around it. 

14 H I think you are going to see in the next five year plan a 

15 [continued push on modernization clearly, but a more focused 

16 Jpush as they better understand what the economy can do. 

17 S SENATOR BRADLEY: But when you say continued focus on 

18 [modernization, you mean new plant and equipment? 

19 MR. ERICSON: Yes, sir. 

20 SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. 

21 MR. ERICSON: But you know, and I am just speculating 

22 here, that what you may not see is storming type approach that 

23 you saw as being very prevalent in the last two or three years 

24 that they have learned from that 
25 But Gorbachev has a number of problems which are coming 
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I «-o roost which will complicate his life immensely. He 
home ^u 

à find a wav to balance his budget in some fashion, or else 
nust ll"u 

flation, as it did this year, will erode any gains in 
,«»r welfare that he is able to bring home. As a matter 

consumeL 

fact, in today's NID there is a feature on next year's 

blem. The 1989 plan is more, rather than less, 

• fiationary because he has called for increases in spending 

n the consumer that are not matched by decreases elsewhere or 

by increased revenue. The economy is still overheating. 

toi How he addresses this is problematical. But I think that 

H what he has done, by publicizing it, is to lay down a marker 

12 among a number of the Party and the civil sector that 

13 something has to be done to raise revenues. 

M | SENATOR BRADLEY: So he is not only going to give people 

higher prices, less job security, but now he is going to give 

them higher taxes? 

MR. ERICSON: Well, I would imagine that he would feel 

«ore comfortable in terms of lotteries or some other type of 

indirect means of soaking up excess income. And he has other 

options which the Soviets have used in — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The stock market? I mean that is the 

first thing I thought of when I heard this idea that they were 

going too allow private citizens to invest in stock. 

HR. ERICSON: That's part of it. You could look at it 

from that perspective, and that plays a role, yes. 

60-283 0-92-17 
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MR. MacEACHlN: I think they are trying to get the 

* prévenues back from the tax on alcohol that they lost. 

3 | SENATOR BRADLEY: Right; right. 
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MR. ERICSON: What he is not going to do is raise — you 

know, my sense is he is not going to do it by reducing his 

subsidies. I mean, part of his problem is the heavy subsidies 

in consumer staples. And that would solve a lot of his 

problems, to let retail prices rise. And that — 

MR. BLACKWELL: Prices could be raised on luxury goods 

and other kinds of goods — if he did that. 

MR. ERICSON: But he has got a problem here, a serious 

one. 

A problem he hasn't focused on is energy. The cost of 

maintaining production for oil and coal are accelerating. And 

the certainties associated with the ability to maintain the 

level of production are decreasing. We haven't seen the 

Soviets focus on this one. We think it will be a big issue 

over the next five years. 

Part of the Soviet program traditionally was to address 

this by more nuclear energy, but Chernobyl provides a 

potential rallying point in some — for nationalistic 

aspirations so he has a hard issue here. 

I would like to end with what all this means for foreign 

trade and East-West economics, and what have we seen over the 

last few months. 
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I would assert that an indigenous solution remains 

ferred. We have no indications of a major import push, nor 

believe that there will be one barring almost panic 
do *e 

ing to quiet consumer unrest. I think the Soviets are 

sensitive, extremely sensitive, to the risk of. becoming 

financially leveraged to the West. And I think that they are 

uncertain about their ability to maintain export earnings over 

the medium and long term. And given this uncertainty, 

building up indebtedness carries significant risks. Moreover, 

[ think they continue to harbor misgivings about the 

U effectiveness of direct equipment purchases, particularly when 

12Itheir domestic industrial base is in transition. There are 

problems today bringing plant and capacity on line, and the 

foreign trade sector is still in the midst of reorganization. 

I find it personally useful to characterize their foreign 

trade initiatives as being those that are designed to 

rationalize trade and technology transfer, and to design and 

Uplement rules and procedures that allow for the most 

effective tapping of western technology and capital, and 

ultimately to maximize their opportunities for export sales -

joint ventures and — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So basically you say they want to tap 

technology and take joint ventures to try to increase exports? 

MR. ERICSON: Well, it may not be a one to one, Senator, 

but I think what Gorbachev needs is western know-how, not just 
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western equipment. And western direct investment commits the 

western commercial firm to the success of the venture in a 

fundamental way. And that is what he wants. 

When we talked about the benign economic environment and 

the linkage to economics, I think it lies precisely here, it 

is one thing for a western firm to go in on a consumer goods 

project, let's say in China, to make gym clothes, where the 

payout happens in 18 months or 12 months. It is quite another 

thing to have a western firm go in to energy development or 

10 basic industries or some other type of thing that the Soviets 

11 needs where the payout may be 5 or 6 years in the offing. And 

12 it is my personal view it is precisely to encourage western 

13 commercial interests to take a long term position that he 

14 needs to have this benign atmosphere. 

15 That is not to say that the whole idea of credits and 9 

16 billion here and 8 billion here does not serve his purposes. 

17 But I would note that the orders are yet to bel forthcoming. 

lg And it has a lot to do with the broader dynamics. 

19 SENATOR BRADLEY: But that implies that he has got to 

20 really create a climate of some real stability for people to 

21 believe that it is good for 30 years. I mean, he has got to 

22 be even more dramatic on the conventional force side and on 

23 the defense budget side than he has been to date than I have 

24 heard anybody say or I have heard anybody say he is going to 

25 be, 
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MR. MacEACHIN: Up until 15 minutes ago, perhaps. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But you say even 30% cut in forces, I 

mean. Y o u said 30% cut in his military budget was the rumor? 

MR. MacEACHIN: The rumor was forces. 

MR. BLACKWELL: Forces. The size of the force. 

MR- DESPRES: Forward deployed forces? 

MR. MacEACHIN: No. 

MR. BLACKWELL: No. I mean, if you did it a million and 

naif or so ~ 

MR. MacEACHIN: We're talking on the order of a million 

on cut and whatever attends that in terms of structural lers 

12 reduction. 

13 SENATOR BRADLEY: But let's say that that flows through 

14 therefore to the defense budget, right? Meaning that you then 

15 :an cut the defense budget. But the firms that are going to 

15 aake these commitments, they're not going to make them all in 

17 jne year. 

U MR. ERICSON: That's right. 

19 SENATOR BRADLEY: So I mean, if he has to create this 

20 rlimate by dramatic reductions or whatever, even to attract 

21 :he serious commitment, that if at any point in year 1, 2, 4, 

22 '•>, 7, things begin to go bad, these firms just won't be . e r e , 

23 right? They'll just pull out. They just won't — they reach 

24 :he point where they will have to make a judgment and cut 

25 their losses. 
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MR. ERICSON: I think a fundamental problem that he ha 

in my view is that the time horizon for the kinds of things 

that he wants out of joint ventures is incompatible with the 

state of affairs. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: With what he has to do to attract it in 

the first place. 

MR. ERICSON: Right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You seem to be downgrading in 

importance this problem that he has with the mass of people 

10 saying — as you said, Bob, where's the beef of perestroika on 

11 consumer — 

12 MR- BLACKWELL: Oh — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: He can purchase a lot of things. He 

14 :an buy a lot of perfume or clothes — 

MR. ERICSON: That's right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: — or food and put it on the shelf. So 

17 the people say, ah, see what perestroika has meant for me. 

15 P u t t h a t i s really just a short time thing. 

MR. ERICSON: It is a high risk — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: That is not a whole lot different than 

2i laving the central bank advance credits to the enterprise and 

22 'ay that is an advance because productivity is going to 

I increase. it is essentially having us play the role of 

2| rentrai bank or whatever, advancing to them their goods with 

> :he assumption, well, productivity is going to — but if he 
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doesn't get to the reforms, it is just a short term thing 

which will ultimately lock him in more and more to a 

relationship with the West which is — which makes him a kind 

of supplicant. I mean, he can only — 

MR. BLACKWELL: It would make no sense — 

MR. ERICSON: A superpower supplicant, that's right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: It makes him a true developing country. 

MR. ERICSON: That's right; got it. 

MR. BLACKWELL: It would make no sense unless he is 

following that up with both changes in sort of the production 

of consumer durables, the incentives that go into it, and the 

novement of factories to producing it, to providing those 

things on their own. Because otherwise he'd be chasing — 

MR. ERICSON: Well, he still would make those moves. The 

issue is what happens if they fail. The risk you run if he 

ioesn't make it. 

MR. BLACKWELL: But they can do a better job in that area 

uy moving some resources to it. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Well, at the risk of oversimplifying, to 

20 go back to one thing Paul said earlier, where Gorbachev 

:1 previously was driving a pace of reform and a pace of change 

22 :hat the system wasn't ready to absorb, he has modified that 

a »pproach -- he hasn't abandoned industrial modernization, but 

24 le has recognized and has focused on the need to develop a 

25 sustaining motivation for change. In the area of foreign 
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policy, this is something where we could probably spend most 

of the day, because the developments that have been occurring 

are very interesting. You may remember a.session we had here 

I think it had to do with South Asia — when we got into a 

discussion of what we saw at that time as a changing Soviet 

paradigm for foreign policy strategy. In effect, the n 

thinking" said that heretofore the USSR has relied on military 

power to manage its security. That is very expensive and 

9 resource consumptive. The USSR should develop a political 

10 strategy which will not only maintain but perhaps enhance 

11 {security at reduced cost. 

12 1 We have seen this summer with the heating up of the 

13 piscussion with the Shevardnadze addresses, followed up by the 

14 khake-up in the Central Committee and Medvedev's reaffirmation 

15 Df this move away from the class struggle as defining the 

jg purposes and objectives of foreign policy. If you will, it is 

17 novement towards a more real politik. I think Gorbachev would 

jg still see geostrategic, geopolitical East-West competition. 

19 iut the way it is now being articulated — and Bob Blackwell 

2Q just went down the hall to watch some of Gorbachev's UN 

2i iddress on television, and tells us that it is very much the 

2« Shevardnadze line, which we may have all heard, but which is 

«3 joing to be rather impressive to an audience that hasn't heard 

2i Lt — which is saying that heretofore — I am not going to 

2c juote, now, and quite frankly, I am drawing a lot on some of 
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|tne other theoreticians, too — but what it says is that the 

2 luSSR has presented to the world a threatening image, and the 

Iworld has reacted to that threatening image and the USSR's 

need for strong forces has become a self-fullfilling prophecy, 

it also says that because the USSR viewed all foreign policy 

entures in terms of a class struggle rather than in what is 

in its best interest, taking into account the mutual interests 

r the legitimate interests of others, we've created this 

situation which has imposed this heavy burden. 

And if we can remove — well, excuse me. There is one 

re aspect of this which is quite interesting. I am getting 

a little academic here, But some Soviet theoreticians, who 

13 have acceded to positions of political influence in recent 

years, have written about the U.S. military-industrial complex 

and its ability and the U.S. military power as being the chief 

source of U.S. political influence around the world, and that 

17 Ithe way to weaken the U.S. influence was to attack that. And 

they seem to be saying that the way to attack that is remove 

this threatening image, thereby removing the ability of the 

U.S. to exert its political influence in places like North 

ksia, the North Pacific and in Europe. 

All of which is a long lead-up to say that what I think 

you are seeing in Europe and what I think you are going to see 

ven more of in the coming year, regardless of whether there 

is a major announcement today, is a heating up or a much more 
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intensification of the effort to convince Europe that the 

Soviet Union is less of a threat. That gives Gorbachev far 

3 more latitude to pursue his own internal economic agenda 

4 «Trade will be a part of that, but only a part. And it win 

5 also strengthen his hand politically in Europe. 

6 I So I think that to see Gorbachev's foreign policy agenda 

7 Din Europe solely in terms of getting access to trade is to 

narrow it too much. He sees it as freeing up this burden of 

defense. One comment on that burden of defense; I certainly 

agree — in fact, my sort of wind-up comments here had to do 

with looking out at this future and how long it lasts, but it 

is going to be important, I think, to keep in mind that if 

Gorbachev is able to politically bring about something on the 

order of a reduction of military forces, which really goes 

back to Khrushchev in 1957 — I think it was '57 to '59 

Khrushchev made the first big set of cuts — if Gorbachev is 

able to politically manage this, it would suggest to me that 

there is enough consensus behind the whole issue of resource 

llocation between civilian and military purposes that even if 

le should pass from the political scene himself four or five 

pears from now, because of the particular nature of certain 

reforms or political infighting or political scars, that there 

is at least enough of a body of opinion that wants to move in 

24 that direction that that part of it may well sustain itself. 

Which brings me to this long range problem that we have 
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the Intelligence Community. And I have to look at it 

what parochially. I look at the Office of Soviet Analysis 

CIA as a starting point, and I have tried to think a lot 

bout this recently, both because I knew I was going to end up 

re today and for a meeting that we had amongst the Agency 

hierarchy about a month ago. And I thought of a couple of 

fundamental points we need to keep in mind, if I can be 

permitted to go into a little bit of extraction. 

First, so much discussion I find myself in, both in the 

government and in the outside world, focuses on the Soviet 

Onion in almost an academic way, like we are all sociologists 

studying this sociological phenomenon or this political 

phenomenon. And there is a need to remember that the bottom 

line is, what does it mean for the United States. Now, that 

is the job for us as intelligence officers. IF we all retire 

and take up academic posts, there may be some more freedom. 

Secondly, the Soviet Union in many ways is a fundamental 

part of the American political concept. It is -- I mean, I 

think back, I went to school, there was Stalin --

SENATOR BRADLEY: The postwar concept. 

MR. HacBACHIN: It is the postwar concept. It is what 

a lall of us who grew up in the postwar period, and even -- I 

23 think of my parents and their outlook, who were young -arrieds 

24 during the war - and the Soviet Union is so fundamental to 

25 our outlook on the world, to our concept of what is right and 
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wrong in politics, to our sense of security, that major change 

in the USSR is as significant as some major change in the 

sociological fabric of the United States itself. And that is 

not a frivolous point, I think, because it gets down to what 

has been the analytical challenge for us and what I think is 

going to remain the analytical challenge for us. 

A news bulletin. Gorbachev will cut troop strength by 

500,000 over the next two years, and will substantially cut 

conventional armaments. 500,000 is a fairly — 

MR. BLACKWELL: 10%. 

MR. MacEACHIN: That's 10%. 

MR. DESPRES: The bulk of that can easily come out of 

East Asia. 

MR. BLACKWELL: Don't bet on that. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Let us return to that subject in just a 

moment. Let me finish this; I'll come back to that. That's 

true. So we now have a new analytical challenge for the 

coming year, and that is finding out where these — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: His speech did not ask for 

reciprocation? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Speech is not done yet. This is sort of 

mid-flight. 

MR. ERICSON: This is analysis on the fly. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. 

MR. MacEACHIN: we'll get an update and then we'll come 
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back to this. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: No, but keep going Doug, because I find 

3 Ithis very interesting. 

, I MR. HacEACHXN: All right. Now, one of the things — and 

Trxi be completely candid. I have made some frivolous remarks 

social occasions about if Gorbachev is successful he will 

cause major social displacement in the United States, but that 

s only — that is not entirely frivolous. There are not many 

homes for old wizards of Armageddon, and it is kind of like 

old case officers trying to find employment. But it is so 

fundamental that in all honesty, when I think of what has been 

the burden on resources of the last few years, a major part of 

that burden has been not just in the analysis, but in the 

brokering of the analysis. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The what? 

MR. HacEACHIN: The brokering — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: No, no, no; you say the real what? 

MR. MacEACHIN: I think of what has drained our 

analytical resources. That is, analysts' hours, analysts' 

weeks, analysts' months and what have you. There is both the 

effort to do the analysis and there is the effort to formulate 

the understanding and to articulate that understanding in a 

not neutral political environment. 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: In a not mutual — 

MR. MacEACHIN: Neutral. 
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1 MR. BLACKWELL: Neutral. 

2 SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. 

3 I MR. MacEACHIN: That is to say — let me come back — 

4 | SENATOR BRADLEY: You mean it is to articulate the 

5 analysis in an environment that presupposes the Soviets as the 

6 enemy? 

7 MR. MacEACHIN: Well, that resupposes all kinds of things 

8 about the Soviets. Now, let me make one more remark here that 

9 puts some of this in perspective. I don't believe that you 

10 will be able to find anywhere, in the government, out of the 

11 government, think tank, academic, or otherwise, anyone who 

12 articulated in 1984 a forecast or an outlook, even as a remote 

13 possibility. What we have seen in the last 4 years — I do 

14 not think that exists. 

15 Now, we spend megadollars studying political instability 

16 in various places around the world, but we never really looked 

17 at the Soviet Union as a political entity in which there were 

18 factors building which could lead to the kind of — at least 

the initiation of political transformation that we seem to 

see. It does not exist to my knowledge. 

Moreover, had it existed inside the government, we never 

22 would have been able to publish it anyway, quite frankly. And 

had we done so, people would have been calling for my head 

And I wouldn't have published it. In all honesty, had we said 

a week ago that Gorbachev might come to the UN and offer a 
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ilateral cut of 500,000 in the military, we would have been 

Id we were crazy. We had a difficult enough time getting 

space for the prospect of some unilateral cuts of 50 to 

60,000. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: What do you mean, getting air space? 

MR. HacEACHIN: Well, getting it written and getting it 

articulated without it being hammered to death and — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You really are — this is extremely 

helpful and provocative. Because — see, you are saying that 

one week ago or two weeks ago that you — that the 500,000 

person prediction would have been snuffed, basically. 

MR. HacEACHIN: Well, we would have been able — we would 

have — if we would have had some legitimate evidence from a 

reliable source with access who says it was going to happen, 

we would have been able to exercise our responsibility to 

report this information and comment on it. But I can assure 

you that that comment would have been heavily caveated and the 

arguments against it would have been heavily driven towards 

presumptions about Soviet behavior. 

HE. BLACKWELL: Senator, if I could just add something on 

it, just to get the sense of disagreement thee. Up until two 

weeks ago or yesterday for that matter, there were real 

differences in the intelligence Community over how much 

economic strain the Soviet Union is under and how much they 

have - the kind of economic motivations for cutting defense. 
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That is at one level. The real differences in the Community 

flwere as to whether the Soviet Union would undertake any 

significant unilateral cut at all. I am not talking about 

500,000; I am talking about 50,000 or 20,000 or anything that 

[was otherwise not tagged to something reciprocal. 

MR. MacEACHlN: And I don't want to pick on any 

7 «individuals — 

8 8 MR. BLACKWELL: No, and I didn't say anything about any 

9 individual. 

10 y MR. MacEACHlN: But one person has already disparaged the 

11 1500,000 that I just announced here. Someone in the room; I 

12 flhave forgotten who it was. 

13 I SENATOR BRADLEY: Oh — yes. 

14 | MR. MacEACHlN: But my point is when I think about the 

15 I analytical challenge or the intelligence challenge of the 

16 I future of the Soviet Union, it may be my bias having spent 

17 «most of my career in analysis, but my experience of the last 
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several years says it is still going to be in analysis. It is 

still going to be our ability to ferret out the information; 

our ability to do a careful, rigorous analysis; and our 

ability to present balanced, even if somewhat provocative and 

unconventional views. 

Now, I think we have had some success on that in the last 

few years, and I will try to describe what kind of environment 

I think has contributed to the success and also contributed to 
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*«• and where I think we will be going with this. 
the cost, 

MOW as we said, the Soviet Union is such — and the 

tions of it are so ingrained, there is no one who is 

n« neutral about it ~ except for me — and objective, 

we can make logical arguments but we have to be able to 

down to hard evidence. About four years ago we 

ttuctured our analytical component that dealt with the 

et Union, and I can't say we did it because we forecast 

hat was coming down, but we did put a heavier effort on 

• t-ai issues, we did make a much heavier analytical 

mnitment to defense industry than had been the case before, 

and we did about half of this by restructuring our own 

ffort,. It was not just through increased resources. And I 

think that that is what we are going to have to look at in the 

future. 

We are going to have to go back and take a look at how we 

use our available analyst hours, because I don't see a great 

[period of largess in terms of numbers of resources. And so it 

is going to have to be efficiency; a little perestroika of our 

own. We spend a great deal of time on presentation and many 

of us wish we didn't spend so much, and we're trying to 

experiment with some new forms of publication which are less 

draining of time. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You mean you spend a lot of time 

writing up doubts? 
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MR. MacEACHIN: Writing, reviewing, polishing and going 

over the texts — 

MR. BLACKMELL: Editing, massaging — 

MR. MacEACHIN: It is not just editing. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Getting ready to defend what you write, 

basically. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Because one of the developments of the 

last 5 to 10 years in intelligence that has been most 

9 (pronounced from my perspective, has been the greater exposure 

10 lof the product of the Intelligence Directorate to other 
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readers, including the Congress. And that means that there is 

no forgiveness for carelessly wording things. I will give you 

an example with which I think you are quite familiar. 

We did a study some time back, a study which has stood up 

against heavy scrutiny from people who don't find its message 

to be helpful — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: On oil? 

MR. MacEACHIN: No, sir. This is more recent than that. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Oh, okay. 

MR. MacEACHIN: This had to do with the readiness of 

Soviet forces in Europe to go to war; how much time it would 

take them and how ready they would be. We got a few hits in 

the newspaper on this. We outraged many people in Allied 

intelligence Services. NATO has -- I guess I haven't talked 

to an official of an Allied Intelligence Service in a year who 
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taken me over in a corner and asked me when I am going 

off this silly position we have that the Soviets can't 
to 9et 

.- in 48 hours. I understand the political problem of 
go t0 

« Mlied Service reps. My point being is — 
these A i i l 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You mean, y o u ' r e s a y i n g t h a t NATO 

couldnt' go t o war in 48 hou r s? 

« KacEACHIN: The Warsaw Pact could not. And would 

it has no plans to. in fact, there was a piece — we 
not. xv-

a briefing on that to the House, and it finally 
gave a 
contributed to the piece that — 

SEHATOR BRADLEY: Yes, I saw that. 

HR. HacEACHIN: Now, that — there was one paragraph in 

the piece that was carelessly worded which should have said 

that as a consequence of many improvements the Soviets have 

made in their forces, they had also brought upon themselves a 

much greater requirement for mobilization. A much larger 

infusion of men would be required in order to get the kind of 

sustainability that they had sought in these improvements. 

The paragraph was somewhat carelessly worded to say in 

one aspect they are less ready. Well, that one sentence 

caused a furor in two continents. 

And my only point is that 

SENATOR BRADLEY: so you have to take your documents and 

your analyses which, while precise, should be loose enough so 

that it allows creative thought, and instead you treat them as 
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you have to treat them as if they are speeches in a 

2 (campaign where every word will be looked at. Or speeches of a 

3 (leader or head of state? 

4 I MR. MacEACHIN: When you are dealing with the Soviet 

5 (union, yes Sir. There is not much slack. So --

6 H MR. BLACKWELL: Talmudic. 

7 I MR. MacEACHIN: So we really do have to work very hard at 

8 this. 

9 J Now, I don't want to make this sound all bad because I 

will be completely honest. I mean the word politicization is 

used and it is used incorrectly. Intelligence judgments have 

a lot more political resonance than they used to because they 

get more exposure in the press, in the Congress, in the 

public. 

On the other hand, from adversity strength, perhaps. In 

my own view, because of this, our product is better so long as 

we continue to insist that we are professionals and we want 

the best analysis. And we're going to find a way to deal with 

this sensitive and loaded consumer market. And we're going to 

have to make our analysis better/work the evidence, be 

careful about the formulation of the judgments, don't go --

don't be overly assertive, and try to do those things which 

intelligence can do that other people can't. 

Now, many professors on the outside write, they print in 

the media, and they get great attention. Many of them, quite 
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Jt and interesting, that have mote credibility with 
fran*1* 

licy.akers si-ply because they're not part of the 

. diligence establishment. 

an. KacEACHIN: What I am saying is that this is a far 

i0re challenging problem. And if we are going to get in 

edibility with the consumer, we have to demonstrate that our 

A ,t is more reliable, more carefully documented, more 
product '•" 

carefully researched. And when we articulate these judgments 

well, I think, that we had a session here following some 

press discussion of our economic analysis. 

A soviet economist can get out a back of an envelope 

under Glasnost and do a piece and that piece will capture more 

attention and, in many cases, more credibility than all of the 

work of all of our terrific blue-collar analysts who walk in 

every day, put down a lunch pail and grind away and muck away 

on these data and produce things like the paper on the 

deficit, for example. 
SENATOR BRADLEY: Right. 

MR. MacEACHIN: We we first came out with our studies and 

said Soviet defense spending - the growth rate - has dropped 

to something about one or two percent and stayed there for a 

long time....that work has to stand up. And we devote a lot 

of resources to it. 

And I guess I'm not going to say this has to change. 

What I'm going to say is in some respects I think because most 
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ôf us have this commitment — most of us have this commitment 

— we are intelligence officers, just like some people are 

lawyers and doctors, that we're going to succeed in making 

this better. 

I think that the product has gotten better because we've 

dealt with the more intense environment. And we've dealt with 

it because we've paid more and increased attention to the 

product itself. And because, since the rest of the world is 

going to be playing, we're going to play with the rest of the 

world. 

Now, we have routine, and, unfortunately, sometimes we 

think too routine, contacts with an immense range of outside 

experts. And we intended to continue that. 

We deal with them routinely. 

We keep these things us. And we find them to be of 

immense value. 

A. there are ideas outside the Community. THere are 

thoughts. Secondly, even when there are not, sometimes the 

best way to steel your product is to submit it to the heaviest 

criticism you know you are going to get. ANd we know of 

places where we can send our products where we know what the 

criticism is going to be and we'll say take your best shot. 

Maybe you'll find flaws in the analysis. Or we're too close 

to it. 

So — 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: You mean you know what the criticism is 

going to be? 

HR. HacEACHIN: Sure. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You send it to the right and they'll 

say you're too soft — 

MR MacEACHIN: I know someone who, for example, on any 

•litary analysis that we have where I can send it and he will 

1 all the analyses and when he fails on that he'll tell me 

all the evidence is Maskirovka disinformatzia. 

But, if I find him reduced to that, I know I've got a 

pretty good paper. 

Now, the problem for the coming year is going to be less 

a collection problem and it's going to be less a problem of 

trying to get other provocative ideas. The problem is going 

to be getting at the real analytical questions and getting the 

evidence together and trying to see what it means and to 

articulate what it means. 

As I've said before, we just have to get away from or get 

beyond political social abstractions. The biggest questions 

20 as I'm sure you are aware, are: is Gorbachev for real? "All 

H I've heard are words, no deeds. I haven't seen anything yet." 

22 All right. 

23 Well, true, we haven't seen anything yet. It's hard to 

24 see things and maybe some material things haven't moved yet. 

25 But we're going to have to decide what does real, quote. 
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unquote, mean. What are the signs of this real change. 

We have to look at alternatives and explore those 

alternatives. Again, I have found that the best way to deal 

with people who have a particular bias is not to dismiss their 

view but rather do the best you can to substantiate it. And 

then show that person, well we looked at this alternative. 

We had a group of academics in recently and just did a 

quick look at alternative futures and got their views on 

whether Gorbachev would consolidate power, would be 

accommodate, would there be political change, and would he be 

ousted. Just for what it is worth, that group of five or six 

came out with twenty-five percent chance that he would 

consolidate power and be able to proceed on his agenda. 

Forty-five percent chance he would have to accommodate. And I 

think that leaves me what, thirty percent chance that there 

would be a political change and he would actually leave office 

in the next few years. 

W e don't see too much prospect of getting more 

19 | analysts as I've said. So, quite honestly, I and my 

colleagues are — now that we are over or part way through 

certain administrative issues having to do with an election 

year — going to be looking at any changes we may have to make 

in the way we allocate our analytical core. 

What are the questions that are going to be more 

pressing, require more effort. Where can we do some contracts 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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external support — in areas of kind of a maintenance sort. 

But it really comes down to this question of, yes, 

llection, and technical collection as well as human source, 

think maybe we may be getting some advances in this. 

There are some programs ahead which are going to help us 

very much on the military front. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Right. 

MR. MacEACHIN: But it takes us down to whether Gorbachev 

s really reconstructing or retooling plants from military 

hardware to civilian hardware? 

Today, I have a five hundred thousand person cut — a 

half a million — a ten percent cut — in armed services 

manpower announced. Where is that cut going to be? Is that 

cut going to be in Ministry of Defense support troops? Is 

that cut going to be in the kinds of forces with both 

constitute part of the combat threat and which draw heavily on 

resources? That is, if there are some cuts in the numbers of 

active divisions not only does that reduce some of the force, 

but that reduces, from Gorbachev's standpoint, some of the 

forces that have to be equipped. 

And I guess my bottom line is this: that people are 

continually telling us that there is an answer out there, that 

— we are stuck with this — there's an answer by going off 

and getting new analytical input from here, spending some 

25 money to get some collection there. That will all help. 



532 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

50 

But the truth of the matter is that there isn't any easy 

way. We're going to have to do our work, continue to try and 

improve the analysis. Continue to confront the tough 

questions. And ultimately the questions — I mean the 

importance of this for the United States is monumental. If 

the Soviet Union in the year 2010 is not the kind of military 

threat that has driven so much of what we have confronted for 

the past three our four decades, what will it be? 

I'll give you another example. I think I may have said 

this last session. If I didn't, I have said it at the 

management conference. That I saw to salient events co«i„g 

ahead. One was going to be sooner. I thought that within the 

next year or so that Deng Xiaoping and Gorbachev would shake 

hands somewhere. And that now looks like it may come true 

even sooner. 

This will have an immense political resonance. And the 

way that the perception of this event affect behavior in place 

like Japan and Europe is going to be very important to the 

United States policy. It could also be very important to the 

way the Soviets disperse resources to military forces in the 

FAr Eastern theater. It could be very important in the way 

the USSR is perceived in Manila. 

The second event, a little further down the road, one 

which seems to have even of greater hurdles is Europe 92. And 

therein is a good case, if the Soviet Union - and perhaps 
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the Soviet union -- is a less apparent, less 
because 

onstratable military threat, the role of the Soviet Union 

the equation of the United States, Europe and the East may 

ceater, not less, facing an economically integrated Europe 

the attitudes of the Europeans towards the Soviet 
because 

,re going to be immensely affected by their perceptions, 
Union aLC '" ' 

if it stands up, of a changing U.S.S.R. 

So I don't -- I guess I see that the intelligence --

SENATOR BRADLEY: So their attitudes will change and that 
means what? 

HR. HacEACMN: They may engage the Soviet Union, they 

M , engage East Europe in quite a different way and may be 

less susceptible to the U.S. desires if they no longer see the 

.ilitary threat in the same dimensions. And, therefore, 

putting it bluntly, may feel less need to please the U.S. in 

order to sustain a relationship which has had largely security 

as its glue. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Right. 

HR. MacEACHIN: That's exactly the strategy advocated by 

the theoreticians mentioned earlier. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes. well, that's very -- I find it is 

very provocative because I've sensed aspects of that over the 

last year and half talking to a lot of Europeans. 

And I've talked to a lost of Europeans about what 

8 Gorbachev means and basically they've said what Gorbachev is 
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playing is a Socialist with a human face. In other „0rd8( 

I
human Socialism. Right? And the question is what's the idea 

that you're playing? And the answer that you're giving me is, 

well, you know, maybe the Soviet theoreticians are right in 

5 their analysis that the Europeans aren't attached to any idea, 

6 they're simply used to a military and a paternal or protective 

7 relationship. 

8 HR. MacEACHIN: Well, I guess what I would also say is 

9 maybe that the challenge for our policy is going to be to 

10 demonstrate that there is more to this Western alliance than a 

11 security arrangement. 

12 SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes. 

MR. MacEACHIN: And that's where it seems to me --

SENATOR BRADLEY: Now, 1992, how does that fit into this? 

MR. MacEACHIN: Well, I'm just thinking that if you -

SENATOR BRADLEY: Specifically. I mean, you know, you 

are saying that this is just another step along the road to 

European self identity — 

MR. MacEACHIN: Yes. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: - and therefore because there's going 

to be a more integrated market, they might say, well we want 

to go our way in our relations with the Soviet Union. 

well does that also imply we don't need your troops? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Probably not. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Probably not. But it is liable to »ean 
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our exhortations for budgets and commitments on programs 

in, have less force. 

BR. BLACKWKLL: Of course that's going to be true in our 

country as well. If the threat is either perceived to be 

or in fact is less, it can't help but have resonance in 
16SS 

rBS of the question of much is enough in Europe and there 

and in many other places. The facts will differ. 

BR. MacEACHIM: The simple non answer I think to your 

gestion, Senator Bradley, is and this is again a purely 

personal sense that, you know, I've been grinding away as all 

of us have on this Soviet problem twenty years or more, and 

the dimensions have changed in ways that we can describe when 

we describe the Soviet Union itself. 

But I get a greater sense, a sense that there are very 

large important things having to do with international 

economic relations, political relations, and national 

objectives that I guess, being fully engaged in the Soviet 

problem, that we haven't had a chance to think about and to 

articulate, but they are clearly there. And it seems tome 

that being able to ferret them out as to how the Soviet Union 

is developing and hot it will play into this is the real 

analytical challenge that intelligence faces in the 1990s. 

HR. BLACKWELL: What little part I saw of Gorbachev's 

» speech certainly was very much playing to the notion about 

rid trends that are independent of ideology and alliance and 
woi 



536 

54 

all of the other* things. And how his country at least i8 

trying to get in sync with that. 

I mean, that's the whole face — that's all of the 

Shevradnaze stuff that's been in his speeches but Gorbachev's 

approach at the U.N. really reflected it as well. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Come back to one of your questions, if 

suddenly there is an upheaval of the USSR and Gorbachev is out 

and we're going to cast aside Perestroika and all of these 

things, what does that mean? 

in some respects, that's the least interesting question. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Because we know hoe to handle that. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And you bring the books out and -

MR. MacEACHIN: That's exactly my point. If he — «ost 

of the people will try to settle on a middle road that says he 

muddles along. It's less bad but it's still the same old 

Soviet Union. 
That's kind of interesting — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well how do you get people to really 

think about the other more radical alternative that indeed the 

-new thinking- strategy is playing out and the military is 

less significant and they've decided that they are truly not 

vulnerable and therefore they don't see any reason to appear 

vulnerable? Appear hostile? 

MR. MacEACHIN: Well — 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: Let's say that he follows this next 

J ear with another 500,000 and let's say, you know - at what 

are you able to say this is really an irrevocable point? 

" made - you said earlier, you think if it gets to a 

*»in level that even if he goes, that the momentum of the 

reduction of military will have been so deep that he can't 

, M it So the question is really well when is that 
reverse •••<-• 

oint? Where is that point in time and in amount? 

Wt. RacBACHIN: This will probably be a cop out. This is 

a question which is — 

Mi. BLACKWELL: Probably should be. 

MR. HacEACHIN: Well, I've always been a fool who rushed 

in but -- I don't think we're going to define it as a point. 

Tnd the analogy I've used is when you are on the tope of the 

.ountain, it looks like you're on flat territory. When are we 

there? 

! ha. lunch » i th an a c . d . . i c s p . c i . l i s t . f .» -onths and 

h. « d . .n iot.r..tin, point th.t ». k..p s.»in,. «.11. th. 

» L . 1 t..t for Gorbach.v is ,oin, to b. b.c.. » 1 1 . •» P>»«* 
that on.. B»t th.n th. c.l t..t i. goin, to b. th.t.. And 

h. p.s... th.t on.. » d this pcof.ssoc-s co».nt ... »h.» « . 

« goin, to ..» that Oocb.ch.v has p.ss.d th. t..t, wh.» b. 

abolishes the armed forces? 

I, Gorb.ch.v «b.s th.s. cuts, .nd if h. « « « th.. .. I 

thin. h. will. frankly, .t Last so» of th.. in vi.ibl.. 
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definable combat forces -- if he doesn't, he's gong to give Up 

a lot of the political benefits that would accrue to this -

then if he follows it up, at what point do various - and at 

what point then does Gorbachev become a more active player in 

international markets. Not as a supplicant, but as a player. 

At what point do the Europeans who have always seen an active 

economic engagement, if it could be economically sound, as 

contributing to their security. 

As you have probably noticed, every time there is a 

slightest thaw, the Europeans quickly move that direction. 

They see it as in their economic interest if they can develop 

it. And secondly, they will all tell you that an active 

13 I engaged economic relationship contributes to security by 

14 g reducing the threat. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: How is it in their economic interests? 15 

16 I MR. MacEACHIN: Well i t ' s not now and I think t h a t ' s the 

17 U problem. 

18 I MR. ERICSON: In Western Europe's economic interest? 

19 SENATOR BRADLEY: I mean I can't see us — how it's in 

20 Western Europe's economic interest. 

21 There's a part of me that says that Europe '92 and the 

22 tendency in Europe is to turn much more to the Soviet Union 

23 and really going to plow a lot of resource into there. My 

24 response to that/looking at American interests, is to be iy 

25 guest. Go right ahead. I'll focus on the Pacific, you focus 
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at-

m . ERICSON: That would be the point that I would loot 

And that is that you have a world that is much «ore 

contentious economically than a world 10 years ago in terms of 

rush for technological leadership. 

where is Western Europe in this? All right. It's sort 

o£ the odd man out in many ways in struggling for world 

leadership. 

And one of the ways I think that you demonstrate or 

develop that means to catch up or stay on the top 

technologically is by building up new business. 

«here's Western Europe's market? Is it in Japan? Not 

really- is it in the United States? 

0 n e of the things that is very attractive about the 

Soviet Union is that it is the largest untapped market that is 
16 I credit worthy. 

J t could .nvislon in the year 2000 a lar,e "««•*«« 

, tr.au, MOCK where expects te the Soviet union. large joint 

19 ventures, etc. etc. see mutually beneficial. 

a point. Because you ,.t security costs and everything else. 

SENATOR BEADLE*: How =a» it he there without - let's 

take the most elementary, without some price mechanism* 

- . EKICSON: M U am suggesting is the sweep of the 

economic dynamics are not incompatible with the kind of the 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 1 8 
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other. 

MR. MacEACHlN: They can do some things to their process 

which would enable — I mean the price mechanism changes. 

They desperately need it — they desperately need to make 

their own economic mechanism work. 

But they can manage to create a market for foreign 

producers I think without going through a full price reform. 

MR. ERICSON: Senator Bradley, if you were to look at the 

excessive supply of Soviet natural gas. Gas that lies outside 

the Persian Gulf. There's economic complimentaries there that 

are worth exploring, in some areas of energy, some areas of 

co-production and just the idea of complete plants and 

elsewhere. 

You are right, however, you can't have a full integration 

15 II without price change. 

16 B MR. BLACKWELL: I don't think anyone would argue that the 

17 fl Soviet Union by the end of the century is going to be an 

18 I economic player on the scale of Western or Northern Asian 

countries nor should we fear it to become one. 

I mean they simply — they've got too long a road to hoe 

to get there. 

MR. ERICSON: The issue is: is there a true, a European 

interest and I think there is. There is economic merit. 

MR. BLACKWELL: But it is bounded because the Soviet 

Union really cannot be a heavy purchaser, and other than raw 
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terials, much of a heavy supplier economical it seems to me. 

They don't have a labor pool like the Chinese do or other 

countries do. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well I'm doing a speech tomorrow night 

lling for a Pacific coalition. And I tend to think that 

there is this problem of not being able -- and that's what the 

last forty minutes have been — not to be able to get out from 

under the lock of past assumptions, and envision, just from a 

standpoint of a creative and playful mind, alternatives. I 

Bean, that ought to be one of the central functions for you. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Well that is what we consider to be one 

of our central functions. And I will say that, while life 

isn't easy, we've been —we've had some success and we're 

going to keep hammering it. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: I would encourage you to. And I think 

you are right to say that in order for you to do it 

productively, given the direction Gorbachev is heading, you 

need a broader reach. You need to figure in, well, where does 

Europe 92 fit in to this thing? What about - where does 

China or Japan or — 

MR. MacEACHIN: The whole north Pacific nexus. 

The other thing is that we will have, lest I not sound 

like I'm totally off the reservation, I guess I am, all right 

- is that there is this other scenario which says the Soviets 

use, you know, they do this as part of a means of getting 
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1 breathing space, getting their house in order so they can come 

2 back and become an even greater military threat in the next 

3 century. That's alternative that we cannot dismiss and we are 

4 going to have to treat seriously. 

5 MR. BLACKWELL: Except their way of getting there --

6 MR. MacEACHIN: Well, I have personal views on it that i 

7 — 

8 SENATOR BRADLEY: Their way of getting there makes them a 

9 different society. 

10 MR. MacEACHIN: That's exactly right. They won't get 

11 H there unless they make some changes such that when they do get 

12 there, they won't be driven by the same set of goals that they 

13 once had. 

14 It's a complex problem and I think that the coming year 

15 or two, in fact a break in the short-term long-term — no 

15 policy consumer is really as interested in long-term strategy 

17 as he claims. He wants to know about what's on his docket 

18 tomorrow, next week, and six months from now. If you ask 

19 them, they will tell you they want the long-range view. 

20 That's what they say. But when you start sending products 

21 down — 

22 I Now the trick for us is going to be to develop the 

23 I long-range outlook, so we can keep our eye on the long-range 

24 ball, but in the short-term, it seems to me, the question for 

the next twelve to twenty-four months is going to drive right 
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excuse me — obviously we have a major analytical 

t0blem in keeping up with the extremely volatile political 

•tuation in the Soviet Union which could make all this 

change. It could. 

But, insofar as sort of a U.S. strategic interest is 

concerned and the conceptual framework in which U.S. policy is 

developed, I think the key question is, is there a real 

lasting revolution under in the Soviet Union, and if so, what 

direction might it take? That's our challenge. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But taking also what you have said, 

y o u r challenge isn't simply to describe aspects of that and 

determine whether it is really real, but it is what is the 

implication for the United States? 

MR. HacEACHIN: What does it mean for us? 

And much of the - and much of it will depend upon a lot 

of other structures that are only now being formed. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: I mean just the very fact that 

information on the Soviet Union has such a high currency and 

popularity, now suits Gorbachev's purpose anyway by making him 
20 I the dominant player. And everybody's talking about him and 

B what's happening in his country which, if you have personal 

experience with it, you say, a little bit like Nicaragua, it's 

not worth all the talk. 

And then you fit that into an information delivery system 

to the broader population in this democracy where whatever is 
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said, whether it is the most well researched, thorough 

analysis, the impulse — and television is the ultimate 

highlight of this — always has to have the counter view. 

However irresponsible it is. And unresearched. 

So you get this idea that you are kind of cut adrift, 

you're not able to get your own bearings in this and he's 

always got a chance to have his view. Or a view similar to 

his. Or a view that says, well, Gorbachev is rally not x, y 

and z. And it seems to me that that creates a problem for us 

too. 

MR. MacEACHIN: It comes with the territory. It goes 

without saying. 

MR. BLACKWELL: Competition doesn't hurt. But a lot of 

the competition is on a plane that isn't equal. And some 

people have greater access through the media and other places 

that you can't match. 

But there are a couple of points that occur to me — 

there are a couple of things that may be worth taking a note 

of. 

One, the revolution we're talking about in the Soviet 

Union — I really think it is, Gorbachev describes it that way 

— bit it is really a part of — it's a global Communist 

revolution. All of those systems in one way or another are 

coming up to the natural limits of the Stalinist order. The 

problem for every one of them has essentially been they've 
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nted some form of Stalinist mechanisms for running and 

ntrolling their country, and they have come up against the 

3 revision of the superstructure in Marxist terms. It simply is 

not working in this environment. That's one. 

Two, Gorbachev for us is a discontinuity in our 

understanding of Russia and the Soviet Union. Either one. 

And we are having, as a community, as analysts individually, 

g las a government and as academics, an enormous difficulty 

9 I coming to terms with that because by what he is doing, he has 

10 g broken all of our china. 

We never thought he would — we never say him eating on 

these plates before and we never thought they would or could. 

So the fact that they are there is a discontinuity. 

That does help you break your mind set for thinking about 

the future. But you are still struggling with that past. And 

it's very tough to get over it. And then, of course, someone 

keeps — comes along and rightly says well it could still go 

away. 

Reform has come and gone at other times in the Soviet 

Union. Alexander the Second got assassinated and you ended up 

with Alexander the Third. So I mean there are all sorts of 

things like that. 

But nonetheless, Gorbachev is a discontinuity and it is 

hard to get on top of it. 

The Deputy Director has - the third thing. The deputy 
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director has commissioned a kind of agency conference some 

time next winter where we draw in big thinkers in a fairlv 

small, compact setting. Some futurologists, some from We 

haven't even scoped it yet. But essentially big thinkers to 

think about the Soviet future, ten, fifteen, twenty years from 

now. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: When is that? 

MR. BLACKWELL: We don't have a time. 

MR. MacEACHIN: We're talking around March. 

MR. BLACKWELL: March. February or March some time. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Any Senatorial attendance? 

MR. BLACKWELL: Yes I am sure if you ask — I am sure if 

you ask him, he'll find a way. 

MR. MacEACHIN: And Bob didn't mention, we're also, next 

week, doing one on political instability in the USSR. 

So, this goes back to my point that I was describing — a 

situation for the intelligence analytical core has become 

more complex, more challenging. And it is always interesting 

for me to seep people who were successful at it ten years ago 

or fifteen years ago who have dropped out and came back who 

say the same for me — how much more challenging it is. 

But, at the same time, I think that we have — it has 

resulted in a better analytical system, and a better product. 

That may be patting ourselves on the back, but it is really 
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We probably, if left to our own devices, would have 

irreled away in Langley and done our little thing. 

So this exposure, this challenge, this kind of 

sensitivity has caused, I think, a better product. 

MR. BIACKWELL: Two pieces of product. Doug has had a 

number of papers that really have tried to press the envelope 

some to come out of SOVA. 

I still think actually the estimate we did last year 

for its time did that but if you look back at it now, it's too 

conservative. Even stretching as far as we could as a 

Community on whether Gorbachev in allowing for a lot, we 

actually said he was reall -- some people didn't want to --

but I mean we really pressed that but it was too conservative. 

If you go back and do it now, you'd have to push it even 

further. It's too conservative both in we didn't capture how 

radical he would go and we didn't quite capture how much 

disorder would be created. We asknowledged it would ahppen 

but we didn't get its dimensions. 

we're also going to do an estimate now on -- it's called 

11/4, but it is essentially Soviet national security strategy 

toward the West. 

Basically, 1 don't know what all the answers will be in 

the estimate and we have written it, but one of the things 

you're going to find in it is we're going to use it to try to 

stretch the Community's thinking so that we at least, if we do 
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nothing else, find out how much we disagree or agree on some 

things. That is, we're not going to try to reach consensus in 

it because it really shouldn't. There are cosmic issues on 

that kind of a subject. There's probably not yet revealed 

truth to be found. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: On Soviet strategy? 

MR. BLACKWELL: National strategy toward — national 

security strategy toward the West. Where it's this question 

of breathing space, sea change. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The question of how far they are 

willing to go to accommodate. It's those kinds of issues. He 

may not know yet. But we're going to try to push those 

issues. And stretch them out. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: What is your best, concise statement of 

the strategy of these theoreticians you spoke of earlier who 

have gained political influence. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Interestingly enough that you should ask, 

I thought if I advertised this paper here, you might ask. We 

have a draft on my desk and I think it is going to be a very 

good paper. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Can I get it? 

MR. MacEACHIN: Yes sir. I'd like to do a little 

scrubbing I told you about but we should have it out within 

the week or so or earliest available, a couple of weeks may 

be. 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: But basically it is as you outlined? 

MR. MacEACHIN: Yes sir. In fact, the author, Gray 

obnis, went back and studied sort of these background. It's 

an interesting bit of personal history here. 

[Deleted] 

The enigma, or what many people say is engima, how could 

these people, some of whom have expressed such hostility 

towards our society and way of life be the architects of this 

new foreign policy. 

Well, it's not all that strange when they see it as this 

is the way to serve the best interests of the Soviet Union and 

our communist Party, the Party of Lenin. And so there is some 

continuity there. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: They believed that the military 

industrial complex was the prime political force in the United 

States? 

HR. MacEACHIN: Exactly. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And believed the United relationship to 

the rest of the world fundamentally flowed from the military 

relationship? 

So that if you were the Soviet Union, and you no longer 

presented a hostile face, that would defang the threat -

MR. MacEACHIN: Well the first part of it was - the 

theories didn't quite get there that fast. And there have 

been others who have taken the arguments further. 
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Initially, one theoritician identified that U.S. militarv 

strength and projection as the source of the u.S.'s global 

power and that was the strategic linchpin. That was the point 

at which he should attack. 

What has evolved in the more recent thinking is that the 

way to do it is by removing the threatening image. 

A piece that appeared in the Soviet Foreign Ministry 

Journal recently had a interesting opening, by the way. it 

said; how could the rest of the world not fear the USSR when 

we are murdering each other right here in our own country, i 

mean the author started right with the Stalinist image and 

proceeded all the way through the Third World. He even had 

comments to the effect that the Third World is not interested 

in the class struggle and in fact most of the Third World is 

now trying to follow the Western model. 

In effect, the Western modul delivers. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Right. 

MR. BLACKWELL: There is a much more — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But I don't get it. So the — take the 

analysis so that he says that if the Soviet Union des not 

present a hostile face, what happens? 

MR. MacEACHIN: That the raison d'etre — that the U.S. 

leverage and entire — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The West will say, why do we need all 

of this military? You mean the Western democracies them 
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es? in other words you couldn't do this, that the public 

ould say I don't want to be taxed to pay for a defense budget 

•f there's no threat. And so what they have to do is present 

an image where there appears to be not threat. 

What you don't know is, is there in truth — is he in 

truth headed towards a point where there is no threat. 

MR. MacEACHIN: I have an opinion but I can't prove it. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well, you have an opinion which I 

presume is the opinion of every one in the culture for the 

last twenty years which is, well, we've always got to protect 

so that they might be the threat. Is that your opinion? 

MR. MacEACHIN: My opinion is that it is real -- that the 

problems inside — do I want to say this on the record? 

SENATOR BRADLEY: You can take it off. 

MR. MacEACHIN: No. My opinion is that while there may 

have been some soviets who supported this restructions and new 

thinking under the belief - and to whom it may well have been 

sold - as a means of getting around and getting the drop on 

the other guy, I believe that ultimately the process itself 

will become the reality. 

That's my belief. And it is becoming that. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But when you say it will become 

reality, what is it? 

MR. MacEACHIN: That the five hundred thousand cut in 

military forces is a reality and there will be more over the 
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next five or six years. 

MR. BLACKWELL: A Soviet Union that is far less 

isolationist. A Soviet Union that has a much less repressive 

system than it had. It hs much more international economic 

links than it had. It's basically more responsive to a normal 

environment than it has been. It still, in their own vision 

of it, would be run by the Communist party and somehow be a 

one party dictatorship of sorts. But it would be a damn sight 

different than the one they're taling about now. 

I think that's what they're talking about. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So you are saying — see one of the 

things that I have though recently is that with Gorbachev's 

reforms, he can simply claim that there is a different kind — 

there are two kinds of democracies. There's his and then 

there's the Western. And his is defined as secret ballot and 

choice within a dominant — within one party or a Party so 

dominant that anything else even if it were allowed would be 

insifnificant. 

That structure, to a Mexican or to a Japanese even, is a 

little more familiar than a structure of multi-party 

contention where power shifts back and forth between parties 

in governance. 

MR. MacEACHIN: Well, I think there will be another 

aspect to it. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Do you agree or disagree? 
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MR. MacEACHIN: I agree. 

MR. BLACKWELL: I would agree. Although, the very fact 

0f moving that way creates pressures to go beyond. I mean 

it's hard to — it's hard for an authoritarian system to relax 

like that. 

We're talking about the vision, not the — 

MR. MacEACHIN: It's still a very Eastern culture in many 

ways and will not look like Western liberal democracies. 

Another aspect of this, I think you'll see, and already 

are seeing, is that the issue of whether to support this 

foreign a insurrection or to deal with this foreign 

government will not be based on whether one is Marxist and one 

isn't. It will be based on sort of — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The interest. 

MR. MacEACHIN: The soviet national intereset. And 

contesting — I think you will find there will be 

accommodations where the Soviet Union sees that it can gain 

something by accommodating some other national interest in a 

given situation. 

That both sides — that it's not a zero sum game. 

MR. BLACKWELL: Even if we accept the vision, which I 

also do, being able to collapse three hundred years or so so 

of Western history into a couple of generations or three or 

24 I four decades ain't going to be no easy achievement and you're 

25 | not going to do it ten years. 

18 

19 
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MR. HacEACHIN: Could I leave a question here, if i may? 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Okay. 

MR. MacEACHZN: I have one that I find that will maybe 

illustrate much of what we talked about. 

Speaking again, candidly, the INF position was designed 

with a careful calculation that the Soviet Union would never 

say yes to a zero-zero proposal like was offered. The correct 

calculation. That Soviet leadership wouldn't have. This one 

did. This one accepted a level of intrusive verification and 

inspection that went so far as to go beyond what we were 

willing to accept. This leadership accepted a program of cuts 

in strategic armaments in terms of the size of the cuts that 

were inconceivable in our minds at some earlier point. 

They have — I remember calling one of my old MBPS 

colleagues after the Stockholm agreement, saying when we wre 

working on that in the 1920's did you ever in the world 

believe the Soviets would accept that kind of inspection? And 

said no. This person is not a doomsayer. 

We keep hearing the question of, well, it isn't real yet. 

He really hasn't shown us anything yet. Okay. Now my point 

is, today we have announcement of five hundred thousand people 

being cut from the military. And is this going to contribute 

to the statement of maybe this is a sign that something is 

real? Or not? 

That question will not be answerable in the next week or 
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It's going to be a two year program. But it serves to 

llustrate—here we have another piece. And yet I'm not sure 

,te going to be further down the line on this question than 

we were before the announcement was made. We're going to 

spend a lot of analyst hours. And make a lot of projections. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes. 

HR. HacEACBIN: So that kind of describes the nature of 

the problem. Are we at this break point for something new or 

not? When is the point reached? And it's elusive. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But it does have — I mean your whole 

impulse in talking about the challenge for the defense 

community — the intelligence community is duplicated in the 

political process, in the media. 

And when went to the European Command and we talked to 

three military officials who were in the first party to go to 

the inspection exercise in the Soviet Union, and these guys in 

part conveyed the impression to me that they were genuinely 

disoriented and depressed that they didn't have to use more 

skillful techniques to observe what they had been presented 

with. 

Like I've trained all my life to develop all these skills 

in order to get into the room and you're giving me the key and 

saying walk in, there's an easy chair, take a look around and 

do you want a beer? 

And that's clearly the case in the Intelligence 
• : 
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Community, in the poliitcal community, if you have constructed 

as the reason you do what you do because there is this threat, 

and what you are doing is protecting your family basicallyr 

and then suddenly thre is not threat, you've got a 

reorientation. And the question is how and who and to what do 

you reorient? 

MR. MacBACHIN: That is what Bob calls a discontinuity. 

It may be an early form of institutional disorientation. 

And it is the — as I say a challenge for us is to 

continue to, as I put it, is less in getting right and wrong 

answers because those answers are always one step in front of 

you. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes. 

MR. MacEACHIN: It's to maintain akind of a cleat 

professional approach to this problem. And not to jump off 

the deep and either way. And help those who have to formulate 

the policy and the national objectives. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well, this has been a real good 

session. I appreciate it. Before you go, I just have one 

•ore less cosmic question. 

Where do you see U.S. government guarantees of credits or 

OPIC insurance, or varieties of other things fitting into this 

23 I picture? 

24 

25 

[DELETED] 

MR. ERICSON: I think that if — you know, if you look in 
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the 70's, in the 70's the Soviets thought so highly of U.S. 

technology equipment and knowhow that they really wanted to 

come here for the best. 

I think in the late 80's, they recognized that they can 

aet similar or even better technology knowhow elsewhere. So 

they are not driven the way they were a decade and a half ago. 

I think they see the United States in some ways as a 

"hard target" when it comes to normalizing commercial 

relations. And they can down a road a far piece with the West 

Germans, with the Italians, with the British, the Japanese. 

But ultimately, for some fo the reasons we've talked about 

before, these countries look to the United States for singlas 

regarding trade with Moscow. 

So one of the reasons for normalizaing trade with the 

United States is to work the "hard target" and to move us off 

the extreme. 

A second thing that the Soviets attach to normalizing 

economic relations is that the signing of agreements on 

economic matters. I think they there as a barometer of the 

willingness of the United States government to accomodate them 

or otherwise move ahead. 

[DELETED] 

The political importance of such agreements is greater 

than the economic importance in terms of what the Soviets will 

do in terms of trade with the United States. 
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SENATOR BRADLEY: So you are saying that even with that 

— without Jackson-Vanick or Stevenson, that the Soviets 

really would get some additional trade but not a whole iot 

more because people would look it and say it really doesn't 

make much sense? Even with credits and other things? 

MR. ERICSON: In some aspects, yes. If you look at the 

pure economics of the deals which would be proposal. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: The political significance to the 

Soviets of having them removed is really what they are after? 

Now, the question I have is, if they are not removed, are 

they a significant deterrence to U.S. involvement? 

MR. MacEACHIN: We're circumventing — 

MR. ERICSON: What do you mean by involvement, Senator? 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well, Chevron building a big 

petrochemical? 

MR. ERICSON: Yes. It is my view that guarantees lower 

the cost. But it also sends a message from the US government 

to the private sector not just the United States and elsewhere 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Yes but we don't guarantee Chevron's 

investment in Belgium? 

MR. ERICSON: No. Chevron doesn't necessarily ask us. 

if we give them Ex-Im Bank credits they would — that they 

purchased those guarantees. I mean there are guarantees that 

have an economic meaning to the firm. But there's also a 
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government "annointment" I think tha t i s imporant that goes 

along with t h i s . 

[DELETED] 

When we go back to what we talked about before taking a 

long-term position in the Soviet Union, I think credit 

Guarantees serve to facilitate that. 

I mean you would have to talk to the firms. But that 

would be my sense. Credit state, in effect that the United 

States Government blesses this operation it gives business 

some sense of confidence. [DELETED] 

Sanctity of contracts, is still a big issue. It's still 

a lingering doubt on their part. And that's an issue I think 

they will want to be addressed as much as Ex-Im bank credits 

or OPIC. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: What, sanctity of contracts? 

MR. ERICSON: Yes, sir. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: And they were broken with the Soviets 

on the grain embargo. 

MR. ERICSON: The embargo and the natural gas. [DELETED] 

The economics are there. I'm not trying to belittle 

them. And I also think that the Soviets would go out of their 

way to sign a copule of big deals with the United States for a 

lot of reasons. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Wouldn't they sign the big deals absent 

the special — 
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MR. ERICSON: If they could get them. Yes sir. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: But you are saying you doubt that any 

American firm would go into the deal? 

MR. ERICSON: I would think that taking a long-ter» 

position in the Soviet Union is a tricky business. And if you 

look at the kinds of joint ventures you have, their short-tert 

positions, and a lot of thse deals will be funded 

multi-nationally. You'll have U.S. enginerring expertise, 

West German equipment, Japanese equipment. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So then the real question at what point 

and this is back to your — at what point along the process 

of reform, five hundred thousand, a million troops, price 

mechanism — 

MR. ERICSON: Emigration. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Emigration and a variety of other 

things, at what point do you regard the Soviet Union like any 

other country in terms of economics? 

MR. ERICSON: That's right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: I mean that to me seems to be the 

contrai question. Not if he does five hundred thousand, do we 

give them Most Favored Nation? It seems to me you would want 

to keep it on — 

MR. ERICSON: That's their thrust. The Soviet thrust has 

always been to depoliticize economic relations from the West's 

perspective while politicizing it somewhat from their own. 
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I nut that's what they would argue. Let's separate the two. 

MR. HacEACHIN: In fact, the long-term formulated 

3 intelligence issue — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: No. They wouldn't argue. They would 

5 say separate the two? They'd say separate human rights. But 

6 they — 

7 MR. ERICSON: Political from economics, Senator. We 

8 should do business on a purely economic basis as the normal 

9 trading goes. 

10 SENATOR BRADLEY: But then why do they need subsidies? 

II On a purely economic basis, they don't deserve subsidies. 

12 Either they got a good deal or they don't. Same as New Jersey 

13 investment. So this is a problem. This is a thought that I 

14 am having trouble unraveling here. 

15 MR. ERICSON: But the subsidy issue — talk about 

16 sibusidies, right? The subsidy would be something that they 

17 would say to pthe West, let's say to Chevron, and they say, we 

18 have a bid — a competing bid out of BP, British Petroleum, 

19 for the same deal. Your technologies are equal. British 

20 Petroleum's costs for the project are 15% below yours. 

21 SENATOR BRADLEY: Right. 

22 I MR. ERICSON: It is like buying grain. That's all. 

23 we;re just after the best deal. Strictly commercial terms. 

H SENATOR BRADLEY: Chevron cannot get the deal. 

25 MR. ERICSON: And they would say — Chevron would say, 
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gee, I can't match that, and they would say, well, that's sort 

of your problem. Why don't you go talk to your government. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well, then that gets to ultimately a 

judgment, do you think the greatest return on investment comes 

in the Soviet Union or elsewhere. 

MR. ERICSON: I mean, you have credit lines put in place 

by a Western government to encourage their firms 

participation. Not heavily subsidized at this point if 

subsidize at all -- although you have the political risk 

guarantees, -- [DELETED] 

SENATOR BRADLEY: So that basically the view on economics 

is to, you know, if somebody wants to invest or trade, they 

can do that today. But they, as of today, can't get subsidies 

or guarnatees to do that. 

MR. ERICSON: From the United States. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: From the United States. Right? 

MR. ERICSON: Yes, sir. 

And if you take the position that no subsidies or 

guarantees until the economy of the Soviet Union is reformed 

sufficiently that you can make money there like you can make 

money anywhere else without subsidies and guarantees, that is 

one position. The other position is fi you say, well, the 

overall critical mass of reform, whether it is human rights, 

troops whatever, has reached the point where we can regard 

them like any other country. And then the tird position would 
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be say» well, let's immediately give Gorbachev a little 

carrot, let's immediately give him a reward for this 500,000 

troop refuction. Would you argue that — I mean, those are 

three positins. 

MR. BRICSON: When you talk about profits in the absence 

of guarantees, I am not — not sure what that — 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Well, New Jersey pizza company goes to 

Moscow and opens up a pizza. Pepsi Cola has been there for a 

qeneration. They obviously are figuring that they are making 

money, unless — 

MR. BRICSON: Well, some. You lower the cost to the firm 

to compete. What Pepsi Cola will tell you, what farmers will 

tell you, is that we can't compete on world markets because 

other countries are providing export credits to the Soviet 

Union. If I play the Soviet Union part, I would say to the 

United States, you provide export guarantees to the following 

— 75 exports to the follow 80 countries, all right. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: Right. 

MR. BRICSON: If a U.S. exporter wants to export to 

Brazil, he can apply for Ex-Im Bank credit and guarantees for 

political risk. 

MR. DBSPRES: Friendly developing countries. 

MR. BRICSON: And the Soviet Union would say we want 

normal access. We don't want to be treated special one way or 

the other. So his report is, you're saying for this to be 
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special treatment, it's not. It is treatment that is accorded 

by Ex-lm Bank to most of the countries in the world. That 

would be his argument. 

SENATOR BRADLEY: That is his argument. 

That is directly joined on the grain question. 

Australian journalists, I said we don't want any subsidies, 

and he said does that mean you're taking on export subsidies 

worldwide? To which I had to say logically yes, unless I was 

going to say, well, no, because the Soviet Union is a special 

case 

Okay, while we're proceeding down this read, thanks for 

this diversion and thanks for this session. I appreciate it 

very much. 

(Thereupon, a t 1:15 o ' c l o c k p . m . , the Task Force briefing 

was concluded). 
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wr MACEACHIN. Because I want to address that testimony. 
Seiiator BRADLEY. If you could, just address that point, because 

it is the only point that is really kind of relevant to the confir-
th!tionofMr.Gates. 
<r°MACEACHIN. NO. 

Senator BRADLEY. It is not whether the estimate of GNP or this 
that was not precise. 

°rwr MACEACHIN. All right, Senator. In that testimony twice 
thin three pages—and I could probably look up and tell you the 

!Les—-we were talking about—this was done as an illustration of 
oroblem which you had raised with me. You had asked me, what 

a g the challenges for intelligence in the Soviet Union in the 
future? Both of my colleagues—I think Mr. Blackwell and Mr. Eric-
' had talked about some very specific things. I then tried to deal 
?jth a somewhat more complex problem, which was 

Senator BRADLEY. And that is the central element of this confir
mation process. That is, what politicization is. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. And twice in three pages I said it was the total
ity of pressures from Congress, from the consumer. In no case did I 
say that that was from my own management when I said half 
frivolously that if, 5 years ago, I had come up to this Committee— 
I'll make an assertion—and said in 5 years that place is going to 
come apart. You may not have been after my head, but you would 
have been sending me to have it examined. 

My concern at that time was that we were facing a period we 
had already seen—I think I used the allusion that the changes that 
occurred in 5 years were more than anybody that I knew of was 
anywhere willing to predict, and that the rate of change was going 
to come much faster, and we were going to be in a position having 
to go out in a society which had not really looked at the Soviet 
Union as a society and try to convince people of dramatic changes. 

Senator BRADLEY. So if I could just come back to—you know, I 
want the whole testimony, your whole testimony in the record. I 
have great admiration for you, I really do. I think, however, you 
can shed some light on what is the question here, which is, is there 
a division, which you've admitted, characterizing it as, you know, 
the commie symps or the commie bashers, right? 

Does that>-and that still exists in the CIA, and the question is, 
we've had a whole series of allegations about politicization. How 
does that fit into it, and what do you mean when you said, had this 
analysis existed inside the Government we never would have been 
able to publish it, anyway? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. What I was speaking of there was—and I would 
have said the same thing in 1975, by the way, because that s the 
way the Government is. The consumer doesn't want—I mean, if the 
Congress or the public or the consumer wants kind of way-out pre
dictions, they go outside. When an intelligence agency comes in 
with the end of history, it's not our own seventh floor that says 
we're nuts, it's everybody out in the receiving society that says 
we're crazy, and they call the seventh floor. 

Insofar as those divisions now, I'll say two things. I think that (1) 
my sort of prediction of the difficulties we have in convincing the 
consumer of dramatic change in the Soviet Union may well have 
been taken care of this August. Now it's the other way around. 
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Now people are maybe going too far in their projections of a u w 
an democracy around the corner. 

I think also that—I hope and I believe that with the changes 
that will have to occur in the intelligence community and in §J 
CIA as a consequence of what's going to be happening in the whole 
national security community and with the changes in the Soviet 
Union that we will have the wisdom in this process to take care of 
those problems that I discussed today. 

Senator BRADLEY. And the question we have to decide is, is Mr 
Gates the person to lead that effort? That's what the committee 
has to decide, and one of the subjects of this hearing is, did Mr 
Gates politicize things, and that comes in a number of forms. Now 
I'd like to move on to one of those forms. 

In 1986, he made a speech called "War by Another Name." Are 
you familiar with the speech? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. TO be completely honest with you, Senator, I 
never heard of it until I got down here. 

Senator BRADLEY. NO, okay. Well, let me give you the feel for it. 
He says, 
It is imperative that at long last Americans recognize the strategic significance of 

the Soviet offensive, that it is in reality a war, a war waged between nations and 
against western influence and presence, against economic development and against 
the growth of democratic values. It is a war without declaration, without mobiliza-
tion, without massive armies. 

He then goes on to say, 
The Soviets' aggressive strategy in the Third World has, in my view, four ultimate 

targets: oilfields in the Middle East, which are the lifeline of the West, the isthmus 
and canal of Panama between North and South America, and the mineral wells of 
southern Africa. 

Now, as an intelligence professional, can you tell me what 
backed up the assertion about the isthmus of Panama? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. NO, sir, I can't, but I'm sure Mr. Gates can. He 
had his views. He didn't deny that. That particular speech I'd 
never seen, and I apparently didn't read it in the newspaper when
ever it appeared, or wherever it appeared. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Goodman? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. This is your area, is it not? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. Are you aware of any intelligence studies, in

formation, that Mr. Gates could have drawn on to say that the 
Soviet threat was the isthmus of Panama? 

Mr. GOODMAN. None whatsoever. 
Senator BRADLEY. Target>-the Soviet threat was the target ot the 

isthmus of Panama? 
Mr. GOODMAN. None whatsoever. . 
Senator BRADLEY. DO you have any information that you couio 

say would demonstrate that the Soviet target was the mineral 
wealth of southern Africa? 

Mr. GOODMAN. None whatsoever. 
Senator BRADLEY. Well, my personal view is that this is a very 

good example of politicization, someone who is out there actively 
stating something as a major position of the CIA without anything 
to back it up. 
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u* MACEACHIN. Senator, did Mr. Gates say that was his person-
^eWS or the agency views? 
Senator BRADLEY. He said, "in my view," so we should draw com-
ftfrom the fact that the person is going to be the Director of 

r ntral Intelligence goes out and make these statements without 
v information or back-up? I mean, I think that's even more con-
Now, not all of you—this is not your problem, but it's our prob-

i m but the politicization point has been very narrowly taken. 
flow, he also that same day made another speech on SDI, and I'd 

like to get into that with Mr. Gershwin in maybe in closed setting, 
hut let me ask Mr. Ford—and this will be my last question in this 
ound, because I know that people want to ask questions. 

f We're trying to decide who the next head of the CIA is going to 
ug We see the division that's in the agency. We know the history 
of that division, and we see some problems in what's happened 
over the last decade in estimating the Soviet Union. 

In your view, is Bob Gates the person who's going to bring this 
agency back together, or if you don't believe so, why not? 

Mr. FORD. Well, a short answer is no, I do not think he is a man 
who could or should do this. This past track record, which is espe
cially noted in the questions of the "Future of the Soviet Union 
and Eastern Europe" and in "Soviets in the Third World," those 
happen to correspond with the things that Director Casey seemed 
to be most interested in, and I speak from first-hand knowledge 
there, especially about "The Soviets in the Third World." 

Thé Director had a thing about that, and he would come often to 
Congress with all kinds of big charts with red splotches everywhere 
around the world, maybe including the Panama Canal, I'm not 
sure. 

What I'm saying is that Bob Gates' views closely tracked those, 
as this article that you have just mentioned. I would add, too, that 
I think it's unfortunate that some of the analysts were called 
comm symps, even as a joke. All these people are the best we can 
get in the country and are all fully cleared and so on. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. YOU shouldn't call them knuckle-draggers, 
either 

Mr. FORD. The thing that strikes me about the "comm symps in 
the Third World" is that their estimate that the Soviets were 
losing and declining in the Third World and would fall back proved 
correct, where people on the seventh floor had this great vision of, 
the Russians are coming, everywhere in the world. 

I agree with somethiing that was said earlier today, I think per
haps by Mr. Goodman, in that the Director himself does not have 
to have a high batting average. Now, Bob Gates, as I've said and as 
you have drawn out, has certainly missed the boat, or at least The 
Company under his, and the DDI under his direction, missed the 
boat on some of the most important questions. 

Now, that's past tense. For the future, a Director has to be able 
to manage and stimulate his people down the line so that there's a 
healthy community that call it straight and that we get ourselves 
in a position to, as you say, deal with an entirely different world 
and entirely different challenges. 
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With respect to the USSR, it seems to me that Bob Gates huno 
on to past images that he'd had of the USSR that he'd had m S 
too long, and in the face of evidence of all kinds to the contrary 
The same thing about the Soviets' position in the Third World. The 
same thing about the Soviet threat to Iran, which we have dis-
cussed, where 2 years later he tells the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee what one worst-case estimate said back in 1985, and so 
on. 

Therefore, I think it would be extremely difficult for him to be 
the forward-looking person who can bring the fresh air and the 
fresh views. I hate to say this, and it's difficult to say this, because 
he's an extremely talented man and perhaps there could be a 
change. 

But I would add this last one, and this gets back to the testimony 
of Admiral Inman and John McMahon. With all my respect for 
them, they saw Bob Gates in a certain light. That is, bureaucrati-
cally. He could produce, and he produced well. That is, quantita
tively and so on, he got the work done. 

We have seen that down the line, however, and especially within 
the DDI and SOVA, there was a different culture. I think I'm in a 
better position, perhaps, to have seen and know about that than 
some others. All these things together add, bring me painfully to 
feel that I think the President and this Committee could do better 
with a fresher approach. 

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator Bradley. We 

will go next to Senator Cranston. Then Senator Deconcini has indi
cated that he has a few additional questions. I have three questions 
that Senator Nunn has asked me to propound to the witnesses. 
Does Senator Metzenbaum have some additional questions, as well? 

Senator METZENBAUM. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. And Senator Murkowski has some additional 

questions. It appears we might be going on another 30 minutes or 
so. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I, too, have a few more. 
Chairman BOREN. Well, we may be going on 45 minutes or so in 

light of that. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Maybe an hour or so. 
Chairman BOREN. In light of that, I would suggest that we not 

have the closed session tonight on the other matter that I men
tioned. We will begin an open session tomorrow with Mr. Gates. 
We will undoubtedly have a few questions of Mr. Gates that will 
have to be asked in closed session and we can do that closed matter 
on Members and Congressional staff intelligence at that time. We 
can end up with a closed session after we have finished our open 
session with Mr. Gates tomorrow. 

So just for the information of Members, we will not stay that late 
tonight. As I indicated, we will try not to go past 9:30 p.m. and we 
will not have the closed session tonight. I'm told by staff it has 
very little relevance to Mr. Gates. We will start with Mr. Gates in 
the morning at 9:30 a.m., and then we will have a closed session for 
questions to him and handle the other matter at that time. 

Senator Cranston? 



569 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield for a 
manimous consent request? 
You will recall in the early days of the hearing that we were 

ioined by Senator Moynihan, who recounted a certain chapter 
which, while it doesn't directly bear on this hearing, it was of great 
interest to the Members. He has now prepared a detailed memo
randum. I would suggest that in the record where Senator Moyni
han speaks there be a footnote placed and these documents that 
would back up his statements be put in the appendices. 

Chairman BOREN. Be referenced as an item in the appendix? 
Without objection that will be done. Thank you very much. 
Senator Cranston. 
Senator CRANSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I first want to 

thank each of you for bearing with us and for displaying a lot of 
patience as we work our way through this. 

I'm sorry that Mr. Fuller left. I did want to ask him a few ques
tions, and I asked him one informally after we recessed, a bit ago. 
I'd like to ask each of you, please be very brief in your answers. It 
could consume the whole 15 minutes by one of you, and I have sev
eral other questions I want to ask. 

But it relates to the fact that the President has now called for 
some dramatic changes in our military posture. Are such changes 
in order in terms of reductions, in view of the reduced threat, in 
the Intelligence Community and specifically in the CIA? 

While it's useful to know what's going on in any trouble spot, or 
potential trouble spot in the world, many of them don't pose the 
great threat to our security that the nuclear confrontation poten
tially and the Cold War with the Soviet Union did pose to our 
people and to our country. 

Do you feel that we should look for reductions in expenditures in 
the CIA and the Intelligence Community, and very briefly, please, 
where do you think we might accomplish that? It obviously would 
be very beneficial, in terms of our deficit and the fact there we are 
short-changing some drastically underfunded domestic needs, if we 
could find some resources for those purposes and to reduce the defi
cit in the intelligence operation as well as in what we've been 
spending on national defense. 

So could I start with you and just work my way across the table, 
Mr. MacEachin, and please be brief. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, Senator, whatever life I might have had 
left, I think I want to end it right here. 

Yes, I think there should be some reduction in expenditures. I 
think one place that where clearly we can save is in the amount of 
resources we spend on a military threat that we saw available 
under very short warning. There's a much different problem there. 

I think we can also combine some of our assets in areas where 
we don't need quite as much duplication. The duplication was 
needed at one time, I think, to sort of reinforce and check each 
other. I can't speak across the board for the entire CIA and intelli
gence community, but in those areas that I am familiar with, I'm 
absolutely certain we can take some cuts and still give the con
sumer what he needs. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much. 
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Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes, Senator. I am probably the least qualified 
to answer your question, because I have very little knowledge of 
the allocation of resources. 

My perception as an analyst, particularly working in two differ
ent bureaucracies, was that as an analyst in the CIA I worked on a 
very narrow slice of the pie. As an analyst at the State Department 
I was able to work on a very broader slice of the pie, and I think to 
that degree there may be too much personnel at this point. 

I have the perception that the CIA as an organization is very top 
heavy. There's a lot of layers of management. But I'm talking 
about something that I don't think is really going to have a major 
impact on the budget. I'm sorry. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. GERSHWIN. I guess in my view we really need to study the 

issue, and I think we can do it fairly quickly with top-level direc
tion. Clearly there can be some reductions in what we devote to 
some of the Soviet Union targets, given that a lot of the Soviet 
military threat has eroded, particularly conventional forces and 
their ability to invade Western Europe. That problem has just 
simply gone away. 

Arms control, if we are serious about the CFE Treaty and the 
START Treaty, will actually result in increased demands on intelli
gence collection and analysis, at least for a while, and the trade-off 
between those kinds of increased demands and less demand on 
some of the following of the Soviet military target, I'm not sure 
how that comes out. 

Clearly, proliferation of weapons is an increasing effort for our 
Agency, and that means more resources. In fact that's taking place. 

I'm really not capable of speaking about the Third World and 
how much should be devoted to that. I think perhaps some of the 
technical intelligence that we now collect on the Soviet military 
can be reduced, and that could lead to some major savings, but at 
this point I would have to say that, you know, the issue needs to be 
studied, and it could very well come out that some significant re
ductions in our major national collection systems could be under
taken. That could be probably decided within a fairly short time. 

Mr. FORD. I would like to say amen to what Larry has said, right 
down the line, and I have some familiarity with the Intelligence 
Community as well as with CIA. 

I think that there is gross overkill in resources and people, and 
much of that in these fields that Larry has mentioned might be cut 
back, but at the same time I agree with him that, say verification 
questions are going to become more difficult, and proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction are going to be more difficult, and the 
cost of collection devices, which are quite fancy, will continue to 
skyrocket, so I dont't know how those will 

In general management I'm not familiar in detail. My image is 
that there are unnecessary layers, as Ms. Glaudemans has^ said-
There are all kinds of new problems, especially in the Third World, 
and not only political and social questions, but I think the CIA at 
least can make a much greater contribution to questions of re
sources, economics, environment, and working, more closely witn 
other Government offices outside the Intelligence Community. 
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most of those expenses, compared to these enormous ex-
of fancy collection devices, will be rather small. Therefore, I 

penseS
 that a study would come out saying yes, there can be some 

& ^icant cuts, but not enormous cuts. 
sCnator CRANSTON. Thank you. 

v? GOODMAN. I would look very hard to the Directorate of Oper-
• à Human Intelligence. I think we have far too many agents in 

a f eld They collect information that's of very little relevance to 
? nroduction of intelligence, and I would look very hard at covert 

• n I think covert action was abused over the past 10 years. 
SÎrt were too many attempts to look for covert action, to try to 

v uo CA with every international problem. 
PT would also look, even though this would not be a savings, but I 
1/ k it would be a good long-term investment, at the need to sub-
viSe the study of languages in the United States. I'm very worried 
tout the lack of international awareness and international depth, 

to include language study. 
One of my great concerns, particularly with concern to the 

oJriet Union, is that we missed the Soviet crisis completely, and 
* weren't reading the local Soviet press. We didn't have people 
«killed to read local languages. That's a difficult problem, but I 
think it's something that has to be addressed 

There is so much intelligence, what we think about as mtelli-
«mce out there in the open arena now that doesn't need sophisti
cated collection. Murray Feshbach at Georgetown was always my 
favorite tutor, and I think Senator Moynihan cited him also. 
Murrav Feshbach by himself, one man with one collection, predict
ed the Soviet crisis maybe 10 years ago, maybe 15 years ago, with 
his study of demographics and health and welfare issues in the 
Soviet Union, and I think it's quite regrettable that the CIA, with 
all of its resources, was never able to address those problems. 

Senator WARNER. Senator, would you allow him to clarify? Did 
you intend to include in the reduction of agents a reduction of our 
capability in the area of HUMINT? . 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. I did a lot of traveling and briefing when 
I was the Third World chief. , 

Senator WARNER. I'm sorry. This is the first witness that Ive 
seen to appear here that has made that suggestion. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, we get so much collection from .Foreign 
Service officers in terms of cable traffic, and I must say the State 
Department trains their people so well, and I think Forei ̂ Se rv ice 
officers are trained better than their CIA counterparts who serve 
overseas, and I've always felt~and I haveno special ax to grind 
here-that they are a wasted resource That s somethingj tha ts 
always concerned me as I travel around and learn from Foreign 
Service officers in the field. That's where the real ground truth is. 

Senator WARNER. I thank the Senator. 
Senator CRANSTON. I thank each of you very much a ^ J thank 

you for restraining yourselves on a matter that you could have 
gone on at considerable length. v o o r 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Excuse me, Senator, may I make J^st one obser
vation? I would have said the same thing as Mr. Gershwin did 
about arms control, except as I run the arms control staff and 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 1 9 
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taking a lot of heat from the staff here I didn't want to seem 
serving. [General laughter.] Îf-

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you. 
Mr. Goodman, you said that the National Intelligence Estir* 

concluding that the Soviet Union supported but had not assi ?* 
international terrorism was not acceptable to Mr. Casey and a 1 

"Gates was instructed to rewrite the key judgments and chane? a1 

text of the estimate to show extensive Soviet involvement in lnt 
national terrorism," from your statement. How do you know H?r" 
Gates was instructed to do that? ^ 

Mr. GOODMAN. I was in the meeting when the decision was maH 
that the estimate that we prepared at the DI wasn't going to Z 
satisfactory to Bill Casey. And I believe it was at that point that 
decision was made to have a rewrite in the building, and it was*? 
just Bob Gates. I believe there were three officers. It was Bob ï 
was Jeremy Israel who at that time was the acting NIO for H! 
Soviet Union, and there was a third official. 

And I think the intention of that draft, and I think it was clearlv 
stated, was that we had to toughen up the judgments. I think the 
important thing is, and I remember the directions from the Chair 
man of the National Intelligence Council, when we reported to him 
the first time around with the data we had and the kind of esti 
mate we thought we were going to produce. I remember the Chab 
man of the NIC was Dick Lehman, who is a former boss of mine a 
man I have tremendous respect for, Dick said that, well, we are 
going to have to let down Al Haig on this charge, but we are goine 
to have to let him down easy. 

Then when the rules changed, Dick Lehman then told us, we are 
now playing under constraints. So I think there were a lot of indi
cators out there that the message from the first draft was going to 
have to be toughened up. From there it went to a DIA draft that I 
think was unacceptable to everyone and my colleagues in the NIC 
led the way in trying to get the draft back into the building which 
led to the third draft which became the National Intelligence Esti
mate. 

When that draft was completed though, a colleague and I did 
send a one page memo to Bill Casey, telling him what we agreed 
with and what we didn't agree with and why and why we thought 
it was counterproductive to send out a message on international 
terrorism that was so exaggerated. 

One footnote, when we prepared the first draft on international 
terrorism, we sent out a message to all of our stations in Europe 
asking foreign liaison, foreign intelligence to send in their views on 
what information they had in their files on international terrorism. 

The reason why I wanted to do that in terms of methodology is I 
figured the Europeans were much closer to the problem of interna
tional terrorism because they were dealing with Bader Meinhof 
and the Red Brigade and IRA and therefore, they would have more 
to tell us. 

The interesting thing is they lacked any real evidence of Soviet 
involvement, including Turkey and I remember we were fascinated 
by this liaison response and I am sure some of that information 
was used in the first draft, but I think the final product was a po
liticized product. 
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ator CRANSTON. DO you know for a fact that Mr. Gates was 
Tically instructed to change the text to show extensive Soviet 

Vivement in terrorism? 
vfr GOODMAN. In terms of the meeting that we had it was clear 
t the signal was that the estimate we had produced, the draft 

ornate was totally unacceptable to Bill Casey. I was at the meet-
• It was a very acrimonious meeting. It led to the resignation, I 
i*J?' i ft is my opinion, it led to the resignation or retirement of a 

rv distinguished DDI, Bruce Clark, who is now living in Austria, 
very f the finest military analysts we have ever had at the CIA. 
one

d i thought that was a very unfortunate loss. 
Senator CRANSTON. Wasn't that a specific instruction to Gates? 
Mr GOODMAN. In terms of the sense of the meeting, it was very 

1 ar that our draft was wrong and unacceptable and that a strong-
more assertive draft was going to be necessary. Whether there 

er' a definite statement that said, toughen up this product, I can't 
v that I recall that. 
But I walked away from that meeting knowing that we would be 

dealing with a far different version. 
Senator CRANSTON. That doesn't quite jibe with the way you 

stated it, but I understand what you are saying. 
Last week in open session Mr. Gates referred to the Iran esti

mate and said, quote: "There was a disagreement, I later learned 
in CIA with the estimates views on the Soviets, the potential of 
Soviet achievement. But the analysts weren't excluded from in
volvement in the estimate, they simply did not have their views ac
cepted and for reasons that are not clear to me, said Gates, 
"those analysts not only did not come to me, they did not go to 
their immediate supervisor, the Director of Soviet Analysis, to pro
test that their views were not being taken fully into account by the 
National Intelligence Officer. So I was unaware of this dispute and 
the fact that the CIA Soviet analysts felt their views hadn t been 
fully taken into account." 

I would like to ask Mr. Goodman and Mr. MacEachin, do you 
accept Mr. Gates' account that he was unaware of the complaints 
by CIA Soviet analysts about the process in this particular in-
stance*̂  

Mr. MACEACHIN. In this particular instance, sir, I have no reason 
to believe that anyone told him, because I didn t tell him. It he was 
aware he was aware through some other channel. I do not know 
any other channel because I was not told. 

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Goodman. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir, he was aware. He was aware because 

Graham Fuller took to Bob, Graham Fullers text and the text oi 
the senior Soviet analyst on Iran at that tune and he allowed Bob 
essentially to make a choice. He was presented with two versions 
and Bob, according to Graham and in my discussion with Graham, 
and I think this is the way Graham presented it in terms ot his 
minutes for the record in your conversation with Graham—but i 
guess it is not fair, he is not here—Graham then came back to the 
meeting and announced that Bob Gates has chosen my version. 

He has, Graham has admitted to me, and this was his word, that 
he strong-armed the Soviet analyst. Now the problem in going: to 
Gates, and I think this is important in terms of the culture ot the 
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building is that there was always a risk in confronting Bob ft 
on an issue of this type. ates 

I confronted and there were some negative consequences 
former colleague of mine who is now at the State Department 
very distinguished Soviet analyst who leads the Soviet Fore' 3 

Policy Branch at the State Department, and I consider this a T®\ 
loss because he was trained by the CIA and of course, we are n 
one Government, but he should still be at the CIA, confronted Bok 
Gates over an estimate and he was gone after that. 

And essentially, I think a decision was made to find this feiw 
another job, and what he was told by his boss was, you know, on 
of these days, you are going to go up and say something to' Boh 
Gates that is going to get us all in trouble. 

Now I don't like recounting all of this, and there is a problem 
here that I haven't mentioned to this Committee, Bob and I go wav 
back and we were very close personal friends and our families 
know each other, our children know the family of each other. 

But these anecdotes and that is all they are, are anecdotes so 
central to the culture that is in that building that led to the very 
problems that Senator Bradley is talking about in terms of what 
issues were missed and why. 

It was a cultural problem and a very serious one. I call it politici-
zation. Other people may have other terms, but all of these issues 
are related. 

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. MacEachin, were you aware that some of 
the analysts were unhappy about this particular estimate? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I was not aware at the time, sir, and when I 
read in the newspaper about this event, I think in some article 
that was previewing the Tower report, but I learned of it in Janu
ary of 1987. I called the analyst in question. I asked him to explain 
what happened. When he explained to me what happened, I asked 
him to set down everything that he had just told me in a memoran
dum for the record, to collect the key judgments of everything we 
had written on the subject from 1980 to the present, 1987, and that 
I would write a cover note, which I unfortunately used that word, 
swerve, which has been repeated around here now about 60 or 70 
times and send it up to Mr. Kerr. 

At that time I had no reason to know, I had heard none of this 
second or third-hand stuff about Fuller and Gates. All I had heard 
was Fuller, and I was mad about the process, and I have told Mr. 
Fuller I was, and I think I told him, I said in my testimony I was, 
and I think he agreed with at least some of it. 

So all I knew was that Fuller had done what had been described, 
and I sent it to Mr. Kerr and I know Mr. Kerr shared some of his 
views and not too long later, I know he sent his memorandum to 
the NIC. 

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Goodman has offered an explanation 
from his point of view of why the analysts didn't go to Bob Gates to 
express their concerns. Why would they not have come to you? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I do not know, sir, because we will have a dif
ference of agreement on that. In the first place, Mr. Gates was free 
to remove it at any time and I gave him an excuse about every day 
and he never did. What I would have done, I think, I like to be
lieve, is I would have sent him a memorandum. That memorandum 



575 

\V0 

we 
of 

., h a v e said that estimate does not include some evidence that 
t from a defector whose book is now out that said by the end 

1Q82 they were bashing all of our assets and crushing the Tudeh 
" i? and we really had very little influence there and I would 

P said I think that information ought to be in this estimate, 
hâ e g o n i e o n e believes that situation has changed, then they 

*ht to explain why it has been changed. 
Ad it is my personal belief, having done that on several other 

«ions if I took that approach, Mr. Gates would have seen to it 
f t that'was addressed. If I had gone up there and said, our ana-
(*«'feelings are hurt or they have a—they don't believe it. No, 
lire would have been no progress, but I think if I had gone with 
ï!t aooroach, showing him the evidence 
qpnator CRANSTON. YOU were head of the Analysis Division from 

1Q84 to 1989 Were you aware, apart from this particular incident 
* have been discussing, of the fairly widespread discontent on this 
rticular issue of politicization in your shop or did you consider 

fw sort of a typical situation that went on always? 
Mr MACEACHIN. I knew that there was a serious perception ot 

rvTticization the day I arrived in the Office of Soviet Analysis in 
S There was a perception of every kind of rivalry I could imag
ine Verv early on, for example, I heard a complaint that failure to 
nromote somebody would prove that current intelligence analysts 
Sidn't get a good break like research analysts. So I was able to fix 
Z t right away. I just said, we won't have anymore current intelli
gence analysts; we will all just be analysts. That way we will get 
ridT n a t l o V A - ^ e have asked this, the Office of Soviet Anal
ysis was the most forced culture of the reorganization in 1981, end 
ofl981 It was the only office in the Director of Intelligence which 
took whole large pieces, the main corps out of the three principal 
offices and put them altogether. 

I knew I had a lot of work. I knew that there was a very strong 
feeling that somehow we had to compensate for Mr Casey s views^ 

Senator CRANSTON. DO you think that went on m the past, before 

\ r" aMAc1icHiNe ?I was in the Office of Current Production 

fr°£nator CRANSTON. Yes, but you hear about these things, I have 
gathered to some extent that it may be a typical thing for analysts 
to be upset when their analysis is not accepted. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. It is fairly typical, yes, sir. 
Senator CRANSTON. I have one final question if I may, Mr. 1̂ ord 

and Ms. Glaudemans and Mr. Goodman. You have all made allega
tions that Mr. Gates skewed intelligence, motives 

I would like to ask of you what you think BofcGates motives 
were for insisting on his views and d i w o i ^ ^ d ^ t M ywi MW 
that happening in your views? Do you think it was to Please h * 
bosses or was it because he believed he was right or was it some 
combination of that? T ., /,rt_.+0«.* nf tViP«sp 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. That is a good question In the context of these 
allegations, I spent a long time thinking about them^even before 1 
left the CLA and one of the things I realized in trying to under 
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stand what was going on around me was I have no way to attribut 
motivations. I do not know. * 

So I have to disassociate myself somewhat from your question h^ 
cause I have no ability to do that. I think, in just some sort of d 
tached, retrospective, that it was a bit of a combination. Given h 
public statements, and the way he has delivered them, I am co 
vinced he believed what he said, so that there is an element of V? 
was a strong man and he had strong views and they were natural] 
clashing with what existed in SO VA. ^ 

I think in addition, that in the 1980s—I can't speak to any earl' 
er era, I am too young—it was a very politically charged atmosl 
phere at CIA under Mr. Casey. I have the impression Mr. Casev 
was a very different DCI than the Agency had ever seen, and that 
the degree to which Mr. Gates served so closely to Mr. Casey and 
these issues were so volatile, that there was the appearance of poli. 
ticization. 

I can't attribute his motivations, but I think that he should have 
been aware of the appearances that some of these things had and 
he should have taken greater care and greater caution to avoid 
that, and he should have sent signals down to my level and all 
those in between that there was still a commitment to independent 
analysis. 

And as I said in my other remarks, I think it was failure to com
pensate for his public and strongly-held views by simultaneously 
sending down the signal as to what analysis mission really clearly 
was. That is the best I can say. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much. 
Let me say, I realize, it is a very tough question to answer. I 

have learned in the course of my life that one of the toughest 
things to do and sometimes it is painful is to try to figure out mo
tives, even when you know the circumstances and know the indi
viduals you are trying to figure out. 

Mr. Ford. 
Mr. FORD. Four quick points which track I think rather closely 

with what Mrs. Glaudemans has said. 
First, that I don't think any one of us or anyone else can answer 

your question with confidence, that is, just as you have said, to 
speak to someone else's motives. My guess and I think this is one 
that would be shared by many CIA officers is that Bob had very 
strong views. He was a Soviet scholar. That is where he began. 

I know for a fact that he had great confidence in his views, geo
political, Soviet politics and so on. Therefore, I am quite sure that 
when he was talking on a lot of those matters, that is what he 
really believed and he also believed that he probably knew a little 
more and a little better and he was a little harder headed than a 
lot of other people whom he felt did not agree with him. 

The second one, did he do it to please Mr. Casey? Who can tell? 
The perception clearly was in much of the Agency, yes, that he was 
an officer who always knew how to please and especially in the 
areas where Mr. Casey had his own strongest views: Central Amer
ica, Third World and the Middle East. 

My last comment is that I would like to clarify something I said 
earlier and in your earlier questions to Mr. Fuller about Bob Gates' 
role in the 1984 or 1985 famous Iran estimate. I was a colleague of 
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ham Fuller's as a fellow NIO in 1985.1 didn't participate in the 
frj"i w-ups to that, but I saw some of his memos early on. I knew in 

«eral terms what he was doing. 
M answer to some of the questions earlier today, this motivation 

A the views and so on for those memos were wholly his own and 
!f«t is the way it began. 

On the estimate, he apparently went to Mr. Gates and I do not 
u this is all second-hand knowledge to me, but from testimony 

^°t has been made, since I do not have first hand knowledge, his 
• ws coincided apparently with Mr. Gates, and Mr. Gates decided 

ïfves let's go with this. 
Ï am quite sure that Mr. Gates did not order Graham Fuller to 
ke this or that. I don't think anyone could order Graham Fuller 

tdo anything. He is a tough fellow, I respect him for it. But their 
views did coincide. t m 

Now if it was rammed through, that is another matter. Also, it is 
nother matter to differentiate between his private memos to the 

Director, which is what Mr. Casey wanted and all of us did this 
kind of thing. It was intellectually exciting and I think it per
formed many good services, to give him private views, the off 
chance, here is something that needs more attention, so on and so 

°nit is another thing entirely to enshrine those views in a formal 
National Intelligence Estimate, even more so if they were, at least 
to some degree, rammed through and even more so, if in the case 
of the Department of State, dissent was then discouraged, or if 
Abramowitz who is generally a very capable fellow, was conned. 

The last comment I would make on that particular episode is 
that I think it was unfortunate, I will make an understatement 
here unfortunate that this formal NIE memo to holder came out 
at a time when the NIO had been in very close contact with NSC 
staffers who were, we know from the record, bent upon finding new 
overtures, new avenues for U.S. policy. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much. 
And finally, Mr. Goodman. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir, I think there are three reasons. One is 

this desperate search for insinuating himself with Bill Casey. 1 
thought that was very dangerous, and I think that is what led to 
such memos as the bombing of Nicaragua and the one on Libya 
with regard to changing the map of the region. 

Two, I think that Bob has a fear of being wrong. I think a lot ot 
the pressure he put on analysts was to prevent us from saying cer
tain things or certain lines of analysis that would become intelli
gence failures. , 0 . , . ' 

It doesn't take a lot of courage to say that the Soviets are going 
to seize the oil of the Middle East, the wealth of South Africa. It 
takes more bureaucratic courage than I think you can imagine to 
write a memo to say, we do not believe the Soviets will put Migs 
into Nicaragua. I think Bob was afraid of that kind of analysis and 
that kind of conclusion because it would put him in the position ot 
trying to defend an intelligence error. e-»»*™. 

And that is why maybe I did quote out of context as Senator 
Rudman said, but I still think that remark about not wanting to 
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lead with our chin was a very revealing remark in terms ofRi, 
attitude. **** 

And finally, I would pick up on something that Hal said th 
hadn't really thought about it in just the way Hal put it, but n» 
remark that Hal made about scorn for the views of others. ' 

One of the things we had real problems with is advisors or sur» 
visors who got a draft back from Bob from an analyst, particulal 
a junior analyst with very scathing comments in the margin ve 
acrimonious language. ' ^ 

And Jim Berry and I, we ran the Policy Analysis Division at that 
time, were in a quandary, do you share that with the junior ana 
lyst? Do you show what the boss really thinks of his or her work? 

Jim always wanted to protect Bob's reputation and say, let's » 
back to the original draft and we will make our own comments and 
then negotiate on that basis. My feeling is, we are going to have to 
sit down with the analyst and do the kind of nurturing that is nee 
essary, but there is no need to protect Bob from himself in this 
case. 

So I think those are the three reasons, all three of them raise a 
serious issue in terms of character, and I think that is really one of 
the problems that I think I would have to deal with in answering a 
question like that. 

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much. Let me just finally 
say on the matter of motives, I don't have anymore questions. 

That you are each aware that your own motives have been sub
jected to psychoanalysis in this matter, and probably each of you 
feel that some of the analyses that have been made are very, very 
faulty. 

I have often felt that somebody's analysis of the way I did some
thing or didn't do it was very, very faulty. It is a very tough thing 
to figure out. Thank you very much. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Cranston. 
Senator DeConcini now has some additional questions. 
Senator DeConcini. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, would he yield just for a ques

tion of the chair, procedural, what are the plans, Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman BOREN. I am told that Senator Metzenbaum has a few 

additional questions and Senator Murkowski might have some very 
brief questions. 

I have three questions that Senator Nunn has asked me to ask in 
his behalf. Do other Senators have any other questions? 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I still have a lot of questions I 
will have to ask. But quite frankly, my own judgment is that we 
have squeezed about as much information as the nation can absorb 
from these witnesses, and frankly, I am going to pass. I know that 
comes as a relief to some people. 

Mr. GOODMAN. It comes as a particular relief to me, Senator. 
[General laughter.] 

Chairman BOREN. It comes as a relief to the Chair as well. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I also want to thank you on behalf of my 94 year 

old mother in Baltimore who wonders why I am creating so much 
hostility in these sessions. [General laughter.] 

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, let the record show that Sen
ator Rudman already had 30 minutes of questioning. 
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tor RUDMAN. It was my 15 and Senator Minkowski's 15. So I 
^ f taking any time I wasn't entitled to. 

waStl ator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, I think it is a travesty that 
SfnJ kept all these people here this late, including this Senator. 

*e + was not my decision, and I am not going to pass judgment be-
^ I understand I am not going to have another opportunity to 

^f Sirman BOREN. GO ahead and ask the questions you would like 

^Snator DECONCINI. I apologize to the witnesses here. They have 
here since 9:45 listening to all of us in regard to this very seri-

0Ur Sîfhave some more questions and I probably could go on for a 
11 r0Und or more, but I am not going to do that in light of how 

ft* it is but I do have a couple of questions. 
First 'Mr Gershwin, we have kind of ignored you and that 

n't 'intentional. I do have one set of questions I would like to 
*Sress to you. You have a long tenured career as the National In-
?SLpnce Officer for Strategic Programs. 

You were appointed to that in 1981, I think I read in your testi

e r . GERSHWIN. That's correct. 
Senator DECONCINI. Who appointed you to that position/ 
Mr GERSHWIN. Bill Casey. 
Senator DECONCINI. YOU served the Director of Central Intelli

gence as his principal advisor for strategic forces, is that right/ 
Mr GERSHWIN. That's correct. 
Senator DECONCINI. And strategic forces in space.' 
Mr. GERSHWIN. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. That is your title I guess/ 
Mr. GERSHWIN. It is strategic programs, but it includes space pro-

T n X ' D E S c Î N l ^ t h a t it? I mean, is that what it entails, 
^ J Z Z X ^ ^ l l y amounts to is Soviet strategic 
forced Chinese strategic forces which includes strategic' ofifanmve 
forces, defensive forces, intermediate range nuclear forces, the sub
ject of the INF treaty . f 

Senator DECONCINI. HOW big an operation is that, just out ot cu-
nMry?GERSHWiN. Well, today for instance, I have 1fhree assistant 
national intelligence officers, three other people detailed to my 
office from various agencies, a research assistant. I t s one ot the 
larger offices within the National Intelligence Council 

Senator DECONCINI. HOW did you come by this job with Mr. 
Casey? Did you know Mr. Casey? n T in^rd^wwi 

Mr GERSWIN. NO, I had never met him before I interviewed 
with him. . u0 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU applied for the job/ ™didate 
Mr. GERSHWIN. NO, I was called and said that I was a candidate 

for a job which flabbergasted me, because I was a GS-15^amdyst m 
the Pentagon who had no pretensions to a job as impressive as 
that 
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Senator DECONCINI. For the past 10 years you have served as 
NIO for strategic programs and space. ^e 

Mr. GERSHWIN. That's correct. 
Senator DECONCINI. Have you worked in any other offices 

partments of the CIA during that period? ^ 
Mr. GERSHWIN. NO, I have not. 
Senator DECONCINI. Have you been assigned to any special dut" 

other than in your area? les 

Mr. GERSHWIN. NO, I have not. 
Senator DECONCINI. That is all I want to know. Thank you 
Mr. Ford 
Senator WARNER. Senator DeConcini, could I just say a word*? I 

have worked with Mr. Gershwin for probably 10 or 12 or 15 y e a r s 
think he has probably one of the finest reputations ever acquireJ 
by an individual that worked in this area and he has appeared 
before the Senate Armed Services Committee annually for I think 
at least a decade and before this committee, I think an equal 
amount of time. 

Senator DECONCINI. Let me just assure the Senator from Virgin. 
ia, if my questions left him with any indications that I was uV 
meaning Mr. Gershwin's fine professional 

Senator WARNER. Not in the least. 
Senator DECONCINI. It was not intended to. I was trying to find 

out just how much his area included, whether or not he was into 
some of these other areas that we have been talking about, and 
that satisfies me. That is why there has not been a lot of questions 
to him because he is in a very select or specific area, that is all. 

Mr. Ford, Mr. Cranston asked about motives, and I can't help but 
be impressed by not only your background but by the fact that you 
are still employed by the Agency 

Mr. FORD. I was. 
Senator DECONCINI. If Mr. Gates is confirmed, that will be a past 

tense I suspect. You have a long career with many highlights and 
national merits awards and what have you. Can you tell this Com
mittee and maybe you did in your opening statement—it has been 
so many hours ago—what is your motive, Mr. Ford, to come before 
us? 

You are not going to benefit from this I doubt, one iota, if any
thing, you probably have made yourself more enemies here today 
than you have ever had. 

What has brought you to come forward to tell us your honest 
views, and I take them as just that, as I do all of the witnesses 
here, to come forward and do this? 

Mr. FORD. A combination of things, Senator. One is, as I said in 
my opening statement, I have a loyalty to Bob, to whom I owe 
many things. I also have a loyalty to the Agency and a wish that, 
especially as we move into a new world, that we have the finest 
director possible. 

It comes to mind when I was a younger officer, the atmosphere 
in which we worked which was, that is, in an analysis and national 
estimates world was exciting. You had enormous respect for your 
people and for the people for whom you were working. There was 
completely free interchange of ideas, dissents were listened to. 
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A I remember especially one occasion where, this was during 
Korean War and a number of special national intelligence esti

me »° ^ o n e m which the policy makers would ask the commu-
^atewhat if the United States did X, what would be the probable 

^ r nllv they were tactical kinds of military things. The answers 
S always to be, well, it would help a little bit, but it wouldn't 

seemea ^ w n ich would make our people in the community quite 
^ Psoecially if they were the particular service that had the 
a D ^ I ? ' d e a ' 
^SPII I mention that because tempers were very high and at the 
u NFIB meetings, they were called IAC meetings, but the same 
j where the chiefs came, and I have forgotten the particulars, 
i. f there was one estimate that was very highly charged and we 
f ^ that there would be fireworks. We also suspected that the di-
^ n r who was General Bedell Smith agreed with what we felt 

re the folks who didn't understand it, that is another part of the 

^ S S o m at the time for us in the office was to meet with the 
Sector before each NFIB or IAC meeting, briefly discuss it, and 
K e o i n g to happen and so on. We met with the General He 
fnifus he disagreed with the estimate and so on and so on and so 
««We went into the meeting and there were fireworks, and we 
heard all the dissenters. Then we held our breath until we heard 
what General Smith would SOT. , ; ; ^ T 

Finally, he said something like this: My personal views are that I 
d i e e with this estimate, and I join the dissenters. But my staff 
ffrnl otherwise and I have confidence in my staff and therefore 
the estimate will remain unchanged. 

I think that is a far different kind of atmosphere from what we 
have had in recent years. It is not all one person's fault. It is part 
K s t the bureaucracy getting middle aged, but that is one thing 

£ t h e ? C s to what brought me to this I have always had and 
bee? active in a number of religious and ethical groups-main line 
Sme^ical Cafholic/Protestanfinterfaith. I have written and lec
tured in the field. I participated in sessions within the CIA on ques 
tions of ethics and CIA, this and that. 

Those made an impact on me, rightly or wrongly, and again, 1 
sav mainUne it is not way over on this side or way over on that 
K u t that combined wiSrtheway in which I w u b m o g r t up in 
the Agency led me to feel that there should be * ^ f ^ * J ^ 
standards that are higher than I think have been followed m 
T t ^ f f l o t of agony and I never imagined I would have to say 

t S C î ^ d you feel those have been jeopardized? 

W r b E C o N C i N i . You feel that those principals have been 
jeopardized? 

W o r R D S N C i N , Mr. Ford, I thank yo,L foi^hat candM ap
proach. When Admiral Inman was here he;testrffedJ,o t h e « t 
tee and said, just to remind you, quote: ' \h™^lZTlkZw 
sampling of youngsters I know and middle level managers 1 know, 
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and a couple of senior ones. The very bright, young ones are v 
eager to see him returning." Meaning Mr. Gates. "There is s

6? 
stantial apprehensions at other levels that he will move too f 
too swiftly and too brutally for their careers," end of quote. ^ 

You have also spoken with some CIA employees. Share with us. 
if you don't want to give names that is fine for me—but share with 
us your survey. Does it correspond with Admiral Inman's observ 
tions? a* 

Mr. FORD. I have no idea what his survey—it may have been that 
he has talked with many more people than I have. I have not 
"conducted a survey." Various people have come to me and as î 
have said earlier today 

Senator DECONCINI. IS that a number of three or four or is it 
Mr. FORD. NO, we talked about this earlier. I think I said 16 or 

18, something like that. 
Senator DECONCINI. 16 or 18,1 missed. 
Mr. FORD. They are people, some of whom are presently in CIA 

some who are graduates, some who are analysts, some who are op! 
erations officers. 

I think I would personally, again, not only them, but from what I 
feel and sense and gain by osmosis from being still in and around 
CIA, is that it would probably be dangerous to make the same kind 
of generalizations that Admiral Inman did, that the youngsters 
this, and the middle level, this and so on 

Senator DECONCINI. YOU haven't categorized them 
Mr. FORD. NO, I haven't made any scientific—this is a simply a— 

but all the younger analysts don't feel that way. We have one here 
right in our midst. I think there probably is something to what he 
says about some of the middle and upper level ones, feeling that 
their rice bowls will be broken or that they will have to—but as I 
said in my remarks, that is not all of it, and part of it is that there 
are many people who share the same kind of view that I do and 
were raised at an earlier time when standards were different. 

Senator DECONCINI. Let me turn, Mr. Ford, to the assessment on 
the papal assassination. The Committee interviewed Mary Des-
jeans, one the authors of that 1985 report. She said she was told 
not to talk about it with anybody or tell anybody what I was work
ing on. 

Mr. MacEachin finally said that yes, that was uncommon. Do 
you agree with your former colleague that that is very uncommon 
or uncommon to have that kind of a directive? 

Mr. FORD. I have no knowledge of that particular thing, but in 
general, there, from time to time, have been very sensitive items 
that a director would choose to pick a handful of people, two or 
three and confine it to them. 

As has been said, sometimes it had to do with very compartment-
ed information and so on and so on. I don't know the particulars of 
this. From what I have heard as a citizen listening, it seems to me 
that this was unusual in the sense that there seemed to be a push 
toward a given answer to come out of this group, and that there
fore, it was not as necessary as—in other words, to confine it so 
was perhaps over drawing the matter of secrecy and sensitivity. 

Senator DECONCINI. Thank you 
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FORD. But I have no first hand knowledge, but it does 
baS^atorT)ECoNCiNi. I s t h a t j^nd of thing a common thing and I 

«vou say it is uncommon, but it does happen? 
*M FORD. There are small groups and over the years—I think in 
.^art icular case it was uncommon, yes, sir. 
ctnator DECONCINI. Last question for you, Mr. Ford, when Mr. 

«.•« testified he revealed a great deal, one of the things that I 
not eet out of my mind and I am going to address Mr. Gates 

**%£ this he testified that Bob Gates once made the comment that 
? ou were a member of the Central Intelligence Agency and you 

k the 5th Amendment upon questioning that was considered not 
\L\ for you in the Agency. 
gTT vou got a lawyer you were out. How do you think that corn

ent; sitsperspective-wise within the Agency? Had you ever heard 
thMr. FORD. NO, sir, I had never heard it until this moment, and I 
had no personal knowledge 

Senator DECONCINI. I was astounded 
Mr FORD [continuing]. Or second-hand knowledge. Sir/ 
inator DECONCINI. I was astounded by that statement by Mr. 

Fiere If an employee of the Agency is called by a grand Jury or an 
investigative committee or an oversight committee, took the 5th 
would that jeopardize their employment at the Agency or if they 
went and hired a lawyer, would that jeopardize their employment? 

And lastly, had you ever heard of such a rule? 
Mr FORD. NO, sir, never. It shouldn t have. 
Senator DECONCINI. Of course, it shouldn t have. 
Mr. FORD. I have no knowledge. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you. 
Mr Goodman, you have been through a lot today and quite 

frankly you have done very well. I think Senator Holhngs put it 
ver̂  well Siis is not a murder trail, and you have stood up very 
WOne of the things that has surfaced in all of this, and I just want 
t o t o w whether or not you have any information,,* the monitor
ing or collection of information on Members of Congress, Congres 
sional staff or other American citizens. / v , „ 1 , , ^ ; n r P f f a rds 

Mr. Fiers told the Committee that this had occurred in regards 
to Nicaragua and that Mr. Gates may have known about it. Do you 
have any information to shed on this whatsoever.' 

Mr. GOODMAN. But I think Alan Fiers said that maybe Bob Gates 
b t a a t a r DECONCINI. That is what I said, that maybe Mr. Gates 
may have known. Do you say that he did know.' 

Mr. GOODMAN. He did know. ntmnhvAart 
Senator DECONCINI. And how do you come to ^ ^ J * ™ " f o l . 
Mr. GOODMAN. Because of a comment he made once that I^ol 

lowed up in a conversation with Doug M a c ^ Z ^ r ^ v l °an 
name came up that I will not discuss in public but P™ately 1 can 
tell you the name. It was not Michael Barnes, it was a Senator 

Senator DECONCINI. And you had that discussion with Mr. Mac 
Eachin? 
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Mr. GOODMAN. With Mr. MacEachin, in 1985. It wasn't a ] 
conversation. It was a follow-up to a remark that Bob Gates m°!!g 

and I found it very troubling. I was in a meeting with a la 
group of people. arge 

Senator DECONCINI. That Mr. Gates made and you were on 
the people, and Mr. MacEachin was " of 

Mr. GOODMAN. He made a remark that suggested that he kn 
something about domestic critics of the Contra program. He a S 
something about whether or not these people would be allowed! 
continue to criticize U.S. policy. Doug and I later had the convert 
tion in which I asked him, what does that mean. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Was I at this meeting? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. With Bob? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. I will get to you in just a minute, Mr Man 

Eachin. c" 
Mr. GOODMAN. That's when the name came up. 
Senator DECONCINI. And that was in 1985? 
Mr. GOODMAN. It had to be after March of 1985, because I was 

sitting in the front office—and that's when Doug and I had dailv 
contact. y 

Senator DECONCINI. Did you draw from that discussion or com
ment that they had a file on this person? 

Mr. GOODMAN. NO. I'm sorry. I probably misled you there. I did 
not get the feeling that these were specific collections aimed at 
people. 

Senator DECONCINI. They were comments regarding them? 
Mr. GOODMAN. But that names had come up in the collection of, I 

assume, intelligence, legitimate intelligence or counterintelligence, 
but that there were names. 

Senator DECONCINI. There were names? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Just very specific names. 
Senator DECONCINI. I think Mr. Fiers referred to them as re

ports. Now, whatever that means, I do not know. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I can't help there. 
Senator DECONCINI. But it is very interesting. Mr. MacEachin, do 

you have any recollection of that? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I do not know what Mr. Goodman is talking 

about. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. MacEachin. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I don't know. Sorry. 
Senator DECONCINI. Fine, Thank you, sir. Mr. Ford, have you 

ever heard of such an operation? 
Mr. FORD. NO, sir. I have no knowledge of anything about that 

sir. 
Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Goodman, in testimony that you have 

given us today, you have been subjected to some very hard ques
tioning and I guess that is fair game here. I am impressed with 
your statements and I would like to ask you the same question I 
asked Mr. Ford. 

What do you have to gain out of coming forward and offering 
your honest approach to this matter? I am very intrigued with 
that, because I can understand a lot of people's motives and I can 
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late on some of them, but I am interested in what motivates 
spe°hecause I think you have told us about some of the inner 
y0U'vin2S of the Agency, along with Mr. Ford and Ms. Glaudemans, 
ïotmany, many people did not know. 

iSanv of us suspected, in one way or another, but you have told 
+he nuts and bolts of it. It was very interesting. I wonder if you 

& Comment in response to the same question I asked Mr. Ford? 
®M GOODMAN. I guess my major reason for coming was a belief 

tip system I've always believed that the United States had a 
A\n moral authority and spiritual authority that did make us 
rfSrent and that was in terms of our courts, our press, and this 

tfTessional process. And when I was asked to come here I hesi-
C°ted because there's a certain amount of risk I'm taking in terms 
3my current situation, 

qpnator DECONCINI. Indeed there is. . _ . 
Mr GOODMAN. Perhaps I felt if I did't come it would show the 

kind of cynicism about the system I would not want my children to 
ÏÏÎdve and I've talked a lot about this with my kids. They re 
Whin college and I felt if I was going to be honest to myself and 
dven my feelings about the system in this country I had to come 
K And, I might add, and I'm not trying to gild the lily here, 
MVChairman, but I'm extremely grateful for your willingness to 
take this into the public. It's not going to be pretty to absorb all of 
Eta and to assimilate all of this, but I think you show tremendous 
courage and the fact that you also believe in the system too, I 
3 t it was necessary to try to take some step to correct the ter-
Wedamage that's been done at the CIA over the past 10 years^ 
One thing I think should be understood, that hasn' ; reaUy come 

out yet, I never knew the word po iticization until 1981. T h e w r d 
ooliticiiation was never uttered at the CIA from 1966 to 1981. I 
E rSog^iized the culture that Doug talks about. Those are not 
my perceptions of the CIA at all. But the years from 1981 to 198J 
were very difficult years for a lot of sincere people, who Were work-
mg verV hard. And, finally, I guess my last reason was I owed it to 
£e p^ple who trained me in the ethics and culture of beingan 
hitelUeence officer and I know I keep using the name Sherman 
K?ntTformer professor from Yale, but I can't tell youwhat it 
meant to me as a young intelligence officer to be told that you 
3 go u A o ?he Office of National Estimates. They're goingto be 
discusfing an estimate in your area and you could be a back-bench
er, just sit in the room and listen to the best and the brightest that 
the CIA had to offer in terms of analysis, listen to how they con 
duct their business. , . ;„ r r^ ;v, iP 

I was just out of graduate school. They we*>the most^rechble 
dialogues and discussions I had ever heard. Nothing ™ graduate 
school, no seminar could compare to what " ^ * ^ ^ J j £ * 
room and I'm proud of the fact that if you looka^the Pentagon 
Papers and you look at all of the geostrategic erron of American 
thinking, relating to the unfortunate decision ^ " ^ ^ ^ 
because I do believe it was based in a faultyjeostrategic asisess 
ment, the CIA can hold its head high because they.correctly^per 
ceived the problem and they had the three ^ a r ^ t

r ^ d ° ^ (
u ^ 

al Matthew Ridgeway, in terms of vision integrity and courage^ 
And I came away from those meeting and then later on, the years 
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when I could become more active, as I become more senior 
Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson was there, and I have ^ 
strong memories of those people, that I felt if I didn't step forw 
I would be doing a great disservice to the memory of those f̂  
men. lw° 

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Goodman, thank you very much. I Wa 
to thank each of the witnesses. I truly mean this. I regret that 
have kept you so long tonight and today. It is not easy, but it^6 

very helpful to this Senator. I have not made up my mind whaM 
am going to do with Mr. Gates. You have certainly opened th 
Senator's eyes. I have been on this Committee for almost 5 yea^ 
now and I have had many suspicions about the CIA and also î 
have much respect for the personnel that works there. I know some 
of them and they are some of the strongest citizens of this country 
and I cannot help but say that out of this process and out of your 
willingness to come here, those in favor of Mr. Gates and those 
critical of the Agency and of the process, and being so candid, is 
going to improve that agency and is going to make this a better 
country. I am very grateful and I mean that sincerely, to each one 
of you for the time that you have given us. Thank you, Mr. Chair
man. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Senator DeConcini. Let 
me just inquire of my colleagues. Senator Bradley, how many ques
tions do you have. 

Senator BRADLEY. One or two. 
Chairman BOREN. One or two questions. Senator Metzenbaum? 
Senator METZENBAUM, Three. 
Chairman BOREN. Senator Murkowski? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Four, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Four. I am not going to ask anything else. As I 

say, I have three on behalf of Senator Nunn, which I will ask. Sen
ator Metzenbaun, why don't we proceed with your questions. 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you would be will
ing to put into the record at this point the fact that Mr. Goodman 
referred to you and, I think, quite properly is saying that he was 
glad that this series of testimony went public. But my recollection, 
very vividly, that night it was a bipartisan decision by all nine of 
us who were present. 

Chairman BOREN. That is correct. It was a decision of all Mem
bers of this Committee. 

Senator WARNER. That is correct. 
Chairman BOREN. And I think, without dissent, as I have indicat

ed and I think it was the right decision. I know it has been a pain
ful decision for the witnesses. It is not easy. It is not easy for the 
Agency, but I think, again, as has just been said by Senator DeCon
cini, that out of this process, as difficult as it is, I cannot help but 
believe that public discussion of important issues about the Agency 
that are critical to our national interests is a good thing. It will be 
wholesome in the long run. 

I think all of us on this committee have a strong commitment 
that no one will suffer particular favored treatment or less than 
favored treatment if they still have a relationship with the Govern
ment, because of their being here and testifying, at least as far as 
this Member is concerned, and I am sure all of the Members of this 
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mmittee take the same point of view. So I want to express again 
onpreciation. 

Senator Metzenbaum, why do we not go to you for your questions 
noW and then we will go to Senator Bradley, and then to Senator 
Murkowski and I will complete by asking the questions for Senator 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Goodman, you spoke this morning 
about a double standard that prevailed for analysis that contained 
tke Cold War type assumptions, versus those that suggested the 
Soviet threat had eased somewhat. You spoke of a climate of in
timidation. Could you elaborate on that? Who fostered that cli
mate, how was it communicated, and how was it enforced? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, I think it started at the very beginning. 
I believe the international terrorism estimate of Bill Casey's was 

his first estimate that he cut his teeth on in terms of getting an 
idea of what the directorate of intelligence was all about, how an 
estimate was produced, who the people were who wrote estimates, 
and I think he was appalled with us. He was appalled with our 
product. He was appalled with the loose system, without any con
trols and I think he set out to correct that. He did it in such a way 
that it set such a chilling tone that it led to a lot of self-censorship 
of certain ideas. It led, I think, to a lot of senior managers who 
looked over their shoulders, and I think there was some rather 
craven behavior during this period from people who were really in 
key positions in certain areas and the wrong tone was set. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Could you give us some examples of the 
kind of intimidation you are talking about here, the aura of intimi
dation? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, I know, in my situation when I was re
moved and when it was explained to me why I was removed, and I 
was one of three, and in terms of Senator Bradley's question about 
what mistakes were made, I know I had my own list of seven or 
eight. But what Bob Gates did was to force out the people who 
could have at least prevented three of those mistakes. I mean, I 
have a list of seven major errors. One of them is the Soviet Third 
World retrenchment and retreat, an idea that I believe was the ac
curate view of the Soviet Union. 

Jim Norrin, who was moved out because he had a bleak view of 
the Soviet economy and I guess that sounds rather humorous in 
hindsight, but he did and it was a view that was not compatible 
with Bob Gates' thinking. And Doug Garthoff, who was an out
standing analyst and was considered much too much of an apolo
gist on the Soviet Union, and that word did float around the build
ing. I was never called a comsimp, but I was called an apologist 
and that always rankled. I think one of the errors was in arms con
trol. Again, I don't share Doug MacEachin's views. 

I think we were much too slow in realizing the degree to which 
the United States had become central to Soviet foreign policy, 
which was clear, I think, in the very early days of Gorbachev's 
leadership, going back to 1985. And I think we were much too slow 
to appreciate how willing the Soviets were to accommodate the 
United States on arms control positions, and if you look at INF and 
the chemical weapons ban and START and CFE, you look at the 
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major concessions that were made, I think it was the Soviets that 
were moving in the direction of the United States. 

I think, even though Doug and I haven't talked about this for a 
long time, but I think Doug Garthoff also viewed those possibilities 
for the Soviets in arms control and Soviet-American relations. So I 
think it was very unfortunate the signal that was sent when 
Garthoff was moved aside. Whenever there was an area of politic!, 
zation or a good person left, Hal Ford has talked about this. I can 
mention very specific names to give you some feel for this, but it 
was the best we had. It was not that we were losing mediocre 
people, we lost Jennifer. She's one of the best young analysts we've 
ever had, trained at Princeton under Stephen Cohen, and when 
you talk about people who were ahead of the thinking, Steve Cohen 
at Princeton was certainly ahead of the CIA in thinking about 
what was happening in the Soviet Union. 

Our senior person on Soviet Third World relations, is now teach
ing at Georgetown. Our branch chief on Soviet foreign policy is 
now doing the some job for the State Department. A senior person, 
Jack Sontag, who's father was the wonderful historian, served in 
the OSS, Raymond Sontag, is now at the State Department. He was 
trained at the CIA. We lost an incredible amount of the best people 
we had. The ones who stayed behind fought it for as long as they 
could, but I think on the chart I gave you Wednesday, if you look 
at the Soviet foreign policy shop, there's only one person left there 
with any real experience in Soviet foreign policy. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Has that chart been included in the 
record, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I introduced it on Wednesday, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. I think it was. I am sure it was. I think I 

recall Mr. Goodman asked that it be. 
Senator METZENBAUM. He handed it to us, but I am not sure it 

was included. 
Mr. GOODMAN. The more serious problem was the managers who 

were moved in to replace the experienced people. It's not that they 
weren't good people, but they had no background whatsoever in the 
areas they were working in. Now, for a junior analyst, I know 
when I worked for someone who didn't have a background in that 
area, I took less pride in my work. I thought it sent the wrong kind 
of signal and at the CIA, where you need a mentoring system, 
where it's so important to have these senior mentors, not only to 
teach the culture of intelligence, but the way intelligence is done. 
Eventually you're going to lose your institutional memory. 

Now the biggest problem in CIA analysis right now, particularly 
on Soviet politics, they've lost their institutional memory on for-
feign policy. They have a very weak institutional memory on Soviet 
domestic policy and they've lost some senior Soviet economists. 
When you do a list in terms of major mistakes, the ones that come 
to mind are the failure on the Soviet economy. It was overestimat
ed and I think the number that Senator Bradley was looking for, I 
think we were saying their economy was 60 percent of the U.S. 
economy. And anyone who's been to the Soviet Union and walked 
around a block in Moscow and Leningrad, knew intuitively that 
was wrong. 
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We underestimated the defense burden on the Soviet Union. We 
completely missed the Soviet Third World retrenchent. We com
pletely ignored the beginnings of pluralism in the Soviet Union 
Ld I must say, Bob was very hostile towards notions that there 
were politics in the Soviet Union. There were differences of opinion 
in the Politburo even before Gorbachev. It didn't all start with Gor
bachev. There is some misleading information, I think, out there. 

I think we were behind the curve in Soviet arms control. I think 
our projections were too high, even though I think if you compare 
CIA projections with the projections of other intelligence analysis 
agencies, we probably did better than most. 

The procurement flattening out started in the late '70s and a 
scholar in residence who I brought in in the early '80s wrote that 
up in a paper, I think in 1982, a message that we could not get out. 
But, I'm sorry, it's those areas. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you very much, Mr. Goodman. 
Mr. Goodman, you said Gates introduced papers that contained 

unsupported and incorrect judgments about Soviet use of lethal 
chemicals in Afghanistan, economic ties between terrorists and 
drug dealers, reduction in Iranian support for terrorism and in
creased contra successes, and that none of these positions was suffi
ciently supported by the facts. 

Why didn't anybody object at that time? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Well, I m embarrassed by that question. I think 

when I made my remarks yesterday and Wednesday, when I talk 
about the sense of shame, I feel we didn't protect ourselves very 
well, so that does bother me. 

It still amazes me in hindsight that so few people could do so 
much damage in such a short period of time, and that we should 
have been more forceful. 

I'm sure it would have made a difference if we countered all 
these problems. I mean, they were all palpable. We knew what 
they were. The culture was obvious in terms of what was happen
ing there. 

Senator METZENBAUM. HOW did Gates use his influence? You say 
he suppressed intelligence. You gave the example of his killing a 
1982 draft of an estimate suggesting Soviet influence in the Third 
World was weakening. How did he go about using his influence? 
What did he do, or what did he not do? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, there were several devices, but if you look 
at the kinds of memos he sent back in response to a paper—I think 
you have some of them, some have been declassified; it would be 
interesting if you got all of them—the condescending tone was 
something that was very hard to explain to an analyst. It was ex
tremely demoralizing. 

I think the impression that's being created here in terms of re
marks to injured pride and thin-skinned people and some of Doug s 
remarks about the feelings of analysts is totally wrong. Analysts 
have been arguing over problems of CIA certainly since 1966, and 
no one charged politicization, and no one charged that there was a 
serious political issue at the heart of it. 

But in the '80s, in dealing with the acrimony in these memos and 
then seeing who was moved ahead, it became very obvious that you 
had to get with the agenda. And I think I mentioned the remark 
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that a senior Agency official made to a good friend of mine about 
this isn't a democracy here. You know what the line is; now tell 
your analysts to write it. 

Now, I could produce the individual who made that remark to 
me. I don't think that's necessary. But the important thing is this 
is quite typical. Now, let me say something about Doug, because I 
think there's a very unfair perception that's developing. 

Doug did what he could, and it wasn't easy for Doug. We've 
known each other for a very long time. The problem is much worse 
now than it was when Doug MacEachin was running that office 
and I think that's the problem. The culture is now no institutional
ized that it's going to be very difficult to come in and clean it up. 

I just don't think Bob Gates is capable of doing that because his 
surrogates are the ones who are still in prominent positions, and 
that was one of the reasons why I called for some kind of investiga-
tion or a commission to look at Agency analysis over the 1984 to 
1986 period. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. MacEachin, one last question for you. 
You described the atmosphere in the DDI as either a debate bê  
tween "commie symps" and "realists" or between "commie 
bashers" and "pragmatists." 

Now, in 1968, you figured out that the Soviets would invade 
Czechoslovakia, but that didn't make a "commie-basher;" nor 
would an analyst's assessment that the Soviet economy had weak
ened by the mid-to-late 1980s, and that they were no longer likely 
to support Third World aggression make that analyst a "commie 
symp.' 

Was the intellectual climate in DDI so simplistic that the debate 
was broken into apologists versus hardliners and was Bob Gates 
part of that situation? Where did Bob Gates fit into that? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. YOU have just now identified yet another thing 
I wish I had never said. I said at the time it was an oversimplifica
tion. There were generally people lined up on the question of how 
much they saw Soviet foreign policy actions being driven by sort of 
old-line ideological concerns versus sort of modern political politics. 

And what I was trying to say is that sometimes it was one and 
sometimes it was the other, and what our culture needed to do was 
to be able to approach each individual case and try to assess how 
things were being worked out. 

In 1979, we have testimony from senior KGB officer who was in
volved in at least the paperwork and in those debates, and he de
scribed them very clearly to us, and there was a case where they 
didn't know how that internal debate was going to come out. So I 
would retract all that oversimplification, but, generally speaking, 
the reason I used those terms, Senator, was not to oversimplify the 
division but to characterize how the two groups tended to treat 
each other. 

They tended to suspect the other's motives or to suspect the 
other's objectivity. 

I would like to take this opportunity also, Senator Metz
enbaum—and I won't go through everything; I'll try to be shorter 
on some of these things we are listening to—one of the contests 
we've been having out at CIA lately is to find out who the other 
two people were that were removed along with Mr. Goodman, and 
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verybody's been applying to see if they were the one removed for 
^jns control or they were the one removed for economics. 

I had lunch with one the other day who said maybe I'm the guy. 
ijis name was Garthoff. And he was laughing because where he 
JJas moved to was not out of arms control but into arms control. 
ije was doing the internal Soviet political business when I wanted 
to get more political-military approach to the strategic forces busi
ness. He moved to a more senior position, from whence he then 
became a deputy office director in a job I used to hold myself in the 
Office of Current Production and Analytic Support. He is now an 
office director, an SIS-4. 

Jim Norren was one of our absolutely best economists, best-
trained and, unknown to a lot of people, an econometrician of sorts. 
I had a lot of worries myself about our work in Soviet defense 
spending, and, generally speaking, we had not had a real honest-to-
God economist over there like Jim Norren. So when I created the 
defense industrial group I put Jim Norren in charge of it and actu
ally a methodologist as his deputy. 

So there's a lot of talk here for the last two days about loose use 
of evidence allegation, and would you change your mind if I gave 
you this information. And I think that I would really hope the 
Committee will study this stuff that has been said here. I don't 
want to take all the time to rebut it line-by-line. 

Insofar as the arms control thing goes, we may have had all 
these failures that we wouldn't have had if Mr. Goodman's omni
science—and I thank him for what he said about me, but he's just 
been able to go through every single subject matter. There was a 
paper written in 1985 that predicted the offer that Gorbachev 
made. The problem with that paper was—I'll tell a story out of 
school—that so many people didn't agree with it that Mr. Casey, 
when it got downtown, said he didn't agree with those conclusions, 
not knowing that we had written a paper. 

I don't think Mr. Gershwin agreed with it, for very good reasons. 
Mr. GERSHWIN. I don't know the paper, so I don't know if I did or 

not. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Well, I have memos in my files, the 6,000, the 

1,600. Mr. Gershwin may not remember, but the argument was 
they couldn't do all the targeting with 6,000 warheads. 

Mr. GERSHWIN. That's what your analyst said. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. My own analyst said it? Well, my own analyst 

didn't agree. But we published that paper. We put it downtown. 
Senator Bradley's talking about a lot of other failures. 

I don't think we were saying the GNP was 60 percent of the U.S. 
in 1986. I think we were down in the low 50s. That's my recollec
tion now. I don't know what we got much over 55, at least when I 
was ever there, but I was only there in the mid-'80s. 

That's what I wanted to say, Senator. We go on for a long time 
making flat-out assertions. I can speak from direct evidence on 
Norren and Garthoff, and I can speak from direct evidence on the 
so-called "pizza paper." The reason it's called a pizza paper is we 
did it over lunch hour and nobody's allowed to leave the room until 
we get it coordinated because two parts of SOVA were fighting, as 
usual. 
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So I said nobody leaves. We'll send out for Domino's. And we g0f 
it done. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you very much. Again, I want to 
thank the witnesses. You have been extremely helpful and mv 
guess is you are damn tired by this time. I hope your children are 
fine. 

Chairman BOREN. If we don't complete soon, I promise we'll send 
out for Domino's. [General laughter.] 

Senator Bradley. 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would just note that earlier in 

the day Senator DeConcini cast aspersions on people who work at 
night and said that people ought to work in the day. Having had 
one career that worked at night, I am quite comfortable with our 
hearing. [General laugher.] 

Ms. Glaudemans, Mr. Gates' testimony in January of 1987, you 
have said that there was a problem with that testimony. Could you 
once again tell us what you thought that problem was? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I don't have it in front of me on hand, but my 
recollection upon reading it back in '87 and subsequently was that 
it did not reflect in any sense the analysis that had been published 
and produced on Soviet relations towards Iran by either the Office 
of Soviet Analysis or the community itself. 

Senator BRADLEY. I think in your testimony you went through a 
list of studies that were done prior to and then a list of studies that 
were done after, and I know that Mr. Gates overruled or did not 
accept the recommendations and information that you provided. 

But, do you know, has anyone ever refuted those points? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. The points I cited? No. 
Senator BRADLEY. NO. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Not to my knowledge. 
Senator BRADLEY. NO one has ever refuted they were overruled, 

but they stand on the record as fact, which I think is an important 
thing to know. So that all of the estimates you have up to the 
famous estimate in 1985 basically said one thing, the estimate in 
1985 said another, all of the reports after said essentially what was 
the view prior to? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I can make that a little more specific. Immedi
ately after the Iranian revolution, the Soviets did view their pros
pects as opportune, particularly because of the loss to U.S., and 
there was a courtship effort—I think "courtship" accurately de
scribes it—and that it failed to succeed and damaged their relation
ship with Baghdad. 

So there was a turning point—I believe it was after a major 
battle in June of 1982—that sort of marks analytically for us when 
that turning point began to occur, but prior to that time there was 
a courtship effort. It was between this turning point and the May 
'85 estimate that there was a view that the Soviets' opportunities 
were quite limited and quite slim, and then subsequently after that 
estimate. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Ford, one last question. You have seen the 
memo that Mr. Gates did on the bombing of Nicaragua? 

Mr. FORD. I have not seen it. I've only heard excerpts from it. 
Senator BRADLEY. I see. Well, are you able to comment? I guess 

not, if you have not seen it. 



593 

Mr. FORD. Could you ask anyway? I'll take your question 
anyway, sir. I have seen excerpts. 

Senator BRADLEY. The question is, he submitted for the record 
this memo that he wrote to the DCI and he starts with "It's time to 
talk absolutely straight about Nicaragua." He then writes a very 
clear memo and, under the heading "What To Do," he says "with
drawal of diplomatic recognition, overt provision to the government 
in exile of military assistance and funds, propaganda; third, eco
nomic sanctions against Nicaragua; fourth, politically most difficult 
0f all, the use of air strikes to destroy a considerable portion of Ni
caragua's military buildup." 

This was before the Committee last week, and I wondered if you 
had any opinion of that. 

Mr. FORD. I discussed it, I believe, earlier today. To me, as some
one whose career was mostly in national estimates, my chief ques
tion would be with his estimate of the worst case, what would 
happen to Nicaragua if our side didn't "win." And, as I believe is 
included in that memo, it was fairly dire. 

My problem as an estimator is that the U.S. did not make selec
tive air strikes, and the Nicaraguans worked their way out of their 
difficulties, with some pressure from us, and what we have now is 
not the dire future that he was trying to prevent by his sugges
tions. Therefore, my feeling is that, as an estimator, whether this 
was his own views or whether he had been influenced by Director 
Casey, I don't know. 

That's one problem with it. Another is, as I think I've said earli
er, I would have questioned, had I been in the policy chain, the 
wisdom of what air strikes could accomplish in that complex politi-
cal scene. 

I think that it should be to Bob's credit that, as was brought out 
earlier today, he told the Director that, you know, in effect what 
you're trying to do is not going to work. That is, the contras are 
not going to win. I admire him for saying that. I would have said 
the same thing, though I'm not a Central American expert. 

But my problem was with his assumptions of why these dire 
things on our part were necessary. 

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much, and let me thank all of 
the witnesses for sharing your thoughts with us and giving us the 
benefit of your own assessments. It is not easy, and hopefully this 
process will yield a result where at least the next director is aware 
of the divisions, and I think more people are as well, and hopefully 
the result will be a better product. 

I mean, we are all kind of working on the same team, even 
though part of working on the same team is recognizing that there 
are sometimes divisions. The question is how to get over that so 
that policymakers get the best possible product. 

Thank you. „ x ,, 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you, Senator Bradley. I turn now to the 

Vice Chairman, Senator Murkowski. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think we 

would all agree that the witnesses have been most forthcoming and 
most patient, and, as appropriate, most opinionated. 

I am wondering, Mr. Goodman, your reflection of Mr. Gates has 
certainly not been supportive of his confirmation. I do not know 
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whether an incident prompted your particular evaluation of Mr 
Gates or whether there was an opportunity previous, perhaps back 
in 1986 or thereabouts, when Mr. Gates was nominated as Deputy 
Director, to come forth at a public hearing and express your con
cern. 

As I recall, there were a couple of days of hearings. Would that 
have been an appropraite opportunity or was it something that you 
simply had not formulated such a firm opinion on? Could you just 
give me a short answer, because I do not want to keep you folks 

Mr. GOODMAN. It never occured to me. No one asked, and I 
wasn't volunteering any opinions to anyone. I basically took my 
punishment, as Doug knows. Doug and I have spoken of that. We 
have had very strong personal conversations about what happened 
in '85 and I think he respected the way I went about my business 
as a senior analyst, where I became very productive. And that's 
why I was grateful to Doug to give me an opportunity to do the 
only thing I ever wanted to do, which was to write on Soviet Af. 
fairs. That's the only thing that really interested me. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. So it is simply a situation of it did not 
occur to you and you did not feel it was an opportune time? Had 
you harbored these feelings at that time, back in 1986 and 1987 on 
your evaluation of Mr. Gates, or did these develop? 

Mr. GOODMAN. In 1987, if I had been asked—remember, the Com
mittee called me; in a sense they were throwing out a net in terms 
of what issues could be identified, and that's when I sat down with 
the staff for two and a half hours and, as I said before, I came in 
without any notes. I didn't come in with a statement. 

I may have brought something with me the second time around, 
but it was at the Committee's invitation. Someone had given my 
name to a staffer and I was called, and that's when I had to do 
some soul-searching in terms of do I really want to get into this. 
It's very painful. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, I do not want to be argumentative, 
but you mentioned you owed it to your mentors, and I do not know 
when you began to owe it to you mentors, but nevertheless I think 
you have answered the question. 

Mr. GOODMAN. If I had been asked in '87,1 would have come for
ward. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, yes, but this time you said you were 
asked. I understand you are the only witness that has requested a 
subpoena from the Committee. Can you acknowledge whether or 
not you did request a subpoena from this Committee for you to tes
tify? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Could you tell us why specifically? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Well, maybe I'm over-reacting here, but I'm— 

could I discuss that with you privately? I do have reasons that I 
can be very direct about. 

Chairman BOREN. I think it would be more appropriate to discuss 
that in private. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I would defer to that, but 1 
do not think it is inappropriate. 
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Chairnian BOREN. It is a matter of understanding of the Commit-
.^ and I think it would be best if the two of you discussed that in 
tee «** 
nfivate. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I will adhere to the recommendation of the 

Chairman. I think it is an appropriate question from the stand
point of the process, but I will take it up in private. But clearly you 
have come to the Committee, and the Committee was aware that 
we would have witnesses that were both favorable and unfavorable 
to the nominee. 

So it is no personal reference with regard to that matter of sub
poena. It simply sets you off from the other witnesses, 
^ e t me reflect on your association with Mr. Gates. Did you ever 
have a personal falling-out? I mean, obviously you were close 
friends. Your families have been close. But that relationship obvi
ously is going to be strained substantially as a consequence of this 
public hearing. 

I just wondered if there was something in your relationship—and 
I am going to ask Mr. Gates the same thing tomorrow, so you are 
both going to have a fair shot at it. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Maybe I misled you there. There was a profession
al falling-out that had unfortunate consequences in terms of the 
private nature of the relationship, and I really again—if it were 
the two of us talking, I would answer your qestion very candidly, 
and I will do that if we can walk over there when this is over. 

But there was as professional falling-out in 1981 when I raised 
the integrity issue over a product he was responsible for. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Recognizing that for what it is, how do you 
rationalize the realization that somebody has to make the decisions 
on the adequacy of analysis and bear the responsbility for that 
analysis? Naturally there is an inclination to not particularly ap
preciate the negative judgment of one's superior. In this case Mr. 
Gates is in the position of having to bear the responsibility of de-
terming what is acceptable and what is unacceptable, and you kind 
of have to bear the consequences of his decision. 

As a consequence of that, I cannot help but pick up the inference 
that this is behind your particular outspoken opposition. If I am 
wrong-

Mr. GOODMAN. That is a very serious word to anyone in the intel-
lisence business. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. YOU said yourself just a moment ago that 
you had a professional falling-out, if you will, over a specific issue. 
Would that not have placed Mr. Gates in a position to make a deci
sion that was contrary to your own particular viewpoint? 

I am sure you felt you were right and you are certainly entitled 
to that. I do not question that, but can't you conceive of a situation 
where that kind of a thing could have been the point where your 
relationship began to deteriorate? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, it wasn't that abrupt. Whenever Bob was 
promoted after '81, there were only several of us he invited m 
terms of his close personal friends, and I was always one in that 
group, and I always attended. . . 

There was still contact. I think the point I m trying to make is 
that before '81 certain issues didn't come up on my scope from 66 
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to '81—the politicization issue. The whole concern was integrity 
and ethics. And I think the culture changed. 

I'm not saying that Bob Gates changed the culture, but I ^ 
saying that Bill Casey changed the culture in that building, and I 
think it was very unfortunate. It had some very negative conse
quences that I think we're still recovering from. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, you know, we all experience positions 
of responsibility relative to the flow of management, the decision 
making process, and the changes in culture you speak of. The queg. 
tion of who changed and who did not change is certainly realistic 

But to suggest that we have a situation here where Mr. Gates 
who had to make the final decisions about what was acceptable 
and what was not acceptable, and your responsibility as a senior 
analyst, head of a division and so forth, there came a point where 
there began to be a problem, recognizing your relationship with 
Mr. Gates and recognizing the reality of Mr. Gates' relationship 
with Mr. Casey, since clearly Mr. Gates served, to a degree, at Mr 
Casey's pleasure, if Mr. Gates had not been responsive to Mr. 
Casey's policies, why I am sure Mr. Gates could have been re
moved. That is just the reality of the structure of organizations. 

I am just trying to ferret out where you two begin to move apart. 
You are a very aritculate individual with a personal relationship 
with Gates. It seems to me that, with that kind of relationship, you 
would have many opportunities to go to Bob Gates and say, look, 
Bob, I think you are going down the wrong path here. I recognize 
you are working for Bill Casey. I recognize that Bill has certain de
mands and certain policies and believes in certain things. 

But, you know, you and I have to have a frank talk. I have 
myself to live with. You have yourself to live with. And it is dis
couraging to see a relationship such as yours deteriorated to the 
point where I must wonder whether there was a point where it 
could have been salvaged, or am I being totally naive in the proc
ess? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, I think you are entering an area where I 
know I don't want to get involved in terms of the personal aspect 
of this. I don't think it's fair to me, and I certainly don't think it 
fair to Bob. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. All right. I will not pursue that line of 
questions, Mr. Chairman, but my line of questioning is not meant 
to embarrass the witness or embarrass Mr. Gates. When I pursue it 
to some extent with him, it is simply in recognition that it is too 
bad that people who have worked together and respected each 
other have come to this kind of impasse without a meeting of the 
minds somewhere along the way. 

But clearly the witness does not care to go into that, and I will 
certainly respect that. 

Mr. Gershwin, I wonder if you can provide any specific examples 
that you may recall of instances in which Mr. Gates could have 
been tempted to slant intelligence but did not, and were you asked 
at any time to slant intelligence to please Mr. Gates? 

Mr. GERSHWIN. The latter one is easy, and that is that Mr. Gates 
never asked me or anyone else I know to slant intelligence to come 
out with conclusions that in any way supported some policy consid-
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ration of his or anyone else's. He was a critic of our work, but he 
5id not tell us what to do. 

I think there were potentially ample opportunities for Mr. gates 
, weigh in on national intelligence estimates and products of the 
Directorate of Intelligence if he had so chosen, in the area I was 
^miliar with, which was Soviet military and strategic forces. 

I have some specific examples. Many of them are classified. One 
example—and I won't get into the very specifics of it—was an anal
ysis done by his Office of Scientific and Weapons Research when he 
•yas the Deputy Director for Intelligence that reevaluated an im
portant Soviet missile and concluded that it was not nearly as ca
pable as had previously been judged. 

That analysis was briefed to me early on. It was briefed to Mr. 
Gates before it was released to the Defense folks. And Mr. Gates 
questioned it, as I did, in terms of how good an analysis is this and 
all of that. It was important in the write-up of that to indicate 
what had happened, why our analysis had changed. I supported 
that analysis, by the way, as did Mr. Gates. He didn't really under
stand it fully because it was very technical, but he respected the 
people who had done the work and he respected my judgment to 
him that it was a good analysis. 

As a result of that, that paper was published by the Office of Sci
entific and Weapons Research, distributed to people in the Penta
gon. People were briefed. We included it in my National Intelli
gence Estimate. It caused a lot of grief. There were differences of 
view of other intelligence agencies. It was briefed to people in the 
White House, who expressed a great deal of concern at this re-
evaluation because it reduced the Soviet threat. 

In retrospect, I think it was an excellent analysis, and I com-
mended-I didn't commend him at the time, but I commend him 
now, in light of some of the other charges I am hearing. I think 
Mr. Gates did a fine job in that case. I think there are other exam
ples. That is one of the most notable. That was in about 1984-1985. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you. 
Mr. Ford, you indicated that you had heard from a number of 

CIA personnel about the suitability of Mr. Gates for the job of DCI. 
I think you said 16, or 17 or 18 who phoned you, and a couple had 
opposed your position. We are not going to talk about the number 
of employees in the CIA because that is classified, but clearly there 
are lots of employees. 

Do you figure that is a fair sampling, 16 or 17? You mentioned it, 
so it is appropriate. t 

Mr. FORD. I have no idea how representative that is. I ve been 
told by some of those people—and this is second or third-hand— 
that there are many of us out there, but I have no way of judging 
how typical that is or scientific. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I do not either. I think it is just one of 
those points that you made so it is probably appropriate that we 
address very briefly. 

You mentioned something about your views on an ideal Director. 
Do you have someone that you think would be the ideal Director of 
the Agency as you seem to have such strong opinions. 

Mr. FORD. My brother-in-law. [General laughter.] 
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Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, you might as well keep it in tL 
family. There is nothing wrong with that. 

You feel pretty strongly about the nominee? 
Mr. FORD. If you want some specific names or just a general idea 

sir? 
Senator MURKOWSKI. NO, a name, if you are so inclined because 

you said you hoped, you wanted to see an ideal person. Not in the 
past, now. There are a lot of them in the past. 

Mr. FORD. I understand. I think there have been debates over the 
years whether it is better to have some professional intelligence of. 
ficer 

Senator MURKOWSKI. With experience. 
Mr. FORD [continuing]. Or someone out of national life. There are 

arguments on both sides. 
I have always personally come down on the side that I think it is 

better to have someone out of national life who has stature and is 
known to the President, they have a close relationship. Someone 
whose experience is broad and is viewed with respect. And that the 
ideal person for a deputy would be an intelligence professional, 
Dick Kerr, or something of that kind. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. YOU have had Presidents who have had ex
perience in the area, and I am not asking you to comment on that. 

Mr. FORD. I have not come with such a list and I would not want 
to leave out anyone. 

But very quickly 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And it is almost 10:30. 
Chairman BOREN. Shall we call the White House or are they 

watching? [General laughter.] 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Carlucci, Mr. Ambassador Pickering, Rich Armi-

tage, these are names that immediately come to mind. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. People that you know, but really have— 
Mr. FORD. NO. I know Mr. Carlucci slightly and Armitage slight

ly. But just as a citizen, that is the kind of, if I could speak more, 
the kind of person who has had senior experience in Government. 
Or you could bring someone possibly out of academic life, a college 
president or someone who is very knowledgeable in the field of 
international affairs and who is universally respected, someone of 
the caliber of Professor William L. Langer, who was the first head 
of our Office of National Estimates. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, just hypothetically, but it is one of 
those things, had you been able to come up with a Pickering or 
Rich or someone else and gotten a panel of six witnesses, three of 
which were supportive and three of which were not, I am sure we 
would be facing a dilemma. Maybe not quite of the same nature, 
because clearly they do not have a record in the CIA. But neverthe
less, they have a record out there somewhere. 

So we are still left with a dilemma which is the point I wanted to 
make. 

Let me move over to Ms. Glaudemans. You are a very articulate 
and knowledgeable witness. And I do not recall your exact reason 
for leaving, other than you left and you left for good reason and it 
had to do with dissatisfaction and so forth, that your work was not 
recognized. And I do not know that I am giving it a true character
ization. 
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gut did it ever occur to you that there was an alternative to stay 
d try and change the system from within? That is the other al

ternative. And it is not easy. Sometimes it is impossible. 
I just wondered if you would care to articulate how you rationa

lized your departure after you worked as hard as you did, and you 
JJere indoctrinated into the procedures and so forth. You made 
vour best efforts at analysis, that you believed to be factual, based 
L your best estimates, best information, best logic, best evidence. 
yet somebody, whether it be Mr. Kerr or Mr. Gates or somebody 
up there, simply didn't accept it.Yet, you and I recognize that that 
is a responsibility that at that level they have to bear. You do not. 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Right. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. They are getting information all over. 
I am just curious how you evaluated that in the decision that you 

made to leave, as well as the realization that that is just how the 
process works. The President has nominated Mr. Gates, and there 
is a certain amount of Presidential credibility on the line if Mr. 
Gates is not confirmed or if he is confirmed and does not perform. 
Our responsibility is to address the suitability of the candidate and 
you have been a very valuable witness in the process. But I am just 
walking you through this process because I have been at certain 
stages of my own career and I have had to make those decisions to 
leave. Sometimes a decision to leave made me unpopular. People 
couldn't understand why I did what I did. And they feel I was in
sensitive or—that is enough. I think you got the picture. 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I think I understand what your question is. 
First of all, let me tell you that I have absolutely no complaint to 

how I was treated as an employee personally. I do not believe this 
man promoted me. And I do not think I was ever promoted in any 
time longer than minimum time in grade. 

I had no reason to believe that I was being forced out. In fact, 
Senator, I was offered a number of alternatives, alternative posi
tions and options if I would stay with the agency, but perhaps take 
some time out from SOVA. I was offered a list of things that it is 
not necessary to go through. 

I decided to go ahead and leave for some of the following reasons. 
First of all, I really got tired of the atmosphere and the culture 
that I think you have an idea of. I do not know who was right or 
wrong, I just found the culture, this atmosphere was bad. I never 
heard "com symp." And it makes me shudder. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. If I could interrupt, I assume you had col
leagues that felt the same way? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Oh, yes. The atmosphere was not lost on 
people down at my level, which was the bottom. 

I did not like the atmosphere. And I think the atmosphere got in 
the way of allowing me to do my best. I think that it got in the way 
of allowing the analysts or the agency itself to be the best it could 
be. I think all of these things that you have heard before you were 
really obstacles to what I wanted to do and that was go out and be 
on the cutting edge of analysis. 

Another reason was, I had been used several times for recruiting 
at college campuses, particularly at my undergraduate and gradu
ate school, universities. And I was being asked to do that again. 
And I had personal difficulties being able to recruit and telling 
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people—I mean, I think I was used as a recruiter because I couij 
give an enthusiastic picture about the job. And I no longer felt that 
I could with a clear conscience say what the life of an analyst was 
like in a way that—it was a conflict problem. 

And I thought, well, if I have a hard time recruiting and I knov? 
the personal feelings I have about the atmosphere, that is tough 

And again, I think I left because I was in search of excellence 
and I did not think I was finding it there. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I think that is a common observation that 
younger, very talented people have. That is part of life. 

Keep chasing that rainbow and more power to you. I cannot help 
but think you would be a very effective person in pursuing y0Ur 
objective, which was to stay on that cutting edge. 

But you know, you made that choice and are pursuing other op. 
portunities. And that is appropriate. I think you have given me the 
type of answer that I expected. I have no further questions. 

I have a question of Mr. Ford and then one more question after 
that, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman BOREN. I have to take a quick phone call. I will be 
right back. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Surely. I do not see too many of my col
leagues here, so I guess it is time for a unanimous request. 

(General laughter.) 
Mr. FORD. There will be a coup if you leave, sir. 
(General laughter.) 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Ford, as Mr. Goodman and I talked, we 

got into personal relationships. You characterized your relationship 
with Mr. Gates and the fact that you have not seen fit to go to Mr. 
Gates as a consequence of information you had heard. I think 
somewhere along the way somebody asked you if you had gone to 
Mr. Gates and said, hey, Bob, we are starting to fail in our ability 
to appreciate each other's positions and points of views. But why 
did you not, with your position as a senior officer in the Central 
Intelligence Agency and the extraordinary respect that you had 
gained, take Mr. Gates aside and say, "Bob, I think that there are 
some areas here that deserve your consideration from the point of 
view of an old friend and a long time acquaintance and someone 
who has worked closely with you? Here is my two-bits worth." 

It would seem, just based on your own comments of your associa
tion through the years, that that would not be an inappropriate 
thing to do. 

Mr. FORD. Oh, it might have been. 
All I can say is that it never occurred to me. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Was there a personality problem that Mr. 

Gates had that would not have allowed that kind of opportunity or 
was it just one of those things that you never quite got around to? 

Mr. FORD. NO, not that I know of. It was just one of those things. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Okay, that is fair. 
This is my last question. It is kind of a long one. I think that we 

would all share the concern over the public airing of difficulties 
within the organization. The sense that the agency is beset with 
difficulties that require immediate attention, I think, has been 
brought out by both witnesses in support and contrary to Mr 
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Gates. You have each individually described your view of the prob-

You have kind of been like doctors diagnosing a sick patient. You 
each have made your own diagnosis and you are all professionals. 
There is a substantial disagreement on how sick the patient is or if 
this patient is sick at all. 

But I assume it is safe to say that the agency tonight is in a state 
0f low morale and high indigestion, as they are wondering where 
this thing goes. 

On the other hand, the result can be a real cleansing through 
the expression of ideas in an open forum like this. 

Of course, our responsibility is to examine the qualifications of 
the candidate. And clearly, although my colleagues are not here, 
we have positions that differ substantially based on our own indi
vidual interpretations. The issue of Gates politicization of intelli
gence is a very serious charge. We have all acknowledged that. All 
you witnesses are extraordinarily credible. 

You have dedicated a good portion of your working life on behalf 
of the Federal government and the Central Intelligence Agency. 
And we also have testimony of very senior people that enjoy great 
respect among you and among us—Mr. Inman, Mr. McMahon, Mr. 
gerr__who have each testified favorably about the fitness of Mr. 
Gates. 

We listened to testimony of Mr. Polgar who had a different opin
ion. 

But I just wonder, and I would ask this of Mr. Gershwin and to 
Mr. MacEachin, how you would analyze the testimony of your 
three colleagues and their opinion of the suitability of Mr. Gates? 

The Committee must, as a group, weigh the negative and the 
positive testimony regarding Mr. Gates' fitness. We are in a posi
tion that really belongs to you as analysts. And our problem is how 
to analyze the information that you have provided as expert wit
nesses. But we are not trained analysts. 

Could you generalize in a few words how you would address this 
quandary if you, Mr. Gershwin and Mr. MacEachin, were in our 
position? Your business is analysis, and we have information, both 
pro and con. Where would you start and where would.you focus, 
your main points of decision-making, if you will? 

And I guess I will start with you, Mr. Gershwin. And I pledge to 
you, Mr. Chairman, that was my last question. It has been a long 
one. But I would appreciate the professional opinion of you both as 
to how you would take this day and capsulize it in an analytical 
process and make a determination. 

And I am not suggesting that you do our job. But I would be in
terested in your response. 

Mr. GERSHWIN. I must say that the evidence and discussion that 
was presented here today is very different, despite some similari
ties, it is very different from the kind of evidence and analysis we 
usually deal with. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. But it is evidence. It is opinions. It is infor
mation. 

Mr. GERSHWIN. That is right. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. The only thing that is different is the 

nature of it. 
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Mr. GERSHWIN. And as with some of us who do estimates, yon 
cannot say there are two possibilities and leave it at that.'You 
have to reach a decision or a judgment. It may be wrong or it may 
be right. We have to do that. 

I think that that is exactly the position that you will be in. \ 
think you have to weigh the quality of the evidence presented both 
in favor and opposed to Mr. Gates. I will offer some opinions which 
I have not offered up till now because I was commenting really on 
my own personal experience. 

But I must say that most of the evidence that I saw presented 
tonight or today against Mr. Gates, I thought was not first-hand 
was impressionistic, was through some of the discussion, highly 
questionable. However, it leaves a bad impression if it is accepted 
as perhaps true or whatever. 

I think you really have to weigh the quality of the evidence. Does 
any of it hold up? Does any of it have, you know, can any of it be 
proved? And it is not enough to say that it might be true. Is any of 
it provable? And I have heard little or nothing against Mr. Gates 
that I think is provable. 

You have to weigh the experience of other people who have 
direct, personal, first-hand experience with Mr. Gates, such as 
myself, such as Mr. MacEachin and say and note that in our expe
rience, which was extensive, very frequent discussion with Mr. 
Gates throughout the years that he was in these positions, we have 
evidence of what I would consider highly ethical behavior, full in
tegrity, all of the ideals of the intelligence process that we have all 
been trained at, being fulfilled, confidence in his analysts, whether 
they bring him good news or bad news, whether the policy-makers 
are going to like it or not, his full support of these people. 

I know in my own case, I have seen it time and time again. I 
consider that to be powerful evidence of his high integrity. And I 
must say that my confidence in his integrity, despite all that I have 
heard here, is not shaken at all. I see lots of things said about him. 
And most of it or all of it is second-hand hearsay or contradicted by 
other people. So I think that is a big factor. 

But I think what you really have to do is look at who knows 
what as opposed to who heard people talk. I must say that there 
are lot of people who do not like Mr. Gates and we have all known 
that for years. There are lots of reasons and some of them may be 
valid. But some of them, I think, are to the fact that he makes life 
uncomfortable. He made life uncomfortable for me. But I think it 
was better that he did because I think I did better work as a result. 

I think some of his memos that were scathing were very rough 
on analysts. And I myself have, on occasion, written memos that 
have said some critical things about people's papers and I am get
ting feedback that those things cause consternation. I have tried to 
moderate how I say it so we do not hurt people's feelings. But the 
fact is these are very important issues and if stuff is not treated 
well according to the guy who is responsible for putting this stuff 
out, then he has a right to chime in and say, I do not think this is 
good stuff, can you do better. 

A lot of people do not like to be told to do better because they 
thought they did well enough already. He makes life very uncom
fortable. 
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î think we are entering an era in the 1990's when life is going to 
very uncomfortable for all of us Intelligence analysts. It is very 

106 omfortable for me. I have been working on Soviet strategic 
?n°es and there was all kinds of great stuff to write about and talk 
hnut I do not know where we are headed, but I know that my job 

• the future is going to be real different from what it was in the 

P ^ d frankly, I think with a man like Mr. Gates there, I think he 
going to shake us all up in a big time way and it is going to be 

Irv valuable for all of us. 
And I think the issues are the kind of issues where we need a 

hiehlv professional intelligence analyst, such as him, to tell us 
which direction to take or to solicit our views, which I think is 

hat he would do, take them all into account and give us some 
ood marching orders. I think those are very important consider-

atWhat will someone like this do to redirect U.S. intelligence in 
light of the fact that the world is totally revolutionized today? 

A lot of people cannot do that. Some people can. And frankly, I 
think Bob Gates is as good at doing that as anybody I know. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Gershwin. 
Mr. MacEachin, I wonder if you would answer the same question 

of how we take and analyze information from here on. 
Mr MACEACHIN. I will do it very briefly, Senator. 
I want this date on the calendar marked because I ain going to 

agree with Mr. Gershwin on most of the things he said. That does 
not happen between us on enough occasions probably. But it has 
always been a solid professional relationship. , 

Senator MURKOWSKI. The Chairman and I are listening intently 
because what we are doing is deciding how we each as individuals 
will take your advice to analyze the testimony we have heard. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Here is what I would do as an analyst in this 
situation. At least I think I am still an analyst. 

]i would first of all decide what is the credibility of what I have 
heard minus its theatrical surroundings. And that would mean 
that I think there has been enough put out in enough different 
forms that it is almost step number 1 of the analyst handbook. I 
am going to go down and check each one of these things 

And those that I can check out or not check out will enable me 
to draw some conclusions about the source. 

Then in some cases, I think I would have to look at the basic 
thesis that is being presented and the atmosphere; J » * ^ * 
mean, these things are checkable. And so, * y . ^ ™ ^ ^ ^ 
I make any judgments on what I heard I would check and find out 
* £ ^ £ £ £ . Would you just elaborate for 30 seconds on 

\ ? ^ ^ l tats»?keep saying things that I wish 

1 toTmean, I think if you started out on an ^ a l y t i ^ r o c e s s ^ t o 
make a decision, you have to step back coolly and say, what am l 
working with here. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 2 0 
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As I said before, I have always been one of Mel's great admire 
particularly for his oratorical skills and his debating skills. And1? 
has blown me away many times in internal debates. 

But I think you do need to 
Senator MURKOWSKI. IS that Mr. Goodman? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Mr. Goodman, yes, sir. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Okay, let me give appropriate credit wW 

it is due. ere 

Mr. MACEACHIN. But I would check everything very carefully 
As I said, I did not go through all of the things on this personnel 

issues. But for the first time I really got mad because I just talked 
to both these people within the last 2 days and they were jokin? 
about wondering if they got to fill the slot. And both of them were 
moved. In the case of Norrin, he had actually told me he wanted to 
be moved soon. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Would you identify these two people? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Sure. These are two of the people that Mr 

Goodman said had gotten purged. 
One was thrown out of arms control and one was thrown out of 

the economic area. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. And your point is? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. My point is that I talked to both these gentle

men at the time the move was made. One wanted to move, to move 
from a regular economic area over to defense economics. And he 
had not done that and he was anxious for something fresh. And I 
wanted him because I thought he was the best person for it. 

And the other person moved from internal Soviet political affairs 
into the arms control area, not out of the arms control area. 

And as I say, I have not got time, sir, and it is very late at night, 
but I would say the very first step is to go down and see what can 
be substantiated, what was asserted that—it is bad enough to make 
an assertion when it is only something you have heard. I think it is 
worse to make an assertion when it is a mile off the mark. 

So I think you have to get to the credibility of this. 
As I said in my earlier statement, I certainly support, frankly, 

everything that Larry said, Mr. Gershwin in that, you know, Bob 
Gates will not make it easy for us out there if he comes out and 
nobody is expecting it. 

And I have also said in my earlier testimony that there is not 
anybody who can possibly, I think, take over the job that is in front 
of the next DCI, unless he confronts this professional ethic problem 
that I just discussed. 

So I think that if I were trying to make these judgments, I would 
deal with the task at hand, the evidence that I have collected, and 
the judgment of the character and the person that has to do the job 
that I see in front of me. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I thank the witnesses. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, could I speak very briefly to the Sena

tor s comment about morale? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Mr. FORD. I would just like to say that I think at least in my 

view we should be careful about saying that morale is good or bad. 
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think we would be in error if we left the impression that morale 
• hist terrible or that the agency is sick. 

it-is a big and dissimilar group described by one of my friends 
rs ago as a poorly run conglomerate. I think that the question 

yf morale comes from many factors. Some of them, one major office 
? know where there were serious moral problems, that had noth-
• Tto do with Mr. Gates whatsoever. 

I think there are probably areas that will be dissimilar. If you 
pre able to get some kind of a legitimate poll, you would find a lot 
f oeople in scientific and technical things which, as far as I know, 

fiev do their job and these problems do not arise. 
I think the same thing arises in the military and strategic fields, 

as I have mentioned before, where there have not been any ques
tions about Bob Gates. • 

It has been in certain areas, I think of the DO and the DI where 
these problems have arisen and that those are the places that 
«hould be looked at, particularly. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I think I qualified my statement, Mr Ford. 
Rut I agree with you. I think I said, "or if it is sick at all. I made 
some satement about it might be in a state of indigestion tonight. 
But that may or may not be correct. 

CWm^BoREN. Let me address, and I will do this very quickly, 
three questions on behalf of Senator Nunn so he can have them as 
he reads the record from tonight. 

The first is to Ms. Glaudemans. During your last year at the 
CIA you worked in the strategic forces division of SOVA on boviet 
policy toward the United States. Dr. Gershwin, the National Intel-
ngence Officer for Strategic Programs, has testified that he saw ab
solutely no indication of politization m this area and felt no pres
sure from Mr. Gates to slant analysis. ,--'-!':£ i 

Dr Gershwin also testified it was his assessment that the morale 
of those working in the Soviet strategic forces was excellent. Dp 
you agree with this assesment as to the atmosphere regarding pol -
ttetton in this division of SOVA as contrasted to the division deal
ing with Soviet-Third World policy? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I think that question reflects a lack of under
standing of where exactly in that division I was located. My im-
" n £ I do not have anything in my knowledge or awareness 
to contradict what Mr. Gershwin said. 

I was in a branch that Mr. Gershwin did not deal with very 
" Ï Ï g ï ï S Z Ï Ï * ^ were not in the same division with Mr. 

^ M ^ U D E M A N , He is an NIO in the^NIG I was> in SOVA. I 
was in the Strategic Forces Division, U-SVSovietBranch. 

My branch is a political branch whereas every f™.*™™$™ 
that division was more military and ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ f X ^ 
differenct and did not interact as much with Mr. Gershwin s oiiice. 

M s ^ u n ^ N S ^ r w o r k e d the political dimensions of Soviet 

" S S S f f f l f . You did not ^ ^ ^ ^ T h i S 

position as NIO because he was more with the military issues. 
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Ms. GLAUDEMANS. That is right. 
Chairman BOREN. But as far as you know, the atmosphere conu 

well have been different in different divisions here? d 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. Regarding the branch I was in, the deer** 
to which the atmosphere was affected by perceptions of Mr GaW 
influence had to do with what was going on in terms of SOVA i 
ternal leadership division where analysis on the prospects for Go* 
bachev and for his reform policies and the impact that those would 
have on United States-Soviet relations was done. 

That has nothing to do with the ICBMs or bombers. 
Chairman BOREN. Another question Senator Nunn asked to 

direct to you. You have mentioned a paper on the Soviet-Israeli re
lations that Mr. Gates refused to publish. 

You go on to say that while you do not know why he made this 
decision, the incident demonstrates the kind of atmosphere he was 
capable of creating and did nothing to fix. Those are in quotation 
marks. 

Do you have any reason to think that Mr. Gates was aware of 
the concerns within SOVA generated by this incident? Is it possible 
that he did not know that the atmosphere in SOVA needed fixing'? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I think that that has a two-part answer, First 
of all, there is not reason that I think he should know about this 
particular incident. He said the paper was a good paper. It was 
thoroughly researched, but it contradicted the NIO—anyway, I 
think the issue is insignificant. 

The impact it had that he would not have known about was 
within the division. Once it became known that Mr. Gates has not 
allowed the dissemination of this paper to certain mid-level manag
ers, it became very difficult to write on this issue again. 

Chairman BORDEN. In the future. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Their perception seemed to be: "If Mr. Gates 

had killed his paper there must have been something wrong with 
it, we must go in the other direction/' I felt a lot of pressure to go 
in the opposite direction. He wouldn't have known about that. 

Chairman BOREN. He might not have been aware of that. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I would be surprised if he was, and I wouldn't 

expect him to. 
Chairman BOREN. Before you go on to the second part, Senator 

Nunn also had a third question which I think really I ought to ask 
you now. Did you express your concerns over this incident to your 
supervisors in SOVA? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. It came up with several supervisors in a con
text I don't know if they'll even remenber. It came up with three 
separate supervisors—one's a branch chief, one's a division chief, 
and one's with Mr. MacEachin—and that was the difficulty of writ
ing on this issue. 

I was told by a branch chief to not consult the senior analyst 
that I wrote the paper with and not to consult other senior ana
lysts. It was one of the most devastating days in my career there, 
because I got the feeling that people were being—I don't want to 
say black-listed, but people were being sort of identified as closed-
minded on something like that. 

It came up in a conversation with the division chief because he 
wanted to know why we came down with the conclusion we did. 
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rrhe conclusion was the Soviets wanted something in return for re-
t blishing diplomatic relations with Israel, and there were not 

v^s that the Soviets were going to get something in return from 
Sl Israelis. Not that they didn't have an interest in it, because I 

as arguing all along that they had an interest in it, and again in 
nersonal conversation with the division chief he had told me that 

&thers who had held that view were closed-minded and unwilling to 
nsider alternatives, and I strongly felt that that was very wrong, 

because the senior analyst is one of the most thorough, open-
minded persons. 

Then it came out that a subsequent junior analyst was asked to 
ork on the same issue and was later told not to talk to me about 

ï and I went to Mr. MacEachin and asked him if there was a per-
rpotion that I should know about as to whether or not I was a 
rlnsed-minded analyst. He reassured me I wasn't. I think that's the 
onlv time I did that, but it jusW-he wouldn't—Mr. Gates wouldn t 
have even known about that, but the implications became very dif-

Chairman BOREN. Mr. Gates wouldn't necessarily have known. 
Ms GLAUDEMANS. I think he would have known of the general 

perception in SOVA, because as you sensed it was rather loud and 
obvious on that particular issue. i ..,-.. -

Chairman BOREN. Well, why don't you go into that part ol it/ 
You do think he might not have been aware of this particular inci
dent or the implications of this particular incident, but you do 
think he would have been aware that the general atmosphere in 
SOVA needed fixing? , , 

Ms GLAUDEMANS. Yes, I do, in particular because it s my under
standing t h a t - i n the IG report on SOVA there was a reference to 
a perception of this. But I never saw an effort to correct people s 
perceptions or to demonstrate that at whatever point this was not 
gSngto be a problem in the future. That's what I was looking for 
and wanting to hear and see. m 

Chairman BOREN. Let me insert one question of my own to you, 
and then I'll ask Mr. Nunn's third question, which goes to Mr. 
Goodman and Mr. MacEachin. 

Listening to you testify, I have the impression that you.ùà^not 
work directly with Mr. Gates or have experience of knowing him or 
working with him directly. . „«„,»„ „ry,Q+ 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. YOU should have that impression. That s what 
I've said. . . , ~ . « 

Chairman BOREN. Did you ever meet Mr. Gates.' 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. On how many occasions.'' 
Ms G^UDEMANS. I think I briefed him two or three.time, I s a t 

in o n - I was invited to an analyste' meeting T ^ ^ . ^ J ^ J Ï Ï S 
DDCI. I observed him in an NFIB meeting. I ^ ^ ^ ^ X 
remember. He's probably wondering who in the world I am, be
cause I'm sure he wouldn't remember me. 

Chairman BOREN. In your personal ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
were brief, and at meetings and so on, were any of t h e s e . W * » 
ant or outif-line in terms of your personal meetings with him? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. They were very still. 
Chairman BOREN. Stiff? 
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Ms. GLAUDEMANS. They were very stiff. I think—and I dot,'. 
mean—I don't think I felt contempt or anything. They were iuj 
extremely jus t 

Chairman BOREN. Formal? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Controlled. They were not relaxed interao 

tions. They were very stiff. 
Chairman BOREN. But in those meetings he never said to you d 

this or do that, or said things in front of you in those meetings' oî 
any of these kind of directives? ' 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I think the nature of politicization is such that 
if Mr. Gates ever did that in front of someone like me, then we'd 
have a much bigger problem. I think the nature of the problem is 
far more subtle than that. 

Chairman BOREN. Your image of it is, if he were going to do that 
he would have done it with much higher-up people and let the 
word sort of filter down differently? 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. I also said in my opening statement that I 
think this problem resulted, if not as much from a calculated effort 
to please certain policy positions as it did from an inattention to 
the maintenance of the culture. 

Chairman BOREN. YOU see, it's very interesting that you say that 
In asking you the earlier question, I didn't mean to say that I don't 
attach some credibility to what you said because you didn't know 
Mr. Gates that well personally or work with him that much direct
ly-

I would agree with what Mr. Gershwin said, that the best evi
dence usually is of those who have direct testimony. That's the 
reason I asked Mr. Ford, did Mr. Gates, even though you've heard 
from others, ever tell you to slant something or did you ever have a 
bad personal experience, and he said, no. 

On the other hand, I go back to my own experience again as a 
Governor, and I found this fascinating because I had never run 
anything larger than a law office with one employee, other than 
being a National Guard company commander, which maybe pre
pared me a little better than running a law office to be a Governor. 
All of a sudden I had a $3 billion budget and 80,000 employees, and 
so on and so forth. 

I was amazed—I'm still sometimes amazed, even as a Senator— 
that people think that you are really trying to exercise power that 
you're really not trying to exercise. I used to, as I say, sometimes 
find people down in agencies when I was Governor that would have 
done something that I would later find out and I was horrified. 
Later I would find that they did it because somebody along the line 
either hinted at them or maybe even told them directly that I 
wanted it done. 

You know, well, the Governor wants that done, that's why you 
should do it, and you tell someone down in the State Highway De
partment at the 14th echelon that the Governor wants something 
done, and they do it. 

So I think sometimes in fairness to Mr. Gates in this situation, 
that some of this sort of aura, or presence, and so on might not 
have been an intentional aura or presence, or directive. It's often 
talked about whether or not newspaper reporters get direction 
from their publishers. Maybe they don't, but on the other hand 
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aybe they kind of sense it from their city editors, or their manag
e/editors, or whatever. It can be indirect. It doesn't have to be 

On the other hand I did find out about those cases a lot of times 
because I did reach down occasionally and say, how are you feeling 
bout your job, jumping over 10 echelons trying to find out. I did go 

*nto agencies unannounced and try to determine if there was a 
morale problem, and if I did find somebody doing something be
cause they thought I wanted it when I didn't, I would say to them, 
listen, if you ever get the idea that someone's giving you an order 
to do something or encouraging you do something, you call me if 
vou think you're doing it to please me. Don't take anyone else's 
word for it. # 

So you have an obligation, even in any large organization, ot also 
being a hands-on manager to the degree that you should be con
cerned about the atmosphere. You should certainly be concerned 
about bright young people in an agency like you, that you don't 
want to lose, and try to determine whether or not there is a work 
atmosphere created that would make you want to stay rather than 
leave. 

So all of this has to be weighed, and it's a difficult decision to 
make. Let me say I do want to make it clear and make it clear also 
to Mr Goodman, it was the decision of the Committee and the deci
sion of the Chairman that the appropriate thing was to subpoena 
vou as a witness. . 

Let me say also for the record and for the public that none ot 
these witnesses came to us as volunteers and said, I'd like to have 
mv chance to either take a crack at Mr. Gates or I'd like to have 
mv chance to come and defend him. We questioned a lot of people. 
I think we talked to 60 or 70 different people and we asked around, 
because we wanted to be balanced, critics and supporters, about 
who had information that might have bearing on this nomination. 
That's how the witnesses were asked to come. • 

So I want to make it very clear that none of these witnesses vol
unteered in the sense of coming forward and saying, I want to 
come up there and testify. I don't want to give that implication to 
anybody. We requested that you come, all of you. When we told 
you we didn't tell you that we'd keep you here until 11:00 at night 
for the second night of the testimony, but we requested all of you 
to come. Where appropriate, we issued subpoenas especially m situ
ations where people were still active Government employees. We 
want the record to be clear that you were coming at our invitation 
and not as people anxious to volunteer for the task. 

I have noidea what this Committee will decide to do, I haven t 
reached a decision myself as an individual, let alone being able^to 
predict what the Committee will decide to do. If the decision is a 
negative one on this nominee, I would think that anyone ^ n o m i 
nated to this position later would take note of what s been said 
here in the course of these hearings. nnrninaa *nA 

If the action of the Committee is favorable to ^ n o m m é e and 
this nominee does indeed become the Director of ^ ^ I n t e l l i 
gence, I know how I would feel about it if I had heard th s testimo-
ny. It would not be a feeling of ill-will toward any of those who 
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have testified. It would be a challenge to myself, looking back at 
my own past. 

As I've said in the beginning, one of the things we have to deter 
mine about Mr. Gates is, has he grown? Has he grown over the W 
3 or 4 years sufficiently through his experience working at the very 
highest levels of the NSC, and as Mr. Webster's deputy, to be pre. 
pared for the position? 

That's one of the judgments that we have to make. If we make 
the judgment that he has, I think that what's been said here will 
be very beneficial. I think it would be the very kind of thing, if \ 
were watching this and listening to it and then were given the 
chance to assume those responsibilties, I would really make a 
major effort to want to go through and not only get the best prod
uct I could but to make sure that this culture is recreated; the kind 
of culture Mr. Ford talked about when he talked about some of 
these giants in the Intelligence Community who helped to develop 
this culture in the very beginnings of the agency and the kind of 
things you've expressed. 

I mean, I'd make a vow to myself. I would want to go in and 
recreate the atmosphere where Jennifer Glaudemans is going to 
want to stay and is going to feel good enough about what she's 
doing that she'll want to go out and recruit. 

So I appreciate what you've all said. I want the record to be clear 
that we asked you all to come and I hope that you will go away 
with the sense that you've made a contribution whether this nomi
nee is either rejected or confirmed. Obviously some of you will dis
agree with whichever one of those decisions are made because you 
disagree on the nomination. I hope you will feel you made a contri
bution. You have. 

I can tell you one thing. This Member of this Committee has lis
tened to every one of you. It has made this Chairman even more 
sensitive to areas that need improvement. We have a strong com
mitment to work with the person who ends up being the next DCI 
and work in the very kinds of areas to solve the problems we've 
talked about here today. 

Well, let me ask the last question from Senator Nunn, and this is 
to go to Mr. Goodman and Mr. MacEachin. I will ask you each to 
just very briefly comment on this. 

You have charged that one of the techniques Dr. Gates used to 
shape intelligence analysis was manipulation of the CIA personnel 
system. There can be differing explanations for personnel changes 
and for resignations. Can you cite specific cases and specific evi
dence to substantiate this serious charge? 

We got into that a little bit just a minute ago, but let me start 
with Mr. Goodman. Would you like to cite for us some specific ex
amples of cases where you think personnel actions were taken for 
the purpose of shaping intelligence analysis or slanting it and get
ting people out that wouldn't slant it the right way? 

What evidence would you have to substantiate this charge? This 
is from Senator Nunn. I use his query. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, let me cite one, because it gives me a 
chance to correct the record as Doug has left it. 

When I was called in on March 15 in 1985, Doug, who had put off 
this onerous task—he did not want to confront me with this mes-
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and told me that I was going to be removed as the chief of 
h Soviet Third World Division, he told me that I was one of three 
î^ole that it wasn't just me involved, and he told me it was Jim 
E r i n because of his bleak view of the Soviet economy, and he 
fid me it was Doug Garthoff, who was managing the substance for 
Sviet-American relations, and he used the word that it might be 
Pessary for the three of you to rehabilitate yourselves. 

I guess I didn't really say this before, but I was offended by the 
eference to rehabilitation. I had been a very loyal employee of the 

P1A at that point for nearly 20 years. 
The second half of the note, according to Doug's message to me, 

was that Bob had also sent him a list of names of the kinds of 
ïlople that SOVA should take on, that these were the kind of man
agers that SOVA should hire, and he named three specific names, 
and Doug was very proud of the fact that at least he had stood up 
to Bob on this particular occasion and only took one of the three 
names, and I think that sent a very chilling message to the ana-

The morale in the Third World Division was extremely high at 
that point I had established that division in the concept memos I 
had drafted. We never had a Soviet Third World Division before 
We had never done multidisciplinary analysis before on the Third 
World bringing in analysts on political, military and economic 
analysis on the Third World. We did it at times when there were 
signs of change in the Third World. . 

The message that it sent to those working on Soviet-United 
States relations where Jennifer worked—and I think she has 
tracked this very well and extremely eloquently what it meant to 
her as a junior analyst, not to have senior mentors. 

Let meiust cite one last point, because I know I tend to go on too 
much Politicization is very difficult to define You can have an 
agenda, as I think Bob did, or you can have people in place who are 
not even sure what the agenda is and don't know how to read the 
instructions from Bob Gates or Bill Casey, and I think what is so 
insidious about the politicization in SOVA is that senior managers 
were put in place who did not understand the problems they were 
working on and were afraid to give a rigorous and honest critique 
of the product, and I think in some ways that did more damage to 
morale that what Bob was doing. It was the failure of the manage
ment system at the middle level. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. MacEachin? . 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Senator Boren, Mr .Chairman I d be^ really 

worried about my head right now and the things that I cant re
member or remember differently, were it not that I d heard so 
many things that I know were wrong. 

In 1985 when this took place with Mr. Goodmans move from 
Tlurd World DMsion, I don't think Ms. Glaudemans was working 
uT^ i tTs ta te ïSov iê t Relations. I don't think she was working on 
that account until about 1987. ' . ' 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Janaury of'88 is when I joined^it 
Mr. MACEACHIN. January of '88 all right. It s just like> the earn 

er conversation. I'm glad to be able to say on the £eœra thai, 1 
don't remember being present at a meeting.with Mr. Gates^Appar 
ently there were other people there, so if I knew who they were, I d 
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check with them whether he said anything about the quesri 
that were asked by Senator DeConcini about the information 
congressional personnel. °& 

The movements of Mr. Garthoff and Mr. Norrin were as I A 
scribed them. Mr. Gates, I hadn't remebered until Mr Good™ 
raised it. I do remember, I think that he had offered about th?1 

suggestions of the kind of what he called new blood. One of tip 
did come in. I think he became—if I'm remembering the rS5 
person, it was Paul Ericson who became the Deputy Director \ 
SOVA, and he is currently the Director of Training at CIA, at W 
he was the last time I saw him, and who appeared before «T 
Soviet Task Force several times. e 

I would say, I can go—there's no question—and I don't even 
know in all cases because people don't always confide in me and so 
I have to guess, when someone voluntarily makes a move, whether 
they re doing that out of a feeling of frustration, anger at me or 
what they perceive is a seventh floor problem. 

The thing that most concerns me about the perception of politici 
zation, as I tried to say in my formal statement sometime this 
week, when I last^-it seems a long time ago, when I gave it, is that 
if we don t build the professional ethic that I spoke about, then it 
becomes a voluntary act. I think ultimately politicization will 
always—the actual altering or slanting of a product will be a vol 
untary act. 

I think Ms. Glaudemans is right, you're not going to able to en
force a view down the line unless down the line is predisposed to 
accept it, so what concerned me is, if there is this perception, then 
we re going to create a situation in which people are trying to 
guess the line. I had a division chief come to me once and ask me 
how do you want me to go on this? I was fairly shocked about that' 

So that s my concern. People move. I've been through the list of 
people who moved. Most of them moved on various accounts. I 
think that every senior official appoints in positions close to him 
those people in who he or she has confidence will carry out the 
policy as that senior official thinks it ought to be done. That very 
quickly creates an image of cronyism. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me ask you specifically, do you remember 
the conversation? Mr. Goodman cited a very specific conversation 
m which you were telling him about his being asked to leave that 
particular position, and that you named two other people and said 
we re gomg to remove them. You're one of the three, we're going to 
remove the other two for the reasons cited? 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I remember the conversation somewhat differ
ently, Senator Boren. I remember the conversation. I want to say 
on the record that while Mr. Gates as the DDI is empowered for all 
SIS appointments—for example, in my—I would make a recom
mendation, or if I wanted to do something I'd have to get his ap
proval. 

As we said before, Mr. Goodman was "Don Quixote." It was my 
view that whatever else he wanted to do for himself, he had gotten 
his division into trouble one time too many, and it was having an 
effect all the way down the line. 

I don't remember the precipitating incident, but Mr. Gates-
something precipitated our discussion, and Mr. Gates did believe 



613 

that it would be best for SOVA if he were not going to be heading 
that division, that he were out of the office altogether. My view 

as I thought he was an asset to SOVA and should stay there, 
where we had him in the front office. 

In that discussion, if I used the word "rehabilitation" I didn't 
mean it quite in the derogatory way he describes, and I do not 
^ a l l saying that about the other two people who were being re
moved. In fact, they weren't being removed. I moved them. 

I voluntarily—I asked to move them for reasons for the good of 
the office, and one of them, as I say, who was not moved out of 
Arms Control, the branch he had that did U.S.-Soviet relations in 
his former job went with him as part of the organization of this 
neW more political-military as opposed to purely military strategic 
group, and Mr. Norrin I moved because, (a) he had told me he was 
boking for something new, and I was very happy at that because I 
needed his expertise in the defense industrial area, so I can't imag
ine how that discussion could have taken place. 

I do remember the conversation now and that Mr. Gates had sug
gested about three or four people, some other people. I don't know 
how proud I was I was taken along. If I got Mr. Erickson, I was 
certainly proud of that. I was certainly proud of him, and proud of 
everything he did for us and what he's done since then. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. I have been provided 
with now a statement given to us earlier by Kay Oliver which has 
now been sworn under oath, and also some additional remarks by 
Mr. Charles Allen that have been sworn under oath. Without objec
tion, they will be admitted into the record. 

[The sworn statements of Mr. Allen and Ms. Oliver follow:J 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. ALLEN 

This statement responds to allegations made by Mr Mel Goodman to the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence on 1 October 1991. I am pleased to do so because 
^ t S a n ' s T t a t e m e n t s about my actions during the White House-d^ected[Irani
an initiative are in some cases plain wrong or m others highly distorted. It * easy 
for Mm to make allegations; it is another matter to provide evidence.that; supports 
suchallegations. The fatal flaw in Mr. Goodman's testimony is that the allegations 
œnceming mfactions are not true. Mr. Goodman has violated the professional m-
teUilenS officers first principle-^) not draw conclusions unless you have reliable 
evidence and do not—repeat do not—rely on hearsay. __, 
t X l t e h e v e T m u s t ^ e f e n d my institution-the ÇIA-from a^articuMr y ^ r n , 

cious statement by Mr. Goodman, namely his assertion • that the a £ ° ™ **<* 
the policies of a very few people in government, mcluding the CIA J e d to the saleol 
armsto the same Iranians who held US diplomats hostage f o ^ ° r * * h a * u

a Z e of 
and were linked-^and we know this from intelligence sources-to the murder of 
more than 200 Marines in Lebanon, the savage bombing of the US. Embassyin 
Reimt * * •" What is imputed here is CIA was an advocate from the outset in tne 
S t f arms toSta^Kta *» r iy is not true. Fron, e v e ^ c c o u n t ^ Ihave 
heard, including Mr. Casey's, the idea .originated with senior o j ™ f ^ % g 0 ^ y 
ment of Israel, including the Prime Minister This^is ^ m ^ P ^ n f a

0 f ^ f o ^ 
told me that he was first informed in August 1985i taLM^cFa^f ° l ™ £ £ r ^ 
initiative had been agreed upon between the White ¥ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ! S o a 
repeat never—encouraged the White House m this initiative, and John McManon 

central role in this sad affair must be kept firmly m mmd as you reflect upon Mr. 
Goodman's statements. 
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Second, Mr. Goodman has spoken with such great assurance about my role in u. 
Iranian initiative, that of Mr. George Cave, and CIA's Counterterrorist Cent*»- A 
far as his comments on my role is concerned, I am amazed that he is cateeori 1 
especially because his assertions are so devoid of supporting evidence. We must at ' 
with one basic question; where did Mr. Goodman get his information? I have nev * 
not once—discussed international terrorism or Iran's role in it with Mr. G*>odin 
In fact, I have not had a substantive discussion on an intelligence issue withv 
Goodman since the 1970s. If he is relying, as is implied in his statement, on hearJ 
from a disgruntled senior analyst from the Directorate of Intelligence who woriSî 
on Iran during the 1985-1986 timeframe, then I am deeply disappointed in his la u 
of professionalism. Engaging in ad hominem attacks is easy, but this is no substitut 
for serious analysis and good judgment. "* 

Let us look at Mr. Goodman's assertions about me and evaluate them one-by-on 
a. Allegation 

Mr. Goodman has asserted—without providing any evidence—that I sent a memo. 
randum to the NSC that said " * * * that moderates [in Iran] were eager for kn 
proved relations with the United States, and that they were in sufficient charged 
carry this policy out." 8 w 

Fact 
To the best of my knowledge, I never wrote such a memorandum. Further I do 

know that at no time did I tell anyone at the NSC that there were "moderates" b 
the Iranian Government who could ensure that relations with the United States 
would be improved; I could never have given such assurances. In fact, I told the 
NSC (Lt. Col. Oliver North) that individuals with whom the United States was in 
contact appeared to be extremists and radicals and that they had been associated 
with anti-U.S. terrorism. 

b. Allegation 
"The NIO for Counterterrorism briefed the NSC on Iranian attitudes toward the 

Untied States. Again, the analysts of the Directorate of Intelligence were not con
sulted." 
Fact 

I kept the NSC (Lt. Col. Oliver L. North) informed of the sensitive intelligence col
lected during the White House-directed Iranian initiative as well as on contact with 
Mr. Ghorbanifar and Mr. Nir. The intelligence collected focused upon the Iranian 
intermediary involved and the Iranians with whom he was in contact. Only rarely 
did the intelligence contain anything that could be construed as reflecting Iranian 
attitudes towards the United States; the NSC received its own copies of this intelli
gence, although usually several hours after I had received it. While Mr. Goodman is 
correct in asserting that the analysts of the Directorate of Intelligence were not con
sulted, I had no authority to share the intelligence with these analysts. In fact, I 
explicitly was told by Director Casey not to do so. During my tenure as the NIO for 
Counterterrorism, I managed the preparation of 15 estimates and interagency 
memoranda on international terrorism, including assessments on Iranian involve
ment in terrorism. I also chaired monthly and ah hoc warning meetings on terrorist 
threats worldwide. The senior analyst in the Directorate of Intelligence on Iran con
tributed heavily to all assessments involving Iran's role in terrorism, and his views 
were reflected in numerous papers. I wish to stress that I interacted with him and 
other colleagues in his branch frequently on the political dynamics in Iran and Teh
ran's role in terrorism. 

As to Mr. Goodman's assertion there were no "moderates" in Iran at the time of 
the White House-directed initiative, the senior Iranian analyst within the Director
ate of Intelligence produced a still-classified memorandum on 14 November 1986 
after the initiative had become public knowledge that "three broad categories of Ira
nian leaders" had emerged since the revolution of 1979: radicals; pragmatists; and 
"a moderate-conservative coalition." I find it ironic that Mr. Goodman insists that 
such a faction did not exist and that a small group of people (read Charlie Allen and 
George Cave) misinformed the NSC and the President. The weight of evidence-
something that this Committee values—indicates the facts are otherwise; the Direc
torate of Intelligence clearly recognized that a "moderate/conservative coalition" 
existed in Tehran and produced analysis on it, its composition, and outlook. 
Allegation 

That the NIO for Counterterrorism and CIA's Counterterrorism Center briefed to 
the NSC that Iran's support for terrorism was down (apparently in the 1986 time-
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frame) but that neither the DI, nor any other intelligence agency, agreed with these 
views. 

There were, in fact, fewer international terrorist incidents that could be traced to 
nian support in 1986; this indisputable fact was reflected in Patterns of Global 

Trrorism, 1986, which was published in January 1988 by the U.S. Department of 
of te In particular, there was less terrorism by Iran against American interests. 

At no time, however, did I or any other Community intelligence officer attribute 
this decline to any decreased willingness on the part of Tehran to use terrorism— 

ite to the contrary. A still-classified interagency memorandum on Iran's role in 
terrorism was prepared under my aegis in November 1986 and coordinated at the 
f^mmunity level before Mr. Casey's testimony of 21 November 1986 to the Congress 

the Iranian initiative. This memorandum reflected the sense of the Community 
°n Iranian terrorism and "pulled no punches." It took a harsh view of Iran's in-
olvement in terrorism and the intense hostility of Tehran towards Washington, 

Tinder my leadership, Community assessments of Iran's terrorist activities consist-
ntlv carried this conclusion. There was no "cooking of the book on Terrorism." I 

believe both Ambassador Robert Oakley and Ambassador Paul (Jerry) Bremer 
(former Ambassadors-at-Large for combatting terrorism), will attest strongly to my 
obiectivity when assessing Iran and terrorism. Both incidently were aware that an 
NSOdirected initiative towards Tehran was occurring at the time and they disap
proved of the effort. This notwithstanding, they have attested on numerous occa
sions to the excellence of my work on counterterrorism and on the objectivity of my 
analysis. There was no "swerve" in the Community under my leadership on Iranian 
terrorism. 

d. Allegation 
Mr Goodman alleges that "Charlie Allen and George Cave, then working for Lt. 

Col Oliver North on the shipment of missiles to Iran ". . . transmitted misleading 
and inaccurate information to the White House . . . the action was one of serious 
misjudgment and corruption of the intelligence process . . . 

This is the most serious allegation made by Mr. Goodman and goes to the heart of 
the principles of intelligence and intelligence ethics. I have been told that Mr. Cave 
has responded separately to the Committee on this allegation and that he has as
serted that this statement is untrue. In all my years as an intelligence officer, no 
one has ever questioned my integrity. Mr. Goodman, relying on hfars^>has.don^ 
I understand this allegation stems—at least in part (it is difficult to determine from 
Mr Goodman's statements on what his allegations are based)—from a couple of în
telligence cables prepared by Mr. Cave as a consequence of his work in the Director
ate of Operations. I was recently shown copies of these cables and vaguely recall 
reading them in the 1986 timeframe. The cables were interesting but were not im
portant to my analysis of Iranian terrorism. I never used them in any discussion 
with anyone m the NCS. Mr. Goodman's comments are so tongled and enigmatic in 
S t pTrt oTlS statement that I find it difficult to even follow his tranit of.fought 
No one has ever accused me of a lack of integrity m intelligence analysis, and I 
challenge Mr. Goodman to provide the evidence to support his allegation. 
T s u S , Mr. Goodman's testimony is fatally flawed in regard to my activities as 

the NIO for Counterterrorism as well as to my intelligence collection^iv^msnp-
DOrt of the NSC initiative. His statement contains serious distortions, m^percep-
S l L d pl^imÏÏcuracies. He has made serious charges without P r o v i d i n g ^ 
dence I regret that Mr. Goodman has resorted principally to ad hominem attacks 
and hearsay—and has avoided dealing with the facts. 

I wish to make one further poinWand this is my O P ^ ^ V . ^ ^ S D S L -
years of observation. There seems to me to be another ^ P ^ f ^ ^ X L w T d . 
ness of the political analysts with Bob Gates-one that has ^ « ^ ^ f ^ m e 
mirai InmaTpointed out that there was unhappmess that G a ^ was put in charge 
at such a young age, and without experience as a mid-level manager and that, he 
"broke some china/' But there was more to it. ™m™>titivp busi-

The production of national-level intelligence^has always been * « " J P j j J j ^ ™ . 
ness. In my opinion, what Bob Gates did-muçh to the consternation of many vete^ 
ans-was to change the rules of the game. Based on lus expérience m the White 
House, Bob Gatesgsaw that intelligence reporting, especially p o l i t i c a l ^ u r ^ X 
a mixture of fact and analytical opinion that left ^ " ^ * ^ f & ~ ^ 
decipher which was which. He changed that. He « P ^ J ^ f ^ ^ K g f T a W 
and the source of the date identified. Then analysis and conclusions could be drawn, 
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but they had to be logically drawn from the facts—something Mr. Goodman h 
failed to do. nas 

This was in stark contrast to previous procedures, where senior analysts' vie 
took precedence over junior analysts' views. Rank then meant something in an a^ 
gument. Now senior analysts were challenged as to the basis of their arguments 
and a statement that it was based on their many years experience went on de f 
ears. There many years of experience did not count for anything if they could nt 
defend their view according to rules of evidence and based on facts. 

With this, the production of intelligence became much more competitive. Th 
whole structure of arguments changed. Those that could not compete, and who W 
out in the fray, seeing results come out different from their preconceived views, saw 
this change as a politicization of the process, rather than a more open discussion 
founded on definite rules of evidence. ' 

This also explains why the technical analysts, as represented by Larry Gershwin 
never felt the so-called politicization. Casey and Gates had every bit as much inter 
est in Soviet military force developments as they did in Soviet politics. The differ
ence was that scientists and engineers, by training, are accustomed to being chal-
leged and to defending their conclusions according to rules of evidence. It was never 
thought to be a challenge to their manhood, as it was seen to the long-time political 
analysts. 

Bob Gates' change has been good for the Agency and our customers. The format 
of our publications still reflects Gates' directives. Articles in the National Intelli
gence Daily (NID), for example, still begin with the facts, followed by a distinctly 
identified "comment" section where results of analysis and opinions can be present
ed. 

STATEMENT OF KAY OLIVER 

1. Let me briefly state my credentials, in keeping with the practice of others not 
well known to the Committee who have given testimony. I have a Ph.D in Russian 
history from Indiana University, and 18 years of experience working at CIA as an 
analyst and supervisor of analysis in the Soviet area. I am a member of the Senior 
Intelligence Service. My current position is Chief of Counter-intelligence Analysis. 

2. I am here primarily because I coauthored the 1985 paper on the papal assassi
nation attempt. I want to provide what information I can about the production of 
that paper, and to defend my integrity. I will address this subject first. Then, be
cause Mel Goodman used the papal paper as one item in his overall bill of indict
ment of Rober Gates, I will make a few remarks touching on some broader issues 
raised by his testimony. 
The Papal Paper 

3. Now I would like to describe may role in the papal paper. The paper was draft
ed in two separate sections (in fact, as Doug MacEachine has mentioned, originally 
there were to be two papers). I was asked to draft the Office of Soviet Analysis 
(SOVA) section, which was to cover whether the Soviets had a motive to kill the 
Pope, whether they had a capability to conduct political assassinations, what their 
past practice and attitude had been regarding involvement in assassinations, and 
whether their intelligence and political relationship with Bulgaria would have made 
complicity in this assassination attempt plausible. In other works, I was asked to 
look at the political context in which any decision to move against the Pope would 
have been made, while the Office of Global Issues (OGI) was to draft simultaneously 
the section examining the evidence directly pertaining to the actual assassination 
attempt. OGI has the papal account, and the principal analyst on the paper—Beth 
Seeger—had followed the case closely, which I had not. I was not asked to involve 
myself in her section of the paper, nor did I have the expert knowledge to do so. The 
division of labor struck me as reasonable. 

4. My assumption is that Doug asked me to draft SOVA's contribution to the 
paper for the obvious reason that, as head of the Security Issues Branch, I had re
sponsibility within SOVA for analyzing Soviet intelligence activities. I asked Mary 
Desjeans, an able analyst in the branch, to assist with research and preliminary 
drafting of some portions of the SOVA contribution. I thought her work deserved 
recongition so I added her name as an author of the paper, but I was fully responsi
ble for putting together the SOVA contribution—which Doug as Director of SOVA 
approved before it was sent to OGI. 

5. I do not have any first-hand knowledge of the 7th floor's handling of the paper 
since at no point in the prcess did I talk to Gates or other top managers about the 
paper. The fact that OGI rather than SOVA had the lead on the paper also limited 
my involvement in some aspects of production. 
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6 Although I did not make the decisions about who should see the paper in draft, 
would point out it is not unusual for a paper dealing with sensitive reporting to be 

i, id closely. I can assure the Committee that the paper was coordinated by the 
Thief of the Regional Issues Group in SO VA, and I believe by the Chief of the Third 
«lorld Division. Contrary to his claim, I do not think that Mel Goodman himself 

AS in a job that would have made him a natural person with whom to coordinate. 
7 I regarded and continue to regard the writing of a paper examining the case for 

Soviet involvement as a legitimate undertaking. I suggested at the Terms of Refer
ee meeting that the paper might provide a fuller assessment if other hypotheses 

eIlre examined. But I think the argument is valid that since the important issue for 
^ie U.S. was whether the Soviets (and secondarily, the Bulgarians) were involved, it 

ade sense to organize analysis around this question. If the Soviets were not in
volved, it did not matter a great deal to U.S. policy whether the Grey Wolves, Mafia 
dements, or Agca alone was responsible for the crime. New information that has 
^îrfaced since 1985 about past Soviet use of political violence reinforces the view 
that the possibility of Soviet involvement in the papal assassination attempt had to 
he thoroughly examined. 

8 The paper did not simply make the case, but weighed the case, concerning 
Soviet involvement. Certainly in the SOVA contribution no relevant data that I 
know of bearing on the pros and cons of Soviet involvement were suppressed, con
trary to Mel Goodman's claims. For example, Soviet incentives for involvement 
were mentioned but so were disincentives. Past Soviet involvement in assassinations 
was described, but so was recent reluctance to engage in such practices except in 
wartime conditions—as in Afghanistan. The paper concluded not that the Soviets 
were involved—to this day I am agnostic on that question—but that their involve
ment was highly plausible. (Since the paper itself is classified, I refer you to the 
response Beth Seeger and I prepared to John Hibbits's memo, which makes this 

^°9 I was also inclined to believe it would be a good idea to put a scope note on the 
oaoer explicitly stating the range and purpose of the paper, explicitly stating the 
ranee and purpose of the paper. In fact, I did draft a preface to the SOVA contribu
tion before it went to OGI that explained what the SOVA contribution did and did 
not cover At the same time, I can see a perrfectly reasonable argument against in
cluding a scope note. The title, after all, could be seen as conveying that the paper 
was assessing the case for Soviet involvement. The conditional tense was used ap-
nrooriately throughout the paper. Most intelligence assessments are based on in
complete evidence, and if a paper is qualified too much, or labeled conjectural, we 
are criticized for analysis that is ambiguous and doesn t point m any particular di-
rGction 

10 Lance Haus the OGI Division Chief, who was the line manager overseeing pro
duction of the papal paper, has given me permission to quote from a statement he 
has given the Committee. First Lance explains that the preface SOVA offered m its 
contribution was the now famous scope note. Then he states: 

Mr. Gates did not drop any scope note . . . because I did, after consultation 
with Kay Oliver, during my first review of the paper. I thought it was 
wishy washy and redundant. Mr. Gates did not draft the key mdgments-I 
did, with help from Beth Seeger and Kay Oliver Finally, Mr Gates did not 
draft the transmittal notes—although he certainly reviewed them. Again, 1 
did. This was standard procedure . . . and I know for sure Beth Seeger saw 
them. 

Lance believed the Key Judgments faithfully reflected the paper. I was lessi sure 
of this myself, but I certainly did sign off on them The key point is that thedrafl> 
ing of the Key Judgments, the removal of the prefatory scope note and the d n t o g 
of the cover memo^ were all done at lower levels of CIA, and absolutely not at 
Gates' initiative. 
Intelligence Successes and Failures . 

11 I would now like to shift gears and say a few words on the subject of intelli
gence s u S e s I d failures. l /view of Mel Goodman's ^ Y t n ^ k l ^ h o u l î b l 
allegedly "missed" predicting the historic changes in the USSR, I ti^nk it should be 
noted that for the record that Gates has had his share <*I™^™J^*{*™-
some of which I have personal knowledge about. Long before the fawn of peres_ 
troyka, for example, Gates was very supportive of analysis that f l i g h t e d g o w n i g 
tensions in Soviet society, rot in Soviet elite institutions, ^ P ^ ^ ^ l f i e n 

ation and consumer distress-phenomena that pushed the system toward reform. 
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12. To cite one illustration, on the eve of Brezhnev's death I drafted a paper 
Soviet elite uneasiness about societal problems and sense of foreboding about th* 
future. I included a brief section on corruption, which I had great difficulty coord* 
nating with Mel Goodman's Division. In particular, I recall a single sentence tht 
caused controversy. The sentence stated simply that corruption in the USSR h j 
grown during the Brezhnev years. I was able to get Mel's Division to sign off 0nl 
after I included a lengthy footnote acknowledging that corruption had always bee 
present in the USSR and of course existed in other countries as well. WhenJth 
paper finally went to Gates for review, he approved it but raised a question about 
why I had not paid more attention to corruption. Soon Andropov was in power- his 
first policy initiative was an attack on corruption, accompanied by public disclosures 
of its vast extent. 

13. As the principal analyst covering the succession to Brezhnev, I can vouch for 
the fact that Robert Gates was among the few who read the tea leaves correctly and 
predicted early on that Andropov would be Brezhnev's successor—long before Mel 
Goodman's Division was prepared to make such a call. 

14. As the Chief of SOVA's Domestic Policy Division from 1987 to 1989, I can 
attest that Gates did not join those in the Intelligence Community who predicted 
that Gorbachev could develop support for a centrist position and thus bring about 
moderate reform without instability. Gates thus foresaw that a political confronta
tion between the forces of reaction and reform would probably take place, as recent
ly happened. 

15. All this is not to say that I think Gates has been right about everything. I 
believe he did underestimate the extent to which the domestic dilemmas he correct
ly identified were also exacting a braking effect on Soviet foreign behavior. But to 
read today's Soviet policies and motives back into those of even the mid-1980's is 
mistaken too. As the Soviet media now indicate, the impulses toward expansionism 
militarism, and support for radical dictatorships have remained strong in influential 
quarters of the Soviet elite until very recently indeed. 
Intolerance of Diversity 

16. Now I would like to look at some of the broader implications of Mel Good
man's charges. I worked with Mel for many years. I know him to be a serious stu
dent of Soviet affairs, and a very engaging person in some settings. But I also know 
that Mel shows a different side in dealing with substantive conflict on the job. Noth
ing is more poisonous to the atmosphere at CIA, more destructive to the process of 
debating issues on the merits, than accusing colleagues of conspiring in or being 
duped into "politicizing" intelligence. It is imperative that our substantive discus
sions take place with an understanding that honest people can disagree, and a real
ization that few of us this side of heaven have a monopoly on truth. Unless these 
basic ground rules of civilized discourse are accepted, substantive conflict can easily 
escalate into ad hominem attacks on the character and competence of those whom 
others believe are on the "wrong" side of a given issue. 

17. The comments Mel has made to this Committee on the 1985 papal paper are a 
case in point. The Cowey Report, produced by a panel at CIA that reviewed the 
Agency's track record in dealing with the papal assassination attempt, while critical 
of some aspects of the record, found the 1985 paper to be "by any standard, an im
pressive" work. But Mel found the paper not simply one with which he disageed but 
one that was "abominable," "absurd,' and "tendentious," written by authors whom 
he strongly suggested were lacking in intellectual integrity and inclined to pander. 
The Issue of Evidence 

18. Let me deal now with the issue of evidence. Mel's charges highlight the ques-
ton of what constitutes good "evidence." Let me illustrate once again with the papal 
case. Mel claims that "very good evidence from very sensitive sources . . . explained 
the Soviets were not involved in the assassination attempt." Now, considering that 
information of any Soviet involvement would have been very tightly held, what 
kind of evidence would be required to support Mel's claim? Let's say, purely hypo-
thetically—just for the sake of the logic of the argument—that CIA had reliable 
sources within the KGB who reported that they never heard anything about Soviet 
involvement, or that their superiors had told them the Soviets were not involved. 
Would such reporting suffice to support Mel's claim? Of course not. The KGB offi
cers, no matter what components they were in, could have been out of the informa
tion loop or lied to. 

19. Let us suppose—once again purely hypothetically and for the sake or argu-
ment^-that a source had direct access to KGB Chief Andropov himself. Only such 
reporting of Soviet innocence would have any creditability. The effect of such re
porting on our thinking would be quite powerful. But even then, we would have ex-



j Andropov to deny Soviet involvement to almost all of his associates. And, 
PeCwould have been the possibility that Andropov himself might not have known, 
*e f for one reason or another operatives in the KGB were tapped to work with the 
1 l arians without his knowledge, or that Soviet elements other than the KGB— 
BhaDS in the military—were conspiring with the Bulgarians. The point is simply 
• t standards of evidence have to be higher to prove a negative than to prove a 

>ive A report of non-involvement from a source may simply indicate lack of 

«̂rtf This difficulty is one reason that the best intelligence anlaysis is based on 
h more than a totting up of intelligence reports. Clandestine reporting is only 

mU° tegory 0f evidence, albeit an imporant one. Analysis of any country's foreign 
°Dfcv behavior should be informed by historical perspective and by an appreciation 
*? nsvchological, ideological, and internal political factors. In my view, a tendency to 
A- miss the validity of these factors, a tendency to take a narrow view of what con
futes "evidence, was a major reason that Mel reacted so harshly to analysis that 
ttempted to evaluate intelligence reporting within a broader analytical context. (I 
uld note parenthetically that—contrary to Mel's assertions—intelligence report-

?° itself has provided plausible evidence for as well as against Soviet involvement 
the papal assassination attempt). 

Supervision of Analysis 
21 This brings me to the question of the proper role of those who supervise analy-

. .̂ CIA. It needs to be recognized that supervisors of analysis are not simply bu-
aucratic processors but substantive people, essentially senior analysts themselves 

directing the work of other analysts, many of them younger and less experienced. 
To ask these managers to stop using their thought processes, and to put in abeyance 
perspectives they have developed through long study of a given world area or disci-
olinewould be to rob our assessments of valuable input. Moreover, since the prod
uct CIA puts out potentially influences important policy decisions, and the informa
tion used is sometimes obtained at the risk of human life, the institution as a whole 
has to be able to stand by papers that have the CIA seal on them. Thus, although 
there should always be a free interplay of ideas, CIA cannot be a "free university." 
CIA managers have a legitimate role to play in the production of intelligence. There 
is inherent tension between the intellectual autonomy of the analyst and the insti
tutional responsibility for the product. Conducting our business with civility and in 
good faith can reduce but never eliminate this tension. 

Dogmatism 
22. What is dangerous to CIA is not managers who have views but managers 

whose views are rigidly held and not susceptible to modification in the face of 
strong contrary evidence or argumentation. What is to be avoided is not the holding 
of views but dogmatism at any level of the hierarchy—from analysts, to mid-level 
managers such as Mel and myself, to top CIA officials. 

23 I submit that dogmatism was responsible for the failure of the Soviet foreign 
policy shop—during the period when Mel was in leadership positions there—to un
dertake a serious examination of whether the Soviets could have been involved in 
the papal assassination attempt. This failure went a long way toward justifying the 
production finally in 1985 of a paper that dealth exclusively with this question-
years after the assassination attempt. 
Flawed Analytical Approach 

24.1 believe the tendency for so long to dismiss without comprehensive examina
tion the notion of Sovient involvement also reflected a fundamental flaw in analyti
cal approach. For many years analysis of the Soviet foreign policy shop at CIA was 
dominated by a school of thought that focused almost exclusively on Soviet relations 
with other countries at the level of diplomacy and military support, and treated dis-
missively that important stratum of Soviet foreign policy bej^vior orchestrated by 
the Central Committee's International Department and the KGB. These institutions 
of course attempted to influence foreign developments through espionage, propagan
da, influence operations, active measures, clandestine support for political violence 
and assistance to various groups working to undermine governments unfriendly to 
the USSR. There is room for legitimate debate about how to weight these activities; 
but Moscow attached much importance to them, and they could not be ignored, i 
mean it as no reflection on anyone's dedication when I say that as a participant; in 
discussions of this subject in SOVA in the first half of the 1980s, I detected little 
enthusiasm in some quarters for analysis of the seamy side of Soviet foreign behav
ior. There was reluctance to monitor closely the covert instruments used to advance 
Soviet global objectives—instruments that only now are being fundamentally re-
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formed. Mel Goodman as much as «n^ne pewHÙfied this, f PP^f ̂ h m analy^ 
Soviet foreign policy, an approach that I believe Gates rightly sought to broacÇ 

What is "politicization"? (< 
25. Now let me take up the issue of what constitutes politicization. Common 

sense would suggest a simple definition-namely, the deliberate suppression or di£ 
S n o f intelligence information and assessments to serve^ some: policy agejj 
§uch a definition-by the way-includes not only action alon these lines by top eg 
managers, but also by mid-level managers and analysts, who may<( sometimes be 
tempted to lean to one side or another to counter perceived policy enrors'' of the 
administration or intelligence assessments from other ^ ^ ^ e m b e r s of the 
Committee may wonder, then, why Mel chose to offer five such elaborate criteria of 
"politicization/' While these criteria are unobjectionable taken literally, m the real 
world context they beg some big questions and provide the rationale for a narrow, 
proprietary approach to intelligence analysis. Basically, Mel s definition of poUtici-
zation would have the effect of giving particular groups of analysts monopoly con-
trol over key sets of issues. 

26 First, Mel would constrain higher managers from effectively reviewing the 
product by raising the spectre of "politicization should they attempt to shape intel-
licence judgements. Second, he would encourage analysts to cry foul if papers on 
subjects they thought "belonged" to their unit were assigned to other components. 
Thus although expertise on foreign intelligence activity and on terrorism existed in 
OGI and in other parts of SOVA, calling on these components rather than the 
Soviet foreign policy shop to assess the papal assassination attempt was, according 
to Mel "finding someone to do your bidding," a form of politicization. Third, 
there is an implication that the Directorate of Operations, a repository of consider-
able knowledge and on-the-ground savvy about the Soviet Union, should be excluded 
from any role whatsoever in formal intelligence assessment. Apparently, this exclu
sion would extend to centers that bring DO operations officers and DI analysts to
gether to work on such topics as terrorism, narcotics, and counterintelligence. 
Fourth, it would seem that National Intelligence Officers, senior substantive ex
perts, would be under pressure not to put out interpretations at variance with those 
of the DI analytic unit controlling the turf. 

27 I am not saying that I disagree with each particular Mel mentioned in laving 
out how he thinks the organization should conduct its business. For example, I don't 
think Estimates should be reviewed by the DCI or DDCI before community coordi
nation. But there is also clearly a danger that by loading the definition of politici
zation," one can control the analytic line and anathematize dissenters. And I believe 
that whatever processes we develop in the future should give play to a diversity of 
views from a diversity of components within CIA. 

Conclusion 
28 In conclusion I would like to say for the record that nobody—upstairs or down

town—asked me to make this statement. I have prepared it with no advance plan
ning Aside from defending my own work, I wanted to counter a parochial view of 
how the Agency should operate that, if not directly addressed, could make it diffi
cult in the future for managers at CIA to conduct the sort of rigorous review of 
analysis essential to a quality intelligence product. The environment at CIA is not 
one in which truthseekers are pitted against politicizers, not one in which analysts 
seek to get brilliant papers through managers driven by a political agenda, not one 
in which a single orthodoxy is imposed from on high. Instead, analystic insight and 
flawed vision are found both within the managerial and analytical ranks. There are 
many orthodoxies at CIA, as various small units quite naturally develop their own 
analytical lines and vested interests in them. On important issues there are almost 
always elements of ambiguity. And managerial insistence on addressing questions 
asked by policymakers can easily be misconstrued as a desire to distort analysis. In 
this complex environment, our job as managers and analysts is to work together to 
produce the best possible analysis for policymakers—through fidelity to the data, 
vigorous intellectual debate, the provision of channels for the expression of dissent
ing interpretations, an effective quality control process, and respect for one other. 

Chairman BOREN. AS I indicated, we had a list which we dis
cussed at our Members' meeting that contained four or five other 
names of people who had submitted statements that we were going 
to see if they wished to submit them in sworn form. When and u 
they do so we will receive those statements as well. There are vary
ing points of view, I might say. 
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t we are not opening the record back to the next 100 people 
ish to submit statements. That was a limited list and a bal-

^Lflist with both sides of the issues presented, that Members in 
30 Members' meeting made a decision to accept into the record. 
°Uw may address written interrogatories to those individuals who 

vf % written sworn testimony to also become part of the record. 
i the morning, we will begin at 9:30 with the nominee, Mr. 

* as our witness in open session. This is likely to be followed 
rne questioning of the nominee in closed session and also fur-

bv! ^discussion in closed session of the question of any intelligence 
thered on members of the Congress or Congressional staffs. 

g Again let me just express my appreciation to all of you. Having 
ked at the hour, four hours from the time we started at 7:30, 

Wch I estimated would take an hour, I recall my maiden speech 
W the Senate, which was to be 8 minutes long. I had rehearsed it 
t length. I had three logical points to make and to make, I 

Sought in a very straight-forward fashion. So I was just commenc-
r mv maiden speech. I believe it was Senator Russell Long, one 
f the Senators on my side, came up to me and said, David, can you 

Sretch out your remarks just a little bit? It is a very close vote, 
vou are the last speaker, and we have got four of our people 
Lining in from the airport that are not here yet. 

I was just getting ready to launch into my 8-minute speech and 1 
«dd Senator Long, how long do you think it will be before they get 
here? And he said, it will be about four hours. [General laughter.] 

So I have learned that a necessary qualification for being a 
member of the Senate is to have about 8 minutes worth of logical 
points and to be able to stretch it to fill a 4-hour time period. We 
will allow no demonstrations of popular support from the audience. 
[General laughter.] ....' 

You have had an introduction to that. I apologize for keeping you 
so long but your testimony has been valuable. I hope all of you 
leave here with a sense that you have made a contribution to our 
process. I assure you that, whatever the outcome of this nomina
tion, the information, the testimony, the ideas and thoughts that 
you have given the Members of this Committee will be valuable to 
us as we deal with the changes in the Agency in the future, and we 
appreciate your being a part of this process. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I would certainly join the Chairman, un 
behalf of our side, why we are most appreciative of your presenta
tions, your commitment to good government, and your willingness 
to come before us and spend an extraordinary amount ol time, we 
are most appreciative. Thank you. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you. We will stand in recess until 9.d0 
in the morning. , . _ „ 

[Whereupon, at 11:25 p.m., the Committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, October 3,1991.] 
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NOMINATION OF ROBERT M. GATES TO BE 
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1991 

U.S. SENATE, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC. 
The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:57 p.m., in 

SH-219, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. David L. Boren, 
Chairman of the Committee, presiding. 

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

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

PROCEEDINGS 

Chairman BOREN. I want to go ahead and start making my open
ing statement to save time. This is just some background for Mem
bers of the Committee, not for the pride of authorship or for hear
ing myself speak. 

This afternoon the Committee takes up the subject of whether 
Mr Gates—as Deputy Director of Intelligence, Chairman of the 
National Intelligence Council, or Deputy Director of Central Intelli
gence—used his authority to encourage the pohticization of intelli
gence. . _ .~ i 

The Committee has conducted an extensive review of specific al
legation of pohticization. This has not been easy because we lack 
even a consensus of opinion on a definition for pohticization. 
What is to one individual "skewing of intelligence, is to another 
"effective management review." , . 

However one chooses to define it, pohticization of intelligence 
analysis is a very serious matter for this Committee and all those 
who care about the independence and integrity of U.S. intelligence. 
If analysis of intelligence information is slanted or misrepresented 
at the back end of the process, then what use are all the resources 
we commit to the front end—everything from human intelligence 
to satellite collection? 

So as a result, the Committee has undertaken a very serious 
review of all credible allegations of pohticization by the nominee, 
Mr. Gates. The Committee staff has conducted over 50 interviews, 
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reviewed dozens of intelligence products, tracked down several in 
ternal CIA memoranda and other documentation that might shed 
light on particular charges. Staff investigation has highlighted f0Ur 
cases that we hope to lay out for members today. 

First is a 1985 special study, commissioned by Mr. Gates, that 
laid out the case for Soviet involvement in the 1981 attempt to as-
sassinate the Pope. New evidence had come to light, and, although 
the Office of Soviet Analysis and the Directorate of Operations con
tinued to believe the Soviets most likely were not involved, the ob-
jective of the fast-track study was to challenge the conventional 
wisdom and discover if a strong case for Soviet involvement could 
be made. The key issue for the Committee is why the one-sided 
case was ultimately represented by Mr. Gates to then Vice Presi
dent Bush and a handful of other senior policymakers as balanced 
and comprehensive or if indeed it was so represented. 

Second, a May 1985 memorandum to holders updating a special 
National Intelligence Estimate that had been produced in October 
1984 is also at issue. The National Intelligence Officer who called 
for the update used, in his own words, "strong-arm" tactics. This 
which included citing support by Mr. Gates, who at that time was 
simultaneously chairman of the Council and head of all CIA analy
sis, to persuade CIA Soviet analysts not to formally object to inclu
sion of his view that the Soviets had "major opportunities in Iran." 
Some imply this estimate laid the predicate for the subsequent 
Iran initiative on the part of White House staff. 

Third, a series of Inspector General reports in the late 1980's ex
amined the flagship office of the Directorate of Intelligence—the 
Office of Soviet Analysis—and found that at least the perception of 
politicization was widespread. Staff investigation has also found 
considerable indications that morale in the Office of Soviet Analy
sis became a serious problem in the mid-1980s and continues to this 
day. The issue for the Committee is to what extent any of this was 
caused by actions or policies of Mr. Gates. 

Fourth, a 1986 speech—and these matters have been largely 
touched upon, at least in passing, in the open sessions—by then-
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. Gates on "the Soviets 
and SDI" was largely based on an unofficial CIA working, or 
"white," paper that was produced over a week-end by a senior CIA 
directed-energy weapons analyst and quickly declassified and dis
seminated to senior policymakers by Mr. Gates. The author himself 
admits it was not comprehensive, not coordinated, and not even 
correctly edited. The speech openly supported the President's stra
tegic defense initiative, which Mr. Gates admitted last week to us 
in open session under questioning by Senator Bradley, "probably 
wasn't a good idea." 

We have assembled before us today five witnesses who have 
direct knowledge of these and other issues. At the suggestion of 
some Members of the Committee, other analysts to whom Members 
could direct questions were invited and are present. 

First, Mr. Mel Goodman and Ms. Jennifer Glaudemans will lay 
out their evidence of politicization of CIA intelligence under Mr. 
Gates. I recommend that we let the two of them complete their 
statements before we begin questioning. 
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cpnator WARNER. Would you introduce the others so that we will 
, zL who they are? 
Thairman BOREN. Then we will have Mr. Hal Ford—Mr. Ford, 

Id you identify yourself—who has some forty years of intelli-
woU experience and who, from 1980 to 1986, served in various po
uvons on the DCI's National Intelligence Council. He will discuss 
?• evaluation of Mr. Gates from that important vantage point. Mr. 
rtes for three of those years, was "dual-hatted" as the Chairman 
f the National Intelligence Council and Deputy Director of Intelli-

ce Many of the specific allegations relate to National Intelli-
^nce Estimates which were produced under NIC auspices. 

Ur Doug MacEachin—Mr. MacEachin, would you identify your-
,r for u s will be able to discuss his view of politicization, espe-

S^ Uy as it relates to the CIA's Office of Soviet Analysis, which 
Same the focus of many, if not most, of the politicization charges. 
Mr MacEachin was the Director of that office at that time. 

Finally, Mr- Larry Gershwin in here today to provide his per-
oective on the issue of politicization as it relates to Soviet strate-

Incprograms. Mr. Gershwin has been and is the National Intelli
gence Officer for Strategic Forces. As I indicated, we have invited a 
number of analysts who are also here. 

Some of those who are here are Mr. Dave Cohen and Mr. Lance 
Haus and Ms. Beth Segar from the office that had the lead in pre
paring the Papal assassination report; Ms. Kay Oliver and Ms. 
Mary Desjeans, who provided an input on the Soviets for the study; 
Mr John Hibbetts, who was tasked by Mr. MacEachin to write a 
rebuttal to the report; and, Mr. McLaughlin, one of three members 
of the team commissioned by Mr. Gates that produced the so-called 
Cowey report which provided an after-action criticism of the proc
ess for producing and disseminating the report. 

On the Iranian estimate, unfortunately, Mr. Graham Fuller—the 
NIO for Near East and South Asia who managed the production of 
this—is out of the country but our staff has talked at length with 
him by phone. He will return to the United States Thursday night 
should anyone wish to have any conversations with him. 

Mr. Carlos Avery, the author of the CIA White Paper on Soviet 
directed energy that I mentioned a while ago is here. 

Are there other analysts in the room that I have not introduced.'' 
Mr. Arwood, would you stand and introduce yourself? 

I believe our understanding will be enhanced by hearing all 
three panels before we commence questions. We will have all three 
panels present their statements to us, and then I will have all live 
come back up to the table and we will begin the questioning. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question.'' 
Chairman BOREN. Yes, sir. . 
Senator METZENBAUM. I am not sure what the right procedure is, 

but at least I want to raise the issue. As I understand it, some ot 
these witnesses are very supportive of Mr. Gates leadership, and 
some of them are critical of his leadership. 

Chairman BOREN. That is correct. m . 
Senator METZENBAUM. That being the case, since if Mr. Gates is 

confirmed they are going to be working for him, I just put myselt 
in their position and say, are we being fair to them, when they 
have enough integrity and courage to come forward, but then must 
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make their statements in front of enough people that it certainly 
will get back to Mr. Gates that John Smith said you were a so-and. 

I do not know what the choices are, but I certainly have no doubt 
in my mind that by the close of this hearing Mr. Gates to going to 
know which ones testified against him and what they said. 

Chairman BOREN. Well, if we are going to release declassified 
summaries, everyone in the country will know that has interest in 
it. I do not know of any way to avoid it. Senator Bradley and others 
have requested the other analysts be present today if anybody 
wants to add something or to respond to any additional questions 

I understand that Mr. Goodman and Ms. Glaudemans, who are 
here now, are two of the principal critics. I do not believe either 
one of you is any more in the Agency. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the Department 
of Defense. I work at the National War College on the faculty. My 
name already has been attacked by CIA and I have received calls 
to that effect. So the problem has started already, Senator. I thank 
you for your remarks. 

Chairman BOREN. Everyone has come voluntarily. Let me ask if 
there is anyone here involuntarily or anyone that feels they do not 
want to be part of the process. [General laughter.] I mean exclud
ing members of the Committee and staff. [General laughter.] 

I understand what you are saying, Senator Metzenbaum. Let me 
just say that if there is any person that feels that they are profes
sionally discriminated against because of any testimony or expres
sion of opinions that they believe to be true and in keeping with 
their own integrity, I would hope that they would let this Chair
man and Members of this Committee know, because that is some
thing that we would not tolerate. 

But this situation is true for all the people we have talked to in 
this process. We have talked to people at the highest levels who 
will be remaining at the highest levels in the Agency, whomever 
the next Director is. I do not see how we avoid that. 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Metzenbaum's 
point is well taken, and it might be incumbent on the Chair and 
the members of the Committee, when we have the opportunity to 
speak to Mr. Gates again, to bring up the sentiments that the 
Chair has just expressed, because this is the essence of democracy 
and government and the integrity of the Senate is on the line in 
these hearings. I do not think we could reach the conclusion which 
we must reach and do it well-informed without the contributions of 
the panel that will be forthcoming—several panels. So I think the 
point is well taken. 

Chairman BOREN. I thank you, Senator Warner. I do not know 
either how we would reach conclusions on these issues without 
going to the people who participated in it and by not hearing from 
those who are strong critics as well as those who are supporters. 
We want to be balanced in our assessments. 

But I would underline again what I said a moment ago and what 
Senator Warner and Senator Metzenbaum have said. I have indi
cated these feelings on other occasions in regard to witnesses who 
have come before our Committee on controversial things—people 
who took positions during the recent Persian Gulf conflict, for ex-
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i that it would certainly not be wise, let alone appropriate, 
^ nyone to attempt to take any kind of negative action against 
f°r ^ng for being honest with this Committee. Anyone responsible 
^^ut t ing that kind of pressure on people would be accountable to 
[5c Committee. 

Senator METZENBAUM. And we will be sure to bring them back 
m their next assignment in Pago-Pago. [General laughter.] 
Chairman BOREN. We would indeed. 
Senator WARNER. I think those of us who have known Bob Gates 

r est assured tha t there will not be anything happen, irrespec
t s of how this Committee and the Senate makes its decision. 

Senator METZENBAUM. I was just raising the issue. 
Senator WARNER. I think it is important that you did. 
Chairman BOREN. I appreciate it. I will ask our first panel to pro-

ped You may want, as you begin your statements, to tell us a 
fttle bit more about your own professional backgrounds and your 
experience in the field to give us a little perspective as you begin. 

Mr. Goodman, are you to begin first? 
Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. A S we are in confirmation proceedings, I 

would ask all those who are going to give testimony, the five of you 
at least, at this time to stand and be sworn. 

Would you please raise your right hand? Do you solemnly swear 
that the testimony that you will give in these proceedings is the 
truth, nothing but the t ruth, so help you God? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I do. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I do. 
Mr. FORD. I do. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I do. 
Mr. GERSHWIN. I do. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much. The record will reflect 

that all five of the witnesses have been sworn and taken the oath 
and answered in the affirmative. 

Mr. Goodman, we appreciate your coming in and you may pro
ceed. 

TESTIMONY OF MEL GOODMAN, FORMER DIVISION CHIEF, 
OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Mr. GOODMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
First of all I want to thank the Committee for the opportunity to 

address the issue of politicization. ; 
In terms of my background, I'll be very brief. I was with the Cen

tral Intelligence Agency for nearly 25 years. I was sworn into fthe 
senior intelligence service by Mr. Bill Casey in the early 1980 s. 1 
held every major analytical and managerial position in the D i m 
terms of my work in Soviet foreign policy, particularly Soviet-Third 
World relations. . 

I traveled overseas very often in giving briefings and liaison mis
sions overseas. I think I was a highly respected member of the DI. I 
am currently on the faculty of the National War College. I ve writ
ten widely on Soviet foreign policy, including a recent book on 
Soviet policy in the Third World. I have lectured all over this coun
try and in Europe on Soviet foreign policy. I am the chairman of 
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the Geostrategic program at the National War College, and I iead 
the National War College's annual trip to the Soviet Union. 

I would like to say at the outset that I agree with an old friend of 
mine, John McMahon, who has said that the integrity and objects 
ity of intelligence is central to the mission of the CIA. And I would 
certainly agree with Bob Gates that to slant intelligence would 
transgress the single deepest, ethical and cultural principal of the 
CIA. 

Indeed, I would argue that the CIA was essentially constructed 
in such a way to protect analytical independence. And I would cer-
tainly agree with the Acting Director of current intelligence, Dick 
Kerr, who has written that the CIA's strength is marked by ^ 
ability to produce estimates that represent views of the entire In. 
telligence Community. 

It is because intelligence data is subject to interpretation and be
cause policy agencies have their own intelligence bureaus that the 
CIA is the one place where objective analysis can be done without 
fear or favor. 

That explains the separation of the Directorate of Operations 
and the Directorate of Intelligence. After all, the DO is part of the 
policy process. Covert action is a policy, it's operational policy. And 
the DO should never be allowed to slant intelligence of the Direc
torate of Intelligence. 

Moreover, I strongly believe that to subvert the process of inde
pendent analysis, that is politicization, can lead to the loss of life, 
as it did in Vietnam; to national embarrassment, as it did in the 
Bay of Pigs; or to national tragedy which I consider Iran-Contra to 
have been. 

I can understand this country's desire to put Iran-Contra in the 
background. I understand those desires. But it should never be for
gotten that the actions and the policies of a very few people in this 
government, including the CIA, led to the sale of arms to the same 
Iranians who held American diplomats hostage for more than a 
year and were linked, and we know that from intelligence evi
dence, to the murder of more than two hundred Marines in Leba
non and to the savage bombing of our Embassy in Beirut. 

One additional point before I begin. I have never said, and I have 
never claimed, and I will never write that Bob Gates politicized all 
the issues that the DI had to deal with. 

Gates is essentially correct with regard to the work that many of 
my former colleagues did on the Philippines, on Lebanon, and on 
Soviet strategic forces. These issues after all meant very little to 
Bill Casey. And I know that from my discussions with Bill Casey. 

Casey's concerns were essentially two. He was concerned with all 
of those intelligence issues that were connected to covert action. 
That is, operational commitment that Bill Casey himself had made. 
Essentially, I will be talking about Iran, Nicaragua, and Afghani
stan. All of those issues were politicized. 

Casey's other concern was his world view of the Soviet Union, 
which was essentially that the Soviets were responsible for all of 
America's problems. 

That led to politicization of the Papal plot, of international ter
rorism, and in my own area, Soviet third world relations. 
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rates' role in this activity was to corrupt the process and the 
h'cs of intelligence on all of these issues. He was Casey's filter in 

t Directorate of Intelligence. Of course, his other contribution 
to ignore, or as I think, suppress signs of the Soviet strategic 

'Teat including the collapse of the Soviet empire and even the 
£ iet ijnion itself. I will be addressing that in my conclusion. 

Let me describe what I mean by politicization so I can give you 
zL context for this charge because I still don't think it's properly 
derstood. And then I want to give definite and direct example of 

rates' role in politicization. 
1 am going to deal with five issues. One, the imposition of intelli-
ce judgments without any evidence. 

Two, the suppression of intelligence that did not support Casey's 
agenda or Gates' agenda. 

Three, the use of the Directorate of Operations to control or to at 
least slant the intelligence of the Directorate of Intelligence. 

Four, the manipulation of an intelligence process that existed at 
the CIA for nearly forty years. 

And finally, the manipulation of personnel. What I call judge 
shopping in the courthouse. Finding someone to do your bidding. 
Finding someone to write the analysis you wanted. Finding some
one to make the conclusions in this case Gates or Casey believed. 

I will start with the use of the Directorate of Operations to slant 
the intelligence of the DI. And here I am making a very important 
charge. I firmly believe that the CIA was responsible for passing 
disinformation to the President of the United States. It is the most 
egregious example that I have and it makes me angry, Senators. 

As you will know, George Cave, a retired DO official, joined 
Robert McFarlane on the trip to Iran. Upon return, he was al
lowed, by Bob Gates, to do several things. 

One, he produced exclusive dissemination TDs, that is, DO re
ports, ' that were misrepresented. The misrepresentation was 
simple. The source line said that these reports came from a moder
ate Iranian with good access. 

There was no such moderate Iranian with good access. These 
were George Cave's reports. George Cave's thinking. And George 
Cave's analysis. 

He was then allowed to brief the NSC on the basis of these re
ports. Remember, we're talking about a retired DO officer. 

And finally, what I consider most outrageous because I am an in
telligence officer, he was allowed to prepare articles for the Presi
dent's daily brief, the most sensitive journal that the CIA produces, 
on the basis of his own reports without coordination in the DI, 
without reference to sourcing. 

Now frankly, I have always believed President Reagan when he 
said that he actually believed there was a group of moderate Irani
ans who wanted contacts with the United States. The reason why I 
believe that is that's what the CIA was telling him m the PDB. 

What I am saying then, and this is what I find so egregious, is 
that the President of the United States was the victim of CIA disin
formation. ^ T . : 

I want to add a few other points in this charge. The CIA also 
used its counterterrorism center to prepare memos on the fact that 



there were moderates in Iran who wanted contacts with the United 
States. 

I'm going to get back later to the counterterronsm center be, 
cause this is a problem that's going to continue whether Gates jg 
confirmed or not. _, 

There's a very dangerous trend that Casey and Lrates started ^ 
the CIA which was to create joint DO-DI centers. One of their 
tasks was to prepare analysis on key subjects. The result of this 
was to create a DO slant on DI analysis. 

This is surely true in the case of the counterterronsm center and 
I think this story can be well documented by others. 

In addition to using the CTC, the counterterrorism center, the 
NIO for Counterterrorism, Charlie Allen, who has already, I think 
told this Committee that George Cave worked in his office, briefed 
the NSC on the basis of Cave's disinformation. The DI was cut out 
of this process. The senior Iranian analyst, a colleague of mine, a 
former colleague of mine, had no knowledge in the beginning that 
this activity was taking place. 

No agency in the Intelligence Community believed these reports. 
This was strictly a small group of men who had an idea, who went 
outside the system, a system that was designed to protect independ
ent analysis who were allowed to brief the President and brief the 
NSC. 

A friend of mine, who was Poindexters lawyer during this 
period, a Navy Commander, and now a colleague of mine at the 
National War College, was the recipient of a lot of this reporting. 
He told me these reports were believed at the NSC. And he as
sumed these reports were believed by the President. 

What I'm telling you I've told the IG, I told Dick Kerr, I told the 
DDI, and I told the ADDI. None of this will be new to them. But a 
brave analyst, when he learned about this wrote an eleven page 
memo to Dick Kerr explaining the corruption of the intelligence 
process. 

Kerr managed to get, and it wasn't easy, an audience for this an
alyst with Bob Gates. Bob Gates listened to these charges, had no 
reaction, said very little, did nothing. His reaction after the fact I 
learned from a source inside the Agency was that that guy's a 
whiner. He's complaining because he is out of the loop. 

That was Bob Gates' reaction to what I consider the most egre
gious use of the intelligence directorate that I've ever encountered 
in my twenty-five years at CIA. 

In other words, Bob Gates, who wrote very eloquently in Foreign 
Affairs about the importance of CIA ethical principles was the one 
that was corrupting the process of the DI and the central mission 
of the CIA—that is, to present informed intelligence to policymak
ers, particularly the President of the United States. 

I'd like to add one other episode. Alan Fiers has described before 
this Committee the fact that he had problems in briefing around 
town, to the Congress and to the NSC and to the policymakers. The 
problem was a simple one. He had one line on Nicaragua. The DI 
had another line. 

He went to Casey with his problem. Casey said, go to Bob Gates. 
You can fix your problem there. Alan Fiers has told this Commit
tee that Bob Gates was very effective in fixing the problem. I dont 
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,eVe there was any follow-up questioning to that anecdote. I 
uld like to follow it up. I can tell you what happened. 
An NIO for Latin America was assigned the task of working with 

of Alan Fiers' people, a DO officer, John Armstrong, and they 
0llnte for the National Intelligence Daily—what I consider the pre
fer publication of the DI—a serialized publication. The PDB I 
^nsider our most sensitive and most exclusive journal. But to us 
Che National Intelligence Daily is like the New York Times. It's 
ur paper of record. It's important to us. 
Eventually analysts complained when they learned about the 
ork that was being done in the NID and the fallacious reporting. 

Lain, Gates did nothing. There's only one difference this time. 
Wnen' William Webster came to CIA—and I consider Webster a 

an of great integrity—these charges were brought to him along 
Sth a lot of other charges. And I can explain Webster's attitude 
toward what was going on in the CIA if I'm asked, or I just may do 

^The important thing is that Webster very quietly and very se
cretly asked the IG to prepare a special study not by the normal IG 
Staff but by the audit staff of the IG, to see if there was any validi
ty in terms of these charges. The IG confirmed the charges with 
regard to the tendentious reporting on Nicaragua. 

I now would like to go to my second charge—the imposition of 
intelligence without evidence. There are many I could cite. I'm 
going to stick to one—the worst example—the Papal plot, the case 
for Soviet involvement. John McMahon has told this Committee— 
I've known John for 15 years—that Casey wanted to find the Sovi
ets guilty. That is true, he did. I know that firsthand. He also told 
this Committee that the CIA had no evidence linking the KGB to 
the plot. That is also true. 

I might add that we did have evidence that the Soviets were not 
involved. And I can get to that later. Gates has told this Committee 
that the DO put little effort in collection on the Papal plot. That is 
false. He has also told this Committee that the DI was haphazard 
and cautious in its handling of the papal plot. That is also false. 

The facts of the matter are that there was pressure throughout. 
For four years Casey wanted a document stating that the Soviets 
were involved in the Papal plot. There was pressure on me to write 
such paper. I stuck to the evidence. 

The interesting thing to me here is four years later, 1985, an ex
tremely weak report comes to the DO. DO officers have said—and 
you'll find this in the in-house studies—that the report was so bad 
that they wouldn't even have issued the report if it weren't for the 
sensitivity of the subject and the concern of Bill Casey. The history 
after that is well known and can be documented. 

Casey went to Gates stating that he wanted paper making the 
case for Soviet involvement. Gates went to the head of the Office of 
Soviet Analysis saying, write the paper making the case for Soviet 
involvement. And the interesting thing is that it didn't come to the 
division that should have written that paper—my division, the divi
sion on Soviet foreign policy—because they probably knew what 
answer they would have gotten. 

But they were told to prepare this study m camera. In other 
words, this was secret analysis in the CIA. In twenty-five years at 
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the CIA I've never heard of intelligence analysis done in camera 
It's unheard of. But that's how this memo was prepared. The fac; 
that I found out about it was just fortuitous and seredipitous. But 
the fact is that I did. 

Chairman BOREN. Explain what you mean by in camera. 
Mr. GOODMAN. It was done in secret. It was done by three ana

lysts who were under instructions to make sure that no one Was 
aware of the fact that this paper was being done. And in twenty-
five years, I've never heard of such an episode. 

The assessment was abominable. The scenario that the drafters 
came up with was absurd. The analysis was tendentious. But I'll 
say one thing for the analysts. They did not give Gates everything 
that he wanted. In fact, one of the three writers on this particular 
paper once said I tried my hardest to give Gates what he wanted 
and it still wasn't enough. No, it wasn't enough for Gates. 

So what did Bob Gates do? Bob Gates rewrote the key judgments. 
Bob Gates rewrote the summary. Bob Gates dropped a very inter
esting scope note that said, in trying to explain the methodology, 
that we only looked at the case for involvement. We didn t look at 
any of the evidence—and I might add very good evidence from very 
sensitive sources—that would have explained the Soviets were not 
involved. He dropped that scope note. 

And what did he do. He added his own cover note that no one 
saw The cover note on this particular memo—and remember, it 
only went to maybe, I've had estimates of anywhere six to twelve 
people, all principals, Secretaries of Defense and State—Ann Arm
strong as head of the PFIAB. This note said, and I quote, "this is 
the best balanced and most comprehensive work we have ever done 
on this subject." That's totally false, and you don't have to depend 
on my testimony for that reading. 

Fortunately, two in-house studies were done. Those in-nouse 
studies concluded the assessment was unbalanced. It noted the lack 
of no alternative scenarios, which Bob Gates claims was his contri
bution to the CIA—the writing of alternative scenarios. It conclud
ed the analysts were manipulated by Bob Gates. It talked about an 
implausible scenario, and also I can independently talk about the 
trade-craft of the Papal assassination through my experience at 
CIA. 

And it also noted that all of the relevant analysts in both the DO 
and the DI opposed the assessment. They noted the poor sourcing. 
They noted that Gates essentially overwhelmed the analytical line 
and manipulated the analysts themselves. Now Gates takes credit 
for the fact that there was an in-house study done on this assess
ment, and I think he's taken credit before this very Committee. 

That in-house study, as far as Gates was concerned, was a CYA 
project because by then at least two people had gone to complain to 
Gates about the assessment and the fact that it had ignored very 
good reporting that said just the opposite what that assessment 
concluded. 

Senator METZENBAUM. What does CYA 
Mr. GOODMAN. Cover your ass, sir. [General laughter.] 
My third point—I'm sorry, but that is what it means. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I'm glad I asked. It was very educational 
Mr. GOODMAN. We use it quite often at the CIA I assure you. 
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ivïv third point deals with intelligence on Iran. In this case, 
t s used every instrument of politicization to get out his view of 
situation in Iran. I've already told you about George Cave and 

tjje faCt this information went to the President of the United 

^?want to talk about the '85 Estimate, which I think you know 
11 but I may have a few inputs to make. And I also want to talk 
fates' role in trying to show that Iran had reduced its support 

1 f terrorism in this very sensitive period even though there was no 
°vidence that would support any such conclusion. 

The Estimate story is well known. What they did in the '85 Esti-
te was to reverse every analytical line my office had taken for a 

^ur-vear period. I won't go into detail, but these lines were taken 
th very good evidence and fighting Bob Gates every step of the 

wav let me assure you of that. 
Chairman BOREN. Is this the Estimate on Iran? 
Mr GOODMAN. The Estimate on Iran in 1985—the Memo to Hold

ers We argued that Soviet influence was plummeting in Iran; 
Soviet assets were disappearing in Iran; Soviet arms sales were 
soing down in Iran. The evidence was overwhelmingly good. We 
also now have two histories that were done by Soviet defectors that 
essentially make the same story—the book by Gordievski and the 
book by Kuzichken. 

What Gates has told this Committee is that he was unaware ot 
dissent. No one told him about dissent. That's not true. The NIO 
for the Middle East, Graham Fuller, took his text on the Estimate, 
on the Iran Estimate, to Gates, and he took the language written 
by my former analyst on Iran to Bob gates. And he said to Bob, 
which language do you want? No surprise here; Bob Gates took 
Fuller's language. ^ L v n ^ ' i i 

Fuller then came to the meeting and announced that Gates has 
chosen Fuller's language and that there will be no dissent and no 
footnotes. We already know—that Gates also made a call to an
other agency—I believe that it was the Director of the Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research, Mort Abramowitz—suppressing a dis-
sent there 

I'm only recounting this because in 1987, Mr. Chairman Bob 
Gates wrote a letter to you, and in that letter, you 11 probably 
recall, he said there was no dissent from any agency on this Esti
mate. I quote again: "The integrity of the intelligence process was 
preserved. ' ' 

This is an assumption of mine that I will make, and I will try to 
point to where I'm being empirical and where I'm making assump
tions to the best of my ability. My assumption is this letter led 
Dick Kerry to write the memo to the National Intelligence Council 
about the integrity of the estimative process. I've known Dick Kerr 
for 25 years. I think he knows politicization when he sees it. 

What is not known, I don't believe, and what has not been dis
cussed before this Committee is that Gates also wanted to change 
the line that the Agency was taking with regard to Iran s support 
for terrorism. Now remember, we're talking about a very delicate 
period here; we're talking about November 1985 right before the 
delivery of the Hawk missiles to Iran. 
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And I would also remind the Committee that in 1987 Secret^, 
of State Shultz told the Iran-Contra hearing that he had gre2 
doubts about CIA intelligence. In fact, I believe it as before this 
Committee that Bob Gates was asked if he thought he knew what 
Shultz was talking about, and I believe Bob Gates answered, yes T 
think he was referring to the Philippines and to Lebanon and to 
issues like that. Well, there's no mystery because George Shult» 
said what he was talking about. He was talking about Iran and he 
was talking about terrorism. He said that in the Iran-Contra hear-
ings, and I've seen it in declassified documents that he gave the 
same message to the President of the United States. 

Chairman BOREN. Just so we are following you, the first item 
was the Papal assassination. Then you shifted. The second item 
was the question of Soviet influence in Iran. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. And now we're into a third subject? 
Mr. GOODMAN. We are now talking about Iran and its support for 

terrorism. I'm trying to develop that theme, yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. All right, I just wanted to make sure we un

derstood you switched from the first Iranian subject to second part 
of the Iranian subject. 

Mr. GOODMAN. The second part of the distortion of the analysis 
on Iran, Yes, 

You give me my segue. What Gates did was to write in the 
Washington Post in 1987, in Foreign Affairs in 1987, and in an in-
house CIA journal called Studies of Intelligence in 1987—and he 
used the same language in all three of these journals and papers— 
that "few people in the CIA believed that Iran's support for terror
ism was down, and no CIA publication ever said so." 

I have done just a cursory review of CIA publications, and I 
found three instances—November, 1985; January, 1986; May, 
1986—where a CIA DI publication said that Iran's support for ter
rorism was substantially down, and that Iran was becoming more 
pragmatic. Believe me, the senior analysts on Iran did not believe 
this. 

At the same time, the Counterterrorism Center, which I think 
was a tool used by Casey and Gates, was briefing the same message 
to the NSC, and the NIO for Counterterrorism, Charlie Allen who I 
do not consider a political analyst on the middle east; I must say 
that—also was taking the same message downtown. The important 
thing is that no intelligence agency supported this message, and 
the DI in the CIA did not support this message. 

Chairman BOREN. What is the time frame again on this? 
Mr. GOODMAN. November of 1985 to May, 1986. 
The other important point I would like to make is the great 

anomaly here is that you had what some people call a swerve in 
the DI line. I would call it politicization in that from 1981 to May 
1985 you had one CIA view of the situation in Iran. History has 
confirmed that that analysis was very good and right on the mark. 

In May 1985, through November 1985 into 1986, you had very 
definite changes in the analytical line without supporting evidence, 
and this was done in the Estimate. This was done in the Fuller 
memo—a very corrupt and dangerous product because it was policy 
advocacy and never should have been permitted, but indeed was 
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nraffed by Bill Casey and indeed encouraged by Bob Gates and 
'flowed by the NIC staff. 

And y°u also had, after this sensitive period—that is, when the 
ration gets exposed—all of these lines return to the previous as-

^sments. So you can call this an anomaly, you can call it a 
^ rve. I happen to call it politicization. The analytical line over a 
fiW7-month period was politicized by certain officers in the DI, and 
Jûic was encouraged by Bob Gates. 

Chairman BOREN. There is a logical connection here assuming 
a re correct, that there was a pressure to turn it in a different 

direction for political reasons. Why was it that they wanted to deny 
that there was a decline in support for terrorism in Iran? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I think the pattern is a very clear on in that they 
were trying to provide the intelligence analysis to the policymaker 
that would support the operational decision to sell arms to Iran. To 
do that, you had to do essentially four things. You had to say that 
there were pragmatists emerging in Iran, a moderate faction that 
wanted contacts with the United States. You had to show that 
Iran's support for terrorism was down because if it continued at 
high levels, which it had, that would create political complications 
for getting arms to Iran. 

Chairman BOREN. They slanted it to say that 
Mr. GOODMAN. They slanted it to say that terrorism was down. 
Chairman BOREN. I am sorry. I misunderstood you. 
Mr. GOODMAN. I'm sorry. Maybe I confused that. The slant was 

to say that Iran's support for terrorism was down. One journal said 
"substantially down," one said the Iranians were becoming more 
careful, another said they were becoming more pragmatic. 

But if you look at the three and the logic of the position, all were 
designed to argue that Iran was beginning to cool it. 

Chairman BOREN. I am sorry. I thought you had said the oppo-
site. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I am sorry. I probably confused that. 
Senator CRANSTON. I would like to ask one related question How 

does that fit with the indications that you stated that they down
played the Soviet connection and indicated that the Soviets were 
continuing to maintain a close relationship with Iran? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I'm sorry. Again, I may have confused the issue. 
What I was saying is that from 1981 to 1985 we had a very clear 
analytical position that Soviet influence in Iran was down, assets 
were down, Soviet-Iranian relations were in a state of disarray. 

During the period of politicization, they said the opposite, that 
there was a great Soviet threat to Iran. 

Senator CRANSTON. If the objective was to portray Iran as more 
malleable to our needs, why would they portray them as playing to 
the Soviets? . . ,. , 

Mr. GOODMAN. Because they had to convince the policymakers 
that if we didn't get in there with arms, if we didn t lift the arms 
embargo, the Soviets were going to get there first. The two duller 
memoranda basically provide the policy justification for the sale ot 
arms. . 

I haven't seen those memos recently, and I must say, gentlemen 
that I am relying on my memory of documents that I saw in iy»o 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 2 1 
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and some I haven't seen lately. But I am confident of my recall 
these matters. °& 

The net thrust of the two Fuller memoranda was to say that tv. 
Soviet Union and the United States were essentially in a strate • 
race with each other for influence in Iran, which was this gJ?c 

strategic prize, and that if we didn't take some drastic action so? 
the Soviets not only were going to get there first but they We 
going to win this great strategic asset or strategic prize. 

So this is in keeping with this one piece of fabric with regard t 
Iran that all of these areas of politicization fit into. 

I'll just make the point that the important facts to me in all of 
this and my conclusions in all of this are rather simple. The swerv 
in the line, the politicization, was clearly timed prior to the deliv 
ery of HAWKs to Iran. It was interesting that they returned to the 
old line after all of this was exposed, and again there were a lot of 
CYA memos to explain all of this in 1987. 

In fact, Gates was told in a memo of this swerve. But it's verv 
interesting, if you look at his Foreign Relations testimony in 1987 
he makes no mention of this anomaly whatsoever, even though i 
know a document was prepared for him explaining the shifts in the 
analytical position. 

Let me make another point even though it's an assumption 
Gates went public on a lot of this in 1987. He did a lot of public 
speaking. He did a lot of writing. And I think there was a reason 
This was about the time that William Webster arrived at CIA. Wil
liam Webster was quite aware, I believe, that the CIA was being 
politicized. He brought with him to the CIA two young men from 
the FBI. One was a lawyer, Mark Matthews; the other one may 
have been a lawyer, tool. I don't know. 

The important thing is that they were told very quietly to go out 
through the CIA and they were told to make sure that Bob Gates 
didn't know this. 

Senator RUDMAN. HOW do you know that, Mr. Goodman? 
Mr. GOODMAN. HOW do I know that? 
Senator RUDMAN. What you just said. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Because Mark Matthews made calls, including to 

me, whether I would talk to him or not about various matters, and 
I know people who have talked to Mark Matthews and I believe 
Jennifer can speak rather fully to Mark Matthews. 

Webster also conducted, as I said earlier, the audit, the special 
audit, the IG study, and I know that Webster did not believe the 
conclusions of the Papal plot memo, and I know that Webster did 
not believe the results of the international terrorism estimate in 
1981. And if you just look at Webster's public comments on these 
subjects it will show his dissociation from the conclusions of the 
CIA in that period. 

So let me sum up so far. We have a DO officer fabricating intelli
gence that went to the NSC and the President. We have the DI fal
sifying evidence on Iran and terrorism. We have a phony esti
mate—I consider it a phony estimate—prepared in the NIC. And 
we have the Fuller memo, which is designed to get an end to the 
U.b. arms embargo against Iran. 

You have the Counter-terrorism Center making briefings on Iran. 
You have the NIO for Counter-terrorism, Charlie Allen, doing the 
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And you have Gates using a terrorism branch in OGI, a 
^"up of people very junior, very inexperienced dealing with sensi-
Sfe matters, dealing with terrorism. 

Let me deal now with the suppression of intelligence. This is just 
important as many of the other matters I have discussed be

muse it deals with what intelligence—the kinds of intelligence that 
Slicymakers never got, the kind of data they never saw, with 
fends that were never reported—particularly the Soviet strategic 

f6Again, I know this area better than others because it is the area 
f my own specialization. In 1982 I wrote an estimate that Bob 

fates killed. In that estimate, which assessed the strengths and 
weaknesses of the Soviets in the third world, I concluded that there 

was 
l°ln 1982 1985, excuse me—I had my senior analyst on the Third 
World prepare another assessment on that same subject because by 
that time the data was getting very hard. We had trend lines. 
Soviet ship days in out-of-area waters were coming down. Soviet aid 
was beginning to level off. Soviet advisors were beginning to come 
down in certain places. So it was time to do another memo. He 
killed that one, too. • ' ; * 

The point I am trying to make here is that he killed the paper in 
'82 and he killed the paper in '85. But in '86 he made his own con
tribution to the debate on Soviets in the Third World which ap^ 
peared in the Washington Times, called "War by Another Name. 
Gates has told this group that whenever he submitted an article 
for print, he would always show it to the DI, he would always show 
it to the analysts, he would stick to the conventional wisdom, he 
would stick to the intelligence. He never went beyond it. He never 
tried to subvert it. "War by Another Name, believe me, did not 
come from the DI. There are no estimates in the article compatible 
with the thinking in the DI. It's your standard piece of agitation 
and propaganda. It talks about Soviet goals in the Third World 
The oil in the Middle East. The Panama Canal. The mineral 
wealth of South Africa. It talks about Soviet links to the terrorist 
actions of Syria, Libya and Iran. Again, no evidence. 

And in a piece of policy advocacy, which I think no CIA official 
at any level should ever get into, it advocates the U.S —the use ol 
U.S. military power, comparable to what we did m Grenada and 

I wffl tell you one personal experience I had in^thisi period. I was 
briefing on a fairly regular basis an aide of Chet Crocker^ Chet 
Crocker is the outstanding State Department official who negotiat
ed the cease fire and the peace in Angola. And I briefed the aide on 
why he could expect support from the Soviets on such an enter
prise. And he expressed some wonder to me that how come you re 
telling me this when I read your publications and you are arguing 
just the opposite. And I said, we can't get that message out. I am 
telling you what I believe and I am telling you what I think, and1 
hope you pass it on to Chet Crocker. I'll understand if you dont. 
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One other thing. I believe it was last week someone asked Al 
Fiers if he thought Gates was intellectually tough. Fiers diH • 
quite know what that meant and didn't respond to it. I would Ht* 
to submit "War by Another Name" and a piece that was done k 
Bill Casey in the Wall Street Journal, 1983, on the Soviets in tW 
Third World. The articles represent essentially the same argument6 

I don't consider this an example of intellectual toughness bv an 
measure. 3 ny measure 

[The documents referred to follow:] 
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Wnr Bv Another Name 

An Address to the Commonwealth Club of California 
M RooeV'tTiates. » e P « e c t o r 9 O f Central .ntell.gence 

The most divisive and controversial part of American 

foreign policy for nearly four decades has been our effort in 

he Third World to preserve and defend pro-Western governments, 

t0 resist Communist aggression and subversion, and to promote 

economic development and democracy. 

Our continuing difficulty in formulating a coherent and 

sustainable bipartisan strategy for the Third World over two 

generations contrasts sharply with the Soviet Union's 

relentless effort there to eliminate Western influence, 

establish strategically located client Communist states, and to 

gain access to strategic resources. 

But while we may debate strategy and how to respond, the 

facts of Soviet involvement in major Third World conflicts are 

undeniable. Consider two very painful memories: 

-- It is clear that the Soviet Union, and Stalin 

personally, played a central role in prompting North 

Korea's invasion of the South in I950,the cause of our 
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first great post-war strategic debate over strategy jn 

the Third World. 

-- Although the strategic consequences of a victory by 

North Vietnam were hotly debated in the US, we now see 

the Soviet Navy well entrenched in the great naval base 

at Cam Ranh Bay, and Vietnam's'economic and military 

dependence on the Soviet Union; we recall the Soviet 

military supplyline that made Hanoi's victory possible, 

and remember Soviet help in the conquest of Laos and 

Cambodia. The resulting human suffering in Southeast 

Asia was even more horrifying than predicted. 

Somehow many Americans thought their first loss of a major 

foreign war — Vietnam — would have no important consequences, 

especially inasmuch as it was accompanied by so-called 

"detente" with the Soviet Union and the opening to China. Yet, 

it was in fqct a major watershed in post World War II history, 

especially as it coincided with the collapse of Portugal's 

colonial empire in Africa; revolutions in Iran, Ethiopia and 

Nicaragua; and Congressional actions in the mid-1970s cutting 

off all US assistance to the non-Communist forces in Angola, 

thus signaling the withdrawal of American support for opponents 

of Marxist-Leninist forces in the Third World. 

The effects of American defeat in Vietnam, the revolutions 

in Iran and Nicaragua, and the coming to power of bitterly 
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onistic and aggressively destabilizing governments in all 

a countries undermined the confidence of US friends and 
thre° 

in the Third World (not to mention in Europe and Japan) 
allies 

ensured that an opportunistic Soviet Union would see in the 

Th-r(j World its principal foreign policy opportunities for 

years to come. 

And they moved aggressively to create or exploit such 

opportunities. Throughout the Third World, the Soviet Union 

and its clients for the past ten years have incited violence 

and disorder and sponsored subversion of neutral or pro-Western 

governments in El Salvador, Honduras, Colombia, various 

Caribbean States, Chad, Sudan, Suriname, North Yemen, Oman, 

Pakistan, New Caledonia, South Korea, Grenada, and many 

others. The Soviet Union has affixed itself as a parasite to 

legitimate nationalist, anticolonial movements or to those who 

have overthrown repressive or incompetent regimes and tried 

wherever possible to convert or consolidate them into 

Harxist-Leninist dictatorships as in Nicaragua, Angola, 

Ethiopia, and Afghanistan. And now these some regimes in the 

process of consolidating power are fighting their own people. 

Open warfare by invading Communist armies is being waged in 

Cambodia and Afghanistan. And in most instances of state 

support for terrorism, the government involved is tied in some 

way to the USSR. 
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These contemporary challenges to international order and 

stability -- and to democratic values -- certainly grow 

primarily out of localized and specific circumstances. To be 

sure, there are local economic, social, racial, human rights 

and other injustices. And many — too many — governments have 

demonstrated their capacity to inflicr hardship and violence on 

their own people. But, that said, we cannot close our eyes to 

a common theme across the entire Third World and that is the 

pervasively destructive role of the Soviet Union and its 

clients. 

In 1919, Trotsky said that, "The road to London and Paris 

lies through Calcutta." This conviction that the West could 

more easily and effectively be weakened and made vulnerable 

through the Third World than by direct confrontation remains 

central to Soviet foreign policy. And if you question how 

critical this is for Moscow, remember that the Soviets allowed 

detente with the US, which was highly advantageous to them, to 

founder substantially with successive Presidents in the 1970s 

because the USSR refused to moderate its aggressive pursuit of 

Third World opportunities — in Angola, Ethiopia, Nicaragua and 

Afghanistan. 

• 
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séiJU^"1 "i"1»"™ nnf1 Renression 

In the mid-1970s, new Soviet tactics in the Third World, 

bined with historic events and opportunities, emerged to 

llenge y|estern presence, progress toward democracy and sound 

onomic development in the Third World. The new tactics were 

designed to minimize the chance of a repetition of disastrous 

setbacks such as their expulsion from Egypt in 1972 and the 

ouster of a Marxist regime in Chile in 1973. The strategy had 

five parts: 

-- First, the cornerstone of the new Soviet approach was 

the use of Cuban forces to establish and sustain the 

power of "revolutionary governments". They first 

helped consolidate radical power in Angola. This was 

followed by the dispatch of thousands of Cuban troops 

to Ethiopia where that regime also became dependent on 

their support. 

This tactic of using Third World Communist or 

radical states as surrogates in the Third World 

subseauently involved assisting Vietnam's conauest of 

the remainder of Indochina, Libya's designs in Chad and 

plotting against Sudan, South Yemen's aggression 

against Oman and North Yemen, and Cuba's support for 

regimes in Nicaragua, Grenada and Suriname as well as 

the insurgency in El Salvador. 
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Second, when radical governments came to power wittin 

the aid of foreign troops, as in Nicaragua, Soviets 

directly or through their surrogates such as East 

Germany helped in the establishment of an internal 

security structure to ensure that any possible 

challenge from within would be stamped out. 

Third, the Soviets continued to supplement these 

tactics with more traditional offerings such as 

technical and political training in the USSR, the rapid 

supply of weapons, and the use of a wide range of 

covert actions to support friends and to help defeat or 

destabilize unfriendly challengers'or governments. 

Fourth, the USSR proved in Afghanistan that it would 

still be willing to launch its own forces at targets on 

its periphery -- and perhaps elsewhere — when and if 

circumstances are right. 

Fifth, and finally, the Soviets advised new radical 

regimes to mute their revolutionary rhetoric and to try 

to keep their links to Western commercial resources, 

foreign assistance and international financial 

institutions. Soviet ambitions did not cloud their 

recognition that they could not afford more economic 

dependents such as Cuba and Vietnam. 
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Soviet support for the radical regimes that it has helped 

blished hQS been sustained. The Soviets and their East 

ropean allies have provided military and economic assistance 

Nicaragua over the past five years approaching $2.5 billion 

dollars. Compare this with the highly controversial $100 

llion American program to assist the"resistance in that 

ountry. The Soviets have provided a full range of military 

weapons and support and also have become Nicaragua's major 

source of economic aid. They are attempting to shore up a 

Hicaraguan economy rapidly deteriorating because of slumping 

industrial and agricultural production, falling export earnings 

and cutbacks in Western funding. The Soviet Union has replaced 

Mexico as Nicaragua's primary supplier of oil. 

In Angola, total Communist military and economic assistance 

now stands at almost $3.5 billion, most of it since 1984. 

Almost all of that assistance is military. The Soviets are not 

particularly generous, however, and because Angola in the past 

has had the ability to pay, the Soviets and Cubans have 

required payment for material and technicians in hard currency, 

thus adding to the country's economic problems. 

It is in Afghanistan, however, that the full measure of 

Soviet ambitions in the Third World can be taken most clearly. 

More than 100,000 Soviet troops are in Afghanistan, with more 

than a million troops having served. The cost to Afghanistan 
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has been high. Some four million people, more than a Quarter 

of the population, have had to flee their country. Thousands 

of children are being sent to the Soviet Union for education 

and ideological training. Yet, after seven years, the Soviets 

are still unable to create a regime that can gain public 

support -- and, in fact, just last week dumped Babrak Karmal, 

who they brought in from exile in Moscow after the KGB 

assassinated his predecessor. Afghanis drafted into government 

military service use the first opportunity to desert or defect, 

often to the Mujahedin freedom fighters. Despite horrendous 

losses and incredible suffering, the Mujahedin have fought the 

Soviets to a standoff over seven years and are daily increasing 

their military capability and the cost of the war to the 

Soviets. 

Indeed, a new phenomenon that Soviets have faced in recent 

years is that they find themselves on the defensive, supporting 

high cost, long term efforts to maintain in power repressive 

regimes they have installed or coopted in Afghanistan, Angola, 

Ethiopia, Cambodia, Mozambique, South Yemen and Nicaragua. 

Taken together, nearly half a million resistance fighters have 

taken up arms against some 400,000 Soviet, Vietnamese and Cuban 

troops occupying these countries. 

The Soviets' aggressive strategy in the Third World has, in 

my view, four ultimate targets — first, the oil fields of the 

Middle East which are the life line of the West and Japan; 
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A the Isthmus and Canal of Panama between North and South 
5econO' <•'

 c 

irn- and, third, the mineral wealth of Southern Africa. 
Uptt » c u ' 

hanistan, South Yemen, Ethiopia, Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam, 

d riozambiaue and Angola in Southern Africa bring Soviet power 

h closer to the sources of oil and minerals on which the 

• dustrial nations depend and put Soviet naval and air power 

tride the sea lanes which carry those resources to America, 

Europe and Japan. The fourth target is the West itself -- to 

use conflict in the Third World to exploit divisions in the 

Alliance and to try to recreate the internal divisions caused 

by Vietnam in order to weaken the Western response and provoke 

disagreement over larger national security and defense policies. 

Terrorism 

Let me now turn to terrorism. Terrorism, including state 

supported terrorism, is not a new phenomenon. Unhappily, it is 

a familiar fact of life in the internal affairs of too many 

countries - as well as in nearly all wars. Even.so, terrorist 

murder in peacetime of innocent bystanders -- men, women and 

children - is very rare in the West and it is especially 

frightening when perpetrated by states and causes remote from 

us. And when it becomes the primary means of waging war for 

smaller states, it becomes a real danger. Growing out of the 

Lebanese Civil War and the overthrow of the Shah, support for 

terrorism by Syria, Libya and Iran became a significant and 

lethal component of international terrorism and an established 

instrument of foreign policy of those and other countries. 
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At the same time, looming in the background of Middle 

Eastern terrorism — and terrorism elsewhere as well -- are th 

Soviet Union and the states of Eastern Europe. Let there be 

mistake or ambiguity about it: the Soviet Union supports 

terrorism. It has directly and indirectly trained, funded, 

armed and even operationally assistedterrorist organizations 

such as Fatah, Abu Nidal and others. Nearly every terrorist 

group in the Middle East and many others elsewhere have links 

to the USSR or one of its clients. Just by way of example: 

— In 1982 Israel found in the PLO camps in Lebanon nearly 

three dozen Soviet tanks, Soviet antiaircraft guns, 

armored personnel carriers, multiple rocket launchers, 

1200 anti-tank weapons, and more than 28,000 small 

caliber weapons. 

— In the 1970s, Turkish officials uncovered in the hands 

of Turkish terrorists thousands of Czech CZ-75 pistols, 

Polish submachine guns, Hungarian pistols — and in 

1981 they found Soviet bazookas, AK-47 rifles and F-l 

hand grenades. 

— Elsewhere, the M-19 terrorists who attached the Palace 

of Justice in Bogota, Colombia a year ago were armed 

with US M-16 rifles which we left in Vietnam. Cuba was 

the source of the large auantities of weapons recently 

-

10 



649 

found cached for terrorists in Northern Chile. Again, 

weapons we abandoned in Vietnam. And 1 could go on. 

is this umbrella of Soviet support, and the associated 

of Soviet clients such as Syria, Libya, Vietnam and 

agua that allows large scale terrorist operations to 

ntinue. And, finally, in addition to their support of these 

oups, the Soviets refuse to play any role in international 

efforts to curtail terrorism. 

It has not been lost on the Soviets that the practitioners 

of terrorism who make spectacular strikes against the West by 

bending or redefining the rules -- as in Lebanon m are finding 

„oys past the West's defenses, both physical and 

psychological. This has allure -- and is a good line of attack 

- for Moscow in a world when nuclear and conventional military 

balances change slowly and where Soviet economic, political and 

ideological power is stunted. Such an attitude toward 

terrorism is not surprising given the fundamental role that 

terrorism played in the establishment of Soviet power and the 

conduct of its policy. As noted in a recent book, "Utopia in 

Power/ one of those who led the revolution, Trotsky, said that 

the revolution "kills individuals and intimidates thousands" -

It is necessary to kill some in order shatter the will of the 

rest. No one in the intervening 65 years has found a better 

statement of the purpose of terror at home or abroad. 

11 
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Conclusions: What is to be Done 

As we reflect on the last forty years of war, subversion, 

instability and terrorism in the Third World, it is clear that 

the Soviet Union and its surrogates have played and are 

continuing to play a major role. Their involvement is a common 

feature as is their ability relentlessly to sustain their 

participation over many years. It is imperative that, at long 

last, Americans recognize the strategic significance of this 

Soviet offensive — that it is in reality, a war, a war waged 

between nations and against Western influence and presence, 

against economic development and against the growth of 

democratic values. It is war without declaration, without 

mobilization, without massive armies. It is, in fact, that 

long twilight war described nearly a quarter century ago by 

President Kennedy. 

What then are we to do? From Harry Truman to Ronald 

Reagan, our Presidents have recognized the importance of this 

struggle in the Third World — some sooner than others. But 

public and Congressional understanding and support have waxed 

and waned. What we need is a vigorous strategy we can sustain 

in a struggle Secretary Shultz has said is "the prime challenge 

we will face, at least through the remainder of this century." 

I would like to suggest several steps, none of them new, and 

many of them in train now, that should be integrated into a 

12 
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trategy to meet the long term Soviet challenge and promote 

democracy and freedom in the Third World. 

1, First, Congress and the Executive Branch, Republicans 

and Democrats, must collaborate more closely in the setting of 

strategy. There seems to be more agreement on the nature of 

tt,e threat than on what to do about it. Cooperation and 

support in recent years has been good in some areas; not so 

good in others. There have been close calls and too often 

prolonged delays in getting help to our friends. Too often in 

the past, opportunities to counter the Soviets have been lost 

by clashes between the two Branches, or by partisan politics. 

If common understanding of the Soviet challenge in the Third 

World cannot be translated into a program of action that can be 

counted on for more than a year at a time, if that, we will 

have little success. At the same time, those who would lay 

claim to a constructive role in protecting our interests and 

advancing stability and freedom in the Third World cannot 

oppose overt military action and covert action and at the same 

time also reject security assistance and economic assistance 

for key countries. The United States must have some means to 

help our friends in the Third World defend themselves and grow 

economically, and support for those means must be bipartisan 

and stable. 

2. Second, more must be done to educate the public, the 

Congress, and Third World governments about Soviet strategy in 

13 
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the Third World. A continuing information program to inform 

and tie together developments in areas widely distant is needed 

and must be pursued over a long term. 

3. We must, as a country, give priority to learning more 

about developments in the Third World and to providing early 

warning of economic, social, and political problems that 

foreshadow instability and opportunities for exploitation by 

the USSR or its clients. We should serve as a clearing house 

of information useful to threatened countries, for example, 

seeing to it that lessons learned in successful 

counterinsurgencies or economic development programs are shared, 

4. The US must establish priorities in terms of major 

commitments. If our early help fails to prevent serious 

trouble, for which countries are we prepared to put our chips 

on the table? Also, I believe we should at least try to make 

such choices in consultation with key members of Congress so 

that their support at crucial moments is more likely. Great 

losing battles in Congress for foreign military sales or 

economic assistance for important Third World friends, played 

out on the world stage and at critical times, represent 

devastating setbacks for the US with ramifications going far 

beyond the affected country. 

5. We must be — and are — prepared to demand firmly, but 

tactfully and privately, that our friends observe certain 

14 
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tandards of behavior with regard to basic human rights. It is 

required by our own principles and essential to political 

support in the US. Moreover, we have to be — and are --

filing to talk straight to those we would help about issues 

tney must address to block Soviet and other foreign 

exploitation of their problems — issues such as land reform 

and corruption. We have a right and ff responsibility to 

condition our support -- but must do so in ways that make it 

possible politically for the recipient to comply. 

6. We need to change our approach to foreign military 

soles so that the US can provide arms more quickly to our 

friends in need -- provide them the tools to do the job -- and 

to do so without hanging out all their dirty linen for the 

world to see. It does not serve any rational purpose to 

humiliate those whom we would help. 

7. Covert action can be used, as in the past, to create 

problems for hostile governments, and to provide discreet help 

to friendly organizations and governments. Indeed, at times it 

may be the only means we have to help them. 

8. We must be prepared to use overt military forces where 

circumstances are appropriate, as in Grenada and Libya. 

9. We must find a way to mobilize and use our greatest 

asset in the Third World — private business. No one in the 

IS 
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Third World wants to adopt the Soviet economic system. Neither 

we nor the Soviets can offer unlimited or even large-scale 

economic assistance to the Third World. Investment is the key 

to economic success or at least survival in the Third World and 

we, our NATO allies and Japan need to develop a common strategy 

to promote investment in the Third World. The Soviets are 

helpless to compete with private capital in these countries. 

10. Finally, we need to have a strategy supported with 

consistency through more than one Presidency. This 

Administration and Congress in recent years have gone further 

than any of their predecessors in developing and sustaining a 

coherent strategy. But more must be done, and it must endure, 

After all, we now face a Soviet leader who could be in power 

well into the 21st century. 

We are engaged in a historic struggle with the Soviet 

Union, a struggle between age-old tyranny — to use an old 

fashioned word — and the concept that the highest goal of the 

State is to protect and foster the creative capabilities and 

liberties of the individual. The battle lines are most sharply 

drawn in the Third World. We have enormous assets and 

advantages in this struggle. We offer an economic model based 

on private enterprise for long term development, independence, 

stability, and prosperity. We offer a model of freedom and 

democratic ideals; we offer religious tolerance and spiritual 

values; and we have democratic allies willing to help. As the 

16 
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President has said, we welcome the democratic revolution in the 

Third World and are committed to promoting national 

independence and popular rule. In contrast, the Soviet Union 

offers only a model police state, a new form of colonial 

subservience, the morality of the gun, and the austerity of 

totalitarian socialism. 

Our experience over the last forty years makes clear that 

Soviet aggression and subversion in the Third World cannot be 

stopped by negotiation alone (if at all); it must be resisted 

- politically, economically and militarily. 

As a country, we must develop realistic policies, public 

support for those policies and make the long term investment 

essential to a constructive role in helping to bring peace, 

stability, prosperity and freedom to the Third World. The 

East-West struggle to influence the future of the Third World 

is a classic confrontation of the Soviet capacity to destroy 

arrayed against the democratic nations' capacity to build. 

Americans cannot and must not be indifferent to the outcome. 

17 
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Regroup to Check the Soviet Thrust 
By WILUAM J. CASEY 

The effects of American defeats In Vlet-
-nanv-and-Jran-undermined the-confidence— 
of U.S. friends and allies In the Third 
World (and Europe and Japan) and en
sured that the Soviet Union would see in 
the Third World Its principal foreign-policy 
opportunities for years to come. 

The Soviets themselves suffered set
backs In the 1960s and early 70s In the 
Third World. They suffered one setback af
ter another in Africa. They saw their hopes 
In South America dashed by the overthrow 
of Salvador AUende In Chile and they were 
humillatingly expelled from Egypt in 1972. 
When they turned again to the Third World 
in 1975, it was with a strategy designed to 
minimize the chance of a repetition of 
those setbacks. The strategy, enriched and 
strengthened over several years. Is realis
tic and calculated to exploit effectively 
both events and opportunities. 

First, shown the way by Castro in An
gola, the Soviets helped him consolidate 
the radical power of the MPLA there, cre
ating a government dependent on Soviet 
and Cuban support for survival. This was 
followed by the dispatch of thousands of 

•ban troops to Ethiopia. Unlike Sadat, 
.ther the MPLA nor Menglstu could af-

lord to order the Cubans and Soviets out 
In the new strategy, the principal, 

obvious role in Third World countries 
would be played by anotherVIWrd World 
state-Libya, Vietnam, Nicaragua. No su
perpower would be seen to be guiding or 
arming or directing the radical forces at 
work; the host government would be main
tained by foreign advisers and troops who 
couldn't be expelled In the event of a 
change of heart. Additionally, it was a 
strategy that made (and makes) any di
rect response by the West appear neo-lm-
perialistic. 

Second, when radical governments 
came to power, the Soviets directly or 
through their surrogates helped establish 
an internal-security structure to ensure 
that any challenge from within would be 
stamped out. There would be no more Al-
lendes. Sometimes it worked, as in Ethio-

t pia and Angola, and sometimes there was 
not enough time, as in Jamaica. 

Third, the Soviets supplemented these 
tactics with their more traditional offer
ings, such as technical and political train
ing in the U.S.S.R., the rapid supply of 
weapons and the use of propaganda and 

Aversion to support friends or help desta-
jilize unfriendly governments. 
Launching Its Own Forces 

Fourth, where a vacuum existed or the 
costs and risks were low. the U.S.S.R. 
™ v « ! sti!! wiUuiF to launch its own forces 

of effort could count the following achieve ahead of Urne and in consultation with i-, 
ments by the end of 1982: members of committees of Congress • 

__!_V|cloryJiLVletnam and Hanoi's-con-—"»' ' h p l r «"PP"rt " ™irlal mnninu,7 
solidatlon of power In all of Indochina. more likely. Great losing batUesforTr~ 

elgn military sales and economic awT 
tance, played out on .the world stage iJTi 
critical times, represent devasUtinTw 
backs for the U.S. with ramifications M 
far beyond the affected country. ^ 

We Need a Constant Policy 

3. We must be prepared to demand 
firmly but tactfully and privately that our 
friends observe certain standards ot be
havior with regard to basic human rights 
It is required by our own principles and es
sential to political support In the us 
Moreover, we have to be willing to t ^ 
straight to those we would help about is-
sues they must address to block foreign ex
ploitation of their problems-Issues such as 
land reform, corruption and the like. We 
need to show how the Soviets have ex
ploited such vulnerabilities elsewhere to 
good effect to make clear we aren't 
preaching out of cultural arrogance but 
are making recommendations based on ex
perience. 

New radical regimes in Ethiopia, An
gola and Nicaragua. 

• Possession of Afghanistan, a Russian 
goal for over a century. 

• Cuban control of Grenada (and new 
military facilities there for support of fur
ther subversion). 

• An active insurgency in El Salvador, 
where U.S. support of the elected govern
ment has rekindled old Vietnam memo
ries. 

• Nicaraguan support of revolutionary 
violence In Honduras and Guatemala, as 
well as EI Salvador. 

• U.S. expulsion from Iran, which, 
though not through any Soviet action, rep
resented a major strategic gain for the 
U.S.S.R. 

• Rapid progress toward Cuban control 
of Surtname. the first breakthrough on the 
South American continent. 

• .Pro-Western regimes under siege In 
Chad and the Sudan. 

Beyond these successes, the Soviets 
could see opportunities, actual or potential. 

Any effort to counter 
the Soviets in the Third 
World will fail unless Con
gress is a party to the execu
tive's thinking and plan
ning—all along the way. 

to achieve their objectives in many other 
places. 

The U.S. needs a realistic counter-strat
egy. Many components of that strategy 
also are familiar, though they must be ap
proached and linked in new ways. The 

'measures needed to address the Soviet 
challenge in the Third World have the ad
ditional appeal that they represent also a 
sensible American approach to the Third 
World whether or not the U.S.S.R. is in
volved: 

1. We have too often neglected our 
friends and neutrals in Africa, the Middle 
East. Latin America and Asia until they 
became a problem or were threatened by 
developments we considered hostile to our 
interests. The Third World now buys 40% 
of our exports: that alone is reason enough 
to pay greater attention to the problems of 
the less developed countries (LDCs) before 
we confront coups, insurgencies or instabil
ity. Th<" nrinritv of the Third World in our 

4. We need to be ready to help our 
friends' defend themselves. We can train 
them In counterinsurgency tactics and up
grade their communications, mobility and 
intelligence services. We need changes In 
our foreign-military-sales laws to permit 
the U.S. to provide arms more quickly. We 
also need to change our military procure
ment policies so as to have stocks ol cer
tain basic kinds of weapons more readily 
available. 

5. We must find a way to mobilize and 
use our greatest asset In the Third World-
private business. Few In the Third World 
wish to adopt the Soviet economic system. 
Neither we nor the Soviets can offer unlim
ited or even large-scale economic assis 
tance to the LDCs. Investment is the key to 
economic success or at least survival In 
the Third World and we. our NATO allies 
and Japan need to develop a common 
strategy to promote investment in the 
Third World. The Soviets are helpless to 
compete with private capital in these corn-
tries. 

6. Finally, the executive branch needs 
to collaborate more closely in the setting ol 
strategy with key members and commit
tees of Congress. Too often opportunities to 
counter the Soviets have been lost by 
clashes between the two branches. The in 
dependent stand of Congress is a fact ol 
life, and any effort to counter the Soviet 
in the Third World will fail unless Congress 
is a party to the executive's thinking and 
Dlanning-all along the way. Support lor a 
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- . ^ world. They suffered one setback af • 
a n o t h e r ta Africa. They saw their hopes 
S s S t t America dashed by the overthrow 
5 Sfvidor Allende in Chile and they were 
u ^Matingly expeUed from Egypt In 1972. 
^ ' r y turned again to the Third World 
, ,q« it was with a strategy designed to 

iimize the chance of a repetition of 
Z setbacks. The strategy, enriched and 

.Jnfrthened over several years, Is realts-
1 and calculated to exploit effectively 
irth events and opportunities. 

First shown the way by Castro In An-
. , (i,e soviets helped him consolidate 

S radical power of the MPLA there, cre-
™ÏL, a government dependent on Soviet 
«d Cuban support for survival. This was 
winwed by the dispatch of thousands of 
E n troops to Ethiopia. Unlike Sadat, 
wither the MPLA nor Mengistu could af-
L i to order the Cubans and Soviets out. 

In the new strategy, the principal, 
obvious role in Third World countries 
maid be played by anotherVMrd World 
state-Libya, Vietnam, Nicaragua. No su-
nernower would be seen to be guiding or 
rnrtng or directing the radical forces at 
wjrk- the host government would be main
tained by foreign advisers and troops who 
couldn't be expelled In the event of a 
change of heart. Additionally, It was a 
strategy that made (and makes) any di
rect response by the West appear neo-tm-
perialistic. 

Second, when radical governments 
came to power, the Soviets directly or 
trough their surrogates helped establish 

i internal-security structure to ensure 
jiat any challenge from within would be 
stamped out. There would be no more Al-
lendes. Sometimes it worked, as in Ethio
pia and Angola, and sometimes there was 
not enough time, as in Jamaica. 

Third, the Soviets supplemented these 
tactics with their more traditional offer
ings, such as technical and political train
ing in the U.S.S.R., the rapid supply of 
weapons and the use of propaganda and 
subversion to support friends or help desta-
bilize unfriendly governments. 
Launching Its Own Forces 

Fourth, where a vacuum existed or the 
costs and risks were low. the U.S.S.R. 
proved still willing to launch its own forces 
at targets on its periphery-Afghanistan, 
and perhaps elsewhere when and if cir
cumstances seem right. 

Fifth, the Soviets advised new radical 
regimes to mute their revolutionary rheto
ric and to try to keep their links to Western 
commercial resources, foreign assistance 
and international financial institutions. 
Moscow's ambitions did not cloud recogni
tion that it could not afford more economic 
dependents such as Cuba and Vietnam. 

This strategy has worked. A Soviet Un-
on that had found itself in 1972 without 
major successes-except for the survival 
of the Castro regime-and with many fail
ures in the Third World after two decades 

• An active insurgency in El Salvador, 
where U.S. support of the elected govern
ment has rekindled old Vietnam memo
ries. 

• Nlcaraguan support of revolutionary 
violence tn Honduras and Guatemala, as 
well as El Salvador. 

• U.S. expulsion from Iran, which, 
though not through any Soviet action, rep
resented a major strategic gain for the 
U.S.S.R. 

• Rapid progress toward Cuban control 
of Suriname, the first breakthrough on the 
South American continent. 

• Pro-Western regimes under siege in 
Chad and the Sudan. 

Beyond these successes, the Soviets 
could see opportunities, actual or potential. 

Any effort to counter 
the Soviets in the Third 
World will fail unless Con
gress is a party to the execu
tive's thinking and plan
ning—all along the way. 

to achieve their objectives in many other 
places. 

The U.S. needs a realistic counter-strat
egy. Many components of that strategy 
also are familiar, though they must be ap
proached and linked in new ways. The 
'measures needed to address the Soviet 
challenge in the Third World have the ad
ditional appeal that they represent also a 
sensible American approach to the Third 
World whether or not the U.S.S.R. is in
volved: 

1. We have too often neglected our 
friends and neutrals in Africa, the Middle 
East. Latin America and Asia until they 
became a problem or were threatened by 
developments we considered hostile to our 
interests. The Third World now buys 40% 
of our exports; that alone is reason enough 
to pay greater attention to the problems of 
the less developed countries (LDCs) before 
we confront coups, insurgencies or instabil
ity. The priority of the Third World in our 
overall foreign policy must be raised and 
sustained. The executive branch must do 
more to educate the public, the Congress 
and Third World governments about Soviet 
strategy in the LDCs generally. 

2. The U.S. must establish priorities in 
major commitments. President Nixon 
wanted to rely on key regional states as 
bulwarks for stability and peace. There 
are some dangers in this approach (Iran 
was to be the key state in the Persian 
Gulf), but it is generally sensible. If our 
early help fails to prevent serious trouble, 
for which countries are we prepared to put 
our chips on the table? We should choose 

•i. vie muM ix piciAiitru tu U M O W . 
firmly but tactfully and privately that our 
friends observe certain standards of be
havior with regard to basic human rights. 
It is required by our own principles and es
sential to political support in the U.S. 
Moreover, we have to be willing to talk 
straight to those we would help about is
sues they must address to block foreign ex
ploitation of their problems-Issues such as 
land reform, corruption and the like. We 
need to show how the Soviets have ex
ploited such vulnerabilities elsewhere to 
good effect to make clear we aren't 
preaching out of cultural arrogance but 
are making recommendations based on ex
perience. 

4. We need to be ready to help our 
friends defend themselves. We can train 
them In counterinsurgency tactics and up
grade their communications, mobility and 
intelligence services. We need changes in 
our forelgn-military-saies laws to permit 
the U.S. to provide arms more quickly. We 
also need to change our military procure
ment policies so a s to have stocks of cer
tain basic kinds of weapons more readily 
available. _ 

5. We must find a way to mobilize and 
use our greatest asset In the Third World-
private business. Few In the Third World 
wish to adopt the Soviet economic system. 
Neither we nor the Soviets can offer unlim
ited or even large-scale economic assis
tance to the LDCs. Investment is the key to 
economic success or at least survival in 
the Third World and we. our NATO allies 
and Japan need to develop a common 
strategy to promote investment in the 
Third World. The Soviets are helpless to 
compete with private capital in these coun
tries. 

6. Finally, the executive branch needs 
to collaborate more closely in the setting of 
strategy with key members and commit
tees of Congress. Joo often opportunities to 
counter the Soviets have been lost by 
clashes between the two branches. The in
dependent stand of Congress is a fact of 
life, and any effort to counter the Soviets 
in the Third World will fail unless Congress 
is a party to the executive's thinking and 
planning-all along the way. Support for a 
Third World policy must be bipartisan and 
stable. 

Without a sustained, constant policy ap
plied over a number of years, we cannot 
counter the relentless pressure of the 
U.S.S.R. in the Third World. It is past time 
for the American government-executive 
and Congress-to take the Soviet challenge 
in the Third World seriously and to develop 
a broad, integrated strategy for countering 
it. It will be the principal U.S.-Soviet bat 
tleground for many years to come. 

Mr. Casey is director of the Central In
telligence Agency. 
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Mr. GOODMAN. One other item I would like to mention—maybe 
several, and I'll be quick—on supression of intelligence. Over a one 
year period I wrote or one of my analysts wrote several items deal-
ing with whether or not the Soviets would send MIG aircraft to 
Nicaragua. All of these items were killed by Gates. We could never 
get that message out. I don't have to remind you that the Soviets 
never sent MIGs to Nicaragua. 

But the important thing is that following the most serious work 
we did on the subject—an assessment that examined all of the sce
narios, had all the alternative language—I got back a note from 
Bob to me saying that he may agree with me on this particular 
issue, but quote, "it would be very unhelpful to lead with our chins 
on this issue." Imagine a CIA that can't lead with its chin. 

We wrote a very good paper on the military limitations of the 
mujahadeen in Afghanistan. We couldn't get that out. Got back a 
note saying it was much too journalistic. Two weeks later another 
agency did an outstanding study, reached the same conclusions, 
used some of the same evidence, talking about all the limitations of 
the mujahadeen. 

In 1981, when Gates was the NIO for the Soviet Union, he had a 
senior analyst prepare an assessment on the Soviets in Africa. The 
assessment was outrageous. I was the representative to the meet
ing that would discuss the assessment. And I thought it was only 
fair to go to the writer, Grey Hondnett, the drafter of that particu
lar assessment and tell him I had problems with it and I was going 
to be raising these problems at the meeting. I was trying to be fair, 
give him some warning. This analyst—a senior person, I'm not 
talking about a junior person—said to me, your problem isn't with 
me. What do you mean it's not with you, I replied. He said, I am 
just a hired pen in this enterprise. Who hired you, I asked? Bob 
Gates. 

At the meeting with Gates I raised all the problems I said I 
would raise. And finally, I guess after 30 minutes of conversation 
and discussion around the table, Bob Gates became impatient and 
he looked at me—but I think the message was for everyone in the 
room, I didn't take it personally—look, this is the assessment that 
Casey wants and this is the assessment that Casey is going to get. 
That was in 1981. 

I now would like to turn to my fourth charge, manipulation of 
the system. In 1987, Gates gave a speech at Princeton, and he said 
that estimates were never seen by the DCI before they were pub
lished. That's false. It was true^untît 1981. It was false in the 
1980's. 

What Casey and Gates did was to introduce unprecedented meas
ures to change the system. For the first time, we had to clear terms 
of reference and drafts before they were coordinated with the DCI. 
We were told we could not take footnotes as an institution. And of 
course, as you know, Gates chaired both the DI and the National 
Intelligence Council. This is clearly one reform that the CIA needs. 
This should never happen again. 

Essentially all intelligence was filtered through Bob Gates. This 
was one of the major problems, by the way, in the international 
terrorism estimate, but I am not going to get into that because it 
deals with substantive issues that are controversial and it would 
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^ e up too much time. The point I want to make, though, is that 
the final draft, which George Shultz never accepted and never in
troduced into his briefing books—the estimate outraged him—was 
jone in this case by a writer who had arrived at the CIA only 
weeks before he was given the assignment, and the manager of the 
product was an official who had arrived at the Agency maybe sev
eral months before he was given that assignment. So the manipula
tion of the system is a very important part of my charge with 
regard to politicization. 

My final charge, and I'll be quick, is personnel. I am not going to 
spend time on this because I just encourage you to read any of a 
number of IG reports done in this period and MAG reports, Man
agement Assessment Groups, that talk about the pattern of politi-
zation, of manipulation, of abuse. The greatest problems were in 
Soviet policy, in Central America, in the Middle East, and the 
Office of Global Intelligence. 

I only want to add two things to that. Every time you had an 
example of abuse in that building—and I consider politicization 
abuse—the message got around to the analysts that, you must be 
careful when you deal with certain themes. These themes are not 
going to sell on the seventh floor. Casey is not going to buy it. 
Gates is not going to buy it. 

The result of this was a simple one. People began to censor them
selves. You didn't have to censor analysts, even though analysts 
were censored. They began to watch what they wrote, for very good 
bureaucratic reasons. 

The other thing I want to mention—and I have a chart here I 
could give out if you're interested—is that the senior analysts 
began to leave. They began to look for a way out. You know, you 
can just deal with this kind of abuse just so much. You get tired. If 
you take it seriously, you get weary. And you wonder about the 
waste and abuse in terms of government resources that went into 
training these senior people. The area I know best is Soviet foreign 
policy. And I'll show you where all the Soviets analysts, with all of 
their experience, are now. They're not working on the Soviet 
Union in terms of foreign policy. I believe there is one analyst left 
in the Soviet foreign policy shop. Everyone else has either left the 
Soviet area completely, left the CIA completely, or in my case I re
signed because of politicization and I now teach at the National 
War College. 

Now, what are the implications of all of this? And just give me 
two more minutes. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Can we have that chart put in the record, 
please? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes. 
[The chart referred to follows:] 
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TWAD' 

SOVA: 1985 

Years Experience 

Mel Goodman, Chief 18 
Bob Korn. Dep Chief 18 
Lyn Ekedahl, Sr. Analyst 23 

FAR EASTJBBAHCii 

Tom Bjorkman, Chief 13 
Dick Topping 22 
Mary Jo Roos 22 
John Hibbitts 15 
Nancy Simon 4 

ME/LA/AF BRANCH 

Wayne Limbers, Chief 12 
Henry Bradsher 25 
Peter Clement 8 
Brian McCaulev 
Maria Sanchez 6 
Jennifer Glaudemans 2 
Larry Stollar 2 

US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

Doug Garthoff, Chief 18 

Left Current 

1985 WAR COLLEGE 
1985 PRES DAILY BRlPp 
1985 GEORGETOWN UNlv 

1986 STATE 
SOVA/FOR PQLTrv 

1986 SOVA/INTERNAT 
1988 SOVA/INTERNAL 
1985 OEA 

1986 STATE 
1988 CIC 
1986 SOVA/INTERNAL 
1988 ACIS 
1986 STATE 
1989 STATE/RESIGNED 
1986 SOVA/INTERNAL 

1985 CRES 

FOREIGN POLICY DIVISION 

Mark Miller, Chief 
Tonv Williams. Deputy 

THIRD WORLD BRANCH 

Steve Rys, Chief 

US-SOVIET BRANCH 

Charlie Summerall. Chief 

EUROPE BRANCH 

Renita Fry, Chief 

SOVA: CURRENT 

No background in Soviet foreign policy 
No background in Soviet foreign policy 

No background in Soviet foreign policy 

No background in Soviet foreign policy 

No background in Soviet foreign policy 

«THIRD WORLD ACTIVITIES DIVISION 
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genator METZENBAUM. Why don't you pass it around so we all 
maV P^k a t i t -

Mr. GOODMAN. I find this history distasteful. My own recollec
tions I find distasteful. And I don't want you to think that I get 
Ly satisfaction out of bringing any of this to you. I have spent my 
Tntire professional life in government service, nearly 30 years—in 
jL United States Army, the State Department, the Central Intelli
gence Agency, and the Department of Defense. I learned the cul
tural and the craft of intelligence from people I took very serious
ly—people I respected. Sherman Kent; Ambassador Llewellen 
Thompson; Bill Hyland, the editor of Foreign Affairs. They were 
my mentors in the mid-60's. I firmly believe that intelligence has a 
very special role to play in our government. I firmly believe that 
intelligence had a ethical compass. I believe intelligence makes a 
very unique contribution with regard to independent analysis that 
is done without fear or favor. 

The fact that has been expressed here by some of you that Gates 
lacks strategic vision in his own area of expertise and that he 
missed the retreat and missed the collapse of the Soviet Union is 
important. I'm not gainsaying that. That's very important. The fact 
that policymakers missed data and they missed analysis on trends 
and may have missed an historic opportunity with the Soviet 
Union and that it may have led to a misguided venture in Iran, 
that's extremely important. 

But I guess what I find most important and most offensive is 
that Casey and Gates arrogated to themselves the power to make 
intelligence judgments; that they had contempt for a process that 
was designed to allow independent analysis; that they damaged the 
integrity of that process and the credibility of the Central Intelli
gence Agency where I have spent 24 years; that they ignored long 
established ethics and morality of an intelligence officer; and that 
even the President of the United States was given falsified reports 
and uncoordinated analysis. 

I worry about the signal that would be sent in returning Gates to 
the environment he created. But I guess what shocks me more 
than that is that so few people at the CIA could create such an en
vironment, and they could do that so easily. And I think it is for 
that reason that I have sense of shame. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Goodman. 
Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one procedural ques

tion? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator NUNN. What that we have heard while Mr. Goodman is 

here is highly classified or even classified? It seems to me that 98% 
of what I have heard is not classified. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I have never said, Senator, that any of this was 
classified. I purposely wrote it in such a way, and my testimony, 17 
pages, is written in such a way that I consider it totally unclassi
fied and I think should be part of the public debate on the CIA. 

Senator NUNN. Well, that is my exact point. I don't under
stand—I don't see how this Committee can deal with what I consid
er the most serious charges against intelligence agency or any 
agency that I have heard since I have been in the United States 
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Senate, by a credible witness with a lot of credentials. Now, }j[Y 
Goodman's credibility will certainly be challenged by others and so 
forth and so on, but I don't understand how we can deal with this 
nomination and not have this testimony or large parts of it in the 
public debate. 

Chairman BOREN. I would assume that that s exactly what will 
happen. That's been our intent. Not being able to predict what will 
be said in these sessions, we thought it best to go in this format. 
Obviously we did this morning in intelligence sharing touch on 
things that are sensitive. But our aim is to declassify as much as 
possible and, if possible, everything. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, but I think the point is, why 
shouldn't Mr. Goodman give this testimony in public session. 

Senator NUNN. That's my question. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I would agree totally, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator NUNN. I don't know how our colleagues can judge this 

nomination or how anybody can judge this nomination without 
having this testimony in front of them. 

Chairman BOREN. The indication to me from the staff was we 
were dealing with classified intelligence estimates that are still 
classified. Are none of these things classified? 

Mr. GOODMAN. May I make one statement here? 
Chairman BOREN. I have before me the memos that have been 

referred to and are still all stamped classified. Some are codeword 
and some are stamped top secret. For example, here's this scope 
note classified secret. Here's the transmittal letter classified secret. 
These have not been declassified. 

Senator BRADLEY. He refers to the scope note. 
Chairman BOREN. Exactly. 
Senator BRADLEY. YOU don't have to read the scope note. You can 

read that in 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. But my assumption is that if members 

want to question these witnesses on matters that are classified, this 
is the forum in which we should have an opportunity to do it. I 
don't want to see us get into a situation where we have to say, 
well, you cannot quote from the scope note to question Mr. Good
man because it's classified. I mean, there is certainly no intention 
on the part of any member of this Committee or the staff of this 
Committee to do anything but have a full airing of all this. I wish 
we could conduct everything in open session. Obviously we couldn't 
have this morning. I keep being handed documents as they are re
ferred to by the witness that are all still classified. 

We do not have the ability to do that without going through a 
declassification process which it's my intention to try to do. The 
Members have wanted to be totally candid and to ask any question 
about any document. I don't have the personal power to say this is 
no longer a classified document. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I don't think that is the 
relevant point, because the references he made to some of those 
classified documents are de minimus in contrast to his entire state
ment. And I would just say, Mr. Chairman, that 

Chairman BOREN. Well, if the members want to shut this down 
and go out in public and have this hearing, and 

Senator METZENBAUM. I would say, Mr. Chairman 
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Chairman BOREN [continuing]. And have the questions all asked 
«ut there and then have us have to come back to follow up on 
detail about classified documents, I am at the leave of this Commit-
L> We'll do whatever the majority of the Members of this Com
mittee want to do. But you know, I 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, it would be irresponsible 
0f us not to. 

Chairman BOREN. Pardon? 
Senator METZENBAUM. It would be irresponsible of us not to do as 

the ranking member on the Democratic side has indicated. This is 
devastating testimony from a very credible witness. I never heard 
0f this man before today. But I'll tell you this, I am just shocked. 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Metzenbaum, I have not I don't be
lieve met Mr. Goodman before. Maybe he's appeared before this 
Committee. I certainly have not heard or seen his testimony before 
you heard it. So I don't 

Senator NUNN. I am really asking for an analysis of it. What I 
am saying is that I think we have to have this testimony in public 
except what is classified, and I guess I do not have a sense of what 
is classified in what we have heard. 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to Senator 
Metzenbaum, we have heard one side of the story. I know of Mr. 
Goodman, a highly respected man. I have been reading the back-up 
documents as he's been testifying, and I frankly would enjoy cross 
examining him in public on some of the accusations he's made 
based on his analysis and his characterization of documents. For 
instance his—and I am going to get a copy of the transcript—his 
comment about leading with our chin. You really have to read that 
whole thing to understand what Mr. Gates was writing. 

Now, he may have some good points, I don't know. But you 
cannot possibly—you cannot possibly allow someone to go and give 
an unclassified statement containing allegations publicly without 
the ability to cross examine publicly on the documents on which he 
is making his allegations. These documents are classified. I agree 
with Senator Nunn completely. I would like to get every one of 
these declassified and do it in public. But you can't have the accu
sations made in a generic way in public and be unable to cross ex
amine in public without using the documentation that the witness 
is making his allegations upon. 

So I don't know what you do. You're really between a rock and a 
hard place. 

Chairman BOREN. Let me make this suggestion. Every Member 
of this Committee, as I have indicated, is going to have an opportu
nity to ask any question they want to in public or private. Now, if 
it is classified matters on which people want to ask questions, we 
have to ask them in a forum where we can deal with classified 
questions. 

Now, we've heard one of our witnesses. I think one of the things 
that's quite clear in any institution of this kind is you're going to 
hear other competing points of view here about the same matters. 
That's what we've endeavored to do, to hear all points of view 
about this and expressed as strongly and as openly as they could. I 
think you can certainly tell from Mr. Goodman's statement that if 
there is any desire of anybody trying to structure these hearings so 
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as to not hear strong statements from those with opposing views î 
don't think we would have invited Mr. Goodman to come testify 
We want to hear every point of view, just like we want to hear ijf 
Goodman's point of view and the point of view of our next witness 
There are other analysts who are here who have participated in 
some of these events. You many well want to question them. They 
may well want to add something, which they are invited to do. 

My suggestion is we listen to the five witnesses so that we have 
heard the competing points of view. We will know what each side 
is saying and can put these differences of opinion at play. We will 
then ask our questions. If it is appropriate for us, after we have 
had a chance to ask questions about classified documents and read 
from classified documents, if Members want to in questioning these 
witnesses, then if we want to take any of these witnesses out into 
public hearing, we can do so. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. We can then decide whether to have Mr. Good

man or any of the other witnesses present in open forum most of 
their testimony or parts of their testimony. We certainly intend to 
release the transcripts anyway. But if we feel that we need the tes
timony live in public as opposed to just a transcript and the Com-
mittee Members want to do that, as far as I am concerned, that is 
what we ought to do. 

Obviously we'll also be questioning Mr. Gates. That's one of the 
reasons we wanted to have him back. Not only to answer questions 
about what we have already heard in the public hearings, but to 
join with him these issues as well. I would think that would be the 
way to proceed. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman. 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a real mis

take not to hear from people today. People have things to say to 
the Committee, and I think you're right on target, we ought to 
hear what everybody has to say today. And then we will make a 
decision about a public session. You know, I tend to think that 
some of the things that were said are important and they have not 
been heard. 

Chairman BOREN. Everything that I have heard has been impor
tant. And indeed, if they stand as fact, it would be an extremely 
serious matter to this Senator and I suspect to every member of 
the Committee. That is the reason we want to hear Mr. Goodman. 
That is the reason we want to hear all of those with viewpoints 
about this. 

Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Are you intending to release a transcript, 

an exact copy of Mr. Goodman's statement? You've said a tran
script. That, I understand 

Chairman BOREN. Senator Metzenbaum, what we release from 
this Committee is not the decision of the Chairman. Just as every 
single thing we have done in this Committee has not been the deci
sion of the Chairman. It has been the decision of the 15 Members 
and the 15 staff members of this Committee. Every procedure and 
every single step we have taken has been an action of all 15 Mem
bers of this Committee. Whatever we release to the public will be 
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the decision of all 15 Members of this Committee and all the staff 
members of this Committee just like every other decision has been 

Senator METZENBAUM. I was only asking you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Well, that s the answer. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Well, I 
Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. Chairman, I want to say I think your decision is a Solomon

like one. I think it would be a great mistake just to go charging out 
there in public with this, because sure, this is powerful stuff and 
alarming, these charges 

Chairman BOREN. Absolutely. 
Senator CHAFEE. But at the same time, like any case I think 

people want to know both sides. And to let this go out as it were 
unrebutted, if there are rebuttals—and who knows—I think would 
be a mistake. Because, you know, charges of politicization of intelli
gence estimates are relatively easy to make and very, very hard to 
rebut. And so I think you are going down the right track, to let us 
get more familiar with not only Mr. Goodman's side, and maybe 
others will reiterate the points he's made, but I think then we'll be 
hearing the other side and can look at some of the documents and 
have a chance to absorb this. 

Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman, could I raise another matter. I 
don't object to going forward and doing this and then making a 
judgment. But we're not in control of testimony that witnesses give 
that is not classified. 

Chairman BOREN. NO. 
Senator NUNN. Mr. Goodman would have every right, I assume, 

unless somebody on this staff classifies it, to give out his statement! 
It seems to me we've got all sorts of witnesses that are hearing 

other witnesses. Normally in a closed session you would not have 
one witness being listened to by everyone else. 

I don't understand the procedure because there is no way to pro
tect information when you have a multitude a people beyond the 
Committee, that we don't control, that are hearing this testimony. 

So it just seems to me that we've got to make some decisions be
cause there is no chance that we won't be reading about this to
morrow morning in the paper. 

Senator CHAFEE. Well, I didn't think he had a printed statement. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Sure he does. 
Senator NUNN. We've got it right here. 
Chairman BOREN. IS that the same that was delivered or is it 

somewhat different? 
Senator NUNN. We better assess where we are because this is 

going to be out there without the benefit of it being able to be prop
erly assessed. I don't think there's going to be any other way. 

Senator CHAFEE. If he's got a statement, he didn't honor me with 
one. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I presented a copy to the staff with the under
standing that every Member would get one. They've had it for 
weeks. 

Chairman BOREN. I think it is before you. 
Senator BRADLEY. I've read it. 
Chairman BOREN. My assumption is that until we complete this 

session, we won't know what's classified and what isn't. 
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I don't know that Mr. Goodman's statement has been submitted 
to determine whether it is classified or not. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I wrote the statement in such a way that I consid-
er it unclassified. 

Chairman BOREN. I understand but it does reference classified in-
formation, doesn't it? 

Mr. GOODMAN. It makes a reference to classified documents. 
Chairman BOREN. Right. 
Senator WARNER. DO we have a right to respond to a classified 

statement? 
Chairman BOREN. The staff has indicated to me that any state

ment by CIA officials or former CIA officials related to the time of 
their employment must be submitted to the CIA for declassification 
before release. This is a statement relating to the time of employ
ment. So we are obligated to submit Mr. Goodman's statement 
before it is publicly released for declassification. 

So it is not subject to being released nor will any of the other 
testimony because all of the people who are testifying today are 
either current employees or former employees of the Agency 
during that period of time. 

That is standard operating procedures and the law under which 
we are operating. 

Now, if we have any problems with the declassifying of some
thing that the Members of this Committee feel shouldn't be classi
fied, you can be assured we will adjudicate those matters very, very 
forcefully. 

Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman? One other question on that. 
Chairman BOREN. SO there should not be anything released until 

the Committee releases it. That's the long and short answer. 
Senator NUNN. What do we do with Fiers testimony and Kerr's 

testimony? Did the CIA clear that? 
Chairman BOREN. NO, those were given in public session. 
Senator BRADLEY. Did they make reference to anything that was 

classified? 
It seems to me that we did. 
Senator NUNN. I don't see how—it doesn't seem to me that we've 

had that kind of procedure. If we had, I 
Chairman BOREN. Well are you suggesting, Senator Nunn, that 

we should just dispense with this and go into open session? 
Senator NUNN. Not, but we just had a whole week of three or 

four days of testimony by present CIA officials. And I didn't know 
anybody cleared it. 

Senator CRANSTON. Present and past. 
Senator NUNN. Present and past. 
Chairman BOREN. Oh no. Obviously that's not been cleared be

cause it was an open session. 
Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, my 
Senator NUNN. Well, are we going to have closed session testimo

ny that is deemed to be unclassified cleared by the CIA, and yet 
have people testify in open session with uncleared testimony? 

Senator BRADLEY. I mean I think if you check Mr. Gates' own 
testimony, he refers to certain classified materials. And so you 
know 
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Chairman BOREN. Well, I've suggested what I think is the fair 
rocedure. If the Members of the Committee wish to say that we 

*hould go out in open session and then say we have to go back into 
closed session to question witnesses on the underlying classified 
documents, that's the problem that we've had. For example, when 
we got into questions of Iraq and what information did we share, 
and the Chair wasn't trying to keep anyone from asking a ques
tion, the Chair was obligated to say that we have to pursue that in 
closed session. . 

And so then, you know, we get the articles saying that discussion 
was shut off. Well, it wasn't shut off. The discussion was allowed to 
be carried on but in classified session. 

Now, as far as I know, we have not been frustrated in release of 
anything in recent times that this Committee felt should be re
leased to the public. If we have any problem like that, we will cross 
that bridge when we come to it. The Senate has the power to vote 
to authorize something even if the CIA refused to declassify it. We 
have the right to exercise that. 

Senator NUNN. I would just suggest we get Counsel to huddle 
about the legal position we are in. Because I do not see how we will 
be in a plausible position of taking testimony that is highly critical 
of any agency and saying it's got to be cleared by the CIA. 

Chairman BOREN. Well let me ask Counsel, Mr. Snider, to com
ment on this. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman? Whenever it gets rough, call 
the lawyer. 

Chairman BOREN. I am ready to hear advice from my lawyer at 
this point. 

Mr. SNIDER. It really is pretty simple there, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. Those are preliminary words that are bound to 

lead to difficulty and complexity. 
Mr. SNIDER. Mr. Goodman is obligated by his agreement with the 

Agency to submit any statement he plans to publish for security 
review. 

That is public, you know, to make it public. He is not doing that 
here. He is testifying in closed session. 

Chairman BOREN. SO he is free to tell us anything he wants to in 
closed session but not in public session? 

Mr. SNIDER. Yes. If he were to release it, he is under contractual 
obligation with the Agency to have it reviewed before he goes 
public. , 

Senator WARNER. But if he were testifying in open session, that s 
not under contract? 

Mr. SNIDER. If he were testifying in open session, he would still 
have to have his statement reviewed. 

Senator CRANSTON. Did Alan Fiers go through that process? 
Gates didn't. ^ . , . , .* , 

Senator BRADLEY. Neither did Gates. Gates and Fiers didn t have 
their testimony cleared by CIA before they gave it? . 

Chairman BOREN. Of course, none of these people did, I would 
think, for open session. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman? We have forty people or 
more in this room. 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 2 2 
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this man said he>r& +nA~.. 
as 

Senator METZENBAUM. And what this man said here todav 
Senator Nunn has pointed out ' 

Chairman BOREN. Very serious allegations. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Will be in the paper tomorrow And vn 

may bet all the tea in China that this Senator will not have 
darned thing to do with it. As you know, I have never violate a 

confidence; but it will be out there. a 

I can only say to you, Mr. Chairman, that my opinion is tW 
with the strength of these allegations, if we don't make thW 
public, it will be a reflection on the Committee. 

Regarding this question about classification, I think the othere 
have already spoken. Previous witnesses have testified w i t W 
being cleared with the CIA, and I don't see why you have to c 
this man. e a r 

Chairman BOREN. Well let me ask this question of the other wit 
nesses. Ms. Glaudemans, is your testimony such that you do not 
refer to or reveal any classified material in your statement? 

*û GI^UDEMANS. When I submitted it, I informed the Commit 
tee that I did not feel I was in a position to state that. I don't be-" 
lieve I have intentionally included classified material, but I do talk 
about certain classified papers. The titles themselves may be un 
classified but I don't know. I don't think I am in a position to 
answer that with any confidence. I have no authority to 

Chairman BOREN. Will the three other witnesses please stand 
and let me direct the same question to them? 

Mr. Ford? 
Mr. FORD. I'm Hal Ford. The prepared statements that I will 

make are fairly brief. I purposely made them unclassified. 
Mow after you ve heard them, you can make your own judg

ments If we get into questions or if we get into details about.this 
or that or past systems then we might get into classified things 
But 1 think my prepared remarks will be unclassified 

Chairman BOREN. DO you think we might get into classified ma
terial under cross examination of you? 

Mr. FORD. If there are follow up questions. 
For example, more about the Iran estimate or the Mexico esti-

mate. 
Chairman BOREN. The underlying cases are still classified 

aiiS* ^f0 ' .^ ^ get into specifics, then you are getting into clas
sified material. But mine is general and generic 

Chairman BOREN. What about your opening statement? 
Chai'nîfn I N ' W e U ' ^ ^ s o m e w h a t t h e s a m e situation, Mr. 

Chairman BOREN. I can't hear you 
w h S ; ^w 9 i ? A C K I N ^ h e s t a t e m e n t w h i c h l S a v e s t a f f a h*ad of time which I will submit formally, I very specifically prepared as an un-

S n f f ^ ' . T 1 7 1 ^ a n y R i f l e d examples and detailed dis-
rZTiJ^^1 *dlf*UuS10n ^ 7 ' A n d t h e Questions which the 
Committee indicated they might have to ask me, I would expect to 
have to go into some detail to explain the circumstances. 

Chairman BOREN. Would those be classified? 
tha f i w £ C ! ^ H I ? - T h G T ? ^ a l d o c u m e n t for formal submission 
t h c U i r a n g & N ° ^ C t a ^ S * " a n U n d a S S i f i e d S t a t e m e n t 
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y[r. GERSHWIN. The formal statement that I prepared for the 
Committee was classified secret. I would have to review it to see 
what, if anything, I would want to delete from it. I don't think I 
would have to delete very much from it to be able to recommend 
that it would unclassified. Any discussion that I was going to have 
here to back it up I presume would get into classified issues. 

On the extent of our intelligence knowledge of Soviet military 
systems and so I would have expected that. 

Chairman BOREN. That's what I don't understand. How can we 
get into whether or not there was substantive basis for arguments 
raised by each side, say on a Soviet estimate, without the analysts 
arguing from classified estimates? 

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, we must really drop back here 

and think this out very carefully. We are really between a rock 
and a hard place. 

Chairman BOREN. Very difficult situation. 
Senator RUDMAN. And I've just been listening and looking at 

these documents, and I'm just going to say something here. I think 
this Committee is going to have to give this serious thought. You 
may want to deliberate with Counsel. You may want to call in the 
CIA General Counsel, again. And I mean you may want to talk to 
Members. 

You've got a confirmation process here which demands public 
scrutiny as much as possible under the traditions of the Senate. 

Chairman BOREN. Absolutely. 
Senator RUDMAN. That was Senator Nunn's point. And he is 

quite right. 
On the other hand, you have five witnesses here, two of whom 

have statements to make which are very negative to Mr. Gates, 
particularly Mr. Goodman. And three others, two of whom I would 
characterize who disagree with Mr. Goodman and one I haven't 
been able to get through yet. 

Chairman BOREN. One sort of in the middle? 
Senator RUDMAN. Right. 
Chairman BOREN. I think we have about three different perspec

tives here. , 
Senator RUDMAN. I have now reviewed Mr. Goodmans five 

points and seven subpoints. Each one of those needs to be adequate
ly examined—to give due process to Mr. Gates and accurate infor
mation to the public. They must be done on the basis of cross ex
amination from documents, several of which I have in front of me 
and are Secret Noforn. 

Now, that is an impossible situation in which to be. You cannot 
allow someone to make charges against Mr. Gates and you cant 
allow people to make testimonials to Mr. Gates without using infor
mation that each Member of this Committee might want to ques
tion them about. I mean this is not a question of just Mr. Good
man, it's a question of all of these witnesses—every one of these 
witnesses 

Senator BRADLEY. Would the Senator yield on that point? 
Senator RUDMAN. It would be the height of irresponsibility to let 

these five witnesses go to the public—let's assume we can get their 
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statements sterilized—and they go out and they all give their sta* 
ments. ^ l e-

Chairman BOREN. We've got all their opening statements? 
Senator RUDMAN. Right. They all make opening statements 
Chairman BOREN. Public. 
Senator RUDMAN. And then we go into a closed session, based n„ 

those statements, and that's an impossible situation 
Chairman BOREN. It's questionable. 
Senator RUDMAN. And the leader—I am not in the leadershio nf 

this Committee, but the leadership of this Committee had better 
start giving this some very serious thought because I see us comina 
to a real crisis here. And I'm talking about a major problem witf 
this nomination unless we find a way to figure this out 

Now, I don't know how you figure it out. Maybe every one of 
these will be declassified over night. And that's fine with me But if 
we can t get that done—and some of this is so current and so sensi 
tive regarding Iraq and regarding the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Goodman made an accusation against Mr. Gates. I think 
there are documents here which frankly rebut that totally but I 
can t ask him about that in public. Not unless these documents are 
totally declassified. And we certainly can't let the public hang on 
Mr. Goodman s words based on his opinion without him being sub
ject to cross examination. That also goes for the other three wit 
nesses—for people that disagree with them. 

So we better think carefully before we start talking about goine 
to some hybrid public session. We've got ourselves in a jam 

Chairman BOREN. Let me suggest this. I'd like to ask that all of 
our guests and witnesses leave at this point. I'd like to have the 
General Counsel, the Majority and the Minority Staff Directors 
wa?ii i™ W l t ^ us for a moment. The rest of the room to be cleared 
We 11 discuss this further. 

Senator NUNN. YOU are talking about temporarily leaving, right? 
Chairman BOREN. Temporarily leaving. Please do not leave for 

good And please do not hold press conferences until these matters 
a r Sn? e t e J m i n e d - p J e a s e do not distribute your statements yet 

The Recorder should stay. This should be an on-the-record ses
sion with Members. 

[Whereupon, the Committee proceeded to the consideration of 
other matters, subsequent to which the following was had 1 

Chairman BOREN. Are we all back in? 
Let me say that the Committee has come to a very strong con

sensus about how to proceed. It is unanimous and I think the most 
important aspect is that we must go public at some point with this 
testimony. There are some differences of opinion on exactly when 
and how we do that. But we have a strong consensus on how to 
proceed. 

t n ^ l ^ w ^ e d u e d Î 5 Ï W ^ w i y h e a , r t h e o t h e r °P e n i n g statements 
& f c o i^G V e ^ ^ G o o d . m a n s «Pining statement, and I be
lieve he has concluded his opening statement. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman BOREN. We will hear the other four witnesses' opening 

statements tonight, and not ask any questions tonight. We will 
allow the same people who heard the testimony of Mr. Goodman to 
hear the opening statements of the other four witnesses tonight 
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We feel, after consideration, that the nature of this testimony 
should be conducted in a public hearing. This means that the wit
nesses will be given another opportunity. We will all be given an
other opportunity to hear your opening statements once again in 
open session. 

We wanted to hear all of them tonight before close of business 
anight in this closed format so that we have a more complete pic
ture of what is being said across the spectrum. This will also serve 
the purpose of trying to determine, between now and the time we 
begin our public sessions, what questions we have that might cause 
us to make a reference to a classified document. This will give us a 
chance to try to deal with the Agency to get some of this material 
declassified so when we do go into the questioning in public session, 
we will have an opportunity to go as far as we possible can in re
ferring to the underlying documents. 

Now I think all of you understand that we are trying to be as 
fair as possible in this process. As I've said in the beginning when 
we first started, our aim is to arrive at the truth to allow a sound 
judgment about this nominee, wherever the truth takes us and 
whatever the sound judgment turns out to be after we've heard ev
eryone. 

We've endeavored to get a good cross section of opinion on all 
points of view about the nominee. Friend and foe. Supporter and 
opponent. Alike. 

The other thing that we've tried to do, in addition to being thor
ough, is to be fair. I think all of you understand that if there is a 
great deal of discussion in the media based upon what each of us 
might report. We all see this through our own individual filters. 
Mr. Goodman obviously agrees with his own testimony and will 
probably not agree with some of the others and vice versa. Mem
bers of the Committee will view it differently. 

If all of that is out in the public domain before the people have a 
chance to hear each witness directly in his or her own words, I 
think that creates a situation of unfairness to the nominee and 
indeed, to both sides. 

I ask the Members of this Committee, the staff, the witnesses 
and others who have heard the testimony today, to agree that we 
will not discuss this testimony publicly. Everyone will have an op
portunity to get his or her point of view heard by us as well as seen 
and viewed by the American people on television. There will be 
then questioning in open session at that time. 

Do any of the witnesses, any of the Members, staff or any of 
those who heard the testimony have any problem with a ground 
rule that any summary of, any characterization of, any discussion 
of this testimony by any of the five will not be discussed with the 
public, the media or anyone else until it is given in public next 
Tuesday morning? 

Well, I would ask you really to abide by that because it is a 
matter, I think, of trust and fairness on the part of all of us. The 
Committee has made a decision to hear all five opening statements 
tonight without interruption and as expeditiously as possible. If 
any of you can save any words and still get your points across, 
please do. 
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We will question you then in public. There may be some i 
stances in questioning where we get into classified material a ï î 
the Chair will at tempt to judge that. And let me say to the w ? 
nesses, if any of you have any question as to whether or not w? 
treading into sensitive information we shouldn't discuss in nnM-re 

please alert the Chair. publ lc> 
Senator Rudman? 
Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to put the wit 

nesses on notice that we have some analysts here and I've got som 
information on each of them. They are very senior people with th 
Agency. I think it is possible that I will want to question them at 
the conclusion of Tuesday's session, if we get through this 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Senator RUDMAN. I might wish to call one or more of them I'm 

just not sure which person. But I just think it's very important—.! 
Chairman BOREN. TO give testimony. 
Senator RUDMAN. But I think it's very important to talk to the 

people who do the work and who were there. That 's the best evi 
dence as far as influence is concern. So I just might want to Hn 
that. And I'm just stating that to them. 

Chairman BOREN. I think that 's 
Senator BRADLEY. Will this be in public session? 
Senator RUDMAN. You're right. 
Chairman BOREN. I think that 's fine and let me say if there are 

any of the analysts who have a problem with that, please let us 
know. 

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman I have no problem with it I 
think it is a good idea. I might quarrel with my friend from New 
Hampshire that that 's best evidence. It's evidence in my judgment 
I don t know what the best evidence is yet. 

Chairman BOREN. What we will do is recess until 730 I apolo
gize to all of you who had plans tonight. 

Mr. Goodman we invite you back to allow you to hear the others 
just as they ve heard you, if you wish to be here. And the others 
and the analysts that are here are also welcome. 

We will try to proceed as quickly as possible. As I've said, I have 
no idea how long the opening statements are. But I wouldn't think 
in total we would be taking more than maybe a couple of hours. So, 
hopefully, we will finish at a reasonable hour. 

We're going to restrain ourselves and not interrupt the flow of 
your statements. The Chair will restrain himself. Then it will be 
announced to the press, that we have decided this is a matter of 
important public policy that should be heard in public session to 
the degree possible. 

Let me ask again, does anyone in this room have any problem 
with agreeing not to discuss this with the media and with others 
outside this hearing room until the public hearing? 

All right. I appreciate that very much. I think we all want to be 
fair to the nommée and everyone involved in the process 

bo we will stand in recess until 7:30. We invite everyone back at 
that time. 

And I apologize. We're breaking new ground here in terms of our 
procedures and having to make the precedents as we go. 
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[Thereupon, at 5:40 o'clock p.m., the Committee was recessed, to 
reconvene at 7:30 o'clock p.m. the same day.] 

EVENING SESSION 

Chairman BOREN. We are going to resume. I appreciate our wit
nesses and the others coming back with us tonight. We will try to 
move with dispatch. The Chair will rap the gavel on anyone tha t 
attempts to interrupt and I will allow the Vice Chairman to rap 
the gavel if I interrupt. 

I might say tha t in your opening statements, I think you should 
feel free if you want to add any comments on the testimony that ' s 
been given this afternoon. 

To the Members of the Committee, while you were gone over to 
vote, I did discuss this with all of the witnesses, and other observ
ers tonight. All have agreed that they will not discuss their testi
mony with any one prior to giving it in public next Tuesday. That 
way we are fair to everyone. The Members of the Committee, staff, 
witnesses, and observers will all endeavor not to discuss the sub
stance of testimony, to characterize or comment on anyone else's 
testimony until it's given in public. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, if I could make just one 
point. I assume that in that conversation, you addressed the appro
priateness of sanitizing any sensitive information tha t may be in 
this statement that may have to be cleared or addressed in some 
other manner prior to the Tuesday open session. 

Chairman BOREN. Right. Some of you have indicated that in your 
prepared statements tha t you will give tonight, you might have a* 
few sentences that touch on classified information and that you 
could adjust your statements. So we want you to go ahead and give 
them in open session basically as you give them tonight, or this 
afternoon. Obviously if you think there is a classified, sensitive ref
erence, use your own editorial judgment before we go into open ses
sion. 

I think we have also indicated to the other analysts who are 
here, there is a possibility tha t we may want to ask some of you to 
testify as well, not tonight, but after we have completed the testi
mony of the other four witnesses. 

Senator RUDMAN. I have a question Mr. Chairman. Could the 
Chairman advise if he knows, or if not, could the witnesses advise 
if he knows, or if not, could the witnesses advise the Chairman 
about time; certainly nobody is in any hurry that I know of, but I 
would just like to know how long we will be here. 

Chairman BOREN. DO each one of you have a possible estimate of 
how long your opening statements will take. Mr. Gershwin? 

Mr. GERSHWIN. My guess would be about 15 minutes. 
Chairman BOREN. Mr. Ford? 
Mr. FORD. About 15 minutes. 
Chairman BOREN. About 15. Ms. Glaudemans? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. About 15 minutes. 
Chairman BOREN. About 15. And Mr. MacEachin? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. About 15 minutes. 
Chairman BOREN. About 15. So we're roughly an hour. Now if 

that, that 's an estimate by analysts. If this had been a panel of 
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Senators, the answer each one of you had given would mean th 
we would be here until about 3 in the morning. [General laughter 1 

That's a senatorial 15 minutes is at least an hour. * 
Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, these are the only witnesses 

you are anticipating calling tonight? 
Chairman BOREN. Tonight yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. The analysts that you are suggesting 
Chairman BOREN. Would be after we have commenced the publir 

session. c 

Senator DECONCINI. Because if we get into the analysts and I 
think we have to get into the operation people that were involved 
in 

Chairman BOREN. Oh yes. And we may eventually want to have 
Judge Webster come in and comment on some of these matters as 
well. So we will commence and I believe Ms. Glaudemans has a 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I have one more observation. It might be 
helpful to the committee if it is your intent, any one of you to 
depart from your prepared text that you identify that your depar
ture in order to alert us that this is something arising as a conse
quence of an afterthought or a previous witness, or whatever. So I 
would just ask you indulgence. 

Senator RUDMAN. I hope some of the witnesses do not feel that 
they are confined to what they have written in what they want to 
say to us. 

Chairman BOREN. Of course not. 
Senator RUDMAN. I hope they will feel free to use their written 

statements or not to use their written statements or say whatever 
they want to say. 

Chairman BOREN. Obviously, tonight we are not concerned about 
classification, because we are in closed session. So there should be 
no hesitation about giving the full comments. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. The only advantage you have is that we 
have pledged not to question you tonight, so far. [General laugh
ter.] 

Chairman BOREN. MS. Glaudemans, why don't we begin with 
you. Perhaps you might state for the Members of the Committee 
your own professional background so we know something more 
about you as you begin. We appreciate you being here and as a 
fellow Cherokee, we always welcome these words of wisdom from 
other members of the nation. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I hope we won't offend you by eating in 
front of you. [General laughter.] 

Chairman BOREN. That is the last comment I am going to allow. 
[General laughter.] 

Other than from the witness. Thank you for being here. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Thank you very much and good evening, Sena

tor. 
Chairman BOREN. YOU have to pull these microphones really 

close, otherwise they don't pick up. 
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TESTIMONY OF JENNIFER GLAUDEMANS, FORMER ANALYST 
OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Ms. GLAUDEMANS. It is an honor to be here before you tonight. I 
will tell you first a little bit about my background. I worked for the 
Central Intelligence Agency in the summer of 1982, while a gradu
ate student at Princeton University under a program called the 
Graduate Fellowship Program. I went back to school and got my 
degree and then returned to the agency in the Fall of 1983, where I 
spent approximately a year in the Career Training Program, which 
is a program aimed primarily for case officers, but DI analysts 
were incorporated into it to get a year's review of the entire intelli
gence process before entering into a staff position. 

I then went to the Office of Soviet Analysis where I worked in 
the Third World Division. My specific area of responsibility was 
Soviet policy toward the Middle East. 

In January of 1988, I entered the Strategic Forces Division, 
where the US-Soviet branch was located, primarily because of the 
predominance of arms control issues. 

I left the CIA in November of 1989 on leave without pay status 
until my paperwork was processed at the State Department. When 
that was completed in March 1990, I entered the Bureau of Intelli
gence and Research, where I continued to work as a Soviet analyst, 
exclusively on arms control issues. 

I left in June to move to Connecticut with my family. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. In June of 1990? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. 1991. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I stand corrected. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. While it is indeed an honor, it is not a pleas

ure coming before you under these particular circumstances. 
I take no satisfaction in sharing with you the basis of my convic

tion that Mr. Gates politicized intelligence analysis and is responsi
ble for an overall degradation of the analytical process. 

During a period when American policymakers deserved and de
manded honest and unbiased analysis about Soviet policy in the 
third world, I believe they instead received distorted studies. Trag
ically, these studies became the foundation upon which executive 
and legislative branches deliberated momentous foreign policy 
issues. Unfortunately for the CIA, another result has been the con
tinued exodus of many good Sovietologists, and the loss an espirit 
de corps that can only exist in a culture devoted to the highest 
standards of excellence. 

Senator METZENBAUM. Can you bring the mike a little closer? 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Yes. 
Chairman BOREN. A little closer. You almost have to put it 

within 2 or 3 inches of your mouth or it won't pick up very well. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. Let me be clear. I am here today at your re

quest. As you may know, I walked away from this mess nearly two 
years ago and I moved to Connecticut this summer. 

I find the re-examination of old scars and the publicity surround
ing these hearings personally difficult. Until several weeks ago, I 
had expected someone else would be testifying in this seat. So I 
hope you understand that I am not motivated by some overwhelm-
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ing desire to bad mouth the Central Intelligence Agency or anyon 
personally. e 

When I left the Agency, I did not write a book, nor go to the 
media, nor did I solicit this Committee. And I do not intend to talk 
to the media after these hearings. 

I find the prospect of re-hashing these painful and embarrassing 
memories over and over again too nauseating. Nor do I wish to bad 
mouth the Agency in general. There are still too many people 
there whom I respect a great deal. In fact, I take comfort in the 
offers of support I have received from a number of analysts, young 
and not so young, who have offered their support to me. But they 
do not feel that they are at the liberty themselves to talk before 
you. 

I also believe that my perspective is somewhat different from 
other witnesses, that from the lowest rung on the totem pole. As an 
analyst in the trenches I experienced, observed, and participated in 
the analytical process from the beginning to the end. While I am 
not always able to speak of direct contacts with Mr. Gates, I can 
speak to the times when his name was invoked and the perceptions 
of those who felt the impact of his influence. 

I would not characterize these perceptions as stemming from 
either the sour grapes of analysts who did not always get their 
views accepted, or from jealousy over Mr. Gates' rapid rise to 
senior management. I think such accusations are unfounded and 
make it all too convenient to dismiss what I and many still in the 
agency believe is a real credibility problem. 

Such perceptions stem from the belief that the analyst credo to 
seek the truth was violated. That rigorous and judicial weighing of 
raw intelligence no longer mattered. That our integrity was com
promised. 

I believe in the oversight process and it was with a sense of obli
gation to you, to myself, and to my friends still at the agency that I 
accepted your request to testify. 

I am convinced that whatever the outcome of these hearings, if 
they serve to sensitize this Committee, senior Agency management, 
and the Intelligence Community in general to the greater need for 
intellectual honesty and analytical rigor and to how easily these 
values can be lost in the daily compromises of Washington debate, 
then believe that these hearings will have been a success. 

Much of what I describe in my written testimony which speaks 
primarily to the impact and the atmosphere surrounding this issue, 
resulted as much from careless and perhaps potentially deliberate 
inattention to the maintenance of a culture devoted to truth as it 
did from a calculated effort to advance views known to be consist
ent with the preconceptions of senior policy makers. 

When an unsubstantiated 7th floor rationale did not appear to be 
the result of policy bias, it appeared the result of a bureaucratic 
reflex, discarding difficult analytical rigor and playing it safe by 
only worst-casing the Soviet policy. I do not believe one can be seen 
as less troubling than the other. Together they continue to contrib
ute to a culture of fear and cynicism among front line analysts. 
Solving one, without solving the other, solves nothing. 

There was and apparently still is an atmosphere of intimidation 
in the Office of Soviet Analysis. Many, including myself, hold the 
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view that Mr. Gates had certain people removed because of their 
consistent unwillingness to comply with his analytical line. Even 
today, I am aware of a perception in SO VA that managers could 
risk their positions if they are not sufficiently pliant. 

There were times when insufficient evidence was irrelevant as 
long as a judgment was consistent with what Mr. Gates wanted. As 
in the case of the 1985 Iran estimate memorandum to holders. That 
this had tragic consequences, I cite Mr. Gates' testimony to the 
Senator Foreign Relations Committee. On January 21, 1987, Mr. 
Gates said, and I quote, "It is our understanding that this 
threat"—referring to the Soviet Union—"was in fact one of the 
animating factors in the Administration's decision to sell arms to 
the Iranians." There were heavy handed and underhanded efforts 
to reverse or to impose analytical conclusions not reflected by re
gional offices' analyses, or to misrepresent the DDFs view as the 
DI's view or the Intelligence Community's view. This is not what I 
would call editing. Nor was it the suppression of dissent. As I recall 
the dissent was located on the 7th floor, not in the regional offices. 

There was the bitter disappointment that no one in CIA who was 
aware of, or involved in the arms sales to so-called Iranian moder
ates, ever bothered to ask the Office of Near East and South Asian 
Analysis about these so-called moderates, who they were, or how 
reliable they might be. Instead, they recklessly relied on informa
tion from people with dubious motives. Why were you spending so 
much of our tax payers dollars on expanding the DI's budget to in
crease personnel, education, and training, money for contracts, and 
money for travel, when the appropriate DI office was not even 
going to be consulted in such critical matters as who these so-called 
moderates were? 

I also do not understand how a separate channel for finished in
telligence could bypass the Office of Near East South Asian Analy
sis during this period, without compromising he integrity of the Di
rectorate of Intelligence. And certainly the perception is that that 
compromise was done for political purposes. 

There was the unambiguous signal sent when Mr. Gates stormed 
down into an analyst's office, criticizing a paper he had written 
that said economic sanctions against Libya were unlikely to be ef
fective. The analyst's justification was that the value of Libyan 
crude is so high that they could always sell their oil on the open 
market; therefore economic sanctions were not likely to inhibit Qa-
dhafi's actions. In front of not only an analyst, but in front of a 
branch in a division, Mr. Gates yelled, how can you say this when 
this is inconsistent with Administration policy. 

Moreover, the use of alternative scenarios, often cited as an ana
lytical innovation of Mr. Gates, were believed by many in SO VA to 
have become a perverted forum for unsubstantiated postulations 
rather than an honest quest to explain inconsistencies in evidence. 

I can speak most directly to the 1985 Iran estimate and my per
ception that it was an example of politicization in two cases. One— 
and we didn't know this at the time—there was a memo written by 
the NIO for NESA to the NSC that laid out the justification for 
selling arms to Iran on the basis of a race between the United 
States and Soviet Union. The memo stated that whoever got there 
first would win everything, that the Soviets had all the cards, and 
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that this risk was quite likely in 1985. And I think the timing of 
that memo with the coming out of the estimate and the fact that 
the estimate did not reflect the views below the 7th floor is an ev 
ample. K~ 

Two, after the Iran-Contra hearings became public, I was asked 
to go back and provide for Mr. Gates' testimony on what analvsk 
had been done in SOVA regarding Soviet/Iranian relations. I went 
back to 1980, the period of the revolution. I just simply reported 
we had this paper that said X and this paper that said Y and i t ^ 
ÎÎS5T t t a t ï61"^ w a s a l i n e beginning—my recollections around 
1982—that the Soviet position toward Iran had considerably tough 
ened. It was getting tougher in 1985 and while the door was not 
closed, we could not believe the statement that the Soviets viewed 
Iran as an area of major opportunity in 1985 was sustainable bv 
the evidence. y 

This compilation was sent up and then was not used in Mr 
Gates testimony on this question. That precipitated a memoran 
dum for the record to just make clear what SOVA's analysis was I 
believe our analysis was misrepresented in his testimony because 
there was a line that you could document on what the Office of 
S°viet Analysis w a s s a y i n S a n d t h e r e w a s a major swerve in the 
May 85 estimate. And I don't think that was appropriately reflect
ed in the answer to the question we were given to answer. 

I believe that the atmosphere has worsened over the last couple 
of years. The nature of politicization has become more blatant and 
I think the analysis more cynical. As bed as things might have 
been m the old Third World Division, I do not believe I have ever 
heard such a bitter cry for greater integrity than I have heard re
cently coming from my colleagues in SOVA. And here I would urge 
you to consult some of the recent Managerial Advisory Group sur
veys They are called MAG surveys on the Office of Soviet Analy
sis. And I can relate one anecdote to you that there is a perception 
that maybe the office would do better to hire more secretaries and 
get rid of the analysts, because secretaries take better dictation 

I think this is reflective of a very sick atmosphere. And that is 
one of the reasons I feel compelled to talk to you about it. 

I cannot emphasize enough that these experiences were upset
ting, particularly so because they ran counter to what the agency 
was teaching the people in analyst courses. I can testify that what 
1 saw going on m the office was not what I was taught by the 
agency itself as to the role of analysis, the role of the analyst to 
weigh evidence. There was a wide chasm between principals and 

I think they were also frightening experiences. Because the fear 
of being accused or being labeled a Soviet apologist sharply inhibit
ed analytical initiative and bureaucratic assertiveness I under
lain? 7 l a t XLU £ a y e heara from other witnesses that in the early 
}jièi t n ^ l t h ^ f l o o r b e l i e v e d SOVA had too benign a view of the 
U&&K, which they were trying to correct. 

I believe these statements—that there was too benign a view and 
that it needed correcting—confirms that the 7th floor was imposing 
its own biases on analysis. I heard terms such as soft on the Sovi
ets, and boviet apologists thrown in certain people's direction and 
in an environment such as CIA's where employees must pass a 
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polygraph question about their loyalty to the United States, that 
yn be an extremely inhibiting managerial tool. 

I believe SOVA's foreign policy analysts represented a critical 
mass of some of the best and most perceptive Sovietologists that no 
university could match. Though they often debated the interpreta
tion of evidence, they were seeing cracks, tensions and weaknesses 
in Moscow's third world policy. I recall as an analyst myself on 
Soviet foreign policy in the Middle East being constantly amazed 
by evidence that indicated how little influence the Soviets had in 
this region given their high point in the early 1970s. 

In 1985, a GSA-15 senior analyst and a visiting scholar in-resi-
dence were asked to do an appraisal of the USSR's performance in 
the Third World. When they presented their research of various in
dicators such as aid, advisors, out of area sea days, the paper was 
killed. By this time—in 1985—there was already this legacy of per
ception that SOVA was too soft on Soviet policy, so I think it was 
understandable why that paper was killed at the time. Moreover in 
1986, Mr. Gates, suspecting that Soviet assistance in the Third 
World was increasing, asked SOVA to examine the issue over a 
weekend. When figures were collected they indicated that at best 
the Soviets were holding even and in some cases the figures were 
declining. I was told by the person involved in the project that 
when Mr. Gates received the paper, he threw it away and said he 
didn't want to see it again. 

The Soviets themselves were keenly aware that they could no 
longer sustain the burdens of their empire. They saw their own 
weaknesses and vulnerabilities and that is why we got new think
ing in Soviet foreign policy in the mid-80s. And glasnost proved the 
Soviets saw much of their foreign policy as a net loss, and not 
worth the benefits they were getting. The decisions to deploy SS-
20's in Europe to invade Afghanistan and to subsidize other dis
credited regimes in the third world were publicly criticized in the 
Soviet media and in the parliament. I think it is a pathetic shame 
that analysts had this story to tell in 1985 and 1986, but could not 
get it out. 

I think it is even more shameful because this was not just some 
academic debating society of a bunch of Sovietologists, it was the 
US government and our audience was U.S. policymakers at the 
highest levels. 

I think the CIA in the 80s lacked a sense of where it was. While I 
suspect that Mr. Gates genuinely held the views that he publicly 
espoused about the Soviet Union and was probably eager to sup
port the late Director Casey's views, I also think that he was too 
busy looking backward, fighting the agency's critics of the 70s 
rather than asking the pertinent questions of where is the Soviet 
Union now and where is it going tomorrow. 

While commentators have characterized much of the 1980s as a 
search for simple answers, I do not believe you or US policymakers 
in the Executive branch deserved simple analysis. You are entitled 
to a realistic appraisal of Soviet policy, one that exposed limita
tions as well as threats. I know of no one in SOVA or elsewhere in 
the agency who refused or would refuse to examine any given intel
ligence question, provided they were allowed to come to a conclu
sion without prejudice. But the atmosphere in SOVA was political-
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ly charged. We were all keenly aware of what Mr. Gates and th 
DCI were saying publicly about Soviet policy in the third world 
most of which was at variance with the intelligence. Not only could 
we feel Mr. Gates' contempt, we could sense his party line. I don't 
believe anyone in SOVA was a Soviet apologist, but the atmos 
phere created by all of his made SOVA an extremely difficult nl«^" 
to work in. p dCe 

Because his views were so public, I believe Mr. Gates had a soe 
cial obligation to uphold and protect the integrity of CIA's analysis 
His objectivity never came through. Moreover, I believe he had aii 
obligation to clearly distinguish his personal views from the 
Agency or the Intelligence Community's views. As his cover memo 
in the papal assassination attempt indicates, this didn't happen 
The degree to which he neglected to maintain a clear and unswerv
ing commitment to analytical rigor and objectively for the DI and 
his failure to reconcile this view once it became known to him— 
which I believe was at least by one of the IG reports on SOVA— 
suggests that there was a lack of wisdom not becoming of a DCI 

The means by which this politicization occurred is not readily 
documented. There is little paper to evidence the continual and 
subtle pressures applied to analysts to make them comply. Because 
it is virtually impossible to collect a paper trail, evidence quickly 
becomes one person's word against another's. But let me suggest to 
you that politicization is like fog. Though you cannot hold it in 
your hands, or nail it to a wall, it does exist, it is real, and it does 
affect people's behavior. 

The pervasiveness of people's perception that analysis was and 
still is politicized as a result of Mr. Gates' influence, and the accu
mulation over time of incidents where it is charged to have oc
curred, lends tremendous credibility to your concerns here today. 

No one is accusing Mr. Gates of politicizing every Soviet issue 
that came across his desk, but I do believe that there are sufficient 
instances of politicization to raise serious doubts. I also know that 
many analysts out at Langley today are pleading to you primarily 
for a higher standard of excellence and integrity. Thus, the ques
tions are how many instances are acceptable, and is the detrimen
tal impact that this has on the integrity and the health of an insti
tution acceptable. If it's not acceptable, do you want this problem 
solved by the person who is believed responsible for creating it in 
the first place. I believe these too are the burdens of your decision, 
and I hope to exhaust all of your questions as you seek to under
stand. And I genuinely thank you for asking. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much for your testimony and 
for being with us tonight. I appreciate it very much. Mr. Ford, I 
believe we had you scheduled to be the next speaker. Will you 
begin by telling us a little bit about your professional background 
and experience, refreshing our memories of that as you commence 
your testimony. 

Mr. FORD. After I was born in a log cabin. [General laughter.] 
Chairman BOREN. I've changed my slogan in politics from youth, 

vigor and enthusiasm to maturity and experience. You've got to be 
flexible on these matters. 
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TESTIMONY OF HAROLD FORD, FORMER DEPUTY DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL 

Mr. FORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome the opportunity 
to modify my prepared statement which you have. In fact, I'm 
going to depart quite a bit from it so you can tear it up. I make 
these changes in the light of the testimonies and the facts and the 
depositions that have appeared since I wrote that statement two 
weeks ago, and in the light of further conversations I've had during 
this interim period with additional CIA colleagues. My remarks 
here today, however, are wholly and totally my own. 

First a word about where I'm coming from and about my knowl
edge of Bob Gates. Following service as a naval officer in World 
War II—that's World War II. [General laughter.] 

And a freshly won Ph.D. in graduate work, I joined the CIA in 
1950. I served there in Operations including a tour as a chief of a 
major station abroad. I was also an analyst of intelligence for some 
years and a manager of intelligence for many years. I've also been 
a critic of intelligence including four years duty with this Commit
tee, at which time I was the senior staffer concentrating on intelli
gence analysis. That was from the Committee's inception in 1976 
until 1980 when CIA asked me to come back. Now in semi-retire
ment, I've been a lecturer on intelligence analysis at the Defense 
Intelligence College. I am an historian of intelligence with the CIA 
part time, and I am an outside author and lecturer on intelligence 
analysis, including a national prize winning monograph on intelli
gence estimating, which I will not ask to be put into the record. 

I served four years in CIA's DO and four years in their DI, but 
most of my Agency duty concerned the national estimates busi
ness—first in the old Office of National Estimates, and then with 
its successor the present National Intelligence Council known as 
the N-I-C or the NIC, where my last duty was that of Acting Chair
man and from which I retired on 3 September 1986, just in time, 
for reasons of health. I honestly didn't have a clue about all these 
things going on down the hall. My friends told me I got out just in 

time. That was early September of '86, for reasons of health. 
Discerning what is the skewing of intelligence 
Chairman BOREN. I notice you left out one item in your biogra

phy and that is that you were once professor to Mr. Tenet. But 
many of us would understand why you chose to omit that. 

Mr. FORD. Well, you win a few and you lose a few. [General 
laughter.] 

And as Charlie Brown once said, gee, wouldn't that be great. 
Discerning what is the skewing of intelligence and what is not is 

a very tricky business, but from my four decades of experience in 
and around intelligence I think I can help the Committee thread 
its way through the differing kinds of pressure which Bob Gates 
did or did not bring on intelligence analysis. 

It is my view, in short, that some of his pressures were justified 
as he sought to sharpen analysis and its usefulness to decision 
makers. Secondly, that some of the pressures he brought simply re
flected differing professional judgments, and some of the allega
tions that he skewed intelligence analysis doubtless have arisen 
from analysts whose pride was damaged by his revisions. 
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Thirdly, however, as I am prepared to discuss at greater length 
it is my view, based on the confidence of CIA officers whose abili 
ties and character I respect, that other of Bob Gates' pressurée 
have clearly gone beyond professional bounds and do constitute a 
skewing of intelligence. 

I first met Bob Gates in 1980 when I returned to the CIA from 
this Committee. I had some contact with him, on and off, for some 
three years. Then considerably more contact with him after hi 
became Chairman of the NIC in 1983, at which time I was one of 
his National Intelligence Officers—the title was NIO at W e 
seized mostly with global issues. I had still more contact with him' 
from January to September 1986, during which time he was my im 
mediate superior, first as his senior deputy in the NIC and then 
after he became the DDCI in April when I succeeded him as Chair 
man of the NIC in an acting capacity. During those months of 1986 
we saw quite a bit of one another on questions of personnel, proce
dure and substance. In many of those meetings Director Casey was 
also present. Many of my other meetings with Bob Gates were one 
on one. Our relationship throughout was cooperative. He awarded 
me increasing responsibility, and he and Mr. Casey awarded me 
the National Intelligence Distinguished medal, which is the highest 
such award for non-operational performance—non-operational in 
the field performance. 

During my relationship with Bob Gates, I admired his efforts to 
make intelligence estimates shorter, sharper and more relevant to 
the needs of our policymaking consumers. As I say in my prepared 
statement—as I said, during those eight months of 1986, I recall no 
instance where he tried to skew the NIC's intelligence analysis in 
any way. Regarding pre-1986 months in the NIC, however, I would 
modify that earlier prepared statement to indicate that I now know 
that Bob Gates did lean heavily on the Iran-Iraq estimate in 1985 
insisting on his own views and discouraging dissent. In 1985 I was 
not m that particular loop. I have some knowledge of that 1985 es
timate, however, and of subsequent and more correct Iran-Iraq esti
mates prepared in 1986 when I was in the loop, and we backed 
away from what Mr. Goodman called a 1985 swerve. I am prepared 
to testify at greater length concerning those Iran estimates if you 
so desire. Also, I am prepared to clarify and to correct some of the 
testimony you have received concerning the famous or infamous es
timate on the Soviets and international terrorism in 1981 and on 
the Mexican estimate in 1984—with both of which I was closelv as
sociated. 

Now in summing up I have some very difficult things to say, but 
1 teel I must say them. In brief, my message is that I think it will 
be a mistake to confirm Bob Gates as DCI. This is a difficult task 
tor me in part because I am still a part-time employee of the CIA. 
It is also a painful task for me. It is painful to be negative about 
someone who has been my colleague—a relationship where there 
was no bad blood whatsoever between us—a supervisor who was 
good to me. Furthermore, Bob Gates is extremely able and has had 
clearly a unique experience at both ends of intelligence production 
and consumption. For me this is a case of conflicting loyalties. As 
an indebted colleague, I should loyally support his candidacy. But I 
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also have loyalties to the Agency and to our country's need to have 
pCIs of the finest make-up possible. 

I know I am not as well known as the witnesses who have urged 
this Committee to confirm Bob Gates, but I do bring certain cre
dentials as someone still m the intelligence analysis business, who 
has been there longer than any other officer I know—someone who 
has had the pleasure of knowing and working for DCIs of s t a t u r e -
General Bedell bmith, Alan Dulles, John McCone, Dick Helms— 
and someone who has been awarded respect within CIA within 
this Committee years ago—and in the outside world of scholarship 
in the fields of international affairs, of intelligence, and of ethics 
and public affairs. I ve written and spoken in all these areas 

Why then do I volunteer my belief that Bob Gates should not be 
confirmed? Several scores, very briefly. First, my views on the 
nomination have become more critical since the confirmation hear
ings began. I ve become more critical because of the depositions, 
the documents and the testimonies that have come to light. And 
I'm including in that that of Tom Polgar whose detailed knowledge 
of the Iran-Contra record should be considered I think with respect 

Secondly, because of the testimony of Bob Gates himself. For me, 
the word that captures his testimony is clever. The forgetfulness of 
this brilliant officer—he of photographic memory—does not to me 
wholly instill confidence. 

Thirdly, to develop the finest U.S. intelligence possible, the DCI 
Gates would have to attract and recruit the best brains in the 
country. I fear he would have some difficulty doing so because 
many would shy away from serving a DCI about whom some seri
ous questions had been raised. 

Fourthly, there should also be reservations about Bob Gates' ana
lytical style and judgment. Over the years, the best analytical re
sults in U.S. intelligence has resulted when the DCI attracted the 
best analytical talent he could find, then listened to those judg
ments—ground in his own judgments and then presented their col
lective views to the senior policymakers. Many will share my view 
that Bob Gates has often depended too much on his own individual 
analytic judgments, especially on questions of political analysis, 
and has ignored or scorned the views of others who did not accord 
with his own. This would be okay if he were all seeing. He has not 
been. Most importantly, he has been wrong on the central analytic 
target of the past few years—the probable fortunes of the USSR 
and the Soviet European bloc. He was wrong concerning the Soviet 
threat to Iran in 1985. Overly certain earlier that the Soviets ran 
international terrorism. Overly certain that the sky would fall if 
we did not bomb Nicaragua—we didn't and it didn't. And this is to 
say nothing of the wisdom of his recommendation that we use 
bombing in Nicaragua. To me, the U.S.A. deserves a DCI whose 
analytic batting average is better than that, especially if that DCI 
tends to force his judgments on CIA and the intelligence communi
ty, and especially at a time when U.S. intelligence and U.S. policy 
face a far more complex world than the one we have known. 

Lastly, I have some hesitancy concerning Bob Gates' determina
tion to be a fiercely independent voice of U.S. intelligence. I agree 
with Admiral Inman's testimony that there will not necessarily be 
dancing in the streets in CIA if Bob Gates becomes DCI. I do feel, 
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however, that Admiral Inman may have left a mistaken impressio 
with this Committee—that the reason CIA senior analysts and off* 
cers might not wholly welcome a DCI Gates is because they a r 
simply set in their ways and wouldn't want to change. 

I would stress that there is another element present among them 
which deserves emphasis. And that is the strong tradition anione 
older CIA officers who laid stress upon the need for integrity 0f 
judgment. A generation of officers raised on the need for strict in. 
dependence of judgment—of a premium on telling it like it is, So 
going where the evidence takes one, and then candidly so telling 
the policymakers, whether they find such judgments congenial or 
not—the aim being to enlighten them about the true shape of the 
world, not to please them or to cater to their preconceptions. 

I do not see Bob Gates as a strong example of that tradition. p0r 
U.S. intelligence to be worth its keep, worth all the money, talent 
and effort involved, we citizens must be confident that a DCI will 
independently and fiercely stand his ground with his boss, the 
President, in cases where their views might differ on the particular 
intelligence judgment at hand. In my view, which I'm sure many 
CIA officers share, there would not be such confidence concerning 
the Bob Gates who served in CIA. And it seems to me it would be 
even more difficult for him to develop such fierce independent in
tegrity of judgment and action now after having been a close key 
member of the President's policymaking team for some years. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to make this com
ment. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ford. We appreci
ate your testimony very much. I have forgotten whether it was Mr. 
Gershwin or Mr. MacEachin who was to go next. All right, Mr. 
Gershwin, we'll proceed with your testimony. Again, we appreciate 
you staying over this evening to be with us at this time. 

TESTIMONY OF LAWRENCE GERSHWIN, NATIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE OFFICER, FOR STRATEGIC PROGRAMS 

Mr. GERSHWIN. Just a couple of notes on my background. I have 
been at the Central Intelligence Agency for ten years. October 1981 
is when I showed up. I've been in the same job all that time as a 
National Intelligence Officer for Strategic Programs. Before that I 
worked at the Pentagon and before that at the Rand Corporation 
also on issues of Soviet Strategic Forces. I have a Ph.D in Physics 
from the University of California at Berkeley. 

Just a couple of comments before I go into my prepared state
ment. A remark was made by Mr. Goodman earlier that the DCI 
and, I'm not sure if he meant Bob Gates, but in any case, there 
wasn't a lot if interest in Soviet strategic programs. These guys 
were all focused on the third world and foreign policy and things 
like that. That's just flat out wrong. And I know first hand from 
my work with those—the DCI and Bob Gates—that they were ex
tremely interested in strategic programs—so was Admiral Inman, 
so was John McMahon, and we spent a great deal of time on that. 
There were many issues: Arms control, the Soviet strategic force 
build up of the late 70's, early 80's. It wasn't just because of the 
SDI program. It was because it was a real problem and everyone 
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j^ew that. And I must say that what I have heard described about 
Bob Gates m terms of the Third World, the political area and so on 
and the DU, Bill Casey, has nothing to do whatsoever with the 
w0rld I saw in strategic forces where these people were extremely 
fair, extremely interested, where the analytic process worked very 
Well. I know that from my own experience, and I'm not aware of 
any serious charge anywhere that any of the analysts in the strate
gic forces area had any problem with Bob Gates other than his 
being a tough reviewer and with Bill Casey, I'd certainly be happy 
t0 go into more detail on that, but at least in the area that I've 
been responsible for, that world does not resemble the world that I 
heard Mr. Goodman describe. 

I worked closely with Bob Gates from 1981 to 1989 in all of his 
various roles. His standard for quality work and the need to lay out 
the evidential basis for judgments and estimates were commenda
ble, and I supported those fully. He could be a sharp critic of work 
that in some way did not fully deal with or neglected key available 
evidence, or work that did not lay out the assumptions leading to 
its conclusions. Thus, he was a tough reviewer and everyone knew 
it, but I believe that he was fair. 

His efforts to impose higher standards of quality on the reports 
issued by the Directorate of Intelligence and by the National Intel
ligence Council gave, in my view, a very positive boost to the credi
bility of the intelligence product we provided throughout the 1980s 
to the Executive branch and to the Congress. At least in the area I 
am familiar with, the strategic forces, the finished products of the 
National Intelligence Council and the Director of Intelligence were 
prepared and produced in a highly professional manner with com
plete integrity, and were perceived as objective and balanced by 
policy consumers who held a wide range of views. 

Having been intimately involved in this process, I am confident 
that there is no basis for any allegation that either Bob Gates, or 
anyone else, sought to distort intelligence judgments in the area of 
Soviet strategic forces and strategic defenses suit the desires of the 
policy community. And I have a number of examples to the con
trary if anyone thought that those were true. Nor did he or anyone 
else within the Intelligence Community try to override the views of 
the Intelligence Community analysts in these areas. National Intel
ligence Estimates on strategic forces are written by first laying out 
all the details. After extensive review and coordination by the In
telligence Community analysts, then we prepare the Key Judg
ments and Summary—including those issues we judge to be of the 
greatest significance to policy officials. This is a bottom-up ap
proach, in which the judgments result from the analytic effort, 
rather than a top-down approach where the judgments are first for
mulated and then the supporting analysis is written. 

In my view, the approach we use on these types of estimates 
guarantees the most objective judgments, fully consistent with the 
evidence. We never had a situation where Bob Gates either stated 
or implied how he would like to see our judgments come out, before 
we gave him the Community's views. Sometimes he would ask for 
clarification or amplification, or suggest that the section for high
est policy officials was too long or too complicated, and he was very 
comfortable with and promoted the presentation of multiple, alter-
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native views in these Estimates—including views from his own TV 
rectorate of Intelligence when he was Chairman of the National I 
telligence Council. This desire to display the various views in tl? 
Community, in fact, has been characteristic of all of the DP?6 

DDCIs and Chairmen of the National Intelligence Council und* 
whom I have served for ten years. r 

The ultimate purpose of our work in preparing judgments o 
Soviet strategic forces is to support the needs of our many consul 
ers. As you well know, I have often briefed Congressional commH 
tees and staffs, as well as policy officials at all levels in the Execu 
tive Branch. We who are responsible for formulating and present 
ing our intelligence judgments are well aware of the impact our 
judgments can have on policy and U.S. force acquisition consider 
ations. We often receive recommendations from outside the Intelli 
gence Community on research projects that are needed to assist the 
decision making process. We are highly responsive to these re
quests because our work is not done as an academic exercise—it is 
done to support the needs of our consumers. 

Under Bob Gates' leadership and encouragement, we all made 
new concerted efforts to meet with policy officials to ascertain their 
intelligence needs, and then to brief these officials on the results of 
our work. We often listen to criticisms of our analysis or our judg
ments from policy officials, as might be expected. And some of 
those criticisms were very intense. Policymakers, however, often 
have useful insights based on their personal interactions and expe
rience. Where valid points are raised, we might go back and re-ex
amine our work, even improve it sometimes. 

However, this type of interaction with policymakers is not politi-
cization of intelligence. None of us should be so confident of our 
work that we refuse to consider the views of those who differ with 
us, whether they are within the Intelligence Community or outside 
of it. Note that Bob Gates, as Director of Intelligence, strongly en
couraged closer links to the academic community and the business 
community as a way to get more inputs for the intelligence prod
ucts and more external review of our analysis. 

Clearly, each of us responsible for the production of intelligence 
must have the integrity to resist any pressure to modify intelli
gence analysis or judgments because the views are inconvenient or 
even apparently undermine a particular policy effort. In my area 
of Soviet strategic forces, I am confident that we have never al
lowed our judgments to be influenced by such political consider
ations, and we have had the full support of Bob Gates and others 
in maintaining the integrity of our process. 

Let me now address the circumstances leading up to the speech 
by Mr. Gates in November 1986 called The Soviets and SDL From 
the 1970s on, Soviet efforts in ballistic missile defense and directed 
energy weapons research have been major topics for our classified 
collection and analysis. The possibility of a Soviet technological 
breakthrough involving directed energy weapons has been noted all 
along. I remember explicitly highlighting that in my first NIE pub
lished in 1982. The topic has been treated for many years as a high 
priority for collection because of our major uncertainties about the 
technical achievements and programs and plans associated with 
the strong Soviet effort. Because of the high interest in these 
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iflsaeB, we published an NIE m 1982 on the Soviet ballistic missile 
jefense progam that laid out all the evidence in extraordinary 
detail The Soviet potential for deployment of a widespread ABM 
system was also an arms control compliance concern, so that there 
was tremendous demand for information and intelligence judg
ments on these issues. 6 J e 

With the announcement of the U.S. SDI program in 1983 there 
was even greater interest in the Soviet programs and potential 
Soviet responses to the U.S. program. We continued to devote con
siderable research and analysis effort and coverage in my NIEs to 
those topics, as well as throughout the Intelligence Community We 
participated m the preparation of Joint Net Assessments on strate
gic forces with the Secretary of Defense in 1983 and 1985 in which 
detailed comparisons were made of the U.S. and Soviet strategic de
fense programs. In 1985 DCI Casey asked me to prepare a publica
tion on Soviet ballistic missile defense, drawing on all of our coordi
nated intelligence work, that he could provide to the President He 
was concerned that the totality of the Soviet effort was not coming 
through in our routine annual NIEs. Furthermore, we published an 
NIE on Soviet responses to SDI in 1986, which took note of the 
again, of the extensive Soviet strategic defensive program 

That's the classified background to that speech. The major initia
tive in the early 1980s to provide unclassified information on Soviet 
military forces, including strategic defenses, came from the Penta
gon in the form of the annual publication Soviet Military Power 

By late 1984, the various officials of the Executive Branch were 
asking for more unclassified information on Soviet strategic de
fenses that could be used with the public because the Soviets were 
carrying out an aggressive public campaign against the U.S. SDI 
program and would not admit to any such activities of their own 
By early 1985, these requests were increasing. 

In addition, members of the Legislative Branch were urging the 
Administration to declassify the findings of our National Intelli
gence Estimate on Soviet strategic forces, NIE 11-3/8. Bob Gates 
and I testified together in open session in June 1985 on that NIE, 
in the process providing a great deal of declassified material on 
Soviet strategic defenses. 

In March 1985, one of CIA's analysts, who had been providing in
telligence support on Soviet directed-energy weapons research to 
U.S. policy officials, prepared on unclassified piece on these Soviet 
programs. This piece, the so-called CIA White Paper, was sent by 
Bob Gates, at the time the Deputy Director for Intelligence, to the 
white House, State, and Defense for their use in public discussion. 
" e m J u n e 1 9^5 ' A m D a s s a d o r Paul Nitze gave a speech entitled 
un? ' t h e S o v i e t Program," in which he drew heavily from the CIA 
White Paper. In October 1985, the Defense Department and the De
partment of State published an unclassified report entitled "Soviet 
strategic Defense Programs," which drew on the CIA paper as well 
^Providing a great deal more on Soviet defensive programs. 
ma 1 9 8 6 e ( U t i o n o f Soviet Military Power, published in March 
lyob, used much of this new material in amplifying its discussion 
oi ooviet strategic defenses. 

Despite all of these publications and speeches, it was still the 
case that in the fall of 1986 the national debate on the U.S. SDI 
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program was not taking much note of the Soviet strategic defe 
efforts. I think it was in this context that you have to look at RS 
Gates' November 1986 speech, in which he reiterated the Soviet: f 
forts and noted the Soviet desire to kill the U.S. program, in D 
because they may have believed we could accomplish the goals f 
the program. ot 

Giving such a speech, I believe, is a legitimate role for a senin 
intelligence officer in support of U.S. policy, so long as the intel? 
gence is not skewed and sources and methods are not compromised 

My own role in the preparation of the speech was primarily as 
reviewer, although I had spoken with Bob many times about ft3 

issues reflected in that speech. I received a draft of the speech 
about two weeks prior to its delivery. It was customary for NlCk 
and other senior officers to see copies of drafts of speeches that had 
material in our area in order to make sure it was unclassified and 
to provide advice on the content of the speech. 

My inputs, which he mostly accepted, were of that type. In some 
cases, I suggested that the wording be modified to conform precise
ly to the testimony that he and I had given in 1985, or that some 
unclassified judgments be updated. In other cases, I made technical 
fixes to make sure that the material was consistent with our classi
fied judgments. 

I was supportive of his statements and gave him some sugges
tions on the ideas that the Soviets were seeking to preserve an ad
vantage in strategic defenses, which everyone agreed they had, and 
that the Soviets were fearful that we could achieve the goals of our 
SDI program. 

In summary, the speech accurately reflected our intelligence 
analysis and judgments at the time as well as being fully consistent 
with the other unclassified material that was available. [Deleted.] 

The material that was in that speech was based on what we had 
already published in the community. It was most assuredly not a 
driver of our intelligence judgments, nor did it affect our judg
ments in subsequent classified publications. Rather, any changes 
that took place in our classified judgments in 1987, 1988 and 
beyond were based on new evidence and analysis, not on unclassi
fied statements. 

The CIA assists other agencies in the publication of unclassified 
intelligence information on various subjects, including Soviet mili
tary issues, and that has been a long-standing tradition. On occa
sion, the CIA has prepared an entire document for publication by 
others. I think it was entirely appropriate in 1985, therefore, for 
the CIA to prepare the White Paper on Soviet directed-energy pro
grams, just as I think it has been appropriate for the CIA to col
laborate with the Defense Department in the preparation of Soviet 
Military Power and to be forward-leaning in providing a new un
classified writeup for that publication on some important issue. 

Our key concerns are to make sure that the sources and methods 
are protected and to make sure that the material is an accurate 
and consistent reflection of our classified judgments. We have 
worked hard at this, and I believe we have been successful. 

You also asked for my perspective on the May 12, 1987, memo
randum from DDI Kerr to the Chairman of the National Intelli
gence Council on the integrity and objectivity of National Foreign 
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Intelligence Estimates Having been an NIO for ten years, I feel 
qualified to judge that the process of producing National Intelli
gence Estimates has been .carriedI out with very high integrity and 
objectivity on the part of the NIOs the Chairman of the National 
Intelligence Council, and the DCI and DDCI 

There are always improvements that can be made in how this 
process works and in the quality and utility of our work Kerr's 
jnemo provides various suggestions for how this can be done, some 
0f which I agree with, some of which I differ with. For example I 
disagree with the memo on the specific recommendations regarding 
the role of an NIO in the process. I would be happy to go into 
detail if we need to. **J & 

In the last several years, the National Intelligence Council has 
taken a number of steps to improve the process and the product 
We have created new types of publications in an effort to be more 
responsive to the need of policymakers. I should note that we have 
always stressed the importance of representing multiple views in 
these estimates and not stifling dissent. 

Those of you who are familiar with my work and that of other 
NIOs know how conscientious we are in representing alternative 
views in our written products as well as our briefings. I should note 
that we often have to encourage the formulation of alternative 
views when we become aware of differences on some key issues 
and we assist agencies in expressing their views so the policy 
reader understands the differences and the reasons for them 

Just as a note, I suspect that in this area there is a lot to be said 
for agencies that are sometimes unwilling to express their own al
ternative views, for whatever reasons, and the importance of the 
NIOs themselves in ferreting out those views and, if they are 
deemed important enough to bother somebody with, trying to help 
those agencies say it in a way that's actually intelligible and useful 
to the policy process. 

These are judgment calls, and that's what we are paid to do, 
rather than to just simply staple it all together, and that is a very 
important role and I think some of the issues that we have heard 
discussed fall into that area. 

Nevertheless, as noted in Kerr's memo, we always need to work 
hard and probably harder to make sure that no agency's views are 
submerged or glossed over by reaching sloppy or ambiguous judg
ments that people can live with—and that is a perennial problem 
for us to try to make sure that people aren't just living with it be
cause it doesn't say anything and that we have something sharp to 
say and, if necessary, a sharp alternative view to go with it. 

The last issue you asked me to address was my perspective on 
the overall atmosphere within the Directorate of Intelligence 
during the years Bob Gates occupied the senior leadership positions 
at CIA. In my view, the morale and esprit d'corps was excellent 
among those analysts working on Soviet strategic forces. I have in
sufficient personal perspective on the morale of analysts working 
other areas, so my remarks are confined simply to the strategic 
forces area. 

We were addressing some very exciting issues in the 1980s—a 
robust Soviet strategic force program, intense negotiations with the 
Soviets on arms control, major U.S. weapons acquisition program 
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for which intelligence inputs were of critical importance. The an 
lysts had extraordinary access to U.S. policymakers, providing fr

& 

quent inputs in both verbal and written form. 
As I noted earlier, these contacts are strongly encouraged by BoK 

Gates and were a major contribution, I think, of him and Directo 
Casey to changes in the way we did our work. 

The flip side of this was that the judgments reached by the ana 
lysts were scrutinized carefully because the issues were so impor 
tant and our products were taken so seriously by those to whom wè 
delivered them. Bob Gates and those below him in the chain re
viewed the work of analysts carefully and asked tough questions 
Bob often asked for the judgments to be better supported by the 
evidence, or to make a clear distinction between those judgments 
for which we had supporting evidence and those which were based 
more on inference or belief. 

In the strategic forces area, these distinctions could generally be 
made fairly easily because we acquired a great deal of hard evi-
dence. I do not think that requests such as these caused great diffi
culty and I think it made for better analysis and more credible 
judgments. 

Regardless, it was both proper and essential that any report 
going out as a product of the Directorate of Intelligence be clear as 
to what assumptions or evidence were used in reaching the conclu
sions. If an analyst or his office could not support the judgments 
adequately in this way, than I think there is a serious question as 
to the wisdom of publishing the report. I think some of the issues 
that you've heard, not in my area but in others, fall into again this 
category. 

Some people may say this is interfering with the right of the an
alysts to make their views known. I do not agree. I think it is a 
matter of imposing higher standards on the analysis and the prod
uct. Analysts all grouse about having to respond to the comments 
of the reviewers, myself included, including those up the chain. But 
we must all recognize the need to provide a convincing argument 
to justify our judgments. These judgments are important. 

In conclusion, I believe that Bob Gates' emphasis on substantive 
credibility and quality was one of his key contributions to the ana
lytic process in the intelligence community. I am not aware of any 
personnel or morale issues associated with analysts in the Soviet 
strategic forces are that can credibly be attributed to Mr. Gates or 
the standards he imposed on the analytic process. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BOREN. thank you very much, Mr. Gershwin. We ap

preciate again your staying with us to be here tonight to give your 
statement. 

Mr. MacEachin, we would be glad to hear from you at this time. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. MacEachin follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS J. MACEACHIN 

Mr. Chairman, before taking up tha apacific quaationa 
your letter aeked me to address, I would lika briefly to 
JMcriba a number of factora which I think ara ralavïnt to, 
and provida important background to, tha ganaration of 
îllaSâtion» of "politicization" of intelligence. 

Tha first, which I nota simply for tha racord ainca I 
Know tha Committee is fully conacioua of it, ia that for a 
large P»^..0' tn# **;3°r Policy iaauaa, tha information from 
which intalligenca judgments muat ba drawn doaa not parmit 
unambiguous conclusion». Far mora oftan than wa would lika, 
tn, svidence ia quita lagitimataly subject to diffarant 
intsrpratations. Somatimaa ona altamativa atanda out 
rsiativaly clearly aa moat likaly and tha othara ara mora on 
tht ordar of "poaeibilitiea." othar timaa, two or mora 
interpretations aaam to fit tha avidanca aqually wall. Thia 
is «specially ao whan wa ara trying to look ahaad—whan wa 
art oftan daaling with dacisions that tha foraign 
government» or actors hava not yat mada thamaalvaa. 

Secondly, in tha intalliganca conaumer population, 
there ara faw nautral readera. Where thare ara, thay ara 
ufually people not involved or without a major atake in tha 
particular policy iaaue on which the intelligence beera. if 
an intalligenca product tanda to point to a particular line 
of policy, it will be welcomed by thoae who support that 
policy and seldom welcomed by thosa who oppoaa it and favor 
another policy. Thie is the casa acroaa tha board—in 
aecurity and military ieauas, economic and trade policiea, 
and in tha broad spectrum of foraign policy. 

Please do not interpret this characterisation aa a 
complaint—it comas with the territory. Frankly, it ia what 
makes intelligence challenging. 

Soviet issuee are particularly highly charged. The 
number of people with a poaition or interest in a particular 
policy cute a wide ewath. 

And even those not directly involvad uaually hold 
itrong vlowa on what tha Soviet Union ia all about. For me, 
and I think for moat of ua, one of the conetants in life 
from childhood to the preeent has been the centrality of tha 
Soviet Union to our perceptions of external threat to our 
•acurity, and to our percaptiona of political and 
philosophical competition. Questions on the sise, nature 
and form of that threat and how bast to deal with it, and 
the moral confrontation with the iesues emanating from 
Soviet political philosophy, hava been central politically 
defining factora of American political life for at leaat aa 
long es I personally can remember. Intalllgance aaaaaamanta 
that bear on theae quaationa, and dacieiona purauant to 
them, can potentially affect significant alementa of the 
«•S. economy and political activitiea. 
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The intelligence analysts and managers ara no different 
than anyone else. We are a product of the sane political 
and social system/ and have views and outlooks formed by ths 
same process. We also have, however, a professional 
responsibility to make every effort to ensurs that these 
views, no matter how strong, do not get in the way of the 
objectivity of our analysis, or in the balance of the 
presentation. Given the nature of human frailty, we 
doubtless slip, but we must always be conscious of this 
obligation and try to meet it. 

None of this is new. 

A new element, however, which I believe has evolved 
over the past decade or so, is the extent to which the 
intelligence products of the CIA and other parts of the 
Intelligence Community have been scrutinised by a much widsr 
audience—including Congress and outside experts—and have 
had to contend with challenges from thess sources, 
challenges which are often in the media. The consumer has 
become increasingly aware of and made use of sources of 
alternative views. In effect, for those in the intelligence 
production business, the coneumer population hae become mort 
demanding and the market more competitive. 

This is partly an outcome of the evolution of our role 
in the policy process. But we need to confront the fact 
that at least to some extent, we have brought it on 
oureelves. we have had some significant failures in our 
analysis, and breakdowns in process. 

I can remember being part of a group of middle grade 
officers meeting with Mr. Colby—some 18 years ago—whan hs 
told us that we had to recognize and adapt to the increasing 
accountability that our open democratic society would demand 
of its intelligence organization. 

what this meant for the intelligence agencies is that 
we have had to become ever more diligent in demonstrating 
the worth of our product. 

For analysis, the first and foremost requirement for 
meeting this challenge is the need to lay out in as much 
detail as possible all the evidence we have bearing on the 
question at hand. A corollary to this is ths need to make 
explicit what is evidence and the source of that evidence, 
and what is judgment, inference, and opinion. 

When the evidence is conflicting, it is imperative that 
this be described explicitly. 

Where there can be alternative interpretations, thoas 
alternatives must be explicitly described. That includes 
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not only alternative views from within the CIA or tha 
JntelUgance Community, but alternative vieva hald within 
rti conaumar community. You cannot persuada e coneumer who 
holds strong and contradictory viewa to accept inatead the 
int.llW«nc« view by «-imply presenting the intelligence view 
Jn<j brushing aeide hia or her alternative. 

This does not mean we cannot or should not come down 
,trongly with a judgment—when the evidence mérita it. 
indssd--this has to be our prime objective, both for guiding 
collection and pushing analyaia. But the reader needs to 
jmow what the alternativea are and why we think the evidence 
doe* or doea not point to one aa more likely, if policy 
makers are going to bass decisions on intelligence—which is 
vntt sll intelligence officera hope—then thoee policy 
officiait" need to know what they era working with. 

whan the evidence doea not favor one alternative over 
mother, we need to make that clear. I recognize that this 
ran» the danger of producing Mwishy-washinees.» But there 
has to be—and certainly can be—a proper balance between 
that and misleading tha consumer aa to how good the 
information ia. The policy lmplementor doea not lack for 
opinions; ha is bombarded with them. He hopes to get a 
little more from ua—aomething with evidence. Thet ia, 
aftsr all, why ao many resources are devoted to collection. 

And it ia just as important to describe for the 
consumer what we do not know aa it ia to describe what we do 
know. And to the extent possible we need to make clear how 
tha unknowns affect the strength of the judgments, or how 
tha missing information would affect the judgment as to 
which of the alternative interpretations of the conflicting 
evidence we do have ia more likely. Thia also is a critical 
factor in the interaction between collection and analyaia, 
and if we don't do one, we can't do the other. 

In addition to being eaaential for the consumer, these 
professional standards and procedurea are essential to 
protact us from ourselvea, and to avoid any appeerence that 
our product reflecta a particular outlook—either the 
consumer'a or our own. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, I think that thia tougher market 
wda us do things that we should have been doing, that wa 
professed to be doing and were doing to some extent but not 
consistently enough or rigorously enough. But we still need 
to bs more conscious of this need and still do better. 

I should also emphasize that nothing I have said is 
want to conatrain apeculetive pieces. I frankly think we 
should find more room for them. But I think alao that those 
vho—and I would count myself among them—do want to go out 
on a limb from time to time—ahould identify the peraonal 
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and speculative nature of those view». And ve do after all 
have the right to offer up euch products. 

There are times when the policy community needs to be 
told of something which might not nsceesarily be likely, but 
for which there Is enough evidence or factors that could 
cause it to happen—and its potential consequences are of 
sufficient magnitude—to warrant serious consideration of 
its implications—including what we should do in the event 
it does happen, and whether there are ateps that—even if Vv 
think the chances of it» occurring are not high—can 
nevertheless be taken to be lyxs. it won't happen. 

In a perverse way, Mr. Chairman, I think the tendency 
to avoid detailed, explicit treatment of alternative views-. 
and the reluctance of many in the Community to share a 
minority position on the stage—is a constraint on the kind 
of bold leaps that often are needed. I think we would havt 
avoided some of our failures if we had been more willing to 
forego insistence on consensus in the face of potentially 
ominous situations, or treating one answer aa "right" and 
the others as "wrong." 

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I believe the consumer 
community has to look to itself—to the way speculetive 
pieces or analyses that take distinctly minority views are 
treated—to see if that is not a factor in the hesitance of 
intelligence agencies and even individual analysts to go out 
on a limb. 

As a caveat to all thia, I should stress that we need 
to avoid carrying the process to an extreme—the "covering 
all bets" syndrome. But it is something we should work 
harder at, and I believe going out on a limb now and then it 
not only compatible with the principles I described above, 
but also all the more necessary in the environment I 
described. And frankly, it can't be done properly if we 
cannot clear the atmosphere of "politicisation" charge and 
countercharge. 

And I want to state for the record, Mr. Chairman, that 
Mr. Gates pressed the principles and procedures I described 
above more vigorously than any DDI I had served under befort 
that time. He also repeatedly initiated reviews of our 
products to see where we slipped in our own adherence to 
them. And he continually created opportunities for us to 
consult with and test our analysis and judgments against 
outside experts who differed with us, even—often by design" 
-outside experts known to hold strong views or to be 
especially critical of our product. And I would also note, 
Mr. Chairman, that in my experience Mr. Gate» has been a 
supporter of going out on a limb, even when he disagreed, at 
I can testify from pereonal experience. 



Mr. Gates did indeed havs his own views, one could 
«ot, with hi» background, «imply shut down hi» analytic 
Vacuities. But in my experience, h« alwaya mad» it clear 
whsn ha va» expressing his views, and ha vaa a .tickler for 
ividence, vaa open to good caeaa, and did npjfc impose hia 
Jiâw» in opposition to evidence and good analyaisT On the 
contrary, when the caae waa made he would either adjuat hia 
;i#wi or—even if he etill remained unconvinced—set to it 
that the caae got full treatment. * 

in what I have aaid so far, Mr. Chairman, and in the 
rioainder of this atatement I have avoided use of specific 
camples. I would be happy to cite such in the context of 
ouiitiona from the Committee, but here I want to avoid the 
taaptation to get eidatracked on the Tightness or wrononess 
of individual substantive casea and concentrate on process 
at it rslates to politicization. I would alao like to keep 
this formal submission out of classified areaa. 

With regard to the queationa I waa asked to address, I 
would like to deal with thoae pertaining to the 10 reporta 
and with the overall atmoaphare in 80VA during the Gates 
yaars as a package at the end of this statement. 

As regards the question on my previous testimony on 
aspacts of Soviet analysis, particularly a aeasion on 
7 oacambar 1988, in which I was aaked to comment on future 
challenges to intelligence analysis—since the tranacript of 
that sassion is available for the record, I won't attempt to 
rtpaat it in great detail. I will of course be happy to 
address any questions from the committee on specifics. 

The main point I would make here is that I believe a 
raading of the compléta transcript will show that I said 
than most of what I have already said here today. 

I described what I believed then and have described 
today to be the1 demanda for rigor imposed by the much wider 
•xposure of, the intelligence product. Twice within about 3 
ninutes (twb pagea of transcript) I specifically referred to 
the increaaed scrutiny of Congress and the media and the 
conpstition of outalde experts as having placed much more 
stringent demands on ua in the formulation of our products. 
I noted that the readerahip waa often hearing contrasting 
vitvs from other reapected sources—sources that had acceaa 
to the media in a way we did not and ahould not. 

I also characterized the centrality of perceptiona of 
the Soviet Union as a factor in American political 
attitudes, and the implications of such for the consumer's 
ptrcsptions of the intelligence product, in much the way I 
just did today. 
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I said then we were trying and should continu* to try 
to deal with this challanga through rigorous adharanca to 
tha standards and procaduraa I daacribad today. 

I aade all of thasa statements in addrassing tha 
quaation that had baan sat as tha aganda for that particula* 
sassion—namely, tha ohallangas to intelligence analyai» f0£ 
tha futura. In tha aarliar parts of that sassion, ay 
collaaguas had alraady daacribad soma of tha specific 
substantiva challangaa. What I was trying to do in ay 
remarka was to daacriba what I thought wara tha laas obviou» 
but nonathalass raal challenges for tha intalliganca analyst 
in producing a cradibla and influantial product, and point 
out why I thought this would becoae avan aore ao in tha 
futura. 

And in thia contaxt, anothar point X sought to aaka 
than, and for which I triad to usa tha othar pointa as 
background, was that our challanga had anothar diaeneion— 
tha fact that wa had baan daaling with a Soviat Union that 
had baan going through dramatic changaa that contradictad 
all of tha paradigaa paopla had grown accustoaad to in 
framing viaws of soviat intantions and likaly coursaa of 
actiona. And I wa» sura that aora draaatic changas wara in 
tha offing. Wa would—I thought—as a consequence ba 
prasanting judgmants that many would find hard to ballavs, 
and wa would find that asking tha cass convincing would ba 
an incraasing challanga. 

Frankly, it aay turn out that tha avants of tha last 
month or so hava producad a breakthrough that allaviatas at 
laast soaa of tha concarns I axpraaaad than. 

I baliava it ia claar froa a emniati raading of tha 
tranacript in tha December 7, 1988, session that I was not 
talking about thasa issues in taras of what is being 
deacribed here as, politicization—tha alteration of views to 
conform to particular outlooks—but to a different problaa— 
namely, that the aora open exposure of tha intalliganca 
product within tha body politique had placed exceptional 
demands on the formulation and praaentation of intelligence 
producta. 

in fact, I explicitly stated in that taatiaony that I 
thought politicization as so defined was not the issus. It 
waa rather the way tha intalliganca proceas had, in a sanst, 
coae out of the cold. It was a new world and wa had to 
learn to work in it. I avan gava a spacific exaaple of a 
flap that caraleaa wording had caused in one case. Theae 
are tha saaa points I hava triad to aaka hare today, Mr. 
Chairman. On that occasion, I did not hava a prepared text, 
but was engaged in a aora free wheeling give and take, on 
ideas I had been developing and was still trying to sort 
out. 
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And then as today I did not do this as a complaint 
.«sinft the greater demande impoaed by thia procaaa. I aaid 
Sen what I aaid today—I thought wo vera battar baeausa of 
it. 

Now I would like to turn to tha queetion on my 
jtnuary 21, 1987, memo to than DDI Kerr on "DDI Analysis of 
soviet Intentiona Toward Iran,"—actually, ny maso was not 
Jm one which the Committee apparently hae, dated 
21 January, but one written later and aent on 28 January. 
Th« background ia as follow»: 

1 am not certain exactly through what medium or when I 
learned of the iaaues aurrounding the May 1985 Memo to 
Holders of SNIE 34-84, but I think it waa from praaa reporta 
in early to mid-January 1987. 1 know that I had no 
Knowledge of the Memo to Holdera before then. I had not 
r«»d the draft, and aa it waa described it did not aound 
like the viewa we had been diaeeminating from SOVA--both 
before and after the May 85 date of that Memo to Holdera. 

When I queried the analyst who had participated in 
preparation of the Memo to Holders, I waa told that it had 
been prepared by the NIO for the Near East/South Asia 
(Nio/NESA Graham Fuller), and that as a rssult of inssrtions 
of material by the NIO, the characterization of Moscow's 
efforts and likely actiona differed from what SOVA analysts 
believed and had deecribed in their initial contribution. I 
was alio told that the SOVA analysts were not very 
•ucceesful in getting the NIO to change hie wording. The 
SOVA analyste claimed they did not come to me with the issue 
because they believed there waa little proapect of getting 
DDI dissent to a NIC product. 

As far as I was concerned, Mr. Chairman, that decision 
vas ny responsibility; regardless of the substantive merits 
of the casa, I -considered it to be a breakdown in the 
procès», for all parties. I was angry with the NIC for not 
•eeking a fair resolution, but I also was angry with the 
SOVA people who decided on their own not to inform me. 

I could net undo the past, and we already had put out 
aubsequent papers and a new Memo to Holders which gave the 
SOVA view. The only thing I could deal with then was the 
process. 

I therefore told the Chief of the Division which had 
the substantive account for Soviet aetivitiee in the Middle 
East to have prepared for me a Memo for the Record (MTR) 
describing the events surrounding the 1985 product, and to 
collect the Xey Judgments or summaries of all SOVA products-
-our own or our contributions to NIC products—from 1980 to 
the preeent. I told him I wanted this put together in e 
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package for which Z would writ* ny own cover memo and send 
to tha DDL 

The draft MFR waa aant to ma on January 22, and tha 
final package, with my own memo and all the attachmenta, v*« 
eent to the DDI on January 28. I underetand a copy of thia 
package haa been aent to this Committee, but if Nembera havi 
not aeen it, I have copiée with me. 

As to the source of the piece of paper with the 
January 21 date, it apparently ie the firet draft done by 
the analyat who was taaked with the job; he had been the 
SOVA repreaentative at the original 1985 meetinga with tha 
NIO/NESA. He apparently mistakenly drafted it as a memo f0r 
my signature, but that waa corrected immediately, and tha 
corrected draft was sent to mo ths next day—January 22. 

Your latter alao asked my views of Mr. Kerr's May 12, 
1987, memo to Chairman NIC. Frankly, I eimply viewed that 
as an effort to deal with the procees to ensure breakdowns 
of the nature describsd in my 28 January package did not 
occur again. 

On your question on my views of the role of the NIC, it 
seema to me to be rather straight forward. Each NIO is to 
see to it that the resources of the community—for both 
collection and analyais— within his or hsr particular 
subatantive area of reaponsibility are brought together to 
provide the intelligence needed by the policy community. 
There may be more elegant or detailed definitions, but I 
look upon it essentially as ths "C" in the original concept 
of the 1947 Act that created the CIA. 

One point I would like to elaborate on a bit, 
Mr. Chairman, concerns the reeponsibilities of the NlOe In 
advising the DCI. While it is true that they have to 
coordinate the Community producte, and ansurs that all 
agencies' views-are preeented, they cannot become simply 
process managers. The DCI is responsible for the product. 
The KlOs sit astride a substantive slice of the entire 
community. They have an obligation to advise the DCI on hov 
they think the process is working, and if they see problems 
with a Community product—even if all agencies agree—they 
have an obligation to so advise the DCI and help him resolvi 
it. Somebody has to perform an ombudsman role. The 
inatitutional poeition which seems best suited to do this 
now is the NIC. I personally see no necessary conflict 
between this and the Community rola I just described. I 
continue to find occaaion in which I am struck with how much 
grief we could have avoided if we had challenged our own 
consensu». We need to learn to do thia without inflaming id 
hominem attacka and charges of "politicization." 
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Ai to double hatting the Chairman NIC and tha DDI I 
think « M onjy P«f»on ito h«yj been doubla hattad aa auéh 
„ill be tha firat to agraa it ia not a good idaa. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, aa your lattar raquaatad, I will 
address tha thraa Inspector Ganaral raporta on SOVA, and try 
t0 addraas your quaation on tha ovarall atmosphere in SOVA 
during tha yaara that Bob Gâtas vaa 001. 

It aaaxaa to ma that all of thia boila down to tha 
reported allegatlona, in aoma eaaaa paaaionata convictiona, 
among aoma analysts that Bob Gataa dalibarataly politicised 
the intalliganca product. 

I would lika to prafaca my ramarlcs in thia ragard with 
two pointa. Ona is that although I waa Dirootor of Soviet 
Analyaia in the DDI for only two of tha four yaara that Mr. 
aatss was tha 001, I aarvad the preceding three yeara aa 
Deputy Director and Director of the office (CPAS) 
rtgponsible for the final review and diasemination of the 
principal currant intelligence publication--tha National 
intelligence Daily. Aa a conaequence, I got to deal with 
Mr. Gates on a wide range of substantive issues, secondly, 
lince I waa reeponaible for the SOVA product during part of 
Mr. sates tenure as DDI, any charge of skewing SOVA products 
to suit alleged consumer biasea gats absorbed into my 
consciousness as charges—not in a legal sense perhaps? aa a 
non-lawyer I would leave that to experts—but in a moral 
•ense—that I was an accessory if not a co-conspirator. So 
I ask indulgencea if I reflect some sensitivity. 

This entire matter is a source of great personal 
disappointment—that'a about aa mildly aa I can atate it. I 
will try to liet the factors which, I think, in synergistic 
combination have contributed to it, factora which I believed 
to have been in play at the time I arrived in SOVA in March 
of 1984, and which I tried but obviouely failed to overcome. 

One central ingredient waa the more competitive and 
demanding intelligence production environment that I have 
already tried to describe in my earlier remarks today, and 
which I alao triad to characterise in my December 7, 1988, 
testimony to this Committee's Sovist Taak Force. 

Another factor, I believe, is that CIA analyaia on tha 
Soviet Union had been under public criticism in the lata 
1970'e. It is not that oriticiaa ia new or even 
unwarranted. But the particular focus of much of tha 
criticism we were hearing then alleged that CIA'a Soviat 
analysts had a "slant toward the benign" when it came to 
assessing such things aa Soviet objectives in foreign 
policy—particularly in the Third World—the aise, 
capabilities and goals of Soviat military programs, and 
Soviet involvement in "dirty tricks"—terrorism, subversion. 
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disinformation and propaganda. Thar* vara also continuing 
charges that va vara underestimating, tha ahara of Soviet CHp 
devoted to the military, and that va tended to dovnplay 
Soviet non-compliance vith arme control treaties. 

Some of the criticisms vere overdrawn, some vere 
unfair, in my view, and some vere naive. But it vas also 
true that ve had had come rather spectacular failures. 
After all, by this time, ve had experienced situations in 
vhich, in 1967, 1968, 1973, 1978, and 1979, one or more 
nations had mobilized and deployed large and threatening 
military forces, but vs jjidaid, either that those nations 
vould not launch a military attack or intervention, or that 
such a step vas the leaet or lessor of the available 
interpretations. And in every case the military attack or 
intervention vas launched. And frankly, in hindsight nearly 
every reviev shoved the procees vas as much at fault as the 
evidence and analysis. 

Many of the people who had expressed such criticism of 
our Soviet analysis moved into policy poeitions in the 
1980's. Indeed, Mr. Casey made no secret of the fact that 
ha had some of these same criticisms of CIA products—as did 
many CIA professionals. 

Consequently, I think there vas an expectation on the 
part of many of the analysts vho had vorked these iesues 
during the 1970's that they vould come under attack from the 
nev CIA management of the 1980's. And vith this outlook, 
demande for rigorous adherence to procedures I outlined hers 
today and in my December 1988 testimony—explicit 
distinction of svidence from inference and conolusion, 
careful detailed examination of alternative interprétâtions-
-and yes, a consciousness of ths fact that in the eyes of 
consumers vho held different views, any other approach could 
destroy ths credibility of the product by appearing 
arrogant, assertive, and dismissivs—the insistsnce on this 
approach vas seen-by many as fulfillment of their fears. 

It is also worth noting that most disagreements on 
Soviet foreign policy intentions and likely actions hinged 
on the extent to vhich individuals believed Soviet 
ideological factors influenced Soviet actions. While it 
vould be an oversimplification to claim analysts subscribed 
unequivocally to one or tha other paradigm, aa a general 
rule they broke dovn into thoss whose oonolusions or 
interpretation tended to be influenced mainly by assumptions 
of vhat vas politically "logical" and those whose 
interpretations tended to be influenced more by vhat they 
thought vere the dictates of Soviet ideology. Thus most 
substantive disputes vsre encumbered by one side's viewing 
the other as being driven by bias tovard one or the other of 
the paradigms. 
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I think a review of many of our feilurea would «how tha 
dominance of one or tha other of thaaa paradigme. Tha 
Jotter products ara thooe that try explicitly to sort out 
how political logic and ideology play off againet aach othar 
in tha apacific aituation at hand. 

For example, Mr. Chairman, our failura in tha caaa of 
all tho»a military criaea I juat mantionad reaulted, in my 
vittf—othars may diaagrea—from too much ralianca on tha 
«political logic» paradigm. Tha May 1985 Mamo to Holdara 
ippaara—at laaat in hindaight—to hava baan influancad too 
nuch by what many viawad aa Soviot axpaneioniat idaology. I 
an not aatting up thia for dabata, but maraly aa a 
proposition to frama tha guest ion—why vaa ona judgmant 
alanted and othara not? 

I alao bol leva—although many, perhape moat, of my 
collaaguaa diaagraa—that at laaat aoma amall part of tha 
problem waa tha dominanca of tha currant intalliganca 
approach to much of our foraign policy analyaia throughout 
tha I960'a and 1970'e. Thara waa a cultura that put a 
pramium on a abort roport of information, accompaniad by an 
«explanation" of what it maant. In thia cultura, traatmant 
of altarnativa intarpratation waa not tha norm; it waa mora 
a mattar of Mwin-loeew in gatting a cartain intarpratation 
aecaptad aa "tha" intarpratation. 

unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I hava to aay that—in my 
personal opinion at laaat—all thaaa factora cama together 
in vaya that made it eaaier for analyata— who poaaeaaed 
great communication skills and education and intellect—to 
ptrceive criticisms and demanda for mora explicit treatment 
of evidence or more thorough examination of altarnativa 
interpretations which they peraonally didn't share—to view 
all of thia aa a reflection of biaa on tha part of aanior 
management. 

I hasten "to add, that thia la a minority of tha 
analyste—although that minority will I am aura believe 
otherwiae. ' But it only takee a few to poiaon tha 
atmosphere. It ia particularly BO whan many of thaaa are 
experienced veterane who become role modela for young, new, 
impraaeionablecôfficere. In fairneaa, the DI culture waa 
and remaina ona of "publish or parish." When an analyat 
finds a product rejected or challenged, that challenge 
affecte what is seen aa the career lifeline. 

Unfortunately, the very atepa that ware intended—and 
which I at laaat believed offered the beet hope—to 
strengthen eome of the credibility that had been eroded by 
our own mistakea and the wider expoeure of the product to 
outside scrutiny and criticiam, have been inataad cited by 
some as efforts et politicization. 

12 
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Yaa, the audience wa» fillad with paopla holding atrono 
viawa. Yaa, «van aanior Agency management hald soma atrono 
viawa. And thia, in my caraar, haa not baan uniqua to Mr. 
Caaay or Mr. Gataa. But thia ia auppoaad to ba tha big 
leaguae--not acadania. 

Ona last and unfortunately aour nota, Mr. Chairman. 
Ona of tha IG raporta—tha follow-up of March 1989--contain 
a paragraph that haa infuriatad ma ainca tha day I first 
raad it. I wraatlad for a long tima ovar vhathar to fila * 
formal proteat, (or taka mora diract action) and dacidad 
that anyona who could hava vrittan auch a diatortion would 
not ba movad by anything I could writa, and for othara I 
frankly did not want to appaar to ba a whinar. 

The paragraph purported to daacriba an interview with 
me on my laat day in SOVA before moving to my current 
assignment. I had aaid the aame things to the IG team that 
I aaid here: it's a tougher world for intelligence to 
maintain ita place, and we had to deal with it in the waya 
that by now the Committee ia probably tired of hearing ma 
repeat. But in the IG report, my characterization of tha 
need for treating alternative interpretationa waa 
characterized aa QUOTE analyata opiniona and judgmenta ware 
aometimea packaged aa one of a number of alternativee to 
make the product more palatabla to D/SOVA'a aupariors. 
UNQUOTE And my description of the need for QUOTE extra 
rigorous analyaia and an extraordinary amount of aupporting 
evidence [for] unpopular judgmenta UNQUOTE ia portrayed aa 
hinting at aomathing which ia being forced on ua by aanior 
agency management. Frankly, my wonder that I ahould have 
felt a need to make auch an obvious point la exceeded only 
by my wonder that aomaone saw it aa aufficiently noteworthy 
to record in a report. What would tha IG supposa—that for 
unpopular judgmenta, we need juat routine analyaia and a 
modeat amount of evidence? And I did not tie all thia to 
atrong viawa by tha aanior Agency ménagera but to the strong 
viawa of the audience at large, not juat within the Agency. 
But even that ahould make no difference—the iaaue ia 
whether the'viawa akaw the judgmenta. 

My bottom line on that portion of tha IG report, Mr. 
Chairman, ia that it reflecta on the pert of the authora tha 
very virus that they aought to condemn. 
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TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS J. MacEACHIN, FORMER DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF SOVIET ANALYSIS, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I see it is 
Chairman BOREN. This panel has already done a far better job 

than the members of this Committee would have done in terms of 
time estimates. So don t feel that you are under constraint 

Mr. MACEACHIN. I have actually sent a statement down which 
Was somewhat longer and more detailed than I had planned to give 
tonight. As I said I wrote that unclassified, saving any reference to 
classified material. And I have a copy which I can officially submit 
I guess, here for the record. 

Chairman BOREN. That would be fine. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I had planned to do another statement, some

what shorter. In light of the events, I think I want to depart some
what from that, but I will also submit that one for the record 

Chairman BOREN. That will be fine. We will receive both for the 
record, and please proceed. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. As far as my own background goes, it's fairly 
boring. I spent some time in the Marine Corps, and then in aca
demic pursuits, teaching economics, was actually hired by the 
Agency in the mid-1960's when paramilitary operations were kind 
of a cottage industry. They discovered I could read and write and I 
caught on on the analytical side and have been the beneficiary of 
the greatest string of good luck of any person I think who has 
worked in the analytical division. 

I found myself in the 1967 Middle East Task Force, the 1968 
Task Force for Czechoslovakia, the 1973 Task Force for the Middle 
East War. I found myself in the strategic warning staff at the Pen
tagon at the time of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and in the 
mid-1980s I found myself as the Director of the Office of Soviet 
Analysis at the time of the greatest changes in that political body, 
I think, since the 1918 period. 

In the last two years, I've been the Chief of the Arms Control 
Intelligence Staff, where I think I broke a record. I participated in 
the completion of three treaties; however, two of them have yet to 
be implemented. 

Senator CRANSTON. Would you move the mike a little bit closer? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. What I think I have to do here is at 

least make a couple remarks in response to the testimony that's 
been given, so for that reason I'm going to have to walk a little 
away from my prepared oral statement. 

I don't believe it would be appropriate, based on the rules that 
have been outlined for me, to go into all of the statements that 
have been made, and indeed I could not possibly do it here this 
evening or in one evening. We have had a great number of state
ments made about things which I have to scratch my head and ask 
myself where I was. In fact, as the Director of the Office of Soviet 
Analysis under the conditions described by Ms. Glaudemans, I 
guess I am a co-defendant. 

However, I would point out that we have heard about evidence 
which was suppressed without hearing what that evidence was. We 
have heard about assertions and judgments that were made with
out understanding why those assertions were wrong and the ones 
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that were suppressed were right. So I hope that some time is Snp 
on that subject, because I'm going to talk a little bit about somT^ 
the things I think are the standards for intelligence, and I thi Ï 
the application of those standards to some of these things t f i 
were stated here tonight would be in order. at 

I also have to say that a large part of what Mr. Goodman sad 
caught me rather by surprise in terms of, A, how he knew about it 
and it was sort of areas where I wasn't concerned. In a couple f 
areas, there are some flat simple first-order factual mistake 
which, if you like, I could at least put on the record. 

For example, the Office of Soviet Analysis was not commission^ 
to do this paper. The Office of Global Intelligence was comrniV 
sioned to do this paper. The Office of Soviet Analysis was asked to 
do a section, originally started out as separate, on sort of the inter 
nal political atmosphere and institutions in the Soviet Union which 
might bear on how the KGB could carry out this operation. 

Chairman BOREN. That is, the Papal assassination? 
Mr. MACEACHIN. Yes, sir. Would the senior political leadershin 

necessarily have to know about it or not? That was, therefore as
signed to the branch chief who had the account for those kinds of 
internal political affairs and who I thought was in the best position 
to do this, and who was given special access to material, which I 
think has been described as in camera. 

I know we will be talking much more about this, but when I look 
at those certain things that I do know about, I have to at least ask 
myself. I have to go back and find out about those things that I do 
not know about, because thee seems to be some informational dis
connect. That is all I wanted to say about the testimony tonight 
except one or two references as I move along here. 

The whole issue of intelligence in the modern Washington politi
cal environment has been one which I will tell you I have personal
ly grappled with and thought about a great deal because I have 
lived through a lot of changes. Mr. Ford, when I came to work, was 
an exulted senior analyst in the CIA and, 25 years later or 26 years 
later, he still is. But otherwise many other things have changed 

In the 1980s, the late 1970s or 1980s, there is just simply no ques
tion, as I have said in testimony in front of this Committee on 
other occasions, as I said in the statement which I submitted, as I 
am reminded I said at a CIA managers convention or conference in 
the fall of 1988, intelligence product today is exposed to a much 
greater readership, Congress among it. 

Outside experts. The policymaker is bombarded with opinions 
and experts and pressures and criticisms of the intelligence and al
ternative views from every quarter, They don't have to solicit 
them; they get them for free. I once commented that the great ad
vantage in being the Director of the Office of Soviet Analysis was 
all the voluntary assistance that I got, ranging from a professor at 
the finest university to the guys in the neighborhood bar, and in 
some cases the guys in the neighborhood bar had it right when the 
others didn't. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MACEACHIN. In that environment, the need for a rigorous 
treatment of evidence and an honest, not a pro forma treatment of 
competing judgments, is all the more important because—I will 
make an assertion—I don't think you can put out an estimate on a 
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major Soviet issue, on particular Soviet issues, in Washington 
today without running cross-ways from somebody—and that some
body will be a person of consequence, a senior figure of some sort. 
That person will have access to alternative views and analysis. 

I want to say right now I'm not saying it as a complaint. That's 
why we're here. That s why we came to this job. If we want to go 
expound our personal views, there are many avenues for that. If 
we want to stay in and try to get the CIA to publish views, then we 
have to deal with the situation. And the way to deal with it is not 
to adopt a defensive posture and say I'm being coerced. 

The way to deal with it is to get your evidence together and get 
your analysis together, and if you don't think you can stand up to 
a competing viewpoint, then maybe you don't have it. As I say, I 
would be happy to go into much more of this in detail later when it 
comes to the perceptions. 

I also want to make clear, make another assertion—this may be 
challenged by some in this room, not too many, I don't think, and 
not too many back in my building—that in terms of having head-
to-head confrontations on judgments with the senior management 
of CIA, from the early 1980s until recently—and now I'm having 
confrontations with junior management in CIA very recently, in 
which I was accused of politicizing a product—I think my number 
of trips to the ring is close to the tops of the building. 

I have never been afraid to go in there, and I don't think any of 
the people here who are critics or supporters of this will say any
thing different. So I'm not coming in saying everything is always 
wonderful. This is a tough, tough business. I don't think it's any 
controversial statement to say that when Mr. Gates, at the time he 
became DDI, CIA's analysis had undergone criticism from many 
quarters, from the outside and from the government. 

I don't want to get into the issue of the validity of that criticism. 
I think some of it was naive, some of it was just flat wrong, and 
some of it was off the mark. But just to cite one example, Mr. 
Chairman, by 1981 our critics could look at a record that began in 
1967 and again in 1968 and again in 1973 and again in 1978 and 
again in 1979—and, by the way, we run tests in our building; if you 
can fill in all the blanks, you get an A. 

We saw the massing of military troops and it looked for all the 
world like an invasion was about to take place We will get lots of 
argument on it, but I will let the record speak for itself. In virtual
ly every case, CIA had given a strong argument as to why said in
vasion wouldn't take place, and in every case it did take place. 

Now, we were accused of having a benign, rational actor model 
for our Soviet analysis. That may not be true, but our critics had 
plenty to point to. I don't think—this is my personal view—we had 
fostered a very good tradition in the 1970s and before that for al
ternative, competing viewpoints. I think that we operated on a win-
lose internal proposition. 

We argued it out, and somebody's views prevailed as the institu
tional views, and somebody else's didn't. And I didn't hear "politici-
zation" then. But clearly there was, as far as my perception is, a 
certain unwillingness to say we don't know how this thing is going 
to come out. They have a whole lot of troops there. We know 
there's an internal debate in that country about whether they 
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should invade or not invade. We don't know how that debate will 
come out because it hasn't come out yet. * 

On the one side, there will be these people; on the other sid 
there will be those people. And get the paper down to the policv 
maker to tell him here's a situation in which we don't know th 
outcome. You might be able to influence it if you move now. But if 
you move after the tanks are on the way, you're not going to have 
much change and we need to get off the dime and stop our internal 
arguments and get the papers out. 

That was the situation that existed. I'll share with this Commit 
tee one small point which I think illustrates this. This is classi 
fled—well, maybe it isn't as of this week. I'm having trouble track 
ing what's classified and not any more; that's part of the modern 
world. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. SO do we. [Laughter.] 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I had a chance in the late 1980s to read a raw 

debrief of [deleted] the highest-ranking official KGB defector we've 
had, and he was discussing the internal debate in the Soviet Union 
before the invasion of Afghanistan. The KGB opposed it, and the 
Foreign Ministry opposed it. And he gave their arguments. Those 
were exactly our arguments for saying why they wouldn't do it. 

But, he said, you know, those gorillas in the Central Committee 
those ideologues, they won the day. All I'm saying is that when 
someone tries to say, in addition to using your rational actor 
model, let's at least examine the implications of the other model I 
don't think that's politicization. 

I'm going to say I have this problem. That's probably what got 
me here tonight and got me into this trouble. I think that very 
often the debates in the intelligence community over Soviet ac
tions, intentions, ended up in two camps. The one camp saw itself 
as rational and understanding real political decisions, and the 
other camp was viewed by them as a bunch of knuckle-dragging 
ideologues and commie-bashers. 

On the other side, the group saw itself as hard-nosed realists and 
the other guys were wimpy com-symps. That's colorful language, 
but I think people, if you can find honest people out where we 
work, they will tell you that's not too far off. In the early 1980s, 
the hard-nosed realists were after the pinko-commie wimps and 
com-symps, and that was the case, and that was the case publicly 
and that was the case everywhere that we read. 

We had to deal with that problem. It's also no secret that in the 
early 1970s Mr. Gates had launched many of the criticisms that I 
have described today, and it was no secret that many of his criti
cisms were being stated on the record by a great number of these 
people who were taking senior positions in the incoming adminis
tration. There was an expectation that we were going to get it. 

It was widely perceived that with all the criticism that had been 
levied at the CIA's production that there was going to be, at least 
by those who had sort of dominated the analysis up until that time, 
that there was going to be trouble. 

Mr. Gates undertook, forcefully, explicitly, with no holds barred, 
to lay down some rules. Those rules I think are unassailable. In 
today s world, you have to lay out the evidence. You have to make 
absolutely clear what you know, what is fact, what is inference, 
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what is judgment. You have to give an honest treatment of a com
peting alternative, not, well, I've reached my conclusion, but I've 
Jot to give some treatment to this other guy's crazy idea. 
* This is not just in order to make the product credible with the 
consumer; I think that our analysis needs to get to its judgment by 
testing the evidence against those competing alternatives. 

Now we've heard about papers that were rejected when they had 
sound evidence, and other views which prevailed when there was 
n0 evidence. I have been in this business for 25 years. I know 
Harold has been here much longer. I have heard for 25 years that 
same story. Whether it's true or not true I think needs to be inves
tigated, but it can't be settled on assertion. I would like to see that 
process followed if this issue is going to be raised. 

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to just list a few examples of the positive 
side where I think that following these rules at least did get our 
papers and products that were anathema. In my carrier, as I ad
vance in age, I discover trying to remember things that happened 
in 1985 to come this Committee impressed upon me how old I was. 

But I get to seminars and I am asked what are the projects 
which I have been personally involved in which caused the most 
controversy, the most heated feedback, and I very easily name two. 
[Deleted.] 

In both of those cases—well, I illustrate those, A, because they 
are over a decade apart and, B, one has an increase and the other 
was a decrease. So there isn't any safe way to know. It depends on 
where you run into the policy vector. 

That chemical weapons paper, when we had briefed it before it 
came out, there were interventions made at the highest level of 
CIA to have the paper killed. I'm not sure I want to say that in 
open testimony, Mr. Chairman. But Mr. Gates was away at the 
time the interventions were made. There was some blinking going 
on, and I remember taking the analyst to lunch to Wolf Trap Deli 
in Vienna, Virginia, and saying, well, you know, there's one way to 
avoid all this problem; just write a paper on a subject no one cares 
about and that doesn't bear on any critical issues and you will not 
have any problems. 

But if you're going to write on important things, we're going to 
fight this one through. And we fought it through, and Mr. Gates 
did not hesitate for a second. He said that paper will be published. 
And I will say that he had lots of help if he didn't want to publish 
it, because it was followed by a national estimate in which every 
single intelligence agency in the community opposed us. 

So I don't know anything about our being forbidden to take foot
notes, because we clearly were the isolated view on that one. I can 
tell you I personally got a footnote, one that I wrote myself, on an 
estimate about 1986 having to do with Soviet doctrine, having to do 
with the new thinking that Ms. Glaudemans just talked about. 

I could list a number more. I would just like to list one or two 
others. In the case of Soviet—well, Soviet defense spending was 
probably my next greatest source of misery in my entire tour as 
Director of Soviet Analysis. Every year that we came out with an 
estimate that the procurement spending was probably flat or prob
ably not going up, we got memos from the Secretary of Defense and 
various people, and I even got to personally meet him in his office 
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and brief him—a meeting that was arranged by Mr. Gates • 
which, quite frankly, we had a chance to lay out the evidence a *S 
we didn t leave the Secretary happy but we left the Secretary n 
derstanding. y un" 

I've read and watched hearings and heard about our great fai 
ure in not seeing the Soviet cutbacks in the military forces, unilat 
eral reductions. As some members of this Committee know,I beea 
to believe about 1986 that this would happen. I didn't have n S 
evidence. I had some political debates that I could read, som 
essays. I was once an economist. I was doing some analysis' of thf 
economy. ne 

I saw things in the military forces. I had a hypothesis Mr 
Gershwin thought I was nuts. Mr. Gates thought I was nuts T 
never quite understand where the Committee members to whom I 
briefed this came out on that issue. [Laughter.] 

Chairman BOREN. We were right on that question. [Laughter 1 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Don't check the record. [Laughter.] 
Mr. MACEACHIN. I worked very hard for a long time trying to 

build this case. We did not publish a hardcover document on it 
until June of 1988, but that was six months before he announced 
them. And when that paper was published, it gave as much evi
dence as I could muster, the arguments that we could put together 
It gave complete treatment, I believe, to the arguments why thev 
would not. J 

But that paper reached a final conclusion in the final statement 
of the key judgments that said there is a good chance that the Sovi
ets will undertake significant unilateral cutbacks before the end of 
the decade—a little sooner than maybe I thought. But no one had 
suppressed that view. 

On one occasion in November of 1988, Mr. Gates and I were to
gether here and we contradicated each other in our opinions on 
that matter. He gave one view and I gave another. He gave his 
first. I said I disagree. I wasn't sure about my next paycheck. Of 
course, that's a joke, but no, if I had been worried about politiciza-
tion or snuffing, I certainly wouldn't have done that. Mr. Gates let 
me go off to Europe and brief that theory to many of the NATO 
representatives at the MBFR talks and at the SCBM talks. 

My personal experience led me to believe the truth of what Mr. 
Gates characterized and the way he characterized himself in one of 
the hearings I watched in front of this Committee. He said he holds 
strong views. I would describe it somewhat differently. He's a very 
strong personality who holds views. And that I think is part of the 
problem. 

But, he said, he could be persuaded by evidence and analysis. In 
all the cases where I was able to get the evidence and lay out the 
analysis and show that I had looked up the alternative views, he 
was—I found that to be the case. 

There are a number of cases where people would say we didn't 
get we wanted, but I think in those cases, if that's going to be 
made, we need to get the evidence out and see what it was. 

I think I'll stop. Mr. Chairman, what led to all of this is a combi
nation of all of these things. It was a combination of the criticisms 
that were being levied at us. It was a combination of Mr. Gates' 
vigorous pursuit of principles which, frankly, I believe in then and 
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I believe in today. I found Mr. Gates, by the way, more willing to 
look at competing alternative interpretations and judgments than 
many of those who are castigating him. 

The fact that he held strong views. I find it absolutely remarka
ble that one should find it surprising that when you go to your boss 
and say either here's a view that is contrary to yours or here's a 
view that will make your boss mad at you, that you have to get 
your evidence together and you have to have your analysis togeth
er, and you have to have laid out the alternatives. 

My brother-in-law works for General Motors. He tells me he has 
the same problem there. And these are fairly weighty issues. There 
may have been some things that I don't know about, Mr. Chair
man, but all I can testify to is my own experience. 

When I arrived in SOVA in 1984 I found this perception. I think 
I made many mistakes. I tried to put myself in between these argu
ments too often. I tried to be the one that dredged up the alterna
tive when I couldn't get the analytical force to do it. I wanted to 
try to create an atmosphere where we said our job is to get about 
our business a get the product better and prove our critics are 
wrong, not because our answers are always right or wrong, but be
cause we have a demonstrate credibility in the way we do our anal
ysis and the way we foster the evidence. 

In what has been the best career anybody could have ever asked 
for, as I said, and the luckiest break, I've always been in the right 
place at the right time, except for Wednesday, the 23rd of Septem
ber, this is the greatest sadness and my greatest failure. But I'll 
stop there. 

Chairman BOREN. Mr. MacEachin, I thank you for your testimo
ny. I think that from listening to all of you sincerely present your 
views, we appreciate that it has not been easy for any of you to 
participate in these proceedings, nor will it be easy to share your 
views with us in open session. 

But I think you can see by the cross-section of views that we 
have heard tonight, we take our responsibility very seriously to try 
to reach the right result. As I said when we began, I was deter
mined that, whatever the result of the votes taken by this Commit
tee on this nomination, I hope that the Members of this Committee 
will feel and others will judge our efforts to be both thorough, fair 
and unbiased in trying to reach the best judgment. 

And that is exactly what we are going to try to do. It is a heavy 
responsibility but hearing from all five of you tonight will help us 
in that process. We value your input and we appreciate your will
ingness to come forward and share your views with us. 

I can only say that I hope you will be as candid in the public 
sessions as you have all been in the private session because this in 
many ways is a unique opportunity for the American people to 
have a better understanding of what the Intelligence Community 
and its mission is all about. 

I have had people come up to me on the street and say this and 
people who call me on the telephone and people when I was at 
home this weekend mowing my front yard stop to tell me that they 
have found what they have been watching very enlightening. They 
have learned more about this whole process than they have ever 
known before. 
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I just hope we can present a very fair and accurate picture 
know the Members of this Committee very well. I want each on 
you to know that I think the Members of this Committee will list °f 

to each and every one of you and take your comments very serioi 
ly. This group of people does not make decisions on a kneeiV t 
basis but try to really think it through. J * 

We appreciate the fact that you have all come to be part of th" 
Let me again appeal to you all and to everyone in the room thS 
none of us discuss the content of this testimony until it is heard i 
public session. Piecemeal disclosure will absolutely work againS 
our ability to be fair as a Committee because whatever happens S 
get in the media with the most emphasis, pro or con, will tilt th 
debate in a selective way. 

Senator Metzenbaum. 
Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, in the event the CIA 

raises questions or creates problems with respect to the ability of 
these people to testify, will you be good enough on Monday to let 
those of us who are on the Committee know? 

Chairman BOREN. Certainly. We are going to leave this up to the 
individual judgements of the five witnesses to the degree in which 
they feel any obligation to have this matter taken up with the CIA 
That is a matter of their own reading and understanding of their 
agreements. 

I would just say to any of the five of you to come to us with any 
difficulty whatsoever or any questions. Our hope is that you will be 
able to give most as you have given it to us tonight in open session 
We will do our best to see if additional documents that might 
relate to underlying issues can be declassified. Maybe some can 
maybe some cannot. We might have to have additional questioning 
in closed session. 

Mr. Ford? 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I would imagine that all of us will feel 

that our prepared remarks could be put together rather easily and 
that if we submit them to CIA they would be okayed rather easily. 
I think we should all anticipate that when we get into open hear
ings that when questions come on specifics then there may be a 
number of occasions where we will have to say 

Chairman BOREN. YOU will have to defer. As I have said, I hope 
that each of you as witnesses, will help me with that responsibility. 
There may be moments for all of us in a public forum where there 
is some tension and pressure. You are concentrating on an answer 
or we are concentrating on asking you a question and some of us or 
some of you may momentarily forget that we are getting into an 
area that we should not discuss in open session. 

It is absolutely proper for any of the witnesses, if any of the 
members of this Committee, including the Chairman, ask you a 
question that inadvertently asks you for classified information, to 
remind the questioner of that. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you would re
spond to a situation where a member of this Committee may ask a 
question in open hearings that would result in a reference made at 
this closed hearing. In other words, how will we deal with the fact 
that the witnesses may give testimony at the open hearing a little 
different than we heard it tonight. If a question is posed relative to 
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a situation discussed tonight and not discussed in the public hear
ing, I think it is appropriate for the Chair 

Chairman BOREN. The same rules would prevail. For example, 
w e took Mr. Kerr's deposition in closed testimony. In open session, 
in asking several questions of Mr. Kerr, I referenced back to the 
deposition which had been taken in this Committee. So as long as 
w e are not talking about classified sensitive information that has 
to remain classified, I do not see anything wrong with anyone 
saying, I did not hear you say today but I recall your saying such 
and such in closed session. 

Senator DECONCINI. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I could—and I hate 
to prolong this; I know everybody wants to go home—it seems to 
me it would be worthwhile to look at these statements and pick out 
what is classified and what is not. 

Chairman BOREN. I do not believe we have heard anything classi
fied. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Mr. Chairman, with the exception of the com
ment I made on Gordievski, I did not say anything that was classi
fied. 

Chairman BOREN. With the reception of the one comment on 
that specific individual. 

Mr. MACEACHIN. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I would like to rein
force a bit what Hal Ford has said. So much of what was laid out 
here tonight hinges on whether or not the evidence was treated 
properly. 

Chairman BOREN. Yes. 
Mr. MACEACHIN. But this is going to be a problem for us because 

we cannot—I do not really want to respond to just another set of 
assertions. 

Chairman BOREN. I understand. I think it is still good to make 
the assertions. If you get to a point where you want to say, Mr. 
Chairman and Members of the Committee, I simply do not believe 
that those with the opposing views have treated the underlying evi
dence right. I would like to have an opportunity in closed session to 
specifically go into some classified details that I think contradict 
their conclusions. 

I would anticipate that when we get through with the open ses
sion there are probably going to still be at least some questions and 
perhaps some additional responses that you are going to want to 
make that we will have to come back in here and listen to you. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I think you should be prepared to recognize 
that we basically had your written testimony submitted, which 
some of you departed from substantially, and you may depart even 
further. So you should be prepared for questions from us on any of 
these. 

Chairman BOREN. We will make a transcript. We will take out 
the classified portions of anything that was said tonight and make 
this public. 

Mr. WARNER. Would the other witnesses give their opinion as to 
whether or not their statements contained classified material? 

Chairman BOREN. Anything else that you can think of? Mr. 
Gershwin, did you? 

Mr. WARNER. Well, Mr. Gershwin obviously may have. 

60-283 0 - 9 2 - 2 4 
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Mr. GERSHWIN. There was probably not much classified in min 
I would have to look and see. There were some allusions to how w 
declassify information and things like that, but not much. 

Mr. FORD. I do not think anything of ours. 
Ms. GLAUDEMANS. I think there may be a distinction between mv 

oral remarks this evening and what is in my written statement sn 
I have some uncertainty on the written statement but not on th! 
oral. n e 

I do have a question, because I agree about Mr. MacEachin's 
point about evidence. I don't think it's possible in many cases to 
discuss the evidence of a lot of these topics or issues without verv 
quickly going into classified material. y 

Chairman BOREN. Getting into classified matters. Well, I think 
you should not hesitate to say so. If you start to answer a question 
and say, you know, I do not think I can fully make that case with 
out getting into some classified information. I would like to have 
the opportunity in the follow-on session to be able to pursue that 
with you. We will just make a notation to come back to that. 

So not only will we give Members an opportunity to pursue addi
tional questions, we will also give our witnesses the opportunity 
when we go into that part of it to make additional comments about 
classified information that came up in the course of the hearing 

I think it is unavoidable. We debated that question among our
selves. Do we start and do everything in closed session, including 
questions, and then go out and try to resummarize and to have 
some partial testimony in public? Or do we start in public which is 
in essence, what we are going to do Tuesday, and when it becomes 
obvious in public that we cannot complete some things, we will 
have to come back and complete them in closed session. 

So we decided that we would start in public and then go back 
into closed if necessary. 

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman BOREN. Yes, sir. 
Senator BRADLEY. I would just like to thank the witnesses for 

sharing as fully as you did tonight with us. I think it is very help
ful. It is not easy and I appreciate your willingness to do that. I 
think it is enormously helpful. 

Chairman BOREN. Thank you all very much. Members of the 
Committee, the first vote on the Senate floor is at 10:30 tomorrow 
and we will resume at 9:30 a.m. Tuesday morning in the public 
hearing room. 

[Whereupon, at 9:41 p.m., the Committee adjourned.] 



713 

resti.-.cr.y cf Melvin A. Goodman to »*« c „ , ^ , • ' •—-- --e ^ a - . Select 

Committe en Intelligence 

Secretary cf State George Shultz told the Irar.ccntra 

5[«*ri"9« -" -98~ t"at *e "ad "grave counts aoout t.-.e oo-ect. .•_-•.• 

ar.c reliability" cf intelligence from the Central lr.tellicer.ee 

Agency lanq before the controversy over tne arms sales and t.-.e 

sivecsicr. to the Centras. ïarlier ne had told -ne ores.den- -.-a: 

--e xnite House was getting incorrect information fro? --* 

acer.cy, ooth on Iran ar.d the issue cf terrorism. Shultz s 

criticise was aixed directly at William J. Casey and r.is deputy' 

ar.c orctege, Robert M. Gates. 

Several years later. Senator Daniel Patrie* Mcyr.i.-.an, tne 

f::-e: vire cr.airma.n :f the Senate Select C:r.-.:::ee :-

Intelligence, wrote tnat tne CIA had greatly overestimated tr.e 

3::e :: tne Soviet economy and underestimated t.-.e impact cf t.-.e 

Soviet defense burden. Senator Moymhan descrioec CI.-.'s 

.r.ao.l-ty to anticipate and record dramatic ceve-cpmer.ts w.t.-.m 

:.-.e Soviet'û'r.icn m tne 1980s as a significant ..-.-ellicence 

fail-re and asuec, "What else are we getting wrong?" 

I relieve CIA got a great deal wrong during tne 1980s. 

primarily because the analytical output of the directorate cf 

intelligence was systematically politicized. In the process, tne 

agency's fundamental mission to provide objective analysis to t.-.e 

?ciicyma<er was compromised and the professional integrity of -ts 
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analysts undermined. 

?OL:T:C:ZAT:ON OF INTELLIGENCE 

The pcliticization of intelligence was institua•ari•• 

during Casey's tenure as DC! (1981-1987) and Gates' Gen-*. «• 
= "->-e .-rs: 

as deputy to Casey and then as deputy director of inte";e. 

(1981-1987). Casey brought to the CIA a strong policy agenda 

based on his conviction that the Soviet Union was tseèn* -

destroying -he West and was responsible for most of -ne wor'd' 

problems. Gates understood the intelligence process and <r.ew f$f 

to ensure its responsiveness to Casey's policy interest. 3c-. 

men were determined to bolster analysis that empnasized the 

Soviet threat and to inhibit analysis that emphasized Moscow'!' 

problems and declining international position. 

The issue of politicization is a difficult one, out tr.e 

orcole.-.s created oy flawed .ntelligence are significant er.cucn :: 

require serious ar.à concentrated attention. Politicizatio-

snouid r.ot be confused witn policy relevance. The latter ensures 

--nat the policymaker is informed aocut situations ne cr s.-.e .3 

racir.g; it requires steady communication oetween t.-.e intell.cer.ee 

and policy communities. Politicization. m contrast, is tne 

systematic slanting of analysis to serve policy interests. 

Pcliticization can be imposed in various ways: 

* imposition of intelligence judgments not supported 

by evidence» 

* suppression of intelligence that does not support 
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the policy agenda, 

* manipulation of the analytical process, 

* misuse of the directorate of operations to influence 

the analytical work of the directorate of 

intelligence, and 

* personnel management that ensures responsiveness t* 

policy interests. 

I will provide examples of each to illustrate the <ey role plavec 

0y Robert Gates in the poiiticization of intelligence. 

— -J- --^ ..N 1 '"i- -wUGMEN.S; Casey =r.c Gates 

relieved that the Kremlin was behind Ali Agca's attempt --. 

assassinate the Pope in 1981. They tried unsuccessfully fcr 

several years to get the 01 to find the "smoking Ngur." to 

establish Soviet complicity. On the basis of a new report :-. 

1985 from second ar.c tr.ird-hand sources as well as untested 

s-oscurces, Casey instructed Gates to prepare a 01 stucv to sr.cw 

Ycsccv's direct involvement in the assassination attempt.- Gates 

::de:ec tr.at the study oe prepared in camera and t.-.at t.-.ere 

ino..ô oe no attempt to examine evidence that documented Soviet 

-on-mvolvement. "Three analysts with limited experience .-. 

Soviet foreign policy were given the task, and Soviet experts :-. 

the tcpic were excluded from preparation and review of t.-.e 

assessment. 

Even with such rigid ground rules, the analysts could net 

document Soviet involvement, and noted various inconsistencies 
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and anomalies in the key judgments and summary of the assess , 

Gates' personally rewrote the key judgments and summary, t9mQ£ 

all references to inconsistencies and anomalies and droppiJ"? 

"scope note" that stated the paper made no attempt to S X i ^ 

counter-arguments against Soviet complicity. Gates unambiguous^ 

stated in a covering note to the assessment, unknown *a ., 

autnors of the study, that the Soviets were "directly ir.vc'v i« 

and portrayed nis own views as a CIA consensus. Bh»# 

manipulated botr. the evidence and the analysts responsiole «« 

the assessment. 

An internal CIA study, commissioned oy Gates after seve-

criticism of the paper, concluded that the assessment •-•as pocrly 

sourced and lac<ed balance, and that the "seventh fleer" (i.e'
! 

Gates) had stacKed the dec< and "overwhelmed" the analytical :•-„ 

sfi the assessment. The directorate of operations concluded t.-.a: 

-..-.e study was •-._-. professional" and conceded that .: vas oasec 

= r. reporting -..-.at would not have been released if tnere .-.ad no: 

teen men-level interest. Neither DO nor 31 experts :n -_.-.e 

subject agreed with the paper and, over the past ten years, -,s 

reasor.aole évidence nas ImKed the Soviets to the atte.-ptec 

assassination. 

Other judgments that Gates introduced into agencv 

puoiications without suPPorting evidence were Soviet use of 

lethal cnemicals in Afghanistan, economic ties between drug 

sealers and international terrorists, state-sPonsorec terrorism, 

a reduction m Iranian support for terrorism in 1985-1986, and 

4 
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increased Contra successes between 1984 and 1986. 

--Casey and Gates wanted an intelligence product that linned 

drug dealers and international terrorists. The task was given to 

a senior analyst who concluded that no such link existed and wno 

:hen refused Gates' pressure to reach a different conclusion, 

-he analyst was replaced by another intelligence officer, wno 

complied with the request. 

—In response to Gates' pressure in 1985-1986, the DI began 

to allege that Iran was becoming more pragmatic and substantially 

reducing its support for terrorism. Gates has denied in The 

Washington Post and Foreign Affairs that the agency view ;f 

Iran's support for terrorism charged in this period but, in three 

formal 01 publications from November 1985 to May 1986, the fi . 

reported Iranian support as less active. There was no evidence 

:o support this aorupt departure in the DI view on Iranian 

support fsr terrorism, -nier, coincided of course with the period 

cf the HawK shipments to Iran. 

--In 1985, Gates wanted an agency document to assert that 

Syrian, libyan, and Iranian support for state terrorism was 

coordinated by Moscow. Despite the oojections of senior Soviet 

analysts, ne endorsed an estimate and a monograpn by an 

independent contractor to accuse the Soviets of coordinating 

terrorist activities. There was no reliable evidence of sue.-. 

Soviet involvement. 

* SUPPRESSION OF INTELLIGENCE; Gates displayed great 

5 
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intolerance for judgments that did not support Casey's view 

the Soviet Union and often blocked circulation of such ideas 

1982, he killed an estimate draft on the Soviets and the *u 

world -.hat argued there would be fewer opportunities for «n 
'"lOSCOv 

in the 1980s and more problems in areas of Soviet L«#A„-

Subsequent events showed that these views were correct, but Ga- -

said the draft lacked any sense of the dynamics cf Scv 

involvement in the Third World and ignored Moscow's "tact-,-

creativity." 

His own views were recorded in the Washington Times in 1986 

wr.er. he argued without any evidence that Moscow's targets m --

Third- World included the oil fields of the Middle East, --

Panama Canal, and the mineral wealth cf South Africa. in cr.a-

article, he became a policy advocate and called for a "vigc:;.s 

strategy" in the Third World, including use of military force. 

3efcre present .r.c .-.is views, he blocked a DI memoranda-, :.-.=: 

showed indicators of Soviet activity in the Third World eit.-.e: 

stagnant :: declining; the paper cited reduced Soviet snip davs 

m cut-cf-area waters, stagnant military and economic aid, ar.c 

fewer advisors abroad. 

— In 1984, Gates stopped several articles that conclude:: 

Moscow would not ignore U.S. injunctions and deliver MiG fighter 

aircraft to the Sandinistas. Gates sent a note explaining t.-.a: 

it would be "unhelpful" to "lead with our chin" in making sucn a 

prediction. As a result, U.S. policymakers were not exposed :: 

analysis of the constraints on Soviet actions in Central America. 
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—Gates blocked a major research effort in 1984 that 

documented insurgency failures against Soviet frrces in 

Afghanistan, dismissing the effort as "journalistic." Other 

intelligence agencies were producing assessments en the militarv 

limitations of the mujahideen, but agency efforts were <illed. 

Gates' personal view that the military successes of tr.e 

iujahideen would lead to more dramatic Soviet actions served to 

bloc* analysis that documented mujahideen shortcomings and Soviet 

limitations. 

—In 1985, Gates often rejected DI analysis that carefully 

and comprehensively documented Soviet problems :- Iran and 

pressed his own view that exaggerated the extent :f Soviet 

involvement and the nature of the Soviet threat in Ira.-.. He was 

personally responsible for the inaccurate assessments m t.-.e 

special estimate that was delivered to the White House m 1985. 

--The 31 significantly inflated Soviet aircraft lesses IT. 

Afghanistan over a three-year period, ignored indicators of tr.e 

Soviet decision to withdraw, and underestimated N'a; ibullan ' 3 

aDility tt survive the Soviet withdrawal. These views supported 

Gates' views on Soviet losses in Afghanistan and N'a; mullah' s 

political longevity. Much of the finished mtell-ger.ee :r. 

Afghanistan (and Nicaragua) was driven by the need to support CIA 

covert action programs. In sum, Gates' ability to bioc< analysis 

that indicated Soviet weakness or constraint had been 

institutionalized. 
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* U S £ 0 F T H E °° TO MANIPrrra-s ANALYSIS OF r»c nr . 

m two prominent cases, Gates allowed the operate 

directorate to influence analytical judgments of the < ~ e -

directorate. :n doing so, he undermined the crec.oility 

integrity of both the operational and intelligence directorates^ 

--The most dramatic and damaging episode occurred ..-. :986 

wnen a retired DO officer, George Cave, traveled to Iran w -

Robert McFariane and prepared his own reports en t.-.e ooli;ica-

situaticn in Iran. These reports were given to the NSC, with the 

source described as an Iranian moderate with gcod access. Cave 

was permitted to submit his analysis of his own reports to the 

most sensitive product of the DI. the President's Daily 3rief\! 

without coordination and without the Knowledge of DI analysts. 

When this matter was Drought to Gates attention, he dismissed 

t-e complaint and stated that tne analysts were merely upset at 

oeir.q "out-of-the-loop." The purpose of this exercise was to 

exaggerate the political .nfiuence of so-called Iranian moderates 

« * t.-,_s ;ustify the arms sales. m the process, us 

?oiicyr.a<ers--inciuding tne President of the United States -

oecame tne recipients of CIA disinformation. 

-In order to exaggerate the success of tne Contras, Gates 

allowed a DO officer to ta<e part in the drafting of current 

mteilioer.ee on Nicaragua. DI analysts eventually filed a formal 

complaint with the Inspector General (IG) regarding the 

inaccurate and tendentious analysis that was being produced from 
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:984 to 1986 as a result of DO involvement. DC! William Webster 

commissioned ah IG study in 1989 -hat confirmed the charges. 

During the Casey-Gates era in a departure from previous 

practice, DO officers contributed to analytical products dealing 

ulth countries where CIA was involved in covert action. Casey 

and Gates created joint DO-DI centers that prepared analysis cr. 

terrorism and Nicaragua, thus violating the ir.deoe-ce.-.t 

analytical function of the intelligence directorate. Gates also 

ordered that articles on Nicaragua in the National Intelligence 

Daily—the DI's premier publication—were to De coordinated fcr 

saostance with the DO. 

In the cases of Afghanistan, Iran, and Nicaragua, fcr 

example, where Casey was personally and politically committed t*̂  

a specific outcome as a result of operational programs, Gates 

made sure that finished intelligence was responsive. In 

tver.ty-f ive years cf ager.cy experience, I cannot recall any ctr.er 

example ci using tne DO to institutionalize control cf 

intelligence production. 

In another departure from practice. Gates ordered tne Office 

cf Soviet Analysis to prepare exaggerated assessments cf c.-.e 

Soviet threat that the McFarlane delegation would pass tc tne 

Iranians. The director of the Office often chortled that r.e 

pair.ted the Soviets "ten feet tall and four feet wide.' 

Disinformation efforts, of course, are prepared in the DO, never 

until then in the OZ. 
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• MANIPULATION OF ?»«*•»«. T h e lft|t||; 

Intelligence Estimate on Soviet involvement In inte, 

terre: 

Nation*; 

ior.a; 
:r:sn :., 1981 could not support Secretary of State Alexander 

Haig's c.-.arges that Moscow assisted and directed 

international terrorist organizations as the I R A , -*e T ' 

Brigade. 3aader-Meinhof, and the Japanese Red Army. Kaig h w 

^aad tne manuscript of a oook by Claire Sterling whicr. i m p : ^ 

that Moscow was directing and supporting European terrorise 

groups, and he wanted the documentation to prove it. 3, 

estimate concluded that Moscow supported such organizations as 

the PLO, tne ANC. and SWAPO that resorted to t e - o - s - „, 

element of their policies, but had not assisted European 

terrorist organizations. •; 

These views were unacceptable to Casey. Gates was 

instructed to rewrite the Key Judgments and change the text :< 

-he est.-ate to sr.cw extensive Soviet involvement 

international terrorism. Gates altered the text by higniignti-g 

àmbiçur.s reports m tne annex that suggested more extensive 

Soviet .nvolvement. His conclusions went beyond tne cccumentarv 

evidence, and the DO protested the misuse of its reports. 

Casey and Gates then ordered a rewrite of the estimate, 

expanding the terms of reference to include "revolutionary 

violence," a more ambiguous concept that widened tne scope of tne 

paper. The final draft, despite evidence to the contrary, 

implied Soviet support for European terrorist groups. Secretary 

of State Shultz ignored the conclusions of the estimate; his 

10 
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briefinq books on the subject concluded that neither the U.S. r.or 

its European allies had "evidence of a centralized control or 

planning mechanism nor cf a direct Soviet connection with 

terrorist groups." 

In the wake of the terrorism estimate, Casey toe* 

unprecedented steps to control the estimative process that -ac 

prided itself over the years for its institutional independence 

and analytical objectivity. With the help of Gates, Casey 

introduced the following unprecedented measures: 

--terms of reference and estimate drafts had to oe cleared 

by tr.e DC! before coordination with other agencies, 

—the positions of the DI and Chairman of tne National 

Intelligence Council were combined, with Gates heading bot*nf 

organizations, and 

--Gates nc longer permitted DI analysts to take footnotes in 

national intelligence estimates, including the important estirate 

or. Iran in May 1985 that exaggerated Soviet influence in Ter.rar. 

and ignored the inherent limits to the Soviet-Irania-

relaticnsr.ip. These steps enabled Gates to control all lines of 

intelligence analysis in the CIA and weakened t.ne agency's 

aoiiity to produce objective intelligence estimates. 

• PERSONNEL POLICY: Personnel management is the most 

effective way to ensure consistent production of a desired 

intelligence line, and Gates' personnel policies produced a 

steady erosion of CIA's analytical mission. Replacing 

11 
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int.llig.r.ç. „p . r t s u U S p , o p i e w U , , n q c o c o o p e c a c ( s ^ 

«*> w . < i„ m u . approi„ „ i n t .U i q .„c e „,„lq.meri; 
-.he .Macs of this p o l l c y c o n t ; n u . M h i n d e c t n e « g ^ ^ -

T-li«y M M I M . ,unior analysts b.can,, r.spons:ol, 7 

analysis on Sov*. dom.stic and for.ign policy as s.mor a n a ' 7 

sought oth.r positions insU. th. mt.llio.no, conutunity j ' 
•< a n d 

eisewhere. Nearly every sen:or analyst on Soviet foreign po- -

eventually left the Office of Soviet Analyse, and m a n a g e ^ 

PNisiou that were once held by professionals with more Cj&l 

fifty years cf collectée experience currently are occupied^ 

-teiiigence officers w:c, virtually none. The picture f £ 

Soviet domestic policy is similar, with the departure of „osi 

senior analysts and the introduction of managers with virtual!} 

r.o experience in Soviet domestic politics. The same pattern 

dominated the assignments of intelligence officers who covered" 

tr.e Cantoean and Central America. 3:11 Casey gave casn awards 

to officers linked to Irancor.tra such as Dewey Clarndge, Alar. 

-:ers. ar.d Clair George in 1986. m similar fasnion, Gates' 

^tellice.ce directorate .sec .ncentives to honor and promote 

managers and analysts who adhered to the company line. 

?OL:T:C:2ATION AND INTELLIGENCE ON IRAN 

Ail the tools of politicization were brought to bear during 

the crucial period in May 1985, when the CIA prepared a special 

national intelligence memorandum on Iran as well as two memoranda 

on Iran oy Graham Fuller, the National Intelligence Officer for 

12 
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the Near East and South Asia. From 1981 to 1985, DI analysts had 

resisted pressure -from Casey and Gates and argued that Soviet 

efforts to gain influence in Iran had failed, that Soviet-Iraniar. 

relations were severely strained, and that Moscow did not expect 

t0 gain influence in Tehran as long as Khomeini remained :-

power. These well-documented conclusions were radically 

altered in 1985, however, without any change in the evidentiary 

base. 

The special estimate, entitled "Iran: Prospects for Sear-

term instability," concluded that Moscow was well positioned to 

increase its influence in Iran, that Gorbachev saw Iran as a <ey 

area of opportunity, and that Moscow would show flexibility en 

arms sales to Iran. These views were introduced without . 

consulting Soviet analysts in the DDL Prior to preparation cf 

the estimate. Gates ordered that the senior intelligence officer 

iz: Scviet foreign pclicy be removed from the Office of Soviet 

Analysis (SOVA). The conclusions of SOVA analysts, that Moscow 

was s<epticai about Khomeini's intentions and was unlikely :: 

sacrifice ties with Iraq for uncertain gains in Iran, were 

ignored. 

In a departure from past practice, the NIO for the Near East 

drafted the key judgments and did not vet them with tne 

intelligence community until the first coordination meeting. The 

NIO's views had been vetted with Robert Gates, however, and the 

NIO informed those at the meeting that the draft had Gates' 

approval and could not be changed.- This episode is particular-y 

13 



726 

important in view of Gates' letter to Senator David L. 30re-

1987, stating chat there were "r.o dissents to the Estimate • 

any agency" and that the "independence and integrity of -s' 

intelligence process were preserved throughout." :n fac-
-' only 

one Soviet analyst from the intelligence community attended -r" 

meeting; his arguments were virtually ignored and Gates' po

of permitting no footnotes prevented DI's views c -,„ 
-e.-ç 

expressed. 

Subsequent intelligence estimates on Iran returnee to •-

assessments expressed in past publications. that as "ara 

Khomeini remained at the heim, Moscow was "unlikely to 3««t. 

significant gestures to improve relations." Gates, m ais 

testimony on Iran and the Soviet position on Iran to t.-.e Senate1' 

Foreign Relations Committee in January 1989, did not refer z~ :.-e 

anomalies in the Iran estimate of May 1985--even thougn SOVA's 

csntr ibution to nis testimony highlighted the episode. 

IMPLICATIONS OF P0LITICI2ATI0N; 

The politicizacion that took place curing the Casey-Gates 

era is directly responsible for the CIA's loss of its et.-.ical 

compass and the erosion of its credibility. Sherman Kent ar.c 

other - intelligence theorists have argued that there must oe 

interaction between policy and intelligence if each is to oe 

effective, but this can be accomplished only with oojective 

intelligence. The imposition of intelligence judgments or tne 

repression of information deprives policymakers of important ar.c 

14 
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timely information. The creation of joint DO-DI centers—wnicr. 

are susceptible to' high-ievel manipulation—violates the basic 

rationale for the CIA's existence — to provide ojective 

^.telliçence, independent of policy bias. 

A HPSCI study, entitled "U.S. Intelligence Performance or. 

Central America: Achievements and Selected Instances cf Concern," 

discovered some of these problems nearly ten years ago. With 

regard to agency analysis, it recorded the absence cf "rigorous 

evaluation of contradictory evidence. .. in products whose primary 

function is to reinforce policy rather than inform." :t 

concluded that the "consumer's desire for 'ammunition'," 

moreover, had a "costly" effect on the intelligence product. A 

comparable study on intelligence regarding the Soviet 'Jnion woul'cf 

nave similar conclusions. 

Within the intelligence directorate itself, issues cf 

politicization nave caused serious morale problems among analysts 

and even some managers as their professional ethic has oeer. 

eroded. Numerous IG reports and Management Advisory Group (MAG) 

surveys over the past ten. years have described the malaise and 

anger among many analysts over the corruption cf tne intelligence 

process. These reports confirm that, with eacn episode cf 

politicization, analysts learned the lesson that if the Soviets 

were not painted—in the words of one senior manager —"ten feet 

tall and four feet wide" — there would be no audience on the 

seventh floor. As a result, analysts began to censor their own 

work, whicn helps to explain why DO field assessments reflect a 

15 
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better understanding of political issues than DI intelligence 

• • • • * • 

During my twenty-five years of experience at the CIA, I 

observed examples of institutional bias and intelligence failur 

Nevertheless, when DCI John McCone disagreed with an estimate 0-

the eve of the Cuban missile crisis in 1962, he carried the 

analysis of the intelligence community to the White House ariC; 

presented his personal dissent to the president. When DC: 

Richard Helms was troubled by CIA analysis on Vietnam in t.-.e 

1960s, he too delivered the analysis to the NSC along with his 

personal views on the subject. Indeed, until the era cf Casey 

and Gates, the problem cf systematic politicization was unknown 

to the agency. 

There is no question that intelligence officers will differ 

over evidence that is sub;ect to interpretation. The intelligence 

process was structured to ensure that these differences could be 

aired. Competing offices were established to ensure 

coordination sessions and t.-.e right to express dissent. The 31 

ar.d tr.e 10 are separate m order to protect independent analysis. 

The office of national estimates and the intelligence directorate 

should be separate for the same reason. Casey and Gates closed 

down these traditional practices for expressing differences ar.c 

arrogated powers of judgment to themselves, thus corrupting a 

process that intelligence officers take seriously. 

Casey and Gates» moreover, introduced a pattern of imposing 

judgments without supporting evidence and suppressing other lines 

16 
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ûf analysis. They made assumptions that ignored evidence and 

circumvented intelligence procedures; in at least one case, th« 

papal plot, they fabricated the conclusions of an assessment. 

:,ey systematically created an agency view of the Soviet Union 

, m overemphasized the Soviet threat, ignored Soviet 

vulnerabilities and weaknesses, and failed to recognize the 

pluralistic political culture that Gorbachev developed in a 

relatively short period of time. In doing so, alternative views 

c£ the USSR and information useful to the policymaker were 

suppressed. 

in sum, and to answer Senator Moyninan's importa- question 

regarding "what else are we getting wrong," the policy community. 

:he Congress, and the country failed to receive significant1 

information on the Soviet Union and the Third World from 1981 to 

1988. William Casey wanted intelligence products that supported 

-is view cf the Soviet tnreat, and Robert Gates manipulated tne 

intelligence directorate to achieve the desired line. The fact 

that the CIA missed tne most important historical development in 

.:s nistory--the collapse of the Soviet Empire and tne Soviet 

•Jnion itself--is due in large measure to the culture and process 

that Gates established in his directorate. As a result, tne 

açer.cy contributed to the narrowing of policy choices for U.S. 

policymakers in dealing with the USSR during a period of historic 

opportunity. 

Melvin A. Goodman 
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Background and Intelligence Experience 

I received a Liberal Arts degree from the University of 
Texas at Austin in 1981 and a Masters in Public Affairs from 
the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs 
at Princeton University in 1983. 

In the summer of 1982,1 was a graduate fellow in SOVAs 
policy Analysis Division, working on Soviet foreign policy 
toward the Third World. 

I entered the Career Training Program in October 1983. 
In addition to class study, I worked in NESA, Soviet Reports in 
the Directorate of Operations and the State Department's 
Bureau of Intelligence and Reports (INR). 

In January 1985 I entered SOVAs Third World Division 
to work on Soviet policy toward the Middle East. 

In January 1988 I began working in the Strategic Forces 
Division on Soviet policy toward the United States. 

I left in November 1989 on leave without pay status until 
my paperwork was processed at the State Department. 

I worked at INR's Office of Soviet and East European 
Analysis from March 1990 until mid-June 1991 when I and 
my family moved to Connecticut. 

My Perceptions of Politicization 

(1) As a graduate fellow in the summer of 1982,1 entered 
SOVA on the heels of the terrorism estimate controversy. 
While I knew nothing of the substantive merits at the time, I 
can tell you that the repercussions were clear. Though more 
senior analysts and managers did not discuss it, the topic was 
of intense interest among the analysts I encountered. They 
were fairly uniform in their interpretation of that incident: 
Then-Director Casey and Mr. Gates had outright refused to 
accept anything other than an estimate that supported the 
conclusions of the author Clare Sterling. 
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While striking me as a bit bizarre, this particular incident 
did not discourage me from rejoining the Agency after 
graduate school. The issue of politicization was, however, 
something I was aware of from my earliest days at the agency 
It was also, I believe, an institutional learning experience. 

(2) Shortly after I joined SOVA's staff, there was a 
controversy over an estimate called Iran, Libya and Syria: The 
Triple Entente regarding a judgment that the USSR was 
somehow coordinating and directing the sinister activities of 
these countries. Not only did SOVA analysts vehemently 
argue the substance of this issue, particularly with regard to 
Moscow's abilities to direct Iran, they were most galled that 
they had been told there would be no footnotes. 

(3) Shortly thereafter, the Third World division chief was 
removed. It was widely viewed in the division that Mr. Gates 
wanted him out of the way because of his unwillingness to 
fulfill or satisfy the DCI's analytical agenda. At a conference in 
Warrenton, Virginia shortly after his removal, SOVA 
management did not deny this, when asked why he was 
"fired." In fact, it was said that the division's analysis was 
going to have to change. I remember at the time, the chilling 
effect this had. A year later, a new division chief reiterated that 
point in a 20-page memorandum to the division. Again, this 
was a signal to analysts that our product was displeasing the 
seventh floor. In retrospect, I think the quality and the 
accuracy of SOVA's analysis reflects well on the CIA. 

I also recall that two other division chiefs were removed at 
the time, and that it was fairly well known within SOVA that all 
three were removed at the request of Mr. Gates. One for being 
"too soft" on Soviet policy in the Third World, one for being "too 
soft" on Soviet arms control and US policy, and the other for 
being "too bleak" about the Soviet economy. Moreover, they 
were replaced by people who had little, if any, substantive 
experience in these areas. I later had a conversation with Mr. 
Gates' successor as DDI, who also confirmed for me that the 
removal of the Third World division chief was for "political" 
reasons. The DDI said that the the Division Chief had been 
removed "not for what he said, but for how he said it." I could 
not find that credible. First of all, the CIA, and SOVA in 
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particular, has some of the best editors around If it was 
genuinely a presentation problem, these editors could have 
easily handled it. That office directors and other managers 
had to suffer so much anxiety over how to present analysis 
convinces me that the problem was in fact the message itself. 

For me the removal of the Third World Division Chief and 
the prior inability to take a footnotes set the stage for the 1985 
Iran estimate. 

(4) As you know, that estimate included the judgment 
that the USSR viewed Iran as an area of major opportunity in 
1985. No one in SOVA could substantiate this assertion with 
evidence. There was none. In fact the evidence indicated that 
the Soviets assessed their chances of gaining influence in Iran 
as slim-to-none until Khomeini died. There was the 
repression of the Tudeh Party, the revolutionary fervor for 
Islam that made the atheistic communists "the second devil," 
and defector reporting. Soviet academics were reevaluating the 
Iranian revolution and cautioning of its inherent dangers to 
Soviet interests, despite benefits of Iran's anti-Americanism. 
Moreover, Soviet efforts to court Iran had only soured 
relations with Iraq. These arguments were forcefully made at 
the coordinating table, but the NIO for NESA claimed that he 
had already shown this judgment to Mr. Gates and that the 
DDI/Chairman of the NIC preferred it to the original SOVA 
draft. He also said that the NIO for the USSR had agreed to the 
judgment. I think the futility of seeking an appeal is obvious. 

By this time, people in SOVA had grown accustomed to 
losing in these situations and, at some point, you know the 
best you can do is argue at the table but that to go further 
would only make you a "problem" to managers on up the line. I 
think the best way I can describe it is that it was like being a 
member of an opposition party in Mexico or Japan. You just 
knew you were going to lose. It did not matter how 
overwhelming the evidence was in your favor or how lacking in 
evidence the "seventh floor" was. 

That this was a case of politicization was made most clear 
to me after the Iran-Contra story broke and we learned that 
the NIO for NESA had written, and Mr. Gates had approved, a 
memo to the NSC at the same time as the Iran estimate, with 
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the same erroneous judgment and with no evidence 
whatsoever cited in the memo (or the estimate for that matt* 
which could justify such a conclusion. That this was a case nf 
politicization because SOVA did not take a footnote is more 
subtle. People had been beaten and intimated to the point 
where they stopped fighting losing battles. This is the nature 
of the politicization beast and the degree to which analysis w» 
being corrupted; analysts and mid-level managers anticipate 
Mr. Gates' reaction and began censoring themselves. 

Compounding SOVA's problem was that estimates 
touching upon Soviet policy toward the Third World were 
usually written under the NIOs for the various regions, such 
as the NIO for NESA, so the DI representative would be from 
that NIOs respective office, not SOVA. Thus, pleading for a 
footnote required the support of another office. I cannot 
remember one incident where another DI office was willing to 
fight SOVA's battles with Mr. Gates. Also, at a coordination 
meeting, the other agencies' representatives were from their 
regional offices, leaving the SOVA analyst alone at the table to 
argue issues of Soviet policy. 

I worked on 13 estimates while on the Soviet-Middle East 
account. Let me assure you that the analyst went to 
coordinating meetings alone. I always believed that the 
coordination meeting was the last place to argue SOVA's case. I 
understood that there was no appeal. That a footnote was 
never seen as a realistic option, I believe, confirms the 
atmosphere of intimidation. 

I have been told that the only DI footnote under Mr. 
Gate's double tenure as DDI and chairman of the NIC had to do 
with a military/technical issue and not one of political analysis 
I do not know if this is true, but I can state most 
unambiguously that as far as Soviet policy in the Third World 
was concerned there was strong pressure against footnotes. 

(5) In September 1985 there was an estimate on the 
Arab-Israeli peace process and the question of Soviet-Israeli 
relations became a disputed issue. The NIO for NESA, and 
eventually the NIO for the USSR, were the only two 
participants in the estimate who supported a conclusion that 
the USSR was likely to reestablish diplomatic relations with 

Page 5 



735 

Israel within the next 18 months. Everyone else, including 
SOVA's analysts argued that it was indeed unlikely citing 
Soviet concerns about angering Arab friends and not getting 
anything in return from Israel (namely agreement to an 
international peace conference). Ultimately, the text included 
both views. But the estimate cited no evidence or support for 
either case. 

Simultaneously, I and a colleague were writing a paper 
examining the prospects of Soviet-Israeli relations that 
included a large body of evidence, much of which had not before 
been published. Mr. Gates' response, however, was that 
though the paper was good, it should not be disseminated. To 
this day, I do not know why he did not want to publish a paper 
because it happened to substantiate one view in an estimate. I 
do not know if he disagreed with the conclusion, or simply, if 
he was reluctant to issue a paper that suggested the Soviets 
were unlikely to do something (i.e. reestablish full diplomatic 
relations with Israel) which might complicate US peace efforts. 

The implications of this event, however, went far beyond 
anything Gates probably intended, but it demonstrates the 
kind of atmosphere he was capable of creating and did nothing 
to fix. Mid- and lower level managers interpreted his killing the 
paper to mean that he disagreed with the judgment and it 
became a tortuous effort to write anything on the subject of 
Soviet-Israeli relations again. 

(6) During the Libyan crisis in the spring of 1986, a 
colleague in NESA was asked to write a paper assessing the 
likely impact of economic sanctions on Libya. When the 
analyst concluded that, because Libyan crude is of the highest 
quality and value and can easily be marketed, sanctions were 
unlikely to deter Qadafi, I was told, that Mr. Gates rejected the 
paper on the ground that is was inconsistent with US policy. 
As you know, this has been corroborated by the analyst 
himself. 

(7) Also in the spring of 1986, there was a typescript 
memorandum on the collapse of the Hussein-Arafat Accord. It 
was a joint paper between NESA and SOVA, and NESA took the 
lead. The basic conclusion was that although the Soviets were 
opposed to the accord (because it threatened to exclude them 
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from the peace process), the accord collapsed because of strong 
opposition to it within the PLO itself. At DDI review, Mr. Gates 
reversed that judgment so that it said the Hussein-Arafat 
Accord collapsed as a result of Soviet pressure. I tell this first 
as an example of Mr. Gates' imposing his predictable views on 
analysis (which ignored the abundant evidence of the 
pressures Arafat was under from his own forces). But I also 
tell it as an example of what happened when a SOVA manager 
sought to take issue with Mr. Gates. The Branch Chief, 
convinced of the inaccuracy of the judgment, went to Mr. 
Gates' office to argue on behalf of the original analysis. That 
branch chief was successful that time, but he was also gone 
from SOVA shortly thereafter. That this branch chiefs 
analytical track record was outstanding was irrelevant, 
unfortunately. It was the clear perception that this branch 
chief was removed because he had challenged Mr. Gates too 
often. This was confirmed to me, when a senior manager said 
in the context of the Branch Chiefs removal that "this talking 
back to Gates" has to stop. 

(8) In June and July of 1987, we were working on a SNIE 
regarding the Persian Gulf and the reflagging of Kuwaiti ships. 
I was a co-author of the estimate, the other co-author was 
from NESA. One judgment in the estimate stated that a US 
refusal to reflag or escort Kuwaiti ships, while disappointing 
Kuwait and other GCC states, would not likely spur them to 
seek closer relations with the USSR, which was already 
reflagging some Kuwaiti ships. This was the consensus of the 
intelligence community and the estimate made it up to the 
NFIB meeting, which I attended. 

I was told on the way to the meeting that there was some 
cause for concern because Mr. Gates, then the DDCI, had called 
General Odom of NSA to get his support in killing the estimate. 
They apparently did not want to publish an estimate that 
could reassure some in Congress who were opposed to 
reflagging and escorting that the political repercussions would 
probably be minor. The estimate was killed at the NFIB, despite 
vigorous defense from the Assistant Secretary for INR and the 
NIO for NESA. In discussing a post-mortem with other 
participants in that estimate, there was a consensus that this 
was indeed a case of suppressing a community judgment for 
fear of its implications on policy, in this case legislative debate. 

Page 7 



737 

(9) From April 1986 until August 1987, I had four 
different branch chiefs and from April 1985 until August 1987 
I had four division chiefs, and I never changed jobs. With few 
exceptions, each successive reorganization brought in less 
experienced managers. When I worked on Soviet policy toward 
the United States from January 1988 until I left in November 
1989, I also had four different branch chiefs, two division 
chiefs and two group chiefs. 

SOVA was created in the 1981 DI reorganization. It was 
then reorganized in March 1984, and to varying degrees in 
1985, 1986, 1987, and 1989, and I believe there has been some 
more since then. Some of this personnel turmoil was, I believe, 
the result of satisfying Mr. Gates' personnel preferences. 
Some may justifiably reflect the needs of an institution to 
adapt to the changing situation in the USSR. I believe most of 
this turmoil, however, reflected an institutional inability to 
come to terms with conflicting demands: one, which required 
substantively qualified managers who could successfully lead a 
bunch of analysts, and the other, which required managers to 
be sufficiently pliant as to not "rock the boat" with too many 
unwanted papers that cited too much unwanted evidence. One 
of the major impacts of this personnel turmoil was to put a 
break on the flow of papers getting out of the SOVA third World 
Division. I think this, too, is credible evidence of politicization. 
If Mr. Gates was having a difficult time getting the analysis 
that he wanted, then slowing down the process was a second 
best solution. 

(10) In the fall of 1987, the CIA Inspector Generals office 
conducted an investigation of SOVA. (I had heard that Mr. 
Gates had successfully put off prior attempts to investigate 
SOVA, with the excuse that a particular reorganization had yet 
to "settle.") When the results were concluded, I also heard that 
there was one paragraph which said that there was a 
perception in SOVA that analysis had been politicized by Mr. 
Gates and that the Inspector General's office gave an oral 
briefing of its report that went into greater detail than the 
written report. I myself have never seen the IG Report, but if 
what I have heard is true, then I do not understand why senior 
agency management took no action to dispel this perception. 
As you all well know, the perception that analysis is politicized 
widely persists within SOVA to this day. 
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(11) Finally, I wish to address the legacy of Mr. Gates in 
SOVA today. I do so by describing events surrounding my last 
paper in that office. As you are probably aware, a shift 
occurred by the spring of 1989 in the debate among 
Sovietologists, at least among those within the government. 
Between the March 1986 Party Congress and December 1988 
this debate focused on the sincerity of Gorbachev's reform 
policies. Was Gorbachev a genuine reformer? Was 
perestroyka for real? Was New Thinking in foreign policy just 
an attempt to dupe the West until the USSR had regained some 
economic strength? Obviously some concluded there was a 
genuine reform movement (within the Communist Party 
itself) sooner than others, but by the December 1988 unilateral 
cuts announcement this debate was pretty much settled. It 
then shifted to whether or not the reform process, and 
Gorbachev in particular, could survive. Mr. Gates' article in the 
spring of 1989 on the lessons of Khrushchev's overthrow 
marks a good beginning to this debate. 

It was also in March of 1989 that Mr. Kolt became director 
of SOVA. In all due respect, I cannot tell this story without 
bluntly stating that everyone I know in SOVA, including 
myself, believes that Mr. Kolt was Mr. Gates' choice for head of 
SOVA and that Mr. Kolt has used SOVA's analysis to support 
Mr. Gates' position in this debate. Having also worked in the 
State Department, I can tell you that this perception also 
exists outside of SOVA. For example, I recall that Mr. Kolt, in a 
personal memo to the director warned that Gorbachev could 
well be overthrown at the April 1989 plenum. Again that 
summer when the coal strikes first began, he was predicting 
the end of Gorbachev. He also said, at a briefing at the State 
Department which I attended, that there was a better than 
even chance of this at the September 1989 plenum. 

Thus, in August 1989,1 was asked to write a paper on the 
implications for Soviet foreign policy should Gorbachev be 
gone. Initially, I was not told what the answer was supposed to 
be, but that became apparent in the "review" process. My (and 
my branch chiefs) analytical approach to this hypothetical 
scenario was to examine how factors, such as when and how 
Gorbachev might be gone from the scene, would determine the 
outcome. The original outline suggested that should 
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Gorbachev die unexpectedly from a heart attack or even an 
assassin, it was quite likely that the reformists could hold the 
center of power at least over the short term. If such event 
occurred after a sufficient period of time for glasnost and 
democratization to become more institutionalized and rooted, 
the longer term prospects for reform were fairly good. Should 
he be ousted, the outcome would depend on who in fact ousted 
him. Quickly, we were not even allowed to consider a political 
threat from the left, representing those who were dissatisfied 
with the slow pace of reform. At that time at least, the Yeltsin 
alternative could not be considered in the hypothetical. Mr. 
Kolt flat out rejected it. The only ouster scenario we could 
consider was one from the hard right; from those who wanted 
a return to Neo-Stalinism. 

(I would like to tell you that at this time, SOVA went 
through a linguistic nightmare. The political terms "reformers 
and conservatives" in the Soviet context referred to reformers 
and hard-line communists who were opposed to reform. The 
Soviets use the term "conservative" to refer to these hardliners. 
Because the Soviets use the term, Sovietologists use the term. 
But because in the American political context the term 
"conservative" is affiliated with the current administration, 
concern was raised that the use of the word conservative might 
somehow offend the sensitivities of the President. Thus, we 
were all forced to call Soviet conservatives, orthodox {which 
made them sound religious} or traditionalists {which made 
them sound like pro-tsarists}. It was silly and bizarre, but I tell 
it as a demonstration of the degree to which SOVA is willing to 
be politically sensitive.) 

When the first draft of the paper was sent to Mr. Kolt 
(having gone through a branch chief, a deputy division chief, a 
division chief, and a group chief), he edited it down to one 
scenario: Neo-Staiinists were likely to either oust Gorbachev 
or replace him, if he died unexpectedly, and sent it in draft to 
the DDL It then took another 8 weeks to get the paper out. 
Ultimately, it included a scenario whereby reformers might 
hold power over the short-term, but in the long-term the Neo-
Stalinists would emerge. 

In the meantime, caveats to the hypothetical were 
deleted, such as one in the introduction which stated 
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"Although is its likely that Gorbachev will still be in power in 
1990, his unexpected demise is possible and thus we are 
considering its implications." I was told, "we are not being 
asked to predict Gorbachevs longevity, so why should we," as if 
writing a paper about the implications of his departure would 
not raise such questions. Most offensively, however, I was told 
by one in my chain of command that because this paper was 
going to Mr. Gates at the NSC, it was necessary to delete the 
name of my co-author because if he saw it, he would never read 
the paper. Thus would I mind taking my name off the paper as 
well. I had never seen this done before on this type of memo, 
but because I was utterly embarrassed and ashamed by the 
paper anyway, I agreed. 

I also left SOVA. I no longer believed there was any 
intellectual honesty or rigor left in the analytical process and I 
did not want to be a part of such blatant pandering to one 
ideological viewpoint. I wish to emphasize, however, that I left 
disappointed, not embittered. While I had my first serious 
doubts about a career in the Agency in May of 1986, I waited 
for three and a half years for things to improve. I believe they 
have only gotten worse. 

If you find merit and credibility in what I have told you, 
then I suggest that the prospect of restoring an institutional 
sense of analytical integrity at the CIA would be in jeopardy if 
you approve Mr. Gates' nomination. In any event, for the sake 
of national security and for the organization, I hope you 
continue to monitor this issue closely until all allegations of its 
existence are removed. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share these views with 
you. 
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