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point. And then after Senator Metzenbaum completes, we do need
to send notice to Senator D’Amato because he will then be next fol.
lowed by Senator Bradley.

I appreciate the cooperation of all Members of the Committee
and the staff and also certainly appreciate the cooperation of the
nominee. I know it has been a long day and we appreciate your pa-
tience in remaining with us for the night session,

Senator METZENBAUM, Mr. Chairman, I think you ought to ask
the witness whether or not that is convenient for him, It’s been a
long day for him. If he needs a little more than

Chairman Boren. I thank this display of mercy from Senator
Metzenbaum, let me direct that question to the nominee,

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

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

Chairman Boren. Is that all right with you to start at 9:00
o’clock.

Mr. GATES. Yes sir.

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

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

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

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1991

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

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:16 o'clock
a.m., in Room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable
David L. Boren, Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston,
Metzenbaum, Murkowski, Warner, Danforth, Rudman, Gorton,
Chafee and Cohen.

Also Present: George Tenet, Staff Director; John Moseman, Mi-

ority Staff Director; Britt Snider, Chief Counsel; and Kathleen
McGhee, Chief Clerk.

. Chairman Boren. If we could clear the well, please, we will
egin.

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

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

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

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

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

Other Members of the panel have indicated to me that they also

Senator I¥ Amato will be the next questioner.

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

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

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

It will be necessary for us to proceed with these outside witnesses
on Thursday because of their schedules. We will then re-evaluate
where we are with the hearing schedule.
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I will turn at this time to the Senator from Ohio to continue
with his questioning.

Senator Metzenbaum.

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

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

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

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

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

Senator RupMaN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make a point of
personal privilege here. I object to that statement from my good
friend from QOhio.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

We have been more or less allowing a question that someone
wants to interject or a follow-on question, but I will try to keep us
from getting into debate. I will ask the cooperation of Members of
both sides not to enter into debate. I do believe that Members of
this Committee all take their responsibilities seriously individually.

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

Senator MerzEnBauM. All right. I would like to summarize
where I think we stand so far.
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Mr. Gates, my questions last night were probing inconsistencies
between what you said to Congressional Committees at various
times regarding Iran-Contra and what was actually happening in
your shop.

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

Frankly, Mr. Gates, one of the most difficult challenges that I
am finding in connection with your confirmation relates to the fact
that so much was happening at the CIA and around the CIA that
you have pretty much indicated you did not know. You actually in-
dicated that you did not want to know.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

According to your testimony last night, you not only failed to in-
clude a full description of the problems 1in this operation in Mr.
Casey’s testimony, you also failed to read the transcript of the
hearing.

Mr. Gates, this was not just a routine intelligence hearing. It was

ot like, as I think you said, one of the thousand appearances, or
something of that kind, of CIA people before Congressional hear-
ings. This was the CIA’s first effort to tell Congress about the big-
gest intelligence blunder in years.

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

We were, in fact; misled.

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

Maybe the problem was in giving such blithe assurances to Con-
gress in the first place, but I do not think s0. I think the problem
was that once having given this assurance, you failed to set up a
system that would enable you to keep your promise. And that leads
me to the basic theme thaf today’s questions will develop.

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

Let us go back to the first time that you say you heard about the
Iran arms sale. On December 5, 1985, you attended a meeting at
the CIA where you learned that the Agency had been involved the
previous month in supporting an Israeli transfer of U.8. arms to
Iran without a Presidential Finding. A Finding had then been
drafted to include retroactive language and a Congressional non-
disclosure clause,

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

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

The question is, why did you not immediately voice your objec-
tions to your superiors? Why did you not immediately insist on
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proper reporting procedure with respect to any future covert activi-
ty?

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. GATES—Resumed

Mr. Gares. Senator Metzenbaum, the period during which these
events took place I was Deputy Director for Intelligence. The meet-
ing that Mr. McMahon held was one in which I was asked, along
with another colleague from the analytical directorate, several fac-
tual questions about what had happened, what was happening in
Iran.

We were asked about the number of operational tanks and about
a biography of one of the military leaders and several other ques-
tions. Mr. McMahon, according to the reconstruction of the notes of
his assistant, then turned to people from the Directorate of Oper-
ations and was told that a flight had gone, that several other
flights were expected. It was not certain whether HAWKS were on
the plane. And I think, in response to a question from him, that
the Finding had been signed.

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

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

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

Mr. GaTes. No, sir.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Senator METZENBAUM. When did you see this?

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

Senator MEtzENBAUM. That Israel vouched for Mr. Ghorbanifar?

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

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

Mr. GATES, No, sir. I recall hearing around that time—I can’t be
precise about the timing—that he had, in fact, failed the polygraph
test agd he was considered unreliable, and that we had so informed
the NSC.
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Senator MeTzENBAUM. Did you not have a right to review the
draft Findings?

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

Senator METzENBAUM. In fact, you actually cited your general
role in reviewing draft Findings as a qualification for you to be
confirmed for higher office. _

Why did you not stick up for your right to review these Findings
at that point?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In that area I think we were negligent as an agency. But I would
say that as a policy matter it was not up to me, or in fact to Mr.
Mcha.hon, to question the policy decision that the President had
made.

Senator METZENBAUM. In May 1986, you were Deputy Director.
You or Mr. Casey received a memo from Charlie Allen regarding



Ghorbanifar and release of the hostages. Mr. Allen warned that
the NSC initiative to secure release of the hostages was “dead in
the water.”

Not only was the mission at variance with our stated foreign
policy, but it was operationally a failure. There was no longer any

serve the integrity of the Agency? :
1\/_Ir. GA_TES. Well, sir, T've indicated that I told Director.Casey.at

hostages out. In fact, they continued to believe that well into No-
vember. And so that wasg their justification for continuing to keep
it secret. :

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

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

We had a legitimate Finding signed by the President. I had no
indicatio§1 that there was any violation of U.S. law. I thought it

things that I should have done was to have protested harder, more
vigorously that the non-notification provision be lifted.

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

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

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

Mr. Gares. Senator, I would say to you that, as I indicated yes-
terday, when I arrived ag Deputy Director I had no direct experi-
ence in supervising clandestine activities. The role and nature of
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proprietaries and so on, as an example, were not something that [
had dealt with in the past. ) o
These operations that you are describing, the Iran initiative, had

that there was anything improper going on. ) )
I moved slowly in involving myself in the clandestine affairs of

not today, not yesterday, not when I was nominated for this posi-
tion now, not even when I was nominated in February 1987, did I
suddenly come to these things or learn these lessons, )

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

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

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

It is a difficult question for us to decide.

I will go on with my questioning.

Chairman Bogren. Senator Metzenbaum, let me interject one

oint.
P Mr. McMahon's name has come up a number of times.

Senator METZENBAUM. Pardon?

Chairman Boren. Mr. McMahon, the name of Mr. MecMazhon, h@s
come up a number of times today in the oral questioning and in
the nominee’s answers.

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

Senator METZENBAUM. I thank the Chairman. I thank you. Later
that same month, Mr. Gates, you were briefed by Admiral Poin-

Poindexter’s briefing was an opportunity to point out that the
secret scheme was failing. We were sending arms and we were not
getting hostages. It was a chance to speak up and make the case
that Congress ought to be brought in, that Congress ought to be ad-
vised,



Why did you not speak up at that point?
Mr. GarEs. Senator, I should have spoken up. I indicated that

that. And I frankly deferred to him in this matter. As I indicated
yesterday I probably should have spoken up more.

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, you knew you could not speak up to
Casey. You said you became uneasy about the prolonged delay in
the timely notification of Congress. T think I remember you saying
yesterday it was 11 months after that Congress was notified of this.
Am I correct in my recollection?

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

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

You were faced with the choice of continuing a successful, profes-
sional life where you were in line to be Director of Central Intelli-
gence or you could have protested to the President or you could
have resigned. :
alThe President and Casey both favored the policy, so you went

ong.

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

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

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

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

I had just become Deputy. That was a new assignment for me, so
I had no idea that that would happen. In fact, the odds were

career professional to ever become Director of Central Intelligence,
given the history of the preceding 15 years or so.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Senator METZENBAUM. Even as you sit here, you do not seem to
recognize the responsibility to have said to Poindexter, “Hey, wait
a minute. What do you as a Government official, top ranking Gov-
ernment official, what do you have to do in connhection with this?
Where are we involved? How is our Government involved? How did
you get involved? What is going on here?”

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

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

How can you sit here and not say to us that you should have said
to Poindexter, “What in the devil are you doing in this situation?
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What is this all about? Is our Government i 2

seﬂn b?} find tIIlat to be a problem at all. ent involved?” You do not
r. GATES. I'm trying to put myself back in i

tor, in terms of myrlgnogvledge——y A’ into that period, Sena-

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

Mr. Gartes [continuing]. At that time. And all I'm telling you is
that I had no idea that there was anything improper or inappropri-
ate going on. I had a view of Admiral Poindexter that he was a
comp’letely straight arrow and a completely straight shooter. I
wasn't suspicious that he was involved in criminal activity or
erngIdo%g of any kind.

. As I indicated earlier yesterday, maybe I should have be
skeptical at that time. But it seemedy to me a not inappf‘gpl;]igltzg
thing for him to say. Or at least, it didn’t set off any alarm bells
for me that something inappropriate or illegal was going on.
Obviously, if I had known more about what the NSC role was, I

tor, but perhaps elsewhere. But based on the information that I

_Ser_lator METzEl_\TBAUM. I am afraid, Mr. Gates, that the fact that
we sit here looking at you as the should-have-been, would-have-
been, could-have-been, rather than the man who is, concerns me.
~ You testified before this Committee on December 4, 1986, regard-
ing Charlie Allen’s October 1, 1986, approach to you about his con-
cerns re‘gardn}g possible diversion of monies to the Contras. You
told us, “consistent with the way we had responded to such stories
In the past, my first reaction was to tell Mr. Allen I didn’t want to
hear any more about it, that I didn’t want to know anything about
funding for the Contras.” Those are your words, not mine.
Contmum_g your comment, “We actively discouraged people from

want, deliberately not to want to know. “I didn’t want to kno
anything abpu? funding for the Contras. I didn't want to hear an;:j
m%‘ritle abouz;tlt." bed

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

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

Mr. Gares. Two points, Senator.

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

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

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

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

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

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

You get dribbles. You get something from Charlie Allen, or you
get some comment from Poindexter, or you pick up some informa-
tion from others, I think Kerr, all of them touch upon the subject.
There are others, and I cannot remember all of them at th}s
moment. What bothers me is that this very intelligent man, this
high-ranking official in the CIA and formerly the NSC, does not
say, “Wait a minute, tell me some more. What did you say? What
did you say about a Swiss bank account? What did you say about
this or that?” But instead you say, “We did not want to know. 1
was not interested in information.” And frankly, I think that is
fundamental to the whole question of this confirmation. Why does
this man, who is so strongly supported by the President, and by my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle, and I respect them what-
ever their judgment may be, why should this man be confirmed,

who did not want to know and, when he was given dribbles of in-
formation, was not willing to press forward and say, “Wait a
minute, what is going on? I want to know more. There is a possible
violation of the Boland Amendment here. I believe we have a re-
sponsibility.”

It was as if he had said, “I am fading into the shadows.” I do not
want to hear another word about it.” See no evil, hear no evil,
speak no evil. And so, Robert Gates, who was on the upswing at
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the Agency, knows that things are happening gets enouy,
maybe complete evidence, not enough I%I; con%ic%, not engfllghni?g
take to a jury, but enough that a well-trained intelligence officer
shoulgl have been alerted, alarmed, concerned in each instance, In
each ;nstance—-th_ls is the disturbing part—it was not just once, it
was time and again. In each instance, Robert Gates says, “I do not
wa{}t tcln( knovx; }Ezmty moro;-:.”h That is what bothers me.

ou know that oversight and reporting of runaway operati i
a key duty of every CIA official, from cgase officer, gr Ii)ntt?ltl}ggiclg
officer, to Deputy Director, right up the lire. The question is—J
guess I have already stated it—why should we believe that you wil]
diligently pursue such duties as Director, regardless of the political
tonsequences, when your first reaction to concerns over possible il-
legal activity was a desire to remain ignorant of the facts? [ guess
you have answered that to the best of your ability. If you want to
add anything more you are welcome to do so, and then I will go on.

r. GATES._ Well again, Senator, T would Jjust observe that when
the information was brought to me, although, as I acknowledged
yesterday, in retrospect I did not do enough, the fact is that [ did

be an upright straight-arrow person, and encouraged him t
[ . s 0 have
the White House counsel review it. We urged t%at it be made
gubhc. We urged both of those things again on the 6th of Novem-
er.
This was a policy in which the President was directly a
A g nd per-
sonally involved. They still believed that they could getysome }I;o;-
tages out, but those actions were taken, Senator. And I think that

would not happen, and furthermore, to begin build; i
would n , . , gin building the kind of
Institutional safeguards that would ensure that we w%uld not end
Up 1n an operation of that kind again.

Sen|ator METzENBAUM. You testified on several occasions that

Contras in Nicaragua. You viewed that as mere “speculation,” that
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that not warrant greater action? Was that not a matter of major
concern?

Instead, what you did was you waited a week to see Casey, you
waited another week to get a memo from Charlie Allen, and then
simply told Poindexter that he had a problem. Was not greater,
more expeditious action warranted than that? ‘

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

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

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

Mr. Gates. In terms of the delays that you were speaking of,

Senator METZENBAUM. Were you superior to Mr. Allen at that
point? :

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Gares. He mentioned that there had been some back and
forth, and charges of overcharging, but I do not recall the specifics,
that he had mentioned the specifics. Frankly, Senator, these ap-
peared to me to be a couple of Iranian arms dealers dealing with
one another, and the idea that somebody was getting cheated did
not strike me as particularly surprising.




Senator METZENBAUM. Wait a minute. Was not Secord or Hakim
or North in the loop? When you say it was just some foreign arms
dl;aalgrs, Secord and North were not foreign arms dealers, were
they? =

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

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

Mr. GaTtes. No, sir.

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

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

Senator METZENBAUM. What would you do about it now? .

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

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

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

Mr. GaTEs. Again, because of my concern that we keep our dis-
tance from the private benefactors, Senator.
hSe%nator MeTzENBAUM. So you had a willful intent not to know
the facts.

Mr. GaTes. About the private benefactor effort. Yes, sir.

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

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

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

Mr. Gartes. Senator, as I indicated earlier, 1 thought that most of
the people we were working with were highly unreliable.

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

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

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

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

Senator METzENBAUM. Well, the day after Mr. Allen voiced his
concerns to you about possible diversion of profits from the Iran
mission to the Contras, you attended a regularly scheduled weekly
meeting with Admiral Poindexter, whose NSC staff was running
the Iran mission. Why did you not ask him directly, “Was there a
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diversion of funds? What did the NSC know about the overcharges
to %;llixe granian middlemen?” Why did not you just put the question
to him? o : -

Mr. Gates. Well, Senator, I think that that falls into the catego-
ry that I described yesterday of areas where I should have pressed
both Mr. Casey, and in that particular case Admiral Poindexter,
more vigorously. I believe my thinking at the time was to wait
until Mr. Allen had put down his thoughts on paper, and see what
it looked like.

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

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

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

Mr, GaTEs. Well, there was just the one memo, Senator, and part
of this had to do with my view of Mr. Allen. I have known Mr.
Allen for probably 20 years. He is a good analyst. 1 think most
people would agree that his greatest strength is in what I would
call worst-case analysis, and I have seen him hit some home runs,
but I have frankly also seen him strike out. And my usual practice,
when I would get a memorandum from Mr. Allen on an interna-
tional event or something, would be to ship it around to people,
have people give their different views, and bounce it back and forth
with what Mr. Allen had said to see if we could pursue the issue
further.

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

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you feel that asking a lawyer to look
into it is conducting an independent investigation? Is that your def-
inition of an independent investigation? _

Mr. Gares. Well sir, I believe that asking the General Coun-
sel——

Senator METZENBAUM. Most of us go to lawyers for protection
when we are in trouble.

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

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

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

Senator METZENBAUM. When you saw the 7-page memo that
Charlie Allen gave you, did that not also set off some bells, because
Charlie Allen’s memo did not go as far as his oral conversation
with you? He told this Committee in deposition that “I concur that
the memorandum that I prepared on 14 October, 1986 was oblique
in referring to possible illegalities involving 11.S. parties involved
in the Iranian initiative. I did this deliberately. I was hesitant to
allege in writing that White House officials directing the project,
including the National Security Adviser, were engaged in highly
questionable, if not illegal, activities. To put this in writing at this
Juncture did not seem prudent. I was particularly concerned with
what Mr, Casey might do with this memorandum once it was writ-
ten. Mr. Casey, in fact, did what I thought he might do. He, along
with Mr. Gates, took the memorandum to Vice Admiral Poin.
dexter, went over it with him in detail, and left it with him. He
also told Admiral Poindexter that Charlie Allen had prepared it.

Now, you saw the memo. You had to know, at that point when
you read it, that it was not as complete as what he had indicated to
you orally. Did you have occasion to call Charlie Allen and say,
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“Where is the rest of this material?”’ You just mentioned that
when you read it, there was only one line in the whole 7-page
report that referred to this. Did you not have a responsibility, at
that point, to say, “Charlie, what the devil happened to the rest of
stuff you told me? How come it is not in the memo?”’

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

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

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

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

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

You responded to a question from Senator Cohen, asking if the
plane was owned by a private proprietary company of the Agency.
Your answer: “Of CIA, no, sir. We did not have anything to do with
that. And while we know what was going on with the Contras by
virtue of what may come up here in brief, I will tell you thgt I
know, from personal experience, that we have, I think, conscien-

tiously tried to avoid knowing what is going on in terms of any of

this private funding, and tried to stay away from it. Somebody will
say something about Singlaub, or something like that. We will say,
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I do not want to hear anything about it. I do not want to hear any-
thing about it.”

When you told this Committee that Southern Air Transport was
not involved with the CIA, it seems from Mr. Doherty’s testimony
that you knew it was. Now there are two concerns here. One is,
you are indicating that you did not want to know anything about
it, and the second is, were you intentionally misleading this Com-
mittee when you said that the proprietary was not in any way con-
nected with the CIA?

Mr. GaTEes. I am confident I was not misleading the Committee,
Senator. I believe I had been told, at the time, that although South-
ern Air Transport at one time had been a proprietary of CIA’s, it
no longer was, and had not been for some time. So I am not famil-
iar with the details that you have just read, but I am confident
that I certainly was not misleading the Commitiee, or at least
knowingly doing so. I must have been reflecting the fact that I had
been told that it was not any longer a proprietary of CIA’s

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Gates, what runs through this entire
hearing, and your answers to the Committee’s questionnaire, is one
clear picture of Robert Gates: Robert Gates, the CIA official who
did not want to know. Your phrase was, in answer to Senator
Cohen’s question, “We will say, I do not want to hear anything
about it.” Now, that is not said once by you, it is said time and
time again. “We do not want to know about it. We do not want to
hear about it.” And I have to say to you that it is extremely trou-
bling to this Senator that a man who aspires to be the top man in
the CIA would be prepared to say, and has on many occasions said,
“Block me out of that information. I do not want to hear it. I am
the total see no evil, hear no evil person. I want to hear nothing. I
want to see nothing that is wrong.” And 1 question how can such
an individual, even though you made the statement yesterday that
you would have done things differently, how do I, or how any other
Members of this Committee know, when we are sitting here, that
Robert Gates, CIA Director, will be any different than Robert
Gates coming up the ladder, who did not want to know, time and
time again, when our Government’s laws were being violated?

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

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

It was a concern that we not get cross-threaded with the Con-
gress again, that we not know too much, that we not know about
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Senator METZENBAUM. Are you telling us that you thought it was a
violation of the Boland Amendment for you to even inquire—to even
inquire whether the Boland Amendment was being violated? How
could you think that it was against the law to inquire whether the
law was being broken?

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

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

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

Senator METZENBAUM. But the fact is, you knew, when you asked
the General Counsel, that the memo that Mr. Allen had prepared
was not a complete memo. It did not include everything he had
told you. You knew there was more to it, You knew there was only
one line in the 7-page memo. If you had called Allen and asked
him, he would have told you, “T held back, I was a little concerned
about going too far,” Jjust as he told us on deposition. You did not
care. You deliberately did not care, did not want to know, closed
your ears, closed your eyes,

The next day you had a luncheon meeting with Lieutenant Colo-
nel North and Director Casey. You later testified to this Committee
that you asked Lieutenant Colonel North at this lunch if the CIA
was involved in the Hasenfus shoot-down. He told you the CIA was
f{lean of any involvement, an assurance that we now know to be a

ie.

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

Mr. Gates. My whole concern that day, Senator Metzenbaum,
was over the fact that there had been this huge uproar in the press
that morning because Mr. Hasenfus had said that he thought he
had been working for some CIA people. My whole concern was fo-
cused on the fact that Mr. Casey and I were going to come up here
to the Hill and talk to the leadership of the two Intelligence Com-
mittees, and it wag totally in the context of the Hasenfus plane
being shot down that I asked the question at all. And frankly, I did
not make the connection, or did not pursue that line of questioning
because it did not occur to me.

. What was foremost on my mind was to insure that CIA had not,
in fact, had any connection with the Hasenfus matter.
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Senator METzENBAUM. You testified that North made a cryptic
remark about a Swiss bank account at that lunch, I think you indi-
cated yesterday you should have asked more,

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

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

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

Mr. Gates. No, sir—again, it seemed to me that, to the degree
that I was able to make any sense out of what he said at all, it
must have had something to do with the private benefactors. It did
catch my attention. That is why I went back in and asked Mr,
Casey the question that I did.

Senator METzENBAUM. And then you just dropped it at that
point?

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir.

Senator METZENBAUM. In December 1986, you testified that you
had assurances from our people that they had kept their distance
from the private benefactors. In July 1987, in your deposition to
the Iran-Contra Committee, you testified, “I already had talked to
the people in our Directorate of Operations, and had received their
assurances that no one from CIA, no assets or proprietaries or any-
thing were involved.”

I wonder what you were told by your people that set your mind
at rest? I would like you to tell us exactly what you asked, and
from whom in the CIA you sought assurances. From what we now
know, Mr. George, Deputy Director for Operations, could not have
given you those assurances. The second chief of the Latin Ameri.
can Division is also alleged to have known about the diversion.
Alan Fiers, without being asked, had informed at least two other
superiors of the diversion, so it is unlikely he gave you assurances
that no one from CIA was involved. Joseph Fernandez, who was
Chief of Station in Costa Rica, was later indicted for cooperating
with r1):he private benefactors. Did he tell you he had kept his dis-
tance?

How could any of the people a prudent superior would have
asked given you assurances that your Agency was not involved?
Who gave you such assurances?

Mr. Gartes. On October the 9th, Senator, I believe I asked Mr.
George whether CIA had had any connection with the Hasenfus
matter at all, and received assurances that we had not.

Chairman Boren. Let me just interject for just a moment.

Senator Metzenbaum, I would suggest we might go on with one
more question and answer at this point. And then it would be my
Intention to take about a 5-minute recess. I have had discussion
with Senator Metzenbaum and other Members of the Committee.

Since others have not yet had a chance to have their opening
round of questions, we will then come back and the questioning
will begin with Senator Danforth. Is that agreeable to you, Senator
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Danforth? Then we will proceed to Senator Bradley, who has been
notified that he will follow Senator Danforth. Then we will go to
Senator Rudman and that should take us about to the recess
during the lunch hour.

We will come back at 1:30. By my estimation, we have seven
Members of the Committee that have 30-minute rounds each which
would take us to approximately 5:00, if all the time were used.
That would enable all the Members of the Committee before we
complete business today at 5:00 to at least have their first round of
questions of the nominee.

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

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

Senator METzENBAUM. I think the Chairman has been very fair,
and I certainly appreciate the courtesy extended to me this morn-
ing.

I will ask one more question,

Chairman Boren. Fine. We will have one more question. Then
we will have a short recess,

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

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

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

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

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

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, on that trip you went with Mr.
Twetten, who had also been given a copy of Mr. Allen’s Qctober
14th memo to you and Casey about Ghorbanifar's threats to expose
U.S. and Israeli overcharges to the Iranians. You were with Mr.

_Twetten, I think 12 or 13 days, from the 17th to October 30th.
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You said in later testimony to this Committee you went on that
trip seeking a safety clime, meaning a sort of a refuge, to get away.

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

But tell me about the safety clime first.

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

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

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

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Metzenbaum.
Doq you still have some more questions you would like to ask later
on’

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Yes, sir.

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

[A brief recess was taken.)

Chairman Boren. We will resume at this point.

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

It is my hope that we can complete at about 500 in order to
allow those who need some time to travel to services to be there. So
we will have a rather short lunch break. This will help impose dis-
(ciipline on the Chair who is now beginning his 117th attempt to

iet.

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

Senator Danforth,

Senator DanForTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gates, I listened very carefully to Senator Metzenbaum’s
statement that, in his view, your position at the CIA was like the
three monkeys: hear no evil, see no evil, speak to evil.

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

Mr. Gates. Absolutely not, Senator Danforth.

As I indicated yesterday, within a day or two after becoming
Acting Director, information came to me suggesting the possibility
that some U.S. Government officials, and perhaps some CIA offi-



cers, had been engaged in arms sales to the Contras. That informa.
tion was characterized to me by people as hearsay, perhaps disip.
formation, and so on. It was my judgment that it warranted great.
er attention than that. And [ directed the individual, the head of
the other intelligence Agency, not only to brief the Attorney Gen.
eral, but the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, the acting
National Security Advisor, and the Chairmen of the two Intelli-
gence Oversight Committees. | believe that is characteristic of 5
Very aggressive approach toward looking into wrongdoing that
characterizes my performance-—certainly as Acting Director, and
also as Deputy Director under Director Webster.

the Agency’s files for them to get into.
hen inf_‘ormation first came to me that one of our officers had

terms of wrong-doing during that period. And frankly, I think my
whole career speaks to a willingness to speak my mind and say
what I think.

en I was a relatively new analyst in 1973, I wrote an article
for Studies in Intelli_gence that basically said the entire way we

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

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

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

Mr.‘ Gates. No, sir, in fact when I became Deputy Director for

meéasures were very unpopular.

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

t is very interesting to me that some people attack you because
they say that your views might have been too strongly stated, par-
ticularly with respect to the U.S.S.R. And other people say, oh, you
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have politicized your views. I do not think you can have it both
ways.

You have been, have You not, at odds with various people in vari-
ous Administrations with respect to how your analysis sguares
with their policy? .

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, that began when I was working with Dr,
Brzezinski on the NSC staff in the Carter Administration. It con.
tinued in the Reagan Administration, and even to an extent in this
one.

Senator DANFORTH. And you had a disagreement, did you not,
with Secretary Baker with respect to a speech on the future of Gor-
bachev?

Mr. Gares. I did have a speech prepared that I was told not to
give, yes, sir. '

Senator DANFORTH. Was that the subject of some disagreement?
Did you press forward and state your views with respect to Gorba-
chev and his situation?

Mr. Gargs. I certainly did so within the Administration, ves, sir.

of the Soviets that were not particularly well received.
Senator DANFORTH. And you also said in 1988, May of 1988 to the
Austin Foreigp Affairs Council that Gorbachev is setting loose

bring a fundamental and welcomed transformation of the Soviet
Union at home and abroad.

That turned out to be right, did it not?

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

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

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

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

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

tened altogether. This was at a time when we were engaged In a
fairly major military build-up.

I pressed the analysts very hard on this, partly because I was
fairly skeptical of some of our work on Soviet military spending to
begin with. But they persuaded me that they had a strong case,
and we published it. And it created something of a stir, certainly
here on the Hijl.
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: Sen_ator DANFORTH. What was your—what office did you hold at
t of t ch 1 capabilities, chemical warf ] © that time? :
pent of Soviet chemica apons capabilities < he po ca : Mr. GaTes. I was Deputy Direc_tor for Intel_hgence. And then aise

gon was seeking approval of binary chemical munitions up here ~ while I was Deputy Director of Contral Intelligence.

that also was regarded as—shall we say—an unfriendly act by the Senator DANFORTH. How about _with respect to verification of
Department of Defenge, arms agreements. Have you sometimes been at odds with the pol-
Senator DANForTH. Did they express that to you? lcymakers in that regard? )
Mr. GATEs, Yes, sir, they did. : r. GATES. Yes,_ th_ere h_ave been a number of occasions over the
Senator DANFORTH, Very forcefully? ) years where Wwe, 1n intelligence, have had a r'nore_skeptlcal' view
Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir, ~ both of compliance, but also of prospective verification capabilities
Senator DANFORTH. Secretary Weinberger, himself? in terms of agreements under negotiation that we have, | think,
Mr. GaTes. I don't know that he personally addressed it, but ] briefed candldly not only to the policymakers, but here on the hl_H.
know that gur analytical managers heard plenty about it: In fact, I believe Senator Nunn has made reference to that in
Senator DaNFORTH. And were you willing to hang in there with one of his appearances on television over the weekend. o
the analysis? . _ Senator DANFORTEH. I think, Mr. Gates, from your record it ig
Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir, we published it and stood by it. clear that you are gz person who is independent and that you call
Senator DanrorTH Did you not also have a disagreement with them as you see them. Ang If the Secretary of State or the Secre-
Secretary Shultz with respect to Lebanon? tary of Defense have strong disagreements with you, that does not
Mr. Gates. We felt—I have always felt that the Agency and the slow you down at all. The idea that you are a person who just sort
Intelligence Community’s record back i 1982 and 1983 on Lebanon of keeps your head down, for whatever reason, is a totally wrong
was a very good record, and rankly something of a courageous Interpretation of who you are of who Bob Gates is
record. Because we were Very pessimistic about the prospects for et me ask you a question about how intelligence analysis fits In
the achievement of U S, objectives. In fact, ag [ indicated yesterday, with policymaking. T will Just give you one example that, to me, is
one of our estimates started ouf by saying that the prospects for an interesting example. ) ) _
the achievement of .S, objectives in Lebanon are bleak. ast winter, we were facing a vote in the Senate on the question
I remember at the National Foreign Intelligence Board meeting of whether to authorize the use of fOI‘Cﬁ-‘ against Irag—a very good
where that was considered one of the military intelligence repre- ebate, very hotly contested on both sides, good people expressing
sentatives spoke up and said he wanted to take a footnote. Anq | their points of view. And the key question that everybody was talk-
think Director Casey asked him why. And he said, well. [ think the Ing about was whether sanctions would work. Those who did not
first sentence ought to read the prospect for the achievement of want to use force argued that sanctions would work And other
on-existent. And we finally agreed people said no, that there was no way that sanctions were going to

enator DaNvorTH. How about with respect to the Philippines tlons would work, And I must say that for quite a period of time at
and the reforms of President Aquing? Is that another instance? least in my opinion, the briefings were of such a nature that any-
Mr. GaTEs. This is an area where I think that I probably proved body could read anything into the briefings. I mean you could hear

once and for all that if | have any skill, it’s 4

cer, and not as 5 diplomat, would say well, the view of these experts ig that sanctions are
I believed that however well-intentioned, and however fine a going to work. And somebody else would say well, sanctions are not
person Mrs. Aquino was, that she was not making the fundamental going to work. [ mean that is how I heard the briefing.

reforms and changes in the Philippines to both signiﬁcantlly ) ] ]
strengthen democracy, but more importantly address the economic hedged, or the analysis was being fuzzed up, or facts were being of.

and social problems of the country. And that it wag going to engen- fered which were not necessarily relevant to .determinir_lg whether

der further coup attempts, and future instability in the country. sanctions would work - nean we were really interested in whether
The Department of State, and Secretary Shultz in particular, had ground troops were going to Ieavg Kuwait because sanctions were

different view of that. In place. We were not interested in whether fortune cookies could
Senator DaNrorTH. Did they express that to you, their disagree- be bought in the stores of Baghdad.

ok that was one problem that I saw at that time, a I;mc} of
. ) ir, quite direct]y, murky analysis where anybody could Say anything as a result of it.
&Eﬁ?gﬁigﬁf&ﬁf_ I?Ilélwedj(lirfﬁaf happen? Then, after a lot of pressyre that was directed at the Agency, final-
Mr. GaTEs. Secretary Shultz personally told me that he thought ly the view was expressed, well sanctions are not likely to get Iraq

we were too pessimistic about the Philippines, and that the pros- out of Kuwait. I mean maybe they will hurt the economy, hurt the
pects there were much brighter. civilian population, hurt the air force; bhut they were not likely to

ment with you?




extract these embedded ground troops out of Iraq. That was a king
of bottom line, getting all the murkiness out of the analysis, and
giving us the bottom line.

As soon as that bottom line was expressed, immediately the re.
Joinder of those who had, in my opinion, made up their minds that
they were against the use of force, their immediate rejoinder wag
well, the CIA has become politicized. The CIA, the Director, wants
to cotton up to the President. They really want to say what Admin-
istrationl policy is, and Jjustify it. And therefore, this has no credibil-
ity at all.

So, what I am asking you is, how can you, as Director, give ys
information which is clear and useful as the basis of decisionmak.
ing, and at the same time, which is not going to be immediately
discounted as being simply a statement of Administration policy?

Mr. Gares. Senator, I think that the provision of briefings and

sure way of providing a safeguard on the integrity and objectivity
of analysis.

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

But I think that there should be no question about their basic
integrity. But I think that provision of this material to the Con-
gress is one safeguard.

I think the other safeguard, frankly, is certainly referring to the
President who has nominated me, President Bush, is that this
President wants the material with the bark off. He wants to know
clearly the situation he is getting himself into. And I have never
heard him complain if the intelligence is in a different direction
than the policy is headed. He insists on having it that way. He oc-
casionally will get briefings by people who have a different point of
view.

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

And finally, 1 would say I think my own record as DDI, as Chair-
man of the National Intelligence Council, and as DDCI, in oversee-
ing the publication of intelligence that is challenging to Adminis-
tration policies, and my record of doing that—even before I became
DDI—and a willingness to speak my mind, should provide some as-
surance that I am willing to stand up and be counted, and stand up
and be heard.

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

Now sometimes it has been wrong. And I think we should be
willing to admit that sometimes it has been wrong. But it was
honest. I remember one particular case, on Angola. One of the dis-
putes that I had with Secretary Shultz was over the Agency’s anal-
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ysis of Angola, and my belief that dos Santos, given the pressures
around him, was not interested in a negotiating process.

I think I was right in 1983, and 1984, and 1985 The fact that Mr.
dos Santos is in Washington today, seeing the President, suggests
that things change.

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

But I think that the record is clear, that as Acting Director, as
Deputy under Director Webster, that I acted vigorously to deal
with questions of wrongdoing, and I would only refer the Commit-
tee to its Chairman and its former Vice-Chairman in terms of the

tions of possible wrongdoing or impropriety.

So I think, frankly, that the record is clear on both of those—
although I acknowledge that during those few months that I was
Mr. Casey’s Deputy, I moved too slowly in involving myself on clan-
destine matters. But I think in both of these areas, and your line of
questioning has brought out the intelligence side. _

Senator DaNForRTH. Mr. Chairman, T do not know how long 1
have been going on.

Chairman Boren. You have about 6 more minutes.

Senator DANFORTH. Okay.

You are very close to President Bush. You have worked in the
White House now for some time. He is a person who has served in
the job for which you have been nominated. He is a person who is
very knowledgeable about foreign affairs.

At first blush, it would appear to be a great advantage to have a
Director of Central Intelligence who has a close, working familiari-
ty with the President of the United States. I suppose that those
who are concerned, particularly about politicization, could be fear-
ful that maybe being close has its advantages, but it also has its
disadvantages.

You have said that in your working with the President he wants
analysis with the bark off He wants objectivity. Do you believe
that as Director of Central Intelligence you would be in any way
coopted by virtue of your past relationship with the President?

: Mr. GATEs. No, sir, I don't. I ve written—in some ways, this is in

One part of that view is that you remain at a distance, and that
a distance is the best place in which you can protect your objectivi-
ty and your integrity, and so forth. Speaking a little perjoratively,
those are the circumstances under which you basically throw the
intelligence that you think you ought to be doing over the transom,
and hope that it bears some faint resemblance to something that
somebody in the policy community may be interested in.

But the likelihood of being able to actually provide intelligence
that is of value in the day-to-day decisionmaking is remote, If the
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Intelligence Community is, itself, remote from the policy communi-
ty.

I have the other view. My view has been all along, from the very
beginning of my career—and perhaps it is due to the fact that I
have served on the NSC—that the Intelligence Community has to
be right next to the policymaker, that he has to be at his elbow.
That he has to understand what is on his mind. He has to under-
stand what his future concerns are. He has to understand what his
agenda is. He has to understand some of the initiatives that he's
thinking about taking. He has to be willing to ask the policymaker
what he’s working on, or what came out of his last conversation
with a world leader so that the intelligence can be made relevant;
s0 that the director, or the office director, or whatever level with a
corresponding policy officer can go back and give guidance to the
analysts. These are the questions that they are asking. This is what
is of interest to them. This is when the briefing book closes. The
President is going to take this trip. These are the kinds of issues
that are going to be addressed.

I think that having a Director who has a close, personal relation-
ship with the President offers a unique opportunity for the Intelli-
gence Community to provide relevant intelligence and sharper in-
telligence to the policy process—and frankly, also, to the Congress.

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

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

Mr. GaTtes. Well, Senator, I would concede that I am probably
not the easiest person in the world to work for. I am fairly demand-
ing. And I am probably, at times, more direct than I might be in
terms of people’s egos.

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

And I—on this—T'll give you one example that happened, that I
was reminded of just the other day by the former Director of Soviet
Analysis. It concerned the question of the possibility of unilateral
Soviet cuts. This was 2 or 3 years ago—maybe 3 years ago—and
was testifying before this Committee, and expressing my view that
I didn’t think it would happen. And then Mr. MacEachin came in,
was late to the hearing, and I invited him to come to the table and
express his view, and the Office of Soviet Analysis view, which was
precisely the opposite, that they thought that the Soviets would
offer some unilateral cuts. They were right, and I was Wrong.
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But I have always believed in alternative analysis. I believe that
if you look at the record of intelligence failures over the last 20
years, in virtually every instance, it is because there was a single-
outcome forecast. It is going to be X or Y or Z, instead of telling
the policymaker—look, we really don’t know how this is going to
come out. Here are the possibilities, and here is our best estimate.

One of the major initiatives that I had when I was Deputy Direc-
tor for Intelligence was getting CIA analysts out of the building
and talking to other experts outside of CIA, outside of the U.S.
Government, specifically telling them to go talk to people that they
knew disagreed with them. That's my view of how the intelligence
business ought to be run; and it's my view on how I ought to do my
own work.

We are going to end up talking here about some papers, at some
point, particularly with respect to the attempted assassination of
the Pope. It was in connection with that paper that I, then, ordered
one of the officers to write an attack on the paper we had just pub-
lished. And then asked the product evaluation staff to go back and
review the entire record of how we had done on that problem.

So I—the way I would characterize myself is as a person who has
strong views, but 1 am open to different interpretations. And I also
recognize, and am willing to acknowledge, when I have been
wrong.

Senator DanrortH. Thank you, Mr. Gates. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Have you completed, Senator Danforth?

Senator DanrorTH. Yes.

Chairman BoreN. Our next questioner for a 30-minute round of
questions will be Senator Bradley, the Senator from New Jersey.

Senator Bradley.

Senator BrRapLEy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Gates, yesterday you were rather disarming
in admitting error when you said you should have taken more seri-
ously the possibility of impropriety or even wrongdoing when you
said that you should have been more skeptical; when you said you
should have pressed harder.

And I am just curious now, 5 years later, as you reflect on those
failures, tell me why do you think they occurred? In other words,
what part of you did not assert itself?

Mr. Gates. I think I was too cautious in approaching the Clan-
destine Service, Senator, and also in deferring to Mr. Casey’s spe-
cial relationship with the Clandestine Service. Having grown up in
a different culture, in the analytical culture, knowing that there
were some sirains, and perhaps even a measure of mistrust of me
in the Clandestine Service, I paid attention to other aspects of the
work, and did not press these issues.

I think that if one of the—I think the salient lesson that I
learned out of Iran-Contra was that other parts of the Intelli-
gence Community can cause controversy. But it seems like the
Clandestine Service is the only part that can cause real trouble.
And therefore, that what I described as the unique relationship be-
tween previous DCI's and the Clandestine Service, in fact on reflec-
tion, I think is an understanding of that, of what I've just described
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on the part of those Directors, and the need to pay special atten-
tion to the Clandestine Service.

Senator Brabrey. But looking at yourself, really, and being 3
little introspective, what do you think it was a failure of?

Mr. Gates. Well, Senator, I can describe a lack of aggressiveness
with respect to the Clandestine Service at that time. I don't see it
as a reflection of some sort of deeper, personal problem, or issue, if
you will. I don’t think that the characterizations that I was con-
cerned for my career are accurate, for example. As far as I was
concerned, I had reached the high point of my career. I had never
expectfgd to get that high in the Agency. So I don’t think that was
part of it.

Senator BRapLEY. Well, the reason I ask is to see how you've re-
flected on it, and what conclusions you've learned and what you
have drawn for yourself from the experience.

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

Senator BrapLey. Qkay.

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

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

Senator BRADLEY. If we could, I would like to go back to what
was basically the strategic rationale for the Iran-Contra operation,
SNIE 3484, which

Mr. GatEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY [continuing]. Which, as you know, we have
talked about this on previous occasions.

This was really initiated by the National Intelligence Officer for
the Near East and Southeast Asia. But you were the manager of
the memorandum. And this was a memorandum that basically
stated that Soviet inroads were being made in Iran. And excluded
from the final memorandum was both the Soviet section of the
CIA, and the Iranian section of the State Department.

So a memorandum was produced that excluded certain key con-
tributors to the process. About 1 month later, in June of 1985, the
Soviets removed the remaining 1,000 technicians; they ceased all
deliveries, and they reaffirmed their insistence on Iranian negotia-
tions with Iraq, as the way for improved relations.

Yet, this estimate really was not changed until February 1986,
How do you explain that? And in the interim, of course, Iran-
Contra was born.

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir,

Senator, the estimate that was produced at the end of May 1985
was one of a series on conditions in Iran, and Iranian foreign
policy. An earlier one had been done in October 1984, and as you
have suggested, there was another in February 1986.
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This estimate had two fundamental points: one was that the in-
ternal situation in Iran was worse than people had anticipated, and
raised the possibility of significant tumult before Ayatollah Kho-
meini died; the other was that these conditions created the circum-
stances in which the Soviets might make significant in-roads at the
expense of the West and the United States, in particular.

The first of those points was a direct outgrowth of an estimate,
or of an assessment done by a Directorate of Intelligence analyst in
late March of 1985, in terms of—and, in fact, the person who wrote
the March DI assessment is the same one who was the drafter of
the SNIE.

The second point really was an outgrowth of several events that
had been reported in mid-May in the National Intelligence Daily,
and they included—that included the fact that Khomeini had sent
an emissary to, or sent a message to the Soviet leadership, to Gor-
bachev, urging an improvement in relations. The Iranians had
gone through the Syrians to the Soviets to try and get weapons.
And they had also gone through the Syrians to try to get access to
the KGB to find out the reaction to the original Khomeini message
to Gorbachev,

So there were several things happening that gave the NIO and
others some sense that the Soviets were going to press ahead.

When the estimate was brought to the National Foreign Intelli-
gence Board, there was only one issue at the Board, according to
the records of the meeting. And that was the representative of the
Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the State Department felt
that the estimate over-stated the seriousness of the internal situa-
tion in Iran. The issue at the NFIB meeting was not the Soviet sit-
uation, but the internal situation in Iran. And there was a lot of
going back and forth on that particular issue.

There was a disagreement, I later learned, in CIA with the esti-
mate’s views on the Soviet—the potential for Soviet achievement.
But the analysts weren’t excluded from involvement in the esti-
mate. They simply did not have their views accepted. And for rea-
sons that are not clear to me, those analysts not only did not come
to me, they did not go to their immediate supervisor, the Director
of Soviet Analysis, to protest that their views were not being taken
fully into account by the National Intelligence Officer. So I was un-
aware of this dispute, and the fact that the CIA Soviet Analysts
felt their views hadn’t been fully taken into account.

Senator BRADLEY. And that’s why there was no alternative view
presented?

Mr. GATEs. On the Soviet issues, yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. And why on the Iranian issue was there no al-
ternative view?

Mr. Gates. There was a long discussion at the Board meeting
about that; some changes were proposed in the language to try and
satisfy the INR representative. I spoke about it. Mr. McMahon
spoke. General Odom of NSA spoke. I think the Director spoke—all
trying to say don’t the changes that we've made accommodate the
view that you all have?

The INR representative said no. And Mr. Casey said fine, take
your footnote. I think at some point, after that, I'm—my own
memory is vague on it—but I apparently called Ambassador
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the fi tnote that—the ‘change that had been made’in the estimate
wag sufficient that the footnote was kind of pointless.

Senator BRADLEY. But you did call and urge him not to put the
footnote in?

Mr. GATEs. Apparent.ly 80, and I was successful in persuading
him that it was not—did not add to the policymakers’ knowledge
on this matter.

Senator BRADLEY. So that there was no alternative view present-

Mr. Gares. That is correct, Because I felt that the view that they
had, as they had written thejr footnote, reaily didn’t represent an
altseernatweriew. _

nator BRaprLey. Do you think that in retrospect you i
or l\\avroxég to do that? v pect you were right
r. GATES. Well, normally, my practice was to encourage foot-
notes, although I did, on occasion, call people to try and disfourage
footnotes that I thought were frivolous, or did not help the policy-
makers’ understanding of the problem.

Frankly, it was a matter that was of not very much importance
to me from a ’substantive standpoint. And I believe that there cer-
tam,ly wouldn’t have been any harm in having the footnote. But I
don’t think, based on my recollection, that it would have advanced
the cause very much.

nator BraprLey. Okay, I would like to move, if
role of the DCI. 7 " 1 could, to the
Do you agree that the DCI and CIA should not publicize one-
sided views of strategic issues?

Mr. Garss. Yes, sir.

Sepgtor BrapLEY. Do you agree that the DCI and CIA should not
publicize, or should not participate as advocates in policy debates?

Mr. Garrs. Yes, sir.

Senator BrapLEY. So you agree with President Bush who is a
former DCI in enjoining the DCI and the CIA from even appearing
to take sides in policy debates?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.
 Senator BRrADLEY. If that is all true, what I would like you to do
18 to explain the speech you made to the World Affairs Council in
Northern California on November 25, 1986, which was a real piece
of advocacy for SDI. And | would like to focus, in particular on the
basis for some of the things that you said in that speech.

In the speech, it is true, is it not, that you publicly predicted that
a Soviet ground-based laser device would be tested in the 1980°s at
high energy levels that would show the feasibility of ballistic mis-
sile defenses?
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Mr. Gates. I assume you have the text in front of you, so I'll
agree,

Senator BRADLEY. Okay.

Senator DaNFORTH. Mr. Chairman, could he be given the text so
that !}1e does not have to agree with something he has no idea
about’

Senator BRADLEY, Well, let me repeat the sentence.

Chairman Boren. Perhaps the Senator could read it.

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if he could be given
the entire text so he could see it?

Chairman Bogrgn. Is the Senator willing to have him have that?

Senator BRADLEY. What is the time, Mr. Chairman? I have a
whole series, and I would be willing to give him the text of the
speech and come back to this subject in the next round.

Chairman Boren. You about 20 more minutes.

Senator BrapLEy. I would be pleased to give it to him. He can
have it. I am sure he has it in his file, This is something we have
talked about before. And he can look at it in full, and I will come
back to this subject in the next round.

Chairman BoreN. Does the nominee feel he is familiar enough
with the speech if Senator Bradley would quote from it, or read
parts of it?

Mr. GaTes. 1 appreciate what Senator Danforth said. But I think
we can go ahead.

Chairman Boren. He thinks he can go ahead. Why do you not
read from it, and then if there is a point that he needs to see, we
can hand it back and forth, anyway.

Senator BRaDLEY. Okay,

You say we expect the Soviets to text the feasibility of ground-
based lasers for defense against ballistic missiles by the late 1980's,
and could begin testing components for a large-scale deployment
system in the 199(’s.

So the question is, were you wrong? Did any such test take place
in the 1980’s?

Mr. GaTes. I don’t know the answer to that, Senator. I'd have to
check. I gather from the nature of your question that it probably
didn’t. But I'd have to check to make sure.

Senator BranLey. Okay, well take my word. [General laughter.]

Was your unqualified prediction here based upon a full reading
of all of the intelligence information available to you? Were there
any uncertainties that you glossed over?

Mr. Gates. Senator, it is worth taking, I think just a moment, to
describe how I developed the speeches. Because I assume that you
are going to have some other questions about them.

My speeches would begin by gathering information from the in-
telligence product. I would gather intelligence assessments, current
intelligence, and so on. And then from that, develop a speech
which I would then share—I would share the draft with various an-
alysts and managers in the Agency to get their views, and see
whether I was in the ballpark.

The particular speech that you're talking about on the Soviet
SDI program, Soviet Air Defense and Strategic Defense program, I
drew from a DIA white paper, an unclassified DIA paper on Soviet
SDI and strategic defense from the current issue of Soviet Military
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Power, and from a White Paper prepared by a CIA analyst in the
Office of Scientific and Weapons Research. T didn't make that stuff
up. I guarantee you, I wouldn’t know a ground-based laser from a
shoe-shine box. But—so that material was drawn, presumably,
from one of those papers.

Senator BrapLEY. But it was a very strong case of advocacy for a
billion, billion, billions of dollars of defense expenditures,

Mr. Gares. What T was trying to do in that speech, Senator, was
outline what I believed to be the comprehensive nature of the
Soviet Strategic Defense Program, the degree to which they had
spent, themselves, many tens of billions of dollars on strategic de-
fense, in a situation that left them potentially with a strategic ad-
vantage over the United States, because they had a strategic de-
fense, however flawed, and we had none.,

Senator BrabLey. My point is really not to debate SDI but to ask
you why you choose to emphasize the more alarming aspects of the
intelligence information, as opposed to the more reassuring aspects
of the intelligence information. There were embodied in the intelli-
gence information a lot of reassuring aspects that would not lead
one to the conclusion that you drew and that you spoke publicly
about the need to build the SDI in the United States or about
Soviet development.

So my question to you is why did you choose to strike the more
alarming pose, as opposed to the more reassuring pose. Was it that
you just felt very strongly about this, or was it that you were, es-
sentlally, trying to support an Administration’s policy view?

Mr. GaTes. I was not intentionally trying to support the Admin-
istration’s specific policy. The SDI program idea was more than 3
years old by that time.

What I was trying to do was highlight an area of Soviet advan-
tage that I thought had not received sufficient attention prior to
that time. I may have erred on the side of focusing on the concerns.
But it was a speech that, as I say, was shared with a number of
analysts within the Agency before T gave it.

Senator BraDpLEY. So, would you today say that you think that
was a mistake to have done?

Mr. GATes. Senator, one area where I have changed my views
since we last had a dialogue on this subject in February, 1987, has
to do with speeches by the DCI, substantive speeches.

I believe that occasionally those speeches have value. I think
that the speech that either Admiral Inman or John McMahon gave
in the early 1980°s about technology transfer was an important
contribution. I think that the speech that Judge Webster gave
about proliferation was important. But, by and large, I think that
the DCI should avoid giving substantive speeches, particularly
those where there is a risk of the speéech being misinterpreted as
advocacy of a policy.

I think that the DCI should speak publicly. But I think he should
speak about intelligence issues and try and inform the American
people. This is an area where I, frankly, have changed my view and
belileve that such, that substantive speeches should be given spar-
ingly.

Senator BRADLEY. So you wouldn’t do that again?

Mr. Gates. No, sir. I don’t think I would.
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Senator BRADLEY. I'd like to turn to Iraq, if I could.

Could you give me the intelligence basis for the Administration’s
response to the gassing of the Kurds? Do you recall, August, 19887

Mr. Gares. My recollection, Senator, was that the intelligence
was pretty good that the Iraqis had, in fact, gassed a number of
Kurdish villages. I think there was some controversy over the
nature of the gas and how lethal it was and so on. I'm trying—it's
a little vague.

Senator BrapLEY. What was the basis for the kind of lukewarm
response, I mean, you know, opposing it but, at the same time, not
opposing it strongly?

Was there a basis in intelligence for that? Was there something
about Iraq?

Mr. GaTes. Not that I'm aware of, Senator.

Se;nator BrabLEY. So there was no intelligence basis for the posi-
tion?

Mr. Gatges. I think that the intelligence was fairly clear that
there had been a gassing.

Senator BRADLEY. But in terms of the policy response here?

Mr. Gates. Well, I'm not quite sure what you're asking me.

Senator BRADLEY, Well, let’s go down. Let’s do another one and
you'll get the drift.

We passed an amendment here in the Congress in, I think, 1988,
that applied unilateral sanctions to Iraq. This was, 1 think, after
the gassing. The Administration fought to delete those unilateral
sanctions in the conference, and succeeded in doing so.

Was there an intelligence basis for the effort to delete unilateral
sanctions against Saddam Hussein?

Mr. GarEs. No, sir. I don’t think so.

Senator BRADLEY. So the effort to delete them was not based
upon any information about his intentions?

Mr. Gates. I think it was based on policy considerations.

Senator BRADLEY. Now, could you tell me, in 1988, Iraq routed
Iran, if you recall, and you were the Deputy DCI at that time. Is
that not correct?

Mr. GatEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BraDLEY. Isn’t it true that you refocused collection and
analytical resources away from Iraq toward other issues and areas
of concern after that routing?

Mr. GATES. Once that war was over, we probably did do some
reallocation of resources. Yes, sir.

Senator BrRabpLEY. So you moved them away from watching Irag
and the Persian Gulf to other areas.

Mr. Gares. Our concentration on the Iran-Iraq War had imposed
some limitations on our satellite capabilities in terms of some long-
standing problems in the Soviet Union and elsewhere. And so, the
war was over, we tried to address some of those issues and prob-
lems.

Senator BRADLEY. And as the Chairman of the NSC’s Deputies
Committee, you were responsible for policy guidance and tasking of
the Intelligence Community. Is that not correct?

Mr. Gates. Not in that kind of direct chain of command way.
Certainly, the Deputies Committee, Mr. Kerr, the Deputy Director
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of Central Intelligence, sits as a member of that group and partici-
pates in its deliberations,

- Senator BRADLEY. What I'm getting at is here was the end of the
war, Iraq was still a problem, at this point admittedly the most

OW, my gquestion to you is was that a wise thing to have done?

Mr. GarTgs. I believe the intelligence assessment that was done in
1989, Senator Bradley, stated the view that Saddam Hussein and
Irag would be spending the next several years more likely than not
engaged in rebuilding. Irag had taken & fairly heavy pounding in
the war, even though they won it and had the kind of capabilities
that you're describing. But there was an intelligence assessment
that suggested that they would be focused on rebuilding for the
next 3 to 5 years and not turning toward external aggression.

Senator BrabLky. And that it was likely that they would not use
military force?

Mr. GarEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. Were you responsible for directing this?

Mr. Gartes. That assessment?

Senator BRapLEY. Uh-huh.

Mr. Gares. No, sir. I don't think so.

Senator BRADLEY. In terms of coordinating it at the NSC?
N éV(I}r. Gates. No, sir. Those assessments are not coordinated at

Senator BRADLEY. Let me ask you, aside from the CIA’s unau-
thorized role in the shipping of U.S. made/Izraeli owned arms to
Iran in 1985, have you been aware of any other covert activities by
the CIA that were not authorized by a Presidential Finding?

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

Senator BRADLEY, When you were the Deputy DCI, were you re-
sponsible for: the activities by the CIA to implement thgz Admi_nis-
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Mr. GATes. I certainly was aware of the passage or sharing of in-
telligence with Iraq. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. And you were responsible for the CIA portion?
v Mr. GaTes. It was undertaken by the Directorate of Intelligence.

es, sir,

Senator BRADLEY, Were these activities confined to intelligence
sharing intended solely for obtaining necessary intelligence under
the terms of the law?

Mr. Gates. I think that in the context of the broader liaison rela-
tionship that, as that has traditionally been interpreted, that the
materials that were provided fell within the context of that liaison
relationship.

Senator BrapLEY, Would you describe to me your understanding
of the law at that time, the go-called Hughes-Ryan Amendment.

Mr. Gates. My understanding, Senator, is that the law is fairly
vague on, as it pertains to liaison relationships.

nator BRADLEY. So what is your understanding of the law as to
what was allowed?
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Mr. Gates. My understanding is certainly the view in the
Agency at the time was that the material that was provided to Iraq
was allowed within the context of the law and—

Chairman Boren. Let me caution both the witness and the ques-
tioner that we are verging on classified information in terms of
that which we cannot discuss in open session. I think we all realize
that we will discuss in closed session any matter of sharing of any
intelligence. Getting down to the specific substance of what intelli-
gence was shared or not shared with any other country, we have to
be very cautious about discussing that in open session. So T would
ask both of you, if you could, to keep your comments in the ab-
stract and not related to particular matters of what might or might
not have been shared with any particular country. If we could,
keep it to the abstract question and the question of law. _

Pardon the interruption. I may have broken the chain of
thought. ) _

Senator Bradley, do you want to restate your question? I think
I've broken the chain of thought here. ]

Senator BRapLEY. Mr. Chairman, I recognize that much of this
will be discussed next week in the closed session. But_ I was just
trying to get Mr. Gates’ view of what the law meant, since he was
the operational person, the Deputy Director at the time.

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir. ) _

My understanding was that the material that was being provided
was allowed under the law. ]

Senator BRaprey. Can you, in your own mind, be absolutely clear
that there was no covert action? ) .

Mr. Gatgs. I believe that there was not under the interpretation
of that law.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, we can’t go any further here,

My half hour is up, Mr. Chairman, though I do have a couple of
other areas. .

Chairman Boren. Why don’t you go on for another 5 minutes.
It’s understandable that we may have to come back to several Sen-
ators for more questions.

Senator BRADLEY. Okay. i

Another area of real importance in the world, of course, in the
new world, is China. I recall an exchange we had bgck in 1986, in
the Committee, when I think Defense Secretary Weinberger and I
think Roz Ridgeway and General Perroots and a number of other
people were testifying and you were testifying. We were talking
about the Soviet Union, and I basically asked you well, you know,
let’s throw conventional wisdom aside. Can you imagine any kind
of significant change in the Soviet Union? What kind of mtelli-
gence data, what kind of work should the Iqtelllgenc_e Community
be doing to equip policy makers with the information that they
might need if that event took place? _ )

In 1986, you responded, “Quite frankly, I am without any hint
that such fundamental change is going on. My resources do not
permit me the luxury of sort of Jjust idly speculating on what a dif-
ferent kind of Soviet Union might look like.”

Now, a lot of water is under the bridge. Things have happened.

Here is another Communist nation, China. Will you be idly spec-
ulating with China? Will you be trying to think through what hap-
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pens there? What have you learned from your kind of reticence to
entertain the unthinking at a time when conventional wisdom said
it was unthinkable and then finding that it became reality?

Mr. GartEs. Senator, I think it did not take until 1991 to pick up
on your suggestion, and I think we did go out subsequently, per-
haps not immediately, and began talking about different kinds of
futures for the Soviet Union. I think that a couple of papers were,
in fact, commissioned along those lines.

Clearly, I think that we've all learned some important lessons
from the events of the last 3 or 4 years in terms of thinking the
unthinkable. And, clearly, we need to be thinking about alternative
futures for China ag weﬁ. I think that that work should be under
way if it is not already under way.

Senator BRADLEY. But my question to you is what would you do
differently now to catch that kind of change in China that you did
not catch in the Soviet Union?

Mr. GaTes. Part of the problem is being able to measure broad,
popular sentiment and overall conditions in a country that is fun-
damentally a difficult place in which to travel or to gather infor-
mation or to talk to people.

Now I know lots of travelers go to China. Lots of travelers went
to the Soviet Union. But it certainly is an environment in which
people are afraid to talk and often afraid to be candid.

I think more can be done through expanded human intelligence
collection. I think part of what can be done is simply to insure that
people are thinking about these problems, that they are sitting
down and trying to identify here are what the different alternative
paths may be historically for this country and here are the indica-
tions of what we might see if the country were moving in one or
another of those paths. Those indications would then perhaps pro-
vide a guide for collection.

I think we did some of that on the Soviet Union, almost certainly
not encugh,

Senator BRADLEY. So more broad path analysis?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, and I think alse more human intelligence
collection.

Senator BrapLEy. If could, on the issue of economic intelli-
gence, do you think that we should do more economic intelligence?

Mr. Gartes. I think that economic intelligence, Senator, is some-
thing where we need to proceed with some care. | know that
there’s a lot of concern about doing industrial espionage, if you
will, and I, frankly, don’t think that US. intelligence should be en-
gaged in that.

I think there are two areas where we should do economic intelli-
gence. One is in gathering and reporting information where other
countries are not playing by the international rules, where they
are colluding with their industry in ways that disadvantage U.S.
industry unfairly—in other words, collecting and reporting infor-
mation that will help our policy makers level the playing field in a
policy sense.

The second area where I think we ought to be aggressive and
even more aggressive than we are is in responding to the actions of
foreign intelligence services directed against U.S. companies and
U.8. technology. We know that foreign intelligence services plant
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moles in our high tech companies. We know that they rifle brief-
cases of our businessmen who travel in their countries. We know
that they collect information on what we're doing, and I think that
CIA and the FBI, working together, should have a very aggressive
program against it. .

So those are the two areas where I think we need to be more ag-
gressive in economic intelligence. )

Senator BRADLEY. If I could, other than former Communist coun-
tries, for how many countries do you have evidence of such espio-
nage against U.S. businessmen? )

Mr. Gares. Well, I will check, but I can think of two off the top
of my head. .

Senator BRADLEY. Okay. I think that’s right. ‘ ‘

Now, let me ask you, when you talk about economic espionage,
you are not talking about the service being used to ferret out com-
mercial secrets for the benefit of American companies?

Mr. GaTEs. No, sir. I don’t think that’s an appropriate role. )

In fact, a case officer once told me, he said, “I’m_ not ’fifrald to
risk my life for the United States, but I won’t do it for”’ and he
mentioned a U.S. company.

Senator BRaDLEY. That makes two of us, Mr. Gates.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Bradley. _

There is one question I would like to interject really for the point
of information. One of the purposes of this hearing, or I might say
one of the opportunities, not a purpose, of this hearing is not only
to examine the qualifications of thig nominee and to look ahead in
terms of the future of U.S. intelligence, but it provides an opportu-
nity I think all of us welcome, both on the Oversight Comml_ttee
and in the Intelligence Community, to try to educate the American
public about the nature of intelligence. )

I'm sure that those who have watched these proceedings over the
last several hours have gained some new insight into the intelli-
gence process. This is very healthy. This is, as the nominee has
said, a process for which the American taxpayers are footing the
bill.

Therefore, it is very appropriate that they should learn as much
about this process as we can possibly make available to them. _

In the course of your testimony—Senator Nunn and I were dis-
cussing this—very often you've talked about the clandestine serv-
ice, the Directorate of Operations and you’ve talked about the ana-
lytical side, the Directorate of Intelligence.

One of the things that I certainly was not fully aware of when I
came on this Committee was the distinct difference of the two. I
thought of the CIA as being the CIA, a more or less monolithic in-
telligence community. ' )

I wonder if you might describe the roles and functions very brief-
ly of the two. You referred to the two cultures at one point in time.

Mr. Gates. Yes.

Chairman BoreN. But I'm not sure that those who have been gb-
serving us outside the community really ‘understand what we're
talking about. I think it would be helpful Jjust to put that into the
record so that people can have an understanding of that as we pro-

ceed. What are the differences between the two sides of the
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Agency? In essence, what are their different roles? Therefore, what
are the kinds of abilities and capabilities that people tend to have
on the two sides of the service?

Mr, Gares. I might just start, Mr. Chairman, by saying there are
four Directorates in CIA: one for administration, one for Science
and Technology, one for Operations and one for Intelligence,

The Operations Directorate is charged, primarily, with the clan-
destine collection of human intelligence. This is the Directorate
that sends case officers overseas and is really the home of what
most people generally think of when they think, frankly, of CIA
and intelh'g_encge in general. That's the 8py business: recruiting

directorate is also responsible for implementing covert action and
for carrying out covert actions. That can be as simple as political
action, to help a country where one of our adversaries is funding a
ruling party and we’re trying to get elections started and trying to
help a democratic force. It can be actions relating to terrorism and
s0 on—but, in any event, the implementation of covert action.

The Directorate of Intelligence is responsible for gathering intel-
ligence information from s variety of different sources, Human in-
telligence is one, but also diplomatic reporting, information from
technical sources, photographic satellites and others, overt informa-
tion from foreign broadcasts and Journalists, journalism, newspa-
pers and so on-—integrating all of that information and reporting
its finding to the policy community and to the Congress,

So its basic role is an analytical one. ‘

Most of the people—until recently, until fairly recently, there

even not the highest regard for each other.,

But I think that has begun changing over the last several years.
As I indicated, one of the things that I did as DDI that I was proud-
est of was recruiting Bob Ames to be head, from the clandestine
service, to head the Near East office on the analytical side.

the area, can’t have.

By the same token, the analysts often have a much broader back-
ground in the history of that country or of the region. So each
brings very different strengths to the intelligence process.

The effort to get them to cooperate more closely has been ongo-
ing for a number of years, but I would say has really made head-
way perhaps just in the last 8 years or so. :

airman BoreN. I think that’s useful to know. You're dealing
obviously with very different types of personalities, The training on
the analytic side is primarily what we view as more academically
oriented training, more or less like an academic discipline, I would
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. Some of us have had the opportunity to see some of our
jglfrt?;'r ngw(,)v operations officers and recruits being trained on every-
thing to how you communicate surreptitiously and other thln',g:s(i ¢

So am I right to say that usually you find very different k;n S ot
personalities in the two fields as well, people with very differen
kinds of inclinations about what they like to do?

Mr. GaTEs. That is ofte:i1 the case. Yes, lim

i REN. Thank you very much. _ .

F}le?alflrtn?g gl?'n now to clg;;e out our morning session to Senator
Rl}fe??rlllé just say, as a matter of scheflule, vafhen we come baclé this
afternoon at approximately 1:30, we'll begin with Senatoa Ii;an-
ston, and this will be the order: Senator Cranston, Senator $ or gn,
Senator DeConcini, Senator D’Amato, Senator Glenn, Senator
Chafee, and then Senator Hollings will complete our afternoo_nhsis-
sion. Then, if there are any problems or if any of those Wlsl o}
make changes in times or exchange with another Senator, please

let me know. q
Senator Rudman. ‘
Senator WARNER. Senator Rudman, would you yield to me for

inute? )
Ongeﬁlautl(;lrt RubpMAN. I'd be pleased to yield to the Senator from Vir-
ginia for a ‘gvninute. Thank very much
nator WARNER. Thank you y . )

Sgngtor Bradley led off his line of questioning asking you a]_::;(zut
the misjudgments that you have freely disclosed to the Co}inm% ttee
and what it was in the composite of your personality at that time
that led you to make the misjudgments. And you answered. ;

But it seems to me there’s an important follow-on question.
People who aspire to lead constantly learn by their ex_penencel. -

Give us your thoughts of how you hlavcta ﬁtdfvagclclag in your lear
i since 1987, when vou were ast befor .
mz‘lg\/llfoéiérsl«:s. Senator, I thini that working with Director erbster
for 2 years, almost 2 years, was a very beneficial experience };Jrfus.
His expertise, both as Director t%f ;;}iehF(?I’ta}?ddas a judge before

ht experiences to me tha adn’t had.

th%tr,lé) rggl t%he thgngs that I always admired Director ‘\?Vebsto:-:ti1 for
was a management technique that I have tried to _learn _fror_ril; t}m,
and that is that when you want to make a change in an insti u'1gn
that you want to be lasting, you bring in the people, the cazeens se,
you tell them what your objective is, and then ask themh 0 comu
back to you with proposed solutions on how to get to where yod_
want to go; so that the bureauc;-acy feels like the change is a pro

uct of its own work, not something imposed from above. s .

I've seen too many senior people come into governmellmk, m;pgﬁ
change, and watch it all disappear the minute they wa l?ut i e
door. I think it's a technique that Director Webster has that has
the potential for truly making lasting change in a burﬁauclrzﬁcy. od

So that is a very important management lesson t ath ?arn 1
from him. And, frankly, locking at the list of initiatives that merilf
tioned in my opening statement yesterday, when the time cofnv;;is,se
we go forward with that, if I'm confiyrmed and a numb?r_ 0t doto
different projects get under way, that’s a technique that I inten

use.
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I clearly have learned a lot working for the President and with
General Scowcroft and Secretary Cheney and Secretary Baker over
the lqst 2% years, almost 3 years, both in terms of their needs for
mtelhgenpe, how they use intelligence, how they view intelligence
anéi hglw tlt could be made more useful to them. '

0 what experience, as well as really occupying a olicy positi
at a level that I had not occupied bgfore, Iijthi%mk, I;las )éil\jfe; :'?12
even better insight into how intelligence can be improved and how
1t can be used better by the policy community.

_Senator WARNER. I thank the witness and I thank my friend for
yielding.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman BorgN. Senator Metzenbaum?

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say to my
colleague and friend, Senator Rudman, who I know is about to
commence his questioning, that he has been very patient and has
been present while I went through a line of Inquiry.

There_ s an amendment on the floor that I am handling and 1
am leav1_ng. But it not out of disrespect. I will follow the record and
I apologize for not being present, because I think there will be
some gems of wisdom that I will be interested in hearing.

Senator RupmaN. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. [Genera]
laughter.]

Chairman Borgn. The Senator from New Hampshire, are you
ready to proceed?

Senator Rupman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I was reminded by my friend from Maine, Sena-
tor Cohep, of a restatement of an oft-stated principle recently by
the President of Harvard University, who said that it was an im-
p%rfﬁict world and there were many imperfect people within that
world.

Chairman Borgn. The presidents of Harvard should be fully in-
formed about that, I would think. [General laughter.]

Senator Rupman. Most Yale graduates do feel that way. [General
laughter.]

I was struck by the fact, sitting here yesterday, last evening, and
again this morning, that this has certainly been true on both sides
of the table that the nominee sits at this morning.

By his own statement, there have been imperfections in his Jjudg-
ment. By the same token, I would say that there are a number of
Sel}ators, pgs&ubly all, who have failed to recognize the need to take
action at difficult times and who, in retrospect, would have acted
differently with the benefit of hindsight. And yet, we sit here,
under our system, in judgment of this man, trying to set a stand-
ard of competence and integrity that we're willing to accept.

I think it’s important for us to recognize that in making that

ognize, is that he is now chronologically 4 years older, emotionally
maybe 30 years older, since that time in 1986 when this first broke.
I just wanted to start off with those comments.
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I also want to thank Senator Cohen for his presence and for his
being one of the most incredible staffers I've ever had. [General
laughter.]

Senator CoHEN. I thought you were in need of that assistance,
Senator Rudman. [General laughter.]

Senator RUpMAN. Senator Cohen has a whole new vocation if he
chooses not to run over and over again. He would be hired by any
Member of this Committee on either side.

He gave me some wonderful quotations to use. He was referring
to Homer in particular. I said to him, “Bill, if you quote Homer,
people expect it. If I quote him, they’ll laugh.”” So I won't quote
Homer. [General laughter.]

Mr. Gates, I want to just take you over, unfortunately, some of
the ground that’s already been covered. I had hoped during this
first round to talk more along the lines that Senator Bradley has
spoken in terms of the whole thrust of what the Agency does and
where you want to take it. But I feel it is important—because of
the lack of institutional memory on what happened in 1986-1987—
at least to go over some of the ground that my friend from Ohio,
Senator Metzenbaum, covered earlier. So I'm going to do that and
ask for some of your comments on it. There are a few areas that [
think need some emphasis here to keep this record straight,

Senator Metzenbaum referred during a long series of questions
both last evening and this morning to a November-December—I
don’t know the exact date—appearance of yours before the Senate
Intelligence Committee in which you made known your strong feel-
ings about notification. Then, in the questions following that narra-
tive, there was the suggestion that somehow you were disingenuous
to the Committee, that you, in fact, misrepresented to the Congress
your point of view because, at the time that you were doing that,
you were aware of an unreported Finding.

You're familiar with that line of questioning?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir.

Senator Rupman. I want, for the record, to refer to Iran-Contra
Exhibit JMP-28, which is on the White House stationery and dated
January 17, 1986. I might say, parenthetically, I hope that some
day I will never have to talk about this subject again. But I guess it
just keeps coming up. It's almost like a typhus epidemic in that
anybody within 5 miles of the germ either died, is infected, or is
barely able to survive. So I guess we're back in that mode again.

The January 17 White House exhibit I have in front of me was a
memorandum for the President of the United States, Ronald
Reagan, from his National Security Adviser, John Poindexter. It’s
very instructive to read the last paragraph. The rest of it is in the
record, but that paragraph is instructive as to the discussion you
had with the Senator from Ohio.

It said the following. I would point out that at this time you were
the Deputy Director for Intelligence.

Am I correct?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

Senator RUDMAN. That is a very esteemed position, but it is
hardly the final policy leadership of the CIA. Is that correct?

Mr. Gares, Yes, sir.
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Senator RupMaN. Here was Admiral Poindexter’s memoerandum
to the President which the President initialed: “You have discussed
the general outlines of the Israeli plan with Secretaries Shultz and
Weinberger, Attorney General Meese, and Director Casey. The Sec-
retaries do not recommend you proceed with this plan. Attorney
General Meese and Director Casey believe the short-term and long-
term objectives of the plan warrant the policy risks involved and
recommend you approve the attached Finding. Because of the ex-
treme sensitivity of this project, it is recommended that you exer-
cise your statutory prerogatives’—which you referred to in your
answer to the Senator from Ohio—“that you exercise your statuto-
ry prerogatives to withhold notification of the Finding to the Con-
gressional Oversight Committees until such time that you,” the
President, “deem it to be appropriate.”

Do you recall that?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator RubMaN. In the Finding itself, in the operative clause, it
says the following: “I hereby find”—this is the President of the
United States speaking—*1 hereby find that the following oper-
ation in a foreign country, including all support necessary to such
operation, is important to the national security of the United
States and, due to its extreme sensitivity and security risks, I de-
termine it is essential to limit prior notice and direct the Director
of Central Intelligence to refrain from reporting this Finding to the
Congress, as provided in section 501 of the National Security Act of
1947, as amended, until I otherwise direct.”

Do you recall that?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir.

Senator RubMAN. And you were familiar with that at the time of
the appearance discussed in your prior testimony?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir. .

Senator RupMan. Do you feel that as the Deputy Director of In-
telligence you, at that point, were free to violate that restriction
laid on the Agency by the President of the United States?

Mr. GatEs, No, sir. :

Senator RupmaN. Now, to carry it a step further, what you have
said to us in testimony is that, “were you to find yourself in that
position, you would . . .”—and I'd like you to finish the sentence.

Mr. Gartes. I characterized that if I had found myself asked the
specific question in April, 1986, confronted with the directive from
the President, I would, in effect, seek time to go back and say that
I had been confronted with this situation, that I had to respond to
the Committee, and that the only possibilities were either to tell
them about the Finding or to go back and tell them that I had been
directed by the President not to answer the question. But I would
have sought guidance in that way and I would have come back to
the Committee immediately. I'm assuming it would have been the
very next day.

Senator RupMan. I think that it is stretching reality to accuse
you of misrepresentation of your views about notification when, in
fact, you were operating under that directive from the President
himself.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Gates—and you correct me if I'm
wrong—but there is still a dispute between this Committee and
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this President, who was not involved in that Finding, as to the con-
stitutional question of notification and the 48 hour rule. Am I cor-
rect?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir.

Senator RUDMAN. And that it is still unresolved?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. o

Senator Rupman. But it is your position and you are giving us
your pledge as the nominee that if, in fact, you are confirmed, you
will follow the procedure you have outlined in answers to Senator
Boren, Senator Metzenbaum, and to me just now?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir.

Senator Rupman. All right. Thank you.

Let me move to another point.

There was some innuendo that because Colonel North had made
certain references to you in his diary, T believe, that somehow that
charged you with some knowledge or responsibility for what was
written there. Your answer to the Senator from Ohio in response
to that question was that you had no idea what that reference was.

Am I correct?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator RupmaN. For the record, Mr. Chairman, I want to refer
to page 76 of the final report of the Congressional Cornm_itte(_as on
Iran-Contra. I want to read an excerpt of that report which is in-
structive as to why I think that your answer is an accurate answer,
and any inference that somehow, because vou are in that dlary, it
casts aspersions on your integrity is incorrect. Let me read it. '

“In his report to Poindexter, North exaggerated his own role in
the crisis. In a PROF note, North told Poindexter he had personal-
ly forestalled a crisis by calling the President of Costa Rica and
threatening to cut off aid. North conceded to Poindexter that he
may have overstepped the bounds of his authority: ‘I recognize that
I was well beyond my charter in dealing with a head of state this
way and in making threats, offers that may be impossible to deliv-
er.

Poindexter responded, ‘Thanks, Ollie. You did the right thing,
But let’s try to keep it quiet.” " ]

So the PROF note was that Colonel North had a rather direct
discussion with President Arias of Costa Rica. )

“North admitted in his testimony that he had not called Presi-
dent Arias. He claimed instead that the PROF message was spemfi,;
cally cast the way it was to protect the other two parties engaged.

So I repeat what I said yesterday, that any reliance by anyone on
PROF notes without some sort of corroboration is unfair to the wit-
ness and, frankly, unfair to the Committee.

I want to talk about the famous Allen meeting of October 1,
1986, and the memo that was executed pursuant to that. )

I'm not very anxious to air soiled laundry of the CIA at this
hearing, but there is something that really ought to be said here. 1
am aware of it, I have been made aware of it, and I want to discuss
it with you in as diplomatic terms as I can.

You, Mr. Gates, are a product of the Intelligence Directorate. Am
I correct?

Mr. GATes. Yes, sir.
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Senator RupMan. At the time, Clair George was the Director of
Operations. Am I correct?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator RUDMAN. Am I correct that there was, you've character-
ized it as “mistrust,” but would I be accurate in saying that the
relationship between you and Mr, George was somewhat strained
at times?

Mr. GaTEes. We cooperated in some areas and we had some strong
disagreements in others. Yes, sir. _

Senator RupMAN. Would it also be fair to say that, although nei-
ther of you knew what the outcome would be, that you were both
looked at as people who were upward bound in the Agency and
there might have been some thought on someone’s part that you
were competitors for advancement within the Agency. Is that a fair
statement?

Mr. Gartes. I suppose some may have thought that. Yes.

Senator Rupman. Well, many people thought that, Mr. Gates.

Now, when Mr. Allen came to you with this complaint, he was,
essentially, talking about something that was within the realm of
the Operations Directorate. Am I correct?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator RUpMAN. And you were in the Intelligence Directorate.

Mr. Gartes. By that time, sir, I was the Deputy Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence.

Senator Rupman. But your background, I should have said, was
in the Intelligence Directorate.

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir. '

Senator RUDMAN. Let me ask you this flat-out question, Mr.
Gates. I've never asked it of you in our private meetings. I saved it
for today.

During that time when you were dealing with Mr. Casey, who
you knew had a rather direct pipeline down to the DO and, in fact,
would even bypass the DO and go to some of his subordinates—Mr.
George's subordinates, such as Mr. Fiers—was it not a fact that one
of the reasons you proceeded with extreme caution was that you
did not want to get yourself into a situation of antagonizing the
Operations Directorate without adequate and substantial cause to
go forward?

Mr. Gares. I certainly was concerned that they not view me as
having some sort of inherent suspicion of them or mistrust of them
in terms of their activities and their integrity. I did worry about
that. Yes.

Senator RupMman. In fact, that was a very sensitive thing be-
cause, essentially, you were a relatively new Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence. You had been on a level, the same level, with
the DO, Mr. George, and you were about to move into an area with
the Director and with the General Counsel that very well could
give them a lot of grief.

Am T correct?

Mr. Gares. I didn’t know, but I clearly had a concern that they
not look upon me as some sort of, as a person who just basically
mistrusted them.

Senator Rubman. Because, of course, you were coming from the

Directorate of Intelligence and now you had oversight over both,
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and you wanted to be sure that you weren’t perceived as someone
whoastﬂl had a bias toward your former directorate. Is that accu-
rate?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir, and I think also it was part of the reason
why I moved slowly in involving myself in the activities of the
clandestine service, as I indicated yesterday, only moving to get
these briefings on a couple of these operations at the end of July,
several months after I became Deputy.

Senator RubMan. I thank you for that answer. It confirms what
I have been told by others and what I have thought.

One of the problems of these hearings it that they take place in a
rather sterile atmosphere. To try to get the reallife feelings of
people who are on-line, facing the crisis, is a very difficult thing to
convey at a hearing like this. But I think my own judgment, look-
ing at that whole record, is that one of the mMajor reasons you pro-
ceeded cautiously is that you wanted to make sure that you had
good evidence. You had some question about Mr. Allen’s judgment
on some of these issues, as you've testified—although he had pro-
duced some good work—and you wanted to be sure that you'd got it
right before you went forward. -

Is that a good characterization?

Mr. Gates. That'’s fair.

Senator RubMAN. All right.

Now, I do want to turn to the other item that was the subject of
a long series of questions, and that was on the Hasenfus shoot-
down and what you said and when you said it. It's kind of interest-
ing because we now have some very current evidence to look at
and that is the unfortunate—and I say that sincerely—indictment
of Mr. Fiers, who I got to know very well over the years and had
enormous respect for. I think he found himself in a terrible posi-
tion. But he has been indicted and he will be dealt with by the jus-
tice system, fairly I'm sure.

I want to read to you from that indictment.

“On or about October 9, 1986, the defendant, Alan Fiers, met
with the CIA Deputy Director for Operations, Clair George, to dis-
cuss what information would be provided to Congressional Commit-
tees investigating the circumstances surrounding the downed air-
craft and the resupply operation of which it was a part. During the
course of the meeting, Mr. George informed the defendant, Alan D.
Fiers, Jr., that certain facts would not be conveyed to the Congres-
sional Committees because they would lead to further Congression-
al inquiry that would ‘turn the spotlight’ on the Administration
and thus reveal the role of Lieutenant Colonel North in the resup-
ply effort.”

It is obvious that it was not revealed to the Congress.

Was it revealed to you?

Mr. Gates. No, sir.

Senator RubpMaAN. In fact, Mr. Gates, as sad as it is to state here
this morning, you were lied to—if the possession of those facts is
accura‘e. I will give you that caveat. You were lied to by your own
people.

Mr. Gartes. If that statement is correct, that is true.

Senator Runman, I think that is a very important point to make
at this hearing: that to charge this witness with knowledge when
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he was lied to—and, in my opinion, he was lied to—is the height of
unfairness. :

Finally, Mr. Gates, again we're talking about this period of time
almost in a sterile way, as if that’s all everybody was doing. I want
to read to you—and ask you to comment on it-—some of your testi-
mony before this Committee on the 17th and 18th of February,
1987, during your previous hearing. .

You said, “Second, while I certainly do not wish to trivialize
these activities, it is important, I think, to place them in perspec-
tive. Lest it appear that the Iranian affair was the preoccupying
issue on our minds during this period, let me point out that during
the first two weeks in October, both we and you were preoccupied
with the downing of the private benefactor airplane in Nicaragua
and the capture of Eugene Hasenfus. The Daniloff affair and asso-
ciated expulsions culminated during this period. We were deeply
engaged in preparations for the President’s meeting in Reykjavik,
Nearly simultaneously, we had a political crisis in the Philippines,
a phony Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, a major commitment
of time and energy related to the British expulsion of the Syrian
Ambassador, and Syria’s involvement in terrorism, a flap over false
reports of Korea’s Kim I1-Sung’s death, and a major precccupation
with the renewal of authorized support for the Contra program on
October 1, and the associated conflict along the Nicaraguan-Hondu-
ran border.” :

Ygu were involved in all of those things at that time. Am I cor-
rect?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir

Senator RUDMAN. And you were groping, as best you could, to
find out information about what was going on and in some cases
you were not leveled with by your own people. Am I correct?

Mr. Gares. I think that is correct, sir.

Senator RUDMAN. Mr. Gates, [ think you've been forthcoming
and forthright. As anyone who followed Iran-Contra would know, I
was hever an apologist for the Administration or its participants. I
think many things were done wrong and I will think to my dying
day that it was a serious breach of our Constitution. But I do not
think that you ought to be held accountable for anything in that,
except an occasional judgment which I think could have been
better. But I don’t think we can judge you on that. I think we have
to judge you on your entire record, on your competency, on your
integrity, on your qualifications, and I hope that’s the way each
Member of this Committee and, indeed, the Senate will vote when

this Committee reports out your nomination.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Rudman.

As I've indicated, we will take a recess until 1:40, since we have
run over a little bit, when we will begin the round of questions this
afternoon. This wil]l enable every Member of the Committee to at
least have had an initial round of questions with the nominee. As
I've indicated previously, we will not cut off the questioning of the
nominee even though we will go to other witnesses on Thursday.

We are going to be very thorough in this process. I know the
nominee understands our responsibilities. And as long as there are
any Members of the Committee that have questions that they
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think really seriously need to be addressed, those M ;
have an opportunity to ask those questions . ose Members will
and th
have an opportunity to respond, q nd the nominee will
V&;ehwﬂl stand inlxéecess until 1:40 this afternoon,
ereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the C i
at 1:40 the same day.| P € Lommittee recessed, to reconvene

AFTERNOON SESSION

Chairman Boren. I might just indicate i
] EN. again for the pu f
scheduling, we will attempt to complete about 5:00 o’clotﬂ: I(;I:'Ofi?:ti)e
:ﬁfﬁ;‘e&(_)ﬂ 0 clogk toctlagz, We vgill follow the order that I outlined
£ In rounds not to exceed thirty minutes, P -
tors will not take quite 80 minutes. Y fnutes. Ferhaps all Sena
We will not, of course, be in session on Wednesday. On Thursday

rnorni_ng at 7{0{) o’clock, as was our practice this time, we will be

on Thursday morning.

haz‘}ang‘esgsy, we wi%l have a W(Iimle series of open witnesses that
: previously announced to you.

il over bore Friday. you. Some of them could even
Friday, we will have a closed session on least part of the day on

After that time it would be our intention then to com
questlonzng of the nominee., Members have indicated theypfi?)teh;}\)fg
some additional questions they would like to ask. So Mr. Gates
would be prepared to come back, I might say to the nominee, po-
tentially as early as Tuesday afternoon, it might be Wednesda}; we
haIve to i](]iISt \;fa;t and 1iee how this works out. ’

would anticipate that most of that final questioning would be i
open session. There ‘might be a few mattersqthat we ‘Eould retll)ui:g
the nomunee to testify to in closed session if they related to ques-

Memb i i
sho?lllde;zk{m opportunity to ask any questions that they feel they
I think Members have been o ing i ith i
_ perating in good faith in terms of
the questions they havg been asking. They felt a responsibility to
ask those questions. We'll seek any documents that they might feel
It)lllggg ghould have a chance to review before the hearings are com-
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So again in keeping with those two words that I said I hope
would describe our hearings throughout, fair and thorough, this is
the process we intend to follow.

Our next round of questions will come from my colleague from
the state of California, Senator Cranston. Senator Cranston?

Senator RubMAN. Senator Cranston would you yield to me for
thirty seconds?

Senator CRansTON. Of course.

Senator RubMaN. I just want to make sure, Mr. Chairman, that
the written record is correct. At the close of this morning I read
some documents relating to Mr. Fiers. Of course those were from
his plea bargain. He pleaded guilty to two misdemeanors. There is
a separate indictment with similar language involving Mr. George.
I did not read that but there is great similarity and I want to make
sure that people knew what I was reading from and it was clearly
identified.

Chairman Borgn. The document—just to be clear—the document
from which you were reading was the document relating to the
Fiers plea bargain.

Senator RUDMAN. That is correct. And I thank my friend from
California. :

Chairman Boren. The Senator from California is recognized.

Senator CransTON. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to
finally have my turn.

I welcomed one remark in your opening statement where you
said one of your objectives as DCI would be to reduce the amount
of secrecy within and around the CIA.

As we all know there are many, many papers that get stamped
gecret that shouldn’t be. Don’t you really think we should reduce
the amount of secrecy government wide and review the whole clas-
sification system? ]

_ Mr. Gates. I agree with that, Senator Cranston, and I think
there has been considerable progress in this arena in the last sever-
al years. I recall reading the—I realize it's not on everybody’s read-
ing list—but I did read the annual report of the Informatlo_n'Secu-
rity Oversight Office. And they noted that the number of original—
of people with original classification authority—has dropped from
something like 60,000 people in 1971 to about 6,500 people in 1990,

Similarly, the number of original classifications has dropped by
about eighty percent over the last several years. Where the prob-
lem is, is in the review of documents for declassification that are
sitting in the government warehouses and safes. There are, you
know, untold number of pages of these.

Part of the problem is one of resources in the review of these
documents. One of the areas that I've thought about in terms of
greater Agency openness, where a DCI might be able to do some-
thing, would be perhaps in somewhat greater openness with re-
spect to historians. And being able to give greater access, particu-
larly to older documents in the Agency files. This is one area that I
think warrants looking into. .

But overall, I think we have made some progress, I hope, since
those days when people would put together a compilation of clip-
pings and then stamp it secret.
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Senator CransroN. Without going into the warehouses and the
safes and files and so forth, might it be worth your initiating dis-
cussions with the Secretaries of Defense and State and perhaps
Justice and other appropriate places to review what might be done
with ongoing operations to reduce the secrecy factor?

Mr. GATES. Yes sir.

Senator CranstoN. The Intelligence Community presumably
facts shrinking budgets while at the same time it faces new de-
mands in areas like arms control verification, counternarcotics, ter-
rorism and so forth. In regard to economic intelligence that you
discussed with Senator Bradley this morning, you mentioned that
two countries seem to be engaging in_economic espionage of one
sort or another. Without asking you what countries, I did want to
aS}i«:, i?s that done by the governments or is it a private operation or
what?

Mr. GaTes. I'm confident in one case it’s the government, Sena-
tor. I think it’s the government in the second but I'd have to check.

Senator CransToN. Do you know how they go about sharing that
with business concerns fo avoid the concern that Senator Metz-
enbaum has of favoritism to one business or another?

Mr. Gates. No sir, I don't.

Senator CRANSTON. Some people suggested that intelligence al-
ready collected from national systems could be of tremendous use
to environmental scientists in dealing with the environment gener-
ally. Do you see any role for the Intelligence Community and the
CIA specifically in acquiring information that can be helpful in
df??‘lfin‘?g with environmental threats to our security and our quality
of life?

Mr. Gates. We certainly have assets that can be brought to bear
against this problem. One area, for example, not in an environmen-
tal area, but an area outside of normal or what one would think
would be usual intelligence interests, are the statistics that the
Agency has pulled together on the number of AIDS cases world-
wide, for example, because of a skepticism that the figures provid-
ed by those countries to the World Health Organization, they shade
for political reasons.

It may be that the data gathering capabilities of the Intelligence
Community and perhaps some of itg space assets might be used in
connection with environmental issues. The only concern that I
have in that regard is as the resources available to the community
decline and there are a shrinking number of people to do a larger
number of tasks, I think we need to look carefully at those things
which are in the traditional national security arena as we look at
some of these new challenges before us.

A new area, for example, in the last ten to fifteen vears is the
whole realm of narcotics, where the Intelligence Community has
gotten fairly involved and now spends a fair amount of money.
That was an area that was not a traditional intelligence concern.

It may be that the environment will fall into that category as
well, but I think that that’s one of those areas in this broad look at
intelligence missions and priorities that I think we ought to ad-
dress and it ought to be a matter of agreement among the people
m the Executive branch and also in the Congress if they deem that
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sufficiently important to begin using some intelligence resources
for that purpose.

Senator CRANSTON. It seems to me that if you could it would be
very constructive. You could help on the AIDS front. That would
certainly be a real contribution.

Are there any other non-traditional areas where you think CIA
might be constructively helpful?

Mr. Gates. Well, two areas where the Agency has done some
work in the past that I thought was of particular interest included,
first of all, some work on climate change which was done a number
of years ago. I guess that involved environmental matters. Another
is on international resources, particularly water resources. The
Agency did a paper a number of years ago indentifying various
places around the world where it could forecast that within the
~ next ten or twenty years there was a real likelihood of war because

of conflict over available water resources. I think there are some
areas such as that where intelligence can make a unique contribu-
tion.

I think that there are a number of different areas that are of in-
terest to people in the Executive branch and also in the Congress.
Your comment about environmental studies is one thing, The
Agency has done some work on civil technology development over-
seas in terms of being able to identify leading areas where other
countries are leading us in technological development and why.
Sometimes it’s a technology transfer problem and so on. The basic
work done on that has been important to the broader work we've
done on technology transfer. So this question of foreign technology
development is another area where I think there is some opportu-
nity. So there are a variety of these areas that are non-traditional
in the national security arena where we've done some interesting
work. ‘Again, I come back to my only concern being that at some
pﬂinfi we have to draw the line In terms of how much we can actu-
a 0.

enator CRANSTON. Putting on your hat as a Soviet expert, do
you believe what has happened in the Soviet Union is irreversible?
Or do you think it’s possible that a new Stalin or Brezhnev-type
dictatorship could be re-imposed on the people there?

Mr. Gares. I think communism, Marxism, Leninism is dead in
the Soviet Union. There may be some practitioners of it who
haven’t twisted their heads yet to find out——

Senator CRANSTON. What about some other form of dictatorship?

Mr. Gates. But I do think there is a potential concern about a
return to authoritarianism in some parts of the former Soviet
Union. I think that the revolution that has taken place in the
wake of the coup now opens the prospect for a genuine democrati-
zation of the republics of the former Soviet Union. And also for
economic transformation. But that’s in the long term.

I think that the near term is going to be extremely difficult in
the republics and in the'former goviet Union. The old system has
been destroyed. A new system has not yet been created to take its
place. And as a result I think it’s going to be a very difficult
winter. I think that we have to look at the republics. Some of the
republics are further along in the process of democratization than

- others. Some are still fairly authoritarian. And I think if events, if
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Circumstances worsen over the winter, there will be a temptation
to return to the command type economy, and command type politi-
cal authority that we saw under communism.

So I think it’s something that is a possibility given the very seri-

on, so there won’t be the temptation to return to authoritariani
t anism.
Senator CRA'NSTOI\{. Do you believe there is a real threat of wide-
spread starvation this year? This winter? '
Mr. Gartes. I think that in some areas of some republics there
could be some severe short_ages of food. Part of the problem is that

ance of the central government.

However ﬂaWed' the system was before the coup, it's become
worse now. So I think that in some specific parts of the country, it
could be a problem, yes. ’

Senai_:or CranstoN. How well equipped is the CIA to follow
events in the new emerging republics there and the many semi-au-
tonomous republics within the republics and in all the various
ethnic groups?

Mr. GATES. Senator, I'm not totally familiar with the current sit-

ation for the Agency, but I would say speaking for the govern-
ment as a whole, that our capabilities are very limited.

Right now we have a consulate in Kiev and one in Leningrad,
and other than tha_lt we are dependent on travelers and what we
hear out of the S_ov1et Union and so on. I would hope that we could
Inove at some point fairly quickly to establish consulates in each of
the repubhc_ capitals that would become embassies if those repub-
lics became independent.

But I think we need to establish an official presence throughout
these republics Just as quickly as we can, not only so we can know
betffer what is going on, but so that people can give local advice to
{Jlgifsll)nessmen and others wanting to invest and people wanting to

Senaf:or Cranston. How confident are you that we know what's
happening over there in regard to the command, custody and con-
trol of nuclear weapons?

Mr. GartEs. I am more confident certainly now than I wag during
the period of the coup itseif. We have, I think, satisfactory assur-
ances in terms of the command and control system now, and they
clealjly are considering ways of involving some of the republic
presidents and others in their command and control system in a

Senator' CraNSTON. President Bush said yesterday that we would
be more likely to favor economic aid to the people over there if the
Soviet Union stopped aiming its 30,000 nuclear missiles at us, A
few days before that he said, quote, “I hope we'll see some recogni-
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tion that we're not their enemy and they’ll stop aiming missiles at
the United States of America,” unquote.

Some questions about that. First, could we verify that they had
stopped aiming at us if indeed they did stop? :

Mr. GATEs. I think we have some independent intelligence means
of being able to give us some indication of that. I would not pretend
that it would be complete information.

Senator CRANSTON. It seems to me they might well suggest a re-
ciprocal move on our part—that we stop aiming our thousands,
tens of thousands of deadly missiles at them. Would they be able to
verify our compliance?

Mr. GaTes. I guess I would have to reply I hope not. I don’t know
the answer to that. There presumably could be some kind of
mutual verification means, but it's hard for me, off the top of my
head, to figure out what they would be. .

Senator CransToN. Do you think it's conceivable that we could
work out such a mutual agreement with them? And would it be ad-
visable to undertake to do so?

Mr. Gares. I think that the most reliable first step would be to
proceed with the implementation of the START agreement and the
dismantling of a lot of these systems. As long as they sit in the
silos or on those road-mobile launchers and so on, nobody can know
from one day to the next, reliably, where they are aimed.

I think that significant reductions in the numbers of those weap-
on}.!: is probably the greatest assurance that we stop aiming at each
other.

Senator CRANSTON. If they are responsive to President Bush’s re-
quest, is there any real need, given the new circumstances, for us
to have as many as we now aim at them?

Mr. GarEs. I would think that if there are significant reductions
on the Soviet side, Senator, it would be my opinion that there could
be significant reductions on our side as well.

Senator CransToN. What have you learned about our capacity
and the world’s capacity to monitor nuclear proliferation in the
light of what we have learned in Iraq?

Mr. GatEs. Before we had the war with Iraq and the subsequent
ingpection regime that has given us the insight we have had, I
would have been more confident in telling you that we had a
pretty good handle on proliferation efforts around the world. We
know the companies that are engaged in this activity and have in
the past. We know the governments that are trying to develop a
nuclear capability. We have a pretty good sense of the kinds of
technologies and the kinds of things people are looking for in this
connection.

I think that one of the things that happened to us with respect to
Iraq was what I would call a certain technological arrogance. I
think people did not anticipate that the Iraqi’s would reach so far
back for what I understand to be a very outdated and old technolo-
gy for assembling—for a nuclear weapons program.

And so I think that—one of the things that I've discovered about
analysts, not being a technical expert myself, is that there is, par-
ticularly in this country, a certain technical arrogance and if
people—if they don’t have evidence that people are doing a particu-
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lar kind of program the way we did it, then there is a tendency to
say they're not doing it. -

And we've seen too many examples in the Soviet arena where in
fact they took a different path that seemed-—that it was either re-
jected by our military or by someone else and made it work. So I
think the greatest lesson that we’ve learned out of the Iraqi experi-
ence is perhaps a little greater humility and a greater willingness
to look at a wider array of possibilities in some of these countries.

We knew that the Iraqis were trying to build a weapon; what we
underestimated was just how far they had gone.

Senator CRaNsSTON. You spoke yesterday of the difficulty of moni-
toring chemical and biclogical proliferation. What do we need to do
there to beef up our capacity?

Mr. Gates. [ think that one of the things that—there are cer-
tain-—again, this is an area where I'm certainly no expert, but I
think in the chemical arena there are certainly some kinds of pre-
cursors that can be monitored. Part of the new proliferation pro-
gram that the President put forth last November is limitations on
some fifty precursor chemicals that would be associated with chem-
ical weapons and we're getting a number of other countries to
work with us in monitoring the supply and sale of those weapons.

I think the biological problem is the most difficult of all. I can’t
help but believe that there are some technological answers in
terms of being able to detect certain kinds of chemicals that are
the most common in chemical weapons that would help in monitor-
ing such things in various countries. We’ve had pretty good luck in
places like Rabta in Libya and elsewhere in identifying where
chemical weapons are being produced.

So I guess that what I would see as the strategy for dealing with
it would be a combination of policy measures, perhaps some invest-
ment in technological research for monitoring devices, and I think
it also gets back to the enhanced human intelligence collection,
which is usually how we first get some indication that these pro-
grams are underway.

Senator CransToN. We've heard a lot about compartmentaliza-
tion within the CIA, limited loops, people excluded from informa-
tion within the Agency. Some of the people in the CIA are obvious-
ly trained in secrecy and deception and in dissembling. Senator
Rudman established this morning that you may well have been
lied to by one of your subordinates. How would you as CIA Director
guard against not being informed of actions undertaken by CIA
fzmp}loyees that might be improper and might be in violation of the
aw?

Mr. Gartes. I think there are two ways to deal with that, Senator
Cranston. One is I think that the procedures that Director Webster
has put in place that ensure the review of covert actions and that
people who, throughout the Agency from the analytical directorate,
the General Counsel’s office, the Comptroller, a variety of people
are looking at these programs, is an important way to assure com-
pliance. I think that the statutory Inspector General offers an
added safeguard in terms of being able to investigate rumors and
investigate information that might indicate there is some difficulty,
or some non-compliance. That is one of the reasons why I suppose
it is a little violation of privilege, but I was a strong supporter in



the Executive branch of signing the authorization bill with the
statutory Inspector General in it. ) )

And frankly, I think that a third safeguard is the opportunity to
come up here and brief the Congress on these covert actions and
have the opportunity for the kind of by-play and intensive ques-
tioning that goes on. And I think that all of those things acting to-
gether, as well as a clear understanding on the part of those who
work in CIA that there is no tolerance for non-compliance with the
law at the top, is an important element of making sure that people
follow the rules. .

I think that—I hesitate to read into people’s motives, but my
sense is that those who have acknowledged wrongdoing in the
Agency in connection with Iran-Contra believed that they were
doing the right thing. That they believed that this was either en-
couraged, or tolerated, at the top or that in some broader sense
that it was the right thing to do. And I think that the kind of
standard that Director Webster set, and I will say the kind of dquc—
tions that I gave as Acting Director, are an important element in
people understanding that that kind of thing will not be tolerated
in the Agency. )

Senator CranstoN, How confident would you be as Director that
you knew all you wanted to know and needed to know about what
people working under you were doing? .

Mr. Gares. Again, I think you have to depend on the reliability
of the people that are selected to senior positions working for you.
There are internal safeguards and means for investigating and
looking into problems. You know, no organization can ever be
100% confident that all the people working for it are going to obey
all the rules all the time. And it seems to me that you do every-
thing you can to ensure compliance with the rules, but you also try
to build a system whereby if there is one mdlv_ldual who goes
astray, you can identify it and deal with it very quickly, very early
on before it becomes a serious problem. I think that this is charac-
teristic of virtually any big institution. ) )

Senator CRANSTON. You spoke yesterday, perhaps a little plain-
tively, of how people sometimes look askance at you or other
people who work for the CIA, despite the belief of you and others
there that you are doing patriotic work. What are your feelings
about the role of CIA with its secrecy, its clandestine and covert
actions and so forth, in a democracy? Have we taken all of the pre-
cautions that we need to take to protect our democracy against any
adverse consequences of the actions of this agency? Have we taken
all the precautions we should take overseas to keep our clandestine
and covert actions and so forth from tarnishing our image abroad,
and making sure that they will not set back our desires to promote
democracy and freedom overseas? )

Mr. Gates. Senator, one of the interesting aspects of the dialogue
that CIA has with—and officers of the CIA have with—other intel-
ligence services is in describing how our oversight process works,
and how we see it working to our advantage. Why it is important
in a democracy to have an oversight process. .

With some of our colleagues from democratic countries, tl}ey
wince at the notion, but acknowledge that it is probably coming
their way.
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I think one of the most interesting conversations that I had
along these lines was in a series of three private meetings with
Vladimir Kyruchkov, who became the director or the Chairman of
the KGB. First meeting was here in Washington in December of
1987, and then there were two meetings in Moscow. And part of
the discussion in each of those meetings was about the importance
of legislative oversight.

In the first meeting or two, I thought that he evinced some inter-
est in how you make an intelligence service more accepted and
more respected in its homeland. By the time of the third meeting it
was clear that he had reversed course in terms of his support for—
it was clear to me that he had reversed course in terms of his sup-
port for the reform process and was clearly headed in a different
direction. And that was the last meeting we ever had.

But in all of these dialogues, it is, I would say, just as American
democracy is held up as a model for other countries, despite its im-
perfections. I think that the oversight process and the role of CIA
in American democracy with the unprecedented amount of —or the
unequaled amount of —publicity about its activities is a model for
the rest of the world, again, however imperfect the process may be.
I think that the last 15 years have been a long Pilgrims Progress in
this evolution of oversight and a sense that CIA is both accountable
an;lk adheres to the law. We probably still have further progress to
mzke,

But I think that in the eyes of many foreign governments, the
view is that the way that CIA reiates to the Congress and relates to
the American people is something to be admired if not emulated.

Senator CRANSTON. What was your position in the CIA in Sep-
tember and October of 19807

Mr. GaTes. 1 was—through the early part of October 1980, I was
Executive Assistant to Admiral Stansfield Turner, the Director.
{\Jn(_i then I became the National Intelligence Officer for the Soviet

nion.

Senator CRANSTON. As you, know there have been allegations
that a secret meeting with Iranians to discuss hostages, when they
should be released or not be released, occurred shortly before the
1980 Presidential election. These allegations charged that George
Bush, Casey, and Donald Gregg, then a CIA employee, attended
that meeting. Would you have known if Gregg attended any such
meeting?

Mr. GATes No, sir.

Senator CraNsTON. So you have no knowledge about that?

Mr. GATEs. No sir.

Senator CransToN. Did you have any contact directly or indirect-
ly with anyone connected in any fashion with the Reagan or Bush
campaigns in 1979 and 19807

r. Gates. Not before the election, no sir.

Senator Cranston. Did they make any efforts to get in touch
with you?

Mr. GaTrs. No, sir.

Senator Cranston. I would like to ask sort of a broad general
question. What have you learned from this experience, the confir-
mation hearing, and the questions that come up about the Agency
and your actions in the Agency in the past, and questions like



those asked by Senator Metzenbaum, and Senator Bradley, in par-
ticular, the exhaustive scrutiny of your past actions that will
strengthen you as Director if confirmed?

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I believe that it has certainly brought home
to me the importance of the lessons that I described that I had
learned. And also the fragility of this relationship of trust and con-
fidence that I talked about in my opening statement.

I believe—there was a considerable—I must say, I have received
very differing points of view among people in the Executive branch
that I consulted on my pledge at the end of my formal statement to
resign if I felt that a relationship of trust and confidence were jeop-
ardized. And I decided to go ahead with it because I am convinced,
and I think this hearing has reaffirmed to me, that there can be
differences in policy and differences in approach between the Exec-
utive branch and the Congress, and between CIA and the Oversight
Committees, but that those differences can be accommodated
within a relationship of trust and confidence. And I believe that
the kind of questioning that Senator Metzenbaum, Senator Bradley
and really all of the Members of the Committee up to now have
addressed to me emphasize that point to me all the more.

Senator CransroN. You have made plain that you believe in
giving candid and truthful answers to Congressional questioners at
hearings. Does that include, when it is obvious that the Members
or a Member is seeking certain information, if they don’t ask the
right question, do you remain silent appropriately, or do you volun-
teer information that meets the legitimate obvious needs of the
questioners?

Mr. Gares. No sir, I think that as I indicated in my opening
statement, I think it is important for the intelligence representa-
tives to be forthcoming as well as truthful.

In some respects, sometimes I have shared the experience of
these Committees in feeling like I had to ask the right questions
when I was at the Agency or I wouldn’t get the right answer. So I
have a certain amount of sympathy with that.

But I think that it’s clear that people have to be completely
forthcoming with the Committees because if you are not willing to
go beyond just the question that is asked, then you are going to get
the kind of crises that took place I think back in the first half of
the 1980’s where tremendous misunderstandings occur and there
really is no confidence.

Senator CranstoN. If you were sitting up here and not down
there, are there any questions that you would ask that we have not
asked? [General laughter.]

Mr. Gates. I would have to give that a fair amount of thought.
I've been asked a lot. _

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, [ still have some more questions but I know my
time is up.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Cranston.

We will begin a series of three votes on the Floor at approxi-
mately 2:35, unfortunately. The Chair is going to try to press
ahead. It may be that we will have to go as late as a’little past
5:00. I certainly want to make it possible for people who need to
leave to do so. We certainly won’t go past 5:30, in any event.

601

Senator Gorton, would it be i
r . possible for you to at least mavh
ﬁfgeen gmn(l}ltes of y(Imr questioning if we can get a little— ybe do
enator ORTON. I will certainly go alo ith !
gom f_'ar | FORTO: yg ng with that. I'!] start and
Chairman Borgn. Why don’t we and then we will come back we
will have to have about a twenty minute recess while all of us go to
thg Flot?r tl(‘)d vote on these three back to back votes.
enator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimou -
Sﬁptkt}lllat Exhlbgs JMEng be placed in the record which I dso Cgcr:t
1nk has been done. And the memorandu i
the subject of a question— neum covering that. Tt was
(SZhalrman BoreN. A question by Senator Rudman?
o tiréé::gollffﬂxowsm. Yes, and I believe it is his intention to have
reg}l;?rman BoreN, Without objection it will be placed in the
[The document referred to follows:]
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ACTION

MEMORANDUM FCR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JCOHN M, POINDEXTERV
SUBJECT: Covert Action Pinding Regarding Iran

Prime Minister Peress of Israel secrecly dispatched his special
advisor on terrorism with instructions to propouse 4 plan by which
Iscael, with limited assistance from the U.5., cin cCreats
conditions to help bring about & more moderate government in
Iran. The Israelis are very concernsd that Iran's deteriorating
position in the war with Iraq, the potential for further
radicalization in Iran, and the possibility of snhanced Soviet
influsnce in the Gulf all pose significant thrests to the

gecurity of Israsl. They beliave it is essential that they act
to at least preserve a balance of power in the reqion,

The Israeli plan is premised on the assumption that moderate
elements in Iran can come to pover if these factions demonstratse”

cheir credibility in defending Iran against Iraq and in deterring

Soviet intervention. To achiave the strategic goal of a more
moderata Iranian government, the Israelis are prepared to
unilatsrally commence selling military matariel to
Western-orientad Iranian factions.
doing they can achieve a heretofore unchbtainable penstration of
the Iranian governing hierarchy,
the Iranians are 0 desperate for military materiel, expertise
and intelligence that the preovision of these rescurces will
result in favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes
within the Iranian government. TFurther, once the sxchange
relactionship has commanced, s dependancy would be established cn
those wvho are providing the requisite rescurces, thus allowing
the provider{s) to coercively influence near-term svents. Such
an outcome is consistent with our policy objectives and would
present significant advantages for U.8. national interssts. As
described by the Prime Minister's smissary, the only requirement
the Israelis have is an assurance that they will be allowed to
purchase 0.8, replenishments for the stocks that thay ssll to
Iran. We have researched the legal problems of Israel's sellirg
U.S. manufactursd arms to Iran. Because of the requirement in
U.S. law for recipients of U.8, arms to notify the U.5.
government of transfers toc third countries, I do not recommend
that you agrae with the specific details of the lsraeli plan.
However, there is another possibility. 3Some tims ago Attorney
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Chairman BoreN. Senator Gorton?

Senator GorroN. Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons that I am
happy to start now is that I want to say that in this relatively
lengthy hearing so far, I'’ve been most fascinated and most enlight-
ened by the really fine questions which Senator Cranston has just
asked. It seems to me that so many of them have gone to lessons—
have gone to where we stand now in this country with the CIA and
to the future, that I can do no better than express the frustration
that I've wanted to ask many of those questions myself and will
follow up on some of them. But I think the Senator from California
has really helped enlighten those of us who were here to hear them
on some of the views and the ways in which he has arrived at those
views of Mr. Gates,

Senator CRaNsTON, Thank you, Senator, very much.

Senator GORTON. And I do intend to follow up on some of those
questions. I guess the only other premise from which I would like
to start, Mr. Gates, is that unlike some of the earlier questioners in
this round, I believe that I have occasionally made the mistake
myself and come up with wrong answers or answers which proved
to be wrong in the light of history, And I may, even on occasion,
have ducked fully an unpleasant task. :

You have admitted to having that kind of experience in your life
on a couple of occasions, and I think that that puts you into that
huge mass of humanity most of whom hope that they have learned
from their experiences. From what I have heard so far in the last
two days, it seems to me that you have. And since I intend to vote
for your confirmation, and since I believe that you will be con-
firmed, I think that the direction that Senator Cranston went is
where I'd like to. I'd like to try to learn more about what you will
be like in the office of Director of Central Intelligence.

I have one specific follow-up with respect to a series of Senator
Cranston’s questions. He asked you about how you would try to
assure that you were not misled by some of your subordinates in
some future crisis. And T wonder whether or not there isn’t a fairly
significant addition to both his question and to your answer to if.

It is not the case that our examination of this whole Iran-Contra
affair, was it not unique, at least not the common course of action,
did you not have there a situation which you fervently hoped will
never occur on your watch as Director in which it was clear that
the position and the policies adopted by Congress were felt by the
Administration, right up to and including the President, to be pro-
foundly wrong and profoundly not in the interests of the United
States. So that you had many men and women, I suppose, in the
Administration and elsewhere who felt pulled in two different di-
rections, and were faced with very agonizing choices as to where
loyalties lay.

Is that not a situation which is relatively rare and is that not a
situation which would have to cause anyone who was DCI to be es-
pecially and particularly careful about whether or not he or she is
hearing everything? I fake it you wouldn’t expect in the normal
course of events, when the country was fairly united on a policy
and a direction to have people customarily lying to you in your
shop. Aren’t there some signals with respect to particular policies
which would lead to great caution?
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. Mr. GarEs. Yes, sir, Senator Gorton, I think that is absolutely
rue.

I think that this is the only instance in my government career
when I felt that beople perhaps hadn’t played straight with me. I
mean everybody in government is accustomned to shadings and poli-
tics and bureaucratic gamesmanship and that sort of thing.

But what appeared to be dishonesty was something that I had
not encountered, [ think it really did owe a lot to the deep divisions

feeling on the part of some officers as | indicated earlier that they
were sort of responding to a higher calling, if you will, when they
did not follow the rules,

I have—if we had not had a significant success in getting Soviet
troops out of Afghanistan and bringing about a negotiated solution,
or at least a hoped for negotiated solution in Angola, I would be
profoundly skeptical about the value of covert paramilitary action.
Iam hot aware of a single one since the founding of CIA that ever
remained a secret., And they have repeatedly embroiled the Agency
and the government in controversy and difficulty.

Now there may be exceptions, and I've just cited a couple, where

unlgvlse to use that kind of—that instrument of American foreign
policy.

Senator GortoN. You may have answered this question already,
but as you look back at the entire twenty-five years of your career
her.e, has there been any other instance to your knowledge in
which that kmd' of deep division has taken place and in which that
kind of temptation to go beyond the law has existed to any degree
or go the same degree that it did in connection with Central Amer.
ica’

Mr. GA}TES_. The only one that I can think of, Senator, was at the
very beginning of my career, and that was Vietnam. I don’t know
that anybody went beyond the law then, but there certainly were
those kinds of deep divisions.

_ Sqnatc_:r Gorton. Now I'd like to go back to another line of ques-
tioning in which Senator Cranston engaged that looks toward the
future and how you will dea) substantively with future challenges.
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Union, in the immediate future, the next three or four years, in
comparison with, say, the time since Gorbachev became President
or First Secretary and even the time before that. Is the fact that
there is more openness and for that matter, a much weaker central
government, does that give you such a broader opportunity to find
out not only the mood of the people but the actual economic cir-
cumstances, the defense circumstances in what remains of the
Soviet Union? Or is that so over-matched by the chaos and the lack
of leadership, that you are even less certain when you make analy-
ses of potential future changes in that country?

Mr. Gates. I think the right answer, Senator, is that it really
works both ways. In some areas, because of the change in the
nature of the government, I think that the people will be more
straightforward in dealing with the United States government. I
think there is a different attitude toward this government on the
part of the democratic leaders who have assumed positions of re-
sponsibility in the republics.

I also think the greater openness will provide us some of the op-
portunities that the Soviets have had in this society for so long.

At the same time, as you suggest, the fact that we now have to
think about fifteen capitals rather than one in the former Soviet
Union clearly is a complicating factor.

I think that the biggest complication though is the following. I
have a good friend who describes the information that policymak-
ers want to know as falling into two categories, Secrets and myster-
ies. :

Secrets are things that are ultimately knowable, stealable. You
can find them out. They exist. You can target them. You can go
after them.

- Mysteries are those things where nobody knows what the answer
is. And frankly, T think over the last number of weeks and in some
respects the last couple of years, the number of mysteries that we
are trying to cope with and trying to understand in the world is
increasing geometrically.

Senator GORTON. Fewer secrets and more mysteries?

Mr. Gartes. Exactly.

Senator GorTON. In that connection, and you did at least in part
answer this question to Senator Cranston, do you believe that the
dangers of some kind of nuclear accident, given the huge number
of warheads in what remains of the Soviet Union or what was the
Soviet Union, has increased in any measure comparable to the ob-
vious decrease or almost total loss of a thorough, thought out
Soviet government policy decision to use nuclear weapons?

In other words, is the possibility of some kind of nuclear acci-
dent—secrets have gone down and mysteries have gone up. What
about the balance there? Through all the years of the Cold War,
our concern was that someone might rationally take the decision in
the Soviet Union to begin a nuclear exchange. Now that’s almost
disappeared. But how much has the chance of an accident in-
creased?

Mr. Gates. I think that, without being an expert on it by any
means, my judgment, Senator, would be that the chances of an ac-
cident or the theft of a weapon actually has decreased. Because
over the past couple of years, the Soviets have taken—the Soviet
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military have taken—some important steps to consolidate the stor-
age of their nuclear weapons, to take them out of areas that are—
where there is a lot of conflict, where there is a particular danger
of some particular group or another trying to steal one of the weap-
ons. They have enhanced the security forces around most of their
facilities as far as we can tell.

So I would make the overall judgment—I may be wrong, but it is
my judgment—that if anything the weapons are probably some-
what more secure today than they were perhaps two or three years
ago, just because of a heightened sensitivity to their vulnerability.

Senator GorToN. This morning, there was at least an implied
criticism for a shift in priorities on the part of the CIA in late 1988,
You now must be in the process of going through a determination
as to how to shift that priority.

Could you outline for me whether or not you think the need for
intelligence, both as to intentions of present governments and the
stability of those present governments has increased or decreased
in other important parts of the world. I guess I sort of ask you to
start with the People’s Republic of China and perhaps some of the
other East Asia nations which have not shared in the reforming
fervor of the Soviet Union. And then maybe speak to the same sub-
ject with respect to the Middle East, to Iraq particularly, but to
any other government there to which you think the gquestion might
apply.

Mr. Gares. I certainly would agree with the premise of the ques-
tion in terms of the importance of additional information and anal-
ysis on the remaining closed societies in the world. The number is
dwindling. And I think that they probably feel increasingly threat-
ened.

And the question is whether they will respond to this heightened
sense of vulnerability by change and reform or by resistance and
taking actions that are contrary to our interests and our perception
of their interests. )

In those conditions, clearly understanding better of what's going
on inside China and particularly in the leadership, in Vietnam, in
North Korea—North Korea is a particularly troublesome example
where you have a totally closed society, one that has some disturb.
ing developments in its own nuclear program. So that I think these
are all areas that we have to pay a lot of attention to. .

Clearly, Iraq is—continues to be a very serious problem. There is
no—we find ourselves—or I find myself looking on amazed that
Saddam Hussein does not seem to have learned anything as a
result of the war. And he continues to cheat, he continues to try to
obstruct the U.N. Inspectors. When his hand is called, he concedes
Jjust enough to get himself out of a corner and then turns right
around and cheats again. His actions toward his own people
haven't changed. _

So as long as he is there, that is clearly going to be an important
target for American intelligence in terms of trying to find out what
is going on. .

Chairman BoreN. I think we are going to have to stand in recess
for about fifteen minutes or a little longer. Now, Senator Gorton,
do you have additional questions?

Senator GorTon. I think I may.



610

Chairman BorenN. We will return after these three votes at ap-
proximately 3:00 o’clock. We will continue with Senator Gorton
and then Senator DeConcini will be the next questioner.

[A recess was taken from 2:45 o’clock p.m. until 3:26 o’clock p.m.]

Chairman BorenN. We will come back to order. I remind the
nominee he remains under oath.

Does the nominee reeall that?

Mr. GATES. Yes sir.

Chairman Boren. While I am waiting for my colleagues to
arrive, there are 2 or 3 questions for the record that I would like to
address to you that relate to the Iran-Contra matter from the point
of view of my responsibilities institutionally to the Committee. I
was not able to complete in my opening round so let me, as we are
waiting for other Members to appear, ask those questions.

The statement of the government in the Fiers plea bargain
agreement states, in essence, that on October 9th, 1986, Clair
‘George ordered Alan Fiers to limit his testimon‘y to the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee in order to, quote, “Not turn the spot-
light on activities of the NSC Staff.” At 6:30 p.m. on that afternoon
of October 9th, the day before the testimony 1s to be given, Director
Casey’s schedule shows that he met with you, Clair George, Alan
Fiers, and your Congressional Affairs Officer, David Gries, to dis-
cuss the testimony the following day. Do you recall that meeting?

Mr. GaTes. No sir, I do not.

Chairman Boren. Do you recall whether there was any direction
at all, either at that meeting or at any other time, by Mr. Casey or
any suggestion by Clair George that the testimony should be limit-
ed in order to not turn the spotlight on the Administration?

Mr. GaTes. I have no recollection of any such thing, Mr. Chair-
man,

Chairman BoREN. As far as you can remember that phrase was
not used in your presence in regard to the Fiers testimony?

Mr. Gates. No sir, and I believe that if it had been, I would re-
member.

Chairman BoreN. Fiers’ plea bargain agreement also says that
before this meeting, he'd called Colonel North and asked him if the
Hasenfus plane was one of his. North confirmed that it was. And
at this meeting on October 9th, with George, Fiers or at any other
time, did Mr. Fiers or Mr. George tell you that the Hasenfus plane
was one of Ollie’s?

Mr. Gares. No sir.

Chairman BoreN. Did you discuss this at this meeting or any
other meeting that you can recall with Mr. Fiers, what he thought
North had been doing?

Mr. Gares. No sir, I don’t have any such recollection.

Chairman Boren. Why wouldn’t” you have discussed with Mr.
Fiers whether or not he had any suspicions about what Colonel
North was doing?

Mr. Gates. Again, Mr. Chairman, my attention was focused to
the degree that I'd had contacts with Mr. Fiers on the future pro-
gram, and I was simply focused again, the questions had been
raised in the press and by the Congress on the 9th had to do with
Hasenfus’ claim that he had thought he had been working for some
CIA people. And so my focus was wholly on ensuring that CIA had
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not been involved in any way with that operation. As I was really
focused more on the question that was being posed at that point by
the press and the Congress in response to specifically what Mr. Ha-
senfus had alleged.

Chairman BoreN. Let me ask you again. Do you remember Mr.
Fiers or Mr. George ever coming to you and telling you that they
suspected that this plane was one of Ollie North’s planes?

Mr. Gatss. I have no such recollection, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BorgeN. The other question is this. The Committee in-
terrogatories asked about a memorandum for the record relating to
a meeting with Admiral Poindexter that you wrote on July 11,
1986. The memo said you raised the subject of a CIA officer named
Vince Cannistrarc remaining at the NSC staff as Poindexter had
requested.

Mr. GatEs. Yes sir.

Chairman BoreN. Now your memo stated, and let me quote from
it, “'I also repeated our concern that should Vince take over the
Central American account, that he have nothing to do as a CIA
employee with the private sector people Ollie had been dealing
with in support of the Contras.” :

Do you remember that?

Mr. GaTes. Yes sir.

Chairman Boren. The Committee asked you what you under-
stood North's role to be vis-a-vis the private benefactors and your
response states on page 34, and I quote your response, “My under-
standing was that Lieutenant Colonel North spent some of his time
and effort encouraging private citizens to donate money to the Con-
tras, and I assumed that he had a role in putting those two groups
together with one another.” '

Was that the extent of your understanding of North’s relation-
ship with the private Contra resupply operation?

Mr. GaTtzs. Yes sir,

Chairman BoreN. In your deposition for the Iran-Contra Com-
mittees you replied to a similar question. You testified as follows
regarding Colonel North, and I quote your testimony, ‘Most of
what I knew, I knew from allegations in the newspapers. My un-
derstanding of what he was doing at the time was that he was basi-
cally holding the hand of resistance leaders, offering them political
advice, and staying in touch with them. That he was encouraging,
with presumably others in the White House, encouraging private
Americans to donate money to the Contras. And I presume that he
had a role in putting these two groups in touch with one another.”

You were asked specifically about your knowledge as of the time
of the October 1986 hearings of the Hasenfus flight. Question:
“Were you aware of any connection between North and the private
benefactors as of October 1986, other than North's general involve-
ment with fund raising?” I quote your answer, “Mr. Gates: In an
advisory capacity no, certainly not in an operational sense.’ " )

You have also testified in your answers to us, perhaps it was in
your written interrogatories, that you asked Colonel North at one
point at the lunch in the Director’s office on October 9th, whether
or not there was any CIA involvement in the private resupply oper-
ation. Do you remember my asking you that gquestion?

Mr. Gartes, Yes sir.
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Chairman Boren. Well my question to you is this. If, as you have
indicated to us, you had no belief that Colonel North was acting in
an operational capacity, or operationally directing the operation,
but rather merely in an advisory, fund raising, hand-holding, put-
ting-people-together capacity, would then you have asked Colonel
North whether there was any CIA involvement in an operation?

Mr. GaTes. I had already asked our operations officers, I think

- Mr. George, whether CIA had had any connection and I had re-
ceived a negative answer.

I was trying to cross every ‘t’ and dot every V' and I knew that
Mr.—Colonel North was in touch with the private benefactors and
I was just pursuing a long shot that perhaps one of these people
had said something about a proprietary or something like that that
might give some indication or that he might have heard about.
There was nothing more to it than that.

Chairman Boren. It did not reflect a suspicion on your part that
he was more deeply involved in operations and, therefore, he could
give you an educated answer to your question?

Mr. Gares. No sir. Mr. Chairman, in some respects my views of
that were shaped by having served on the National Security Coun-
cil myself under three different Presidents by that time. I worked
on the NSC under who I would regard as the three most powerful
National Security Advisors in post-war history—Kissinger, Brze-
zinski, and Scowcroft—the idea that a junior NSC staffer would be
involved in the kind of thing that later was revealed, frankly,
was—totally amazed me.

Chairman Bore~. Thank you very much,

I see Senator Gorton has returned. In your absence I had two or
three more questions for the record to close out the items I had
raised in my preliminar questions on behalf of the Committee.

Let us return now, S);nator Gorton, to the completion of your
questioning.

Senator Gorton. Unfortunately, my last question was a rather
long and involved one and as I remember, Mr. Gates got through
his assessment, brief assessment, of China, North Korea and the
like, and he may have said something about Iraq as well.

Did you finish and say everything that you wanted to in response
to my question about what you thought the dynamics in both the
East Asia and Southeast Asia were?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir, I think so.

Senator GorTON. Okay. My next question then would relate to
your present assessment of the danger of terrorism.

Obviously, while Americans and others were deeply concerned
about wide-spread terrorism during the war with Irag, it did not
take place. It seems to have lessened throughout the world fairly
steadily during the course of the last decade.

With these profound and tremendous changes of the world, will
you find it necessary to keep an equal attention paid to potential
terrorism or do you think that something profoundly has changed
which undercuts the base for that kind of activity?

Mr. GaTes. Two points in response, Senator. First, I think that
the relative absence of terrorism in the period before, during and
after the war with Iraq is one of the great success stories of CIA.
The agency had a remarkable amount of information on people

who they thought—Iragis abroad that they thought had terrorist
connections or that might be involved in helping facilitate terrorist
operations. This information served as the basis for a' number of
overtures to foreign governments. Many people were expelled from
the countries in which they were resident at the time due to the
information that CIA provided. And I think that this is a real suc-
cess for them in terms of the war.

So I think that the objective information was that actually there
was a fair amount of terrorist activity during that time and the
Agency was unusually effective in being able to thwart it or pre-
vent it.

The second consideration is that T think we came to a greater ap-
preciation of the degree to which these terrorist organizations are
subject at least to the influence of some of the governments in the
Middie East. And the fact that those governments were sympathet-
ic to our objectives in the war, I think led to them taking a role in
helping to inhibit some of those terrorist activities.

So I think we have to face reality in terms of the potential influ-
ence of some of those governments in terms of our policy as well.

Senator GORTON. And one other question, as part of the world
with which both our government and many Americans have con-
cern, Scutheast Europe, the Balkans. Are you relatively satisfied
with the degree of our ability to obtain intelligence, specifically in
Yugoslavia. Were you able to foresee in any respect the terrible
events which are going on there now? And are you relatively con-
tent with the amount of attention we pay to others of those newly
liberated from communism nations? And are you concerned about
any of them turning into a Yugoslavia?

Mr. GartEs. Senator, 1 think Yugoslavia is another success story
for the Intelligence Community. They published an estimate two or
three years ago forecasting precisely the kind of developments in
Yugoslavia that have in fact taken place. It was an estimate that I
think was, at least in general terms, absolutely on the mark.

When it comes to Yugoslavia and that area, I must say that I am
almost more tempted to turn to my history books than to my brief-
ing books, because the events and the fragmentation and the ethnic
conflicts—what we are seeing in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia
and some of these other places is in effect a resumption of history.
A history that was interrupted in 1914 and then by the revolution
in Russia in 1917 and frozen in place by Communism in the post-
war period. And so all of these old antagonisms are coming to the
fore again.

I don’t think anybody can be optimistic about the future for
Yugoslavia right now. And there clearly are separatist feelings in a
lot of different countries. The Macedonians just had a referendum,
I think a week ago, saying that they wanted to be independent.
Well, that affects Greece, Bulgaria, and all these old conflicts
coming back to the present.

I think the Community has done a pretty good job of focusing on
those conflicts and in terms of being prepared to deal with the ten-
sions and the stresses that are coming about. I wish that our policy
options in terms of how to try and help cope with these problems
were as good and as valid as the intelligence we have been getting
on them.



614

They are very tough situations.

Senator GortoN. Mr. Gates, and Mr. Chairman, I think maybe 1
will stop while 1 am ahead and while at least with me you are
ahead, Mr. Gates. In all of my talks during the course of the last 2
or 3 weeks I have been calling communism collective cryogenics—
you come out of it in exactly the form you went in, and we are
seeing history repeated.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Gorton. We
will turn now to Senator DeConcini for his rounds of questions.

Senator DEConcint. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Gates thank you for your
time and thoughtfulness. I have been listening to some of the ques-
tioning here that you have given to Committee Members. Indeed it
is helpful to have you expound on your reasoning even if we
happen to disagree with it. It helps me to understand how some of
these things occurred. One of the things that occurred and one of
the things that I am very concerned about and maybe you can shed
some light on it, and maybe it is a practical part of being a Deputy
Director or the head of intelligence; the issue that is constantly
being raised is the politicizing, or as has been said so many times,
cooking the intelligence or massaging it to come out in the manner
that somebody else wants—usually a superior or somebody at the
White House. As I said in my opening statement, this country has
spent hundreds of billions of dollars to develop what I believe 1s the
most sophisticated intelligence gathering operation in the world
and yet there seems to be this politicization problem, maybe you
can shed some light on it.

President Bush wrote in his autobiography, and I quote from my
opening statement, “The CIA director should go out of his way to
avoid even the appearance of getting involved in any policy
making. The Agency’s sole duty outlined its 1947 chapter 1s to fur-
- nish intelligence data to the President and other policymakers.”
You have written on this issue yourself in a Foreign Affairs maga-
zine called The CIA and American Foreign Policy, 1987-88. You
wrote, and I quote, “There is no charge to which those in the CIA
are more sensitive than that of cooking intelligence or slanting its
reports to support policy. Therefore it is important to understand
the distinctions between personal and institutional views. National
Intelligence Estimates are reviewed and coordinated by a dozen
agencies. CIA assessments are widely reviewed inside the agencies
but almost never, ever seen by the Director before being published
and circulated.” '

My first question deals with a 1984 incident where a National In-
telligence Estimate on Mexico was put together for the Agency by
John Horton. He has been contacted by our staff. Mr. Horton pays
vou high compliments, I might say, in your total observance of the
position. Mr. Horton was in charge of drafting an intelligence eval-
uation among the United States Intelligence Community on
Mexico. At the time of this incident, you were serving at the
Agency as the Deputy Director of Intelligence and the Chairman of
the National Intelligence Council. Is that correct?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. ]

Senator DeEConcint. I just want to be sure that I am talking to
the right person here.
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Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DEConcin. At then Director Casey’s request, Horton as-
signed an analyst to prepare that NIE on Mexico. The draft on
Mexico included the statement, quote, “One in five chance that
during the next few years internal and external pressures would
result in a political destabilization of Mexico”. Horton disagreed
with the estimate because it could not be substantiated by intelli-
gence, so he tells us, while Director Casey was supportive and he
pushed for these findings in the final draft. It has been conveyed to
us that Horton took his complaints to you on 2 different occasions
in regard to the draft estimate, but to no avail. The NIE on Mexico
was printed and included the 1-in-5 predictions which Horton dis-
agreed with, as did the State Department, DIA, Army, Air Force,
and Marines. Mr. Horton, as I said, expressed a lot of respect for
you, and wasn’t necessarily fingering you out. He related to us how
this report came out and how his concerns were ignored.

Nevertheless, I would like to know more about your personal
opinion and your personal involvement with this activity, If I can
refer to the draft Mexico Intelligence Estimate and what steps that
you took regarding this, and did John Horton come to you and dis-
cuss his concerns with the draft Intelligence Estimate on Mexico?
Do you recall?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir. The origin of that estimate was the travel of
a long-time CIA analyst and specialist on Latin America to Mexico.
iI_‘his analyst had worked for the Agency for some 20 years I be-

ieve.

He visited places in Mexico where our embassy usually didn’t cir-
culate very often. He got to the suburbs of Mexico City, he traveled
elsewhere in the country-side, and he came back and wrote an
essay thfit was as you suggest, very pessimistic about the prospects
for Mexico. He was very pessimistic about whether the PRI, the
Mexican Revolutionary Party, had the old strengths that it had
had, and so on.

He and the NIO disagreed on the seriousness of the problem.
Again this is a very senior analyst that we are talking about. He
was, I think at that time, perhaps even chairman of the analytic
group, the small group of analysts that work for the National Intel-
ligence Council.

My understanding, or my recollection of it is that that estimate
went through 4 drafts before it ever left the National Intelligence
Council. And when it reached Mr. Casey, Mr. Casey’s primary con-
cern—he knew the analyst from some work he had done on Castro,
had a lot of respect for him—and he was worried that a new and
disturbing analysis was being ground down into oatmeal by a con-
ventional wisdom. And that the challenge to the conventional
wisdom was slowly being erased in the process of the coordination
of the draft.

In the event that draft ultimately went through, or that piece of
paper, went through 9 different drafts. A new key judgments was
drafted at one point. The analyst and the NIQ, there was a great
deal of antagonism there. I think it is fair to say that Mr. Casey
did not treat the NIO with kid gloves. It was a fairly rough and
tumble process. But the ultimate product was an estimate where
although the agencies that you have mentioned took a footnote dis-
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agreeing with the primary conclusion, I think that there were five
or six agencies that concurred in the estimate.

Senator DeConcint. Could be.

Mr. GATES. And because of the stories in the newspapers about
this, the House Intelligence Committee examined this issue in late
1984 or early 1985. And they issued a report in which in essence
they concluded that there had been no slanting of intelligence and
in fact applauded the fact that on the first page of the estimate,
the disagreement within the Community and presentation of alter-
native views had taken place.

Senator DeConcint. Well did Horton bring to you his concerns a
couple of times or more?

Mr. Gates. I am sure that he probably did.

Senator DEConcini. And did you give them your professional
consideration or did you pretty much dismiss them?

Mr. GaTes. I think that there is one account that—in an inter-
view that he made, or that—in something I've read, where I really
don’t remember, but there is one account that says that I offered a
compromise to him, that I tried to broker a compromise between
him and the analyst and others involved in the process and that
didn’t work either and we ended up with the product that we had.

Senator DECoNcCINI. Is that correct? That you did try to get a
compromise?

Mr. Gates. My recollection is that there is something like that,
yes sir,

Senator DEConciNi. Well, as Deputy Director, were you the pri-
mary person responsible for ensuring that the intelligence esti-
mates were what they finally came out at?

Mr. GaTes. It was my responsibility, yes sir, to ensure that the
alternative views were taken into account.

Senator DEConcINL Did you raise the concerns of Horton's and
others with Casey when you delivered this to him?

Mr. GaTes. Oh, yes sir. It was a major battle in the Agency.

Senator DECoNcCINI. And what was Mr. Casey’s position, just out
of curiosity? Was he bent on one direction or another?

Mr. GaTes. He had been reading in the open literature some
books or something about Mexico and he too had become very pes-
simistic about the prospects. And I think it was in that vein that
when he received the analyst’s essay that he was struck by it and
sympathetic to it.

But my primary recollection is that his concern was that the con-
ventional wisdom that everything was going to be all right, every-
body relax, not be washed out of the estimate. That was the pri-
mary concern that I recall him having.

Senator DeCoNcINI. Are you satisfied you did everything, Mr.
Gates, to be sure that this final draft and estimate was not slanted
in a way that Mr. Casey or somebody else wanted it?

Mr. Gates. I am comfortable that the draft—that the estimate
that was published—represented fairly the views of those involved
in the process. I probably could have done more to make the proc-
ess a little smoother and a little less abrasive. -

Senator DECoNINI. I looked at one of these reports in the last
couple of days and it deals with another area I want to talk about,
in the area of Mexico, and that’s the increased participation of the
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U.S. Intelligence Community in the war on drugs. You mentioned
that in your opening statement to some extent.

There are a number of law enforcement people that raise the
question about the CIA’s mission here, whether or not they can
really be constructive or not. I have a problem with it, and maybe
you can help me. The reason for law enforcement’s lack of confi-
dence is mainly CIA’s work in Mexico, and its failure in this 1984
report to delve into the corruption and the drug dealing within the
special police, DFS. And of course its dealing with Manuel Noriega.
We will get to that later—maybe in the closed session.

In your opening statement, you single out the international drug
cartels. I was pleased to hear that because I think it's important
that it really be on the mind of the CIA Director. However, during
the exact time when the Mexican drug cartels were gaining power
and influence, the CIA in my observations, and I realize hindsight
is wonderful, really was doing very little in the drug area.

The 84 estimate on Mexico which of course was drafted and dis-
seminated when you were the Deputy Director, totally ignored the
growing power and influence of drug trafficking organizations, and
the massive corruption within that society and within that govern-
ment.

For years here, Senator D’Amato, Senator Helms, now Governor
Wilson and myself were fighting the certification of Mexico that
the Reagan Administration kept sending up.

These concerns were ignored and maybe they were ignored be-
cause the CIA was not giving the Administration any information.
At least in their 84 estimate they didn’t give any information about
it that I can find.

It was very clear then and now that the Colombia drug cartels
were deeply involved in Mexico. I believe things could be different
today in our efforts to fight the war on drugs if the CIA had em-
phasized what some of us thought was very clear.

As the Deputy Director in 84, why did the 84 Mexico Intelligence
Estimate not mention, not even mention narcotics and the growing
influence of drug trafficking organizations in the Mexican govern-
ment? Do you know?

Mr. Gares. No sir, I don’t The only thing that I can say to you I
think is that I think CIA did come late to the narcotics problem. I
think that, beginning in the mid 80’s, we began devoting the kind
of resources to it that the problem required and the creation of the
Counternarcotics Center two or three years ago, I think three years
ago, to bring a focus to the problem. But I would acknowledge that
we came late to the problem.

I also know that there has been friction over time between CIA
and law enforcement agencies in terms of the intelligence that CIA
collected, because the law enforcement agencies want to use that
information in court. They want to use it to prosecute people. And
there is a concern in CIA, naturally, for the protection of sources
and methods. And to be able to prosecute that would require re-
vealing the sources and methods. And there has been a tugging on
that and I think that they have made some headway in working
out ways to deal with that problem.

Senator DeConcint. Let's talk about that problem for a moment.
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You know as the CIA Director or the Deputy Director, if indeed
your mission is to gather intelligence information on drug cartels,
and if you give it to the DEA and they want to go after somebody
and use it, you are in the position of saying, wait a minute, we've
got to protect the source here. Isn'’t it really up to the Justice De-
partment to decide whether you can burn this source? Don't you
have an obligation, if this is your mission, to convey that informa-
tion to law enforcement and then let the Justice Department
decide whether or not they are going to use any of that informa-
tion in the prosecution? .

It really troubles me that you are in contradiction with exactly
what your mission is. Because when you have a good source, you
don’t want to tell DEA about it or another law enforcement
agency, such as Customs, because you are afraid that it might be
exposed. It seems to me to be a contradiction that has to be re-
solved by the Attorney General, who is the person who decides who
to prosecute and what information to use. He is surely going to
listen to the head of the CIA.

How do you feel that should play out?

Mr. Gartes. Well, I certainly feel that all of the information
should be shared with the law enforcement authorities. I think
that the question of what happens to a source is something where
the DCI would have special concerns. These people are recruited,
engage in a relationship, provide information, and for the United
States unilaterally to put their lives in jeopardy when they have
provided this information, I think is a serious matter. And that’s
the issue that comes up when questions of going to prosecution
occur,

And that becomes inherently difficult. It’s a process that I cer-
tainly wouldn’t have any problem working at through a dialogue
with the Attorney General. But I think one does have to be awfully
careful about a unilateral decision to expose a source that— —

Senator DeCoNcINI. I can appreciate that, but do you think that
the reason that this drug information was left out back in the 84
Estimate was the fact either, one, that the Agency wasn’t up to par
and up to speed on it, or two, that in fact, the Agency was deeply
involved with the DFS organization in Mexico and didn’t want to
disclose what was really going on?

Mr. Gares. [ think that it—from my standpeint as Chairman of
the National Intelligence Council and Deputy Director for Intelli-
gence, I would say it was the first reason.

Now it may be that the second reason had to do with why the
analysts didn’t have more information about it that would then
lead them to take the problem more seriously. But I think that the
gnalysts were not trying to protect anybody or cover up for any-

ody.

Senator DECoNciNi. Well, let me ask you then, Mr, Gates. If you
are confirmed here as the Director, how much priority are you
going to place on narcotics information gathering—say on Mexico?
In the next report that has your name on it, that you disseminate
here, is it really going to tell everything the Agency knows about
the narcotics problems, even if it involves some sources and meth-
ods that you will have to deal with if anybody wants to use for
prosecution purposes? That’s what I am interested in.
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Mr. Gartes. First, Senator, I would—I think that narcotics has to
be one of the Agency’s top priorities,

Second, I think that any analysis that—or assessments that deal
with Mexico or other countries are going to have to deal very
graphically and in detail with the role of narcotics traffickers and
the political system. And I think that the Agency has done a pretty
good job of that in countries like Colombia and Peru and else-
where. We need to make it— —

Senator DEConcint. Well, quite frankly if you read the reports
on Colombia and Peru, and 1 have, it really gets into it. If you read
the report on Mexico, and I am no analyst, but I know enough
about Mexico and I know enough about law enforcement intelli-
gence briefings that at least in the 84 report, it didn’t put it in.

I am not saying that you are to fault because what has happened
has happened. You admitted yYou made mistakes and I admire any-
body that can do that. [ certainly have made my share. What trou-
bles me is what are we going to do in the future. How are you
going to be able to convince at least this Senator—maybe no one
else cares—that by God, even if it’s a problem with the internation-
al community to tell the whole truth about the narcotics problem
with a good friend like Mexico, we are going to do it because those
who have the right to know, and the need to know, have got to
have that information. They didn’t get it from the CIA in the 84
report.

Mr. GATEs. Again, Senator, I believe that the reason was that we
simply didn’t take the problem seriously enough at that time. I can
assure you that any assessments of that kind I think in recent
times and in the future would be Just as candid as the facts re-
quire.

Senator DeConciNT, Well, do you have any realignment or ideas
of what you are going to do in the CIA if and when you are con-
firmed as to how you are going to change this so that it doesn't
happen again? Is there some problem that you know that could be
addressed so that this wouldn't happen again?

Mr. Gares. I think that with the creation of the Counternarcotics
Center and the broader availability of the information, that it will
come to the attention of the analysts and can be incorporated in
these estimates. And [ believe that the work that has been done on
some of the other Latin American countries would bear that out.
And I certainly would pay special attention to it.

Senator DECoNcINI. Let me Just point to another area and I don'’t
know for a fact, but there are some reports that Syria has been in-
volved in narcotics trafficking through Lebanon, I wonder, in your
capacity at the White House recently, did you have access to intel-
ligence information regarding that? And if that’s classified infor-
mation, [ can understand that and you can discuss it later.

My point is, when you were outside the Agency did you feel that
you had the full picture of what the CIA had or should have had
on Syria's dealing in narcotics?

Mr. Gartes. I have had the feeling that what was available to the
Agency was available to us. Of course, it is a classic question, you
don’t know what you don’t know.

But there has been enough very specific information that has
come to us on a variety of countries around the world and involve-
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ment of their government that I would have no reason to doubt
that they would provide it on a government like Syria.

Senator DeCoNcINI. If you didn’t have all the information, would
it be fair to say that you would be pretty upset about it in the posi-
tion of Assistant National Security Advisor? .

Mr. Gatss. I think that if the intelligence agencies were holding
back relevant information from us, that would be a problem, yes
sir.
Senator DeCownciNL. What if the intelligence agency, when you
say holding back, was just not putting it into the draft that you
were going to get? That would be pretty serious, wouldn’t you say?

Mr. Gates. I would say that we ought to be pressing from the
policy community to find out what was going on in those countries.

Senator DECONCINI. My point comes down to the fact that when
and if you are the Director, it's going to rest with you. You are the
one who is going to have to say, look, we've got to put in this stuff
that might not exactly be what we want. Or what somebody else
upstairs wants.

I'm getting to the point, Mr. Gates, that my concern is are you
prepared to put everything into a report that’s going to go to the
National Security Advisory or to the President of the United States
even when you know that there is a policy decision from the White
House to treat this country tenderly because of other concerns?
Are you prepared to tell the whole story, so all of it is there, re-
gardf:ess of any policy decisions?

That’s really my question. I am sorry I have taken so long to get
to it.

Mr. Gares. I am, absolutely, Senator. And I believe that the
record that Senator Danforth referred to earlier of being willing to
present disagreeable estimates to the Administration in the White
House at the time would bear out that I am prepared to do that.

Senator DeConciNI. Because to me that is the bottom line here.

Mr. GaTes. That's what it is all about, Senator.

Senator DECoNcINT. What it's about with you? You are a very re-
spected analyst that has been around and knows a lot and has done
a lot. The question is, and all I can take is your word, that someone
in the White House isn’t going to be able to convince you, don’t put
it in. You don’t have to le about it, just leave some stuff out that is
going to be awkward. I think that’s the worst thing the CIA Direc-
tor can do,

Mr. GarEs. | agree with you, sir.

Senator DeConciNI. It's bad enough when they don’t tell .the
Congressional Committees; I understand that a lot more than [ do
when they don't put it in a report that's going to be disseminated
to the President.

Mr. Chairman, I don’'t know how much time I have left to——

CHATRMAN BOREN. About ten more minutes if you wish.

Senator DeConcini. Okay, thank you. I do, Mr. Chairman. I am
sorry for those who have to wait here, but I do.

Mr. Gates, in January, 1990, | signed onto a letter—this goes to
the BCCI issue so you can put that cap on—with Senator Metz-
enbaum to Attorney General Thornburgh which expressed our dis-
appointment with a plea agreement the government reached in its
money laundering case against BCCI in Tampa, Florida.

viduals in the bank was forthcoming.

Not once glurmg our lengthy meeting did either of them mention
any type of intelligence information or any other kind of assistance
regarding BCCI being provided to dJustice by the CIA.

In that meeting, Saphos was using a strong argument with me
for the Justice Department case against BCCI. Certainly this was a
time to use all information available, however, he did not mention
the CIA because they hadn’t provided any of the information that
they now have.

former prosecutor | understand things change and you don't
always have the case that you think you have.

Nevertheless, the thing that troubled me most about the meeting
with Mr. Mueller was the blank look on his face when I talked
ia:l{l;:ou}t1 Wtha}in the C]LA IWasI doing with BCCL. Mr. Mueller and Mr.

inehar ew absolutely nothi ’
ag%inst o ¥ nothing about your Agency’s work

0 make matters worse, the headlines in the Post the next da
has Richard Kerr of the CIA telling 5 group of high school studentg
that the CIA had distributed intelligence information on BCCI to a

others don't get it exactly right.

However, Mr. Gates, in 1988 you provided information on BCCI
to William Von Raab, I have talked to him and he considers him-
self a supporter of yours. He has been misquoted, he says.

him as he says you did, why didn’t you make any of this available
to the Attorney General? Or to somebody in Justice? Or did you?

Mr. Gatgs. Senator, let me get to the 1988 exchange that [ had
with Mr. Von Raab in Jjust a moment.

CIA began collecting information on BCCT in late fall of 1984 at
the request of the Treasury Department. The information that they
asked for was gathered and the Treasury Department was briefed
in January of 1985, Someone In the Secretary’s office and also, T
understand the number two man in the Comptroller—Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency.

At CI_A—apd there 1s apparently a clear record of CIA having a
continuing dialogue with Treasury with requirements and require-
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ments satisfied and information provided and so forth during that
period. o . :

There was a collection of this information put together in a
report prepared by the Directorate of Operations in September of
1986. When Mr. Von Raab—I can’t recall exactly the scenario, but
Mr. Von Raab, I think, made contact with me at some point in
1988 to say that there was a—they had a prosecution going on in
Florida and was there any problem in pursuing that prosecution in
terms of CIA operations. )

I called in a couple of operations officers and by their recollec-
tion, in about a ten minute briefing, they gave me a couple of ex-
amples of the kind of illicit activity that BCCI had been involved
in. I then—and assured me that there was nothing that would be
affected on the part of CIA by them going forward—by Customs
going forward with their prosecution.

I called Mr. Von Raab and told him that there was no reason
why he shouldn’t go forward with his prosecution and offered to
send him this September 1986 report. And I did that. _

My understanding is there was another major report, a compila-
tion of this information put together in May of 1989.

These reports were sent to a number of agencies. In both cases,
they were sent to the Department of the Treasury. I think one of
the two were sent to the FBI. Others were sent to the State Depart-
ment and other agencies of the government. _ )

I think that the Agency—in trying to piece this together, I think
that the Agency frankly has had a little difficulty in figuring out
exactly to whom they should send this kind of information. And
they have relied on Treasury to inform the appropriate enforce-
ment officials. And I think that was not an unreasonable assump-
tion. L

The question has been asked about why the Agency didn’t pro-
vide the information to the Federal Reserve. CIA has had a very
awkward relationship over the years with the Federal Reserve.

Senator DECoNCINL I am not interested in that. Why not to the
Justice Department? - . ‘

Mr. GaTes. I think that the people in the Operations Directorate
who disseminated these reports—first of all, the source was a new
source and they weren’t quite sure how to handle it because it was
particularly sensitive. They were clearly not experts on banking
regulations or the law enforcement aspects of this. And I think
they just made the assumption that the Treasury Department
would take whatever action was necessary, especially given the
degree of dialogue that there had been back and forth with Treas-
ury. : )

genator DeConcINI. But you were there. Did you know about it?
Didn’t it occur to you that if you were referring to this bank to the
Customs Commissioner as the bank of crooks and criminals, it
must be some heavy duty stuff that Justice should have? Did that
not occur to you? _

Mr. Gatss. I do not recall being told that there was anything
that would be appropriate to send to Justice. I have to admit that
this issue I think came new to me when I got this position in 1988,

Senator DeConcini. Do you recall referring to the BCCI as a
bank of crooks and criminals?

TP O,
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Mr. Gatgs. Well, as I've put it back together, I would like to take
credit for being that clever, but actually it was one of our oper-
ations officers who said that that was the term that it was known
by in Europe.

Senator DECoNcINI. I guess there’s no beating a dead horse in
the fact that you didn’t think it was necessary to turn it over. That
is amazing to me. I guess what I want from you, Mr. Gates, is what
would you do now if you had this information? Do you think the
CIA owes it to the chief prosecutor, the chief law enforcement
agency—not Treasury, not the Federal Reserve, not Customs—
when they have an organization that is known as a bank of crooks
and criminals, that Justice should have been informed?

Mr, Gates. Well, Senator, it’s easy to concede the point and I
will, but I do think that it was a fair assumption to make at the
time that the Department of the Treasury and the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency would assume responsibility for the
lawhenforcement aspects of the information that had been provided
to them,

Senator DeEConciNI. Excuse me, Mr. Gates, but you're aware that
the Department of Treasury doesn’t have prosecutorial authority,
are you not? They can investigate.

Mr. GatEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DEConcINI. If they decide that a law is broken, what do
they do? Like any other agency, they go to the Department of Jus-
tice. What are you going to do in the future, Mr. Gates, if you come
across such organizations as the bank of crooks and criminals, and
you think that there are laws broken and you've only been asked
by the State Department or the Commerce Department or the
Treasury Department, do you feel that it's your duty to talk to the
Attorney General at least, or somebody in Justice? -

Mr. Gartes. I will see to it that Justice is informed, Senator.

Senator DeConciNI. That will be a policy in the CIA when you
are confirmed, if you're confirmed?

Mr. Gares. Yes sir.

Senator DECoNcINL Thank you. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. Chairman just a point of inquiry, Mr. Chairman. I have
more questions and I know my half hour is up. What is the Chair-
man’s plan?

Chairman BoreN. Senator DeConcini, our hope is that, we still
have Senator Hollings and Senator Chafee, Senator D’Amato and
Senator Glenn have not completed their opening rounds. There are
two or three Senators, at least, including yourself, that have indi-
cated to me that they have more questions.

My thought is that since we are going to have these other wit-
nesses on Thursday, outside witnesses when we come back, that it
would probably be more appropriate, is to come back ard if anyone
doesn’t have a chance their first questions, which I hope we will be
able to complete this afternoon, and certainly those that want to
come back for additional questions, we might come back after we
have had our two closed sessions. That way, if there are any other
items that have come up during that period that would be addition-
al questions for Mr. Gates, we would have had all—everything

before us at that time, with him as our concluding witness so that
all these additional questions could be asked.




624

Senator DEConcINI. Mr, Chairman, I find that very satisfactory
because some of the questions I have I believe do touch in the area
of confidentiality he can answer in the closed session.

You're planning a closed session with the nominee?

Chairman BorgN. I would think that we are likely to have both a
closed and an open session with the nominee to conclude.

Senator DeConcini. I thank you.

May I have just a point of personal privilege for just 15 seconds?

Chairman BorgN. Certainly.

Senator DECoNcINI. Mr. Gates, I have been listening to many of
your answers, particularly on the Iran-Contra scandal so to speak,
and I'm impressed with your candor, I want you to know that, not-
withstanding my concerns that I've expressed this afternoon in my
line of questioning. I can’t say I can understand how you didn't
know all of those things, but I appreciate your candor with this
Committee. It would be a lot easier, and quite frankly I thought
you were just going to say I don’t remember, I don't remember,
that’s an easy way out, but you've gone beyond that and I want
you to know this Senator appreciates that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator DeConcini.

Senator Hollings is here so we'll proceed with his questioning.
Let me say to my colleagues again, I want Senators to take as long
as they need and we'll come back to more questions. I have sent for
Senator Chafee and Senator D’Amato and I hope they’re on the
way. So we're going to be very sensitive to this and it may be that
we will have to come back even for some opening rounds when we
have the witness back. But Senator Hollings, I appreciate your
vielding to Senator Metzenbaum. He asked that I express his ap-
preciation to you as you begin your questioning and we'll turn to
you now for any questions you might have.

Senator HorLings. Well, I thank you very much Mr. Chairman.

And Mr. Gates, I reiterate what Senator DeConcini has said.

We've been watching. While I yielded 1 didn't yield attention. On
the contrary, all of us, many here for example that are not seated
at the table at the very moment have been following this back in
our offices, trying to keep up with this and also keep up with the
vote on the Floor and a couple of other things of that kind. Much
more conveniently done than sitting under these klieg lights.
- You remember my misgiving at the opening that here in April of
1986 you were confirmed as Deputy Director of Central Intelligence
and pledged that you were going to be involved in all aspects of the
intelligence game? Covert or otherwise? Because there was some
misgiving that the Deputy Director was not totally involved, that
Mr. Casey couldn’'t know everything, but that you were going to
“integrate our offices so that I would be involved in all areas of de-
cisionmaking.” And between April and Octcber you seemed to
know not of Iran-Contra. Yet you were one of the three addressees
of all of that information coming out of Iran about Ghorbanifar
and the overcharging. I think it was Casey and Charlie Allen and
yourself.

I take it from listening to the answers you have given to other

Senators that you had no idea of the tremendous load, and you put
your attention first to reorganization and getting the bureaucracy
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sort of straightened out, for several months as you came on board.
But otherwise I take it you let Charlie Allen read those messages
coming out of there. They’re only two or three pages. They came
out htgrally m the dozens from Iran, during that entire period.
They didn't come to your attention even though addressed to you?

Mr. 'GATES'. Yes sir, they did come to me. And as I indicated in
my written interrogatories I read some of them, I scanned some of
them, I ignored a number of them. I didn’t read many of them. As
Mr. Allen has testified, if you couldn’t understand that they were
in effect coded, they spoke in codes and if you didn’t understand
the codes you couldn’t understand what was going on and to the
limited extent I looked at them at all, it just looked to me like—

Senator HoLriNGs. You didn’t understand the code?

Mr. GATEs. They were talking to each other in—using false
names and various other things, and unless you followed it full
time it was very hard to keep track of what was going on.

Senator HoLLINGs. Let me go to another subject, because I'll be
very brief. Most of the items of particular interest have been cov-
ered. With respect to this difference in cultures, Senator Rudman
points out a veritable cancer when he notes not only the jealousy,
not only the competition, the differences you might have between
F}l‘ejpperatlonal and the analyst, but even he used the expression

lie” and those kind of things. I've discerned this conflict over
many, many years. How are you going to deal with it, coming on as
an analyst, clear this up, to gain the confidence and loyalty and
the responsiveness of everybody working together down there? You
have got a real job to do with that kind of divergence.

I go out in the field and the field operative is fully aware. He
does know the local history, incidentally. You made the comment
maybe he didn’t, as the analyst does, know the history and the
background. Those field operatives in those particular countries
i(now all the history and all the background. He puts in cold facts
o you,

And it’s just like an analyst dealing with a guy putting the si
FRE’]SH FISH FOR SALE, and the analyst says, I\);vell g)od gogﬁz
youre not going to sell stale fish, so he just put FISH FOR SALE.
And analyzing it further he says, well you're not going to give it
away, everybody knows it's for sale, so you can knock that off of it.
And you can smell it three blocks down the street, you don't need a
sign saying FISH. And you end up with no sign and no intelligence.
And the fellow in the field says, ye gads, no use to do all of this
work on the one hand, and the analyst is going to analyze me out
of a job and it is not going to mean anything.

And the customer, for example the policymaker on Iraq, they
constantly say don't give us any analysis, just give us the facts. The
customers are not using it. You've got a fotal breakdown from the
field coming in, and from the policymaker and its use. And in be-
tween you're top heavy with 800 of those people paid at $100,000 a
year. Super grade. You've got eight hundred Senators on your
hands. Don’t you think you ought to get rid of about 700 of them?
I'mean literally, I would hope that we could finally get these par-
ties together just by cutting down the size and effecting a good
budget cut and effecting some discipline and perhaps I'll let you
answer. But if I had the same job, I'd get in a plane and fly around




[T il oo

626

mall places and make sure I knew those officers and they
itgl::}v:res;i: and fhe value of their hard work. Just start rebuilding
systematically over the first six months to a year with the oper-
ational end. Because that’s a real tough situation. As hard as we
work it’s not really producing. You can comment any way you
L h. a -
WlR/Ir. Gartes. I would just say, Senator Hollings, that I agree with
you that working at this problem between the DO, the Directorate
of Operations; and the Directorate of Intelligence is terrll_aly impor-
tant. It was an effort that I tried to work at as Deputy Director for
Intelligerice and Deputy DCI in terms of more interchange between
the Directorates. Getting more senior officials from the intelligence
ide to work on operations and vice versa.
Slc}ethink that Dili'ector Webster has worked at that problem but I
think your advice about getting out to the field and getting in
touch with these people is important. One of the things I intend to
do is something I referred to yesterday and that is somehow figure
out a way for these case officers to get information back to Head-
quarters onn what they pick up just by being in the capital and
learning the politics and what’s going on in the country, and find-
ing a way to get that unvarnished information in front of policy-
makers. ]
One of the things that I did when I was Deputy was occasionally
run assessments by Chiefs of Stations in the Presidents Daily Brief.

‘Because it had a liveliness to it and, you know, the guy's right

there on the scene, and I thought it was a nice touch in an analyti-
cal product to say here’s the views of our Chief of Station in X Cap-
ital and I would hope to do more of that kind of thing. ,

Senator HoLLiNGs. We're really lacking in morale and we've got
to rebuild it. We're really going to have to rebuild. Now quickly,
because Senator Chafee is here, and I can withhold several other
questions until the further session.

With respect to economic intelhge_nce, I note that your two an-
swers given, we ought to look at the intelligence relgtlve to govern-
ment supported industries and to level up the playing field where
they are engaged in espionage or place a mole in certain industries,
a sort of counterespionage against them, would be the two in-

nees. )
St‘?‘I‘here is an even more important instance that I wish to empha-
size with this opportunity with you. And that is that we have
moved from the Cold War to the Economic War. The Wall has
fallen, communism has fall .n and now we're really in a struggle

economic survival and suapremacy.
foi\nd it's hard to get through Haynes Johnson’s book Sleepwalk-
ing Through History. We're sleepwalking through this particular
economic war. We're talking about special relationships and
bowing and scraping, how market forces operate, and we nt?ed to
look at national estimates on basic industries and on critical indus-
tries. Now, I know one you wouldn’t need I guess, over 60% of the
clothing industry is imported and over 84% of the shoes on t_hg
floor are imported. They may not be significant to th’e skill jo
market in a sense, but they are basic industries. We can’t send our
troops to war in a Japanese uniform and Gucci shoes.
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Otherwise, when you talk about Japan and its contribution to
the Gulf War, they said, “Oh, we put in all the memory chips. You
couldn’t have fired that TOMAHAWK without our memory chips,”
There ought to be categorical national estimates of critical materi-
als, of industrial trends, and everything else. You've got a frontline
duty now in intelligence work because this economic war is for
market share, it's for trade, it’s for manufacturing, it’s for standard
of living. And it’s hard to wake up this town as to really what's
going on out there.

And it comes right up against the political cry of an American
plan for the Philippine and for China and for Russia and for Israel
and Egypt. And we've got the Corps of Engineers rebuilding
Kuwait. And we've got the Americans trying to take care of the
Kurds. The American plan for Iraq and every other place but
America. And that’s being felt very clearly and we're not being
equipged with the intelligence. We wait and finally on semiconduc-
tors, Senator Danforth picks it up and we finally get a little thing
done on semiconductors. We finally get another little critical part
and we try to pass ad hoc legislation on it.

What about National Intelligence Estimates on basic industries
and critical materials from time to time, so without the espionage
part, without the government-involved industry like aircraft, just
generally speaking, the econommy itself, basic industries and eritical
materials in order to sustain and continue economically in this
country?

Mr. Gargs. I think that that is something that we can do. Have
done. When I was Deputy Director for Intelligence we did fairly
major papers on the aircraft industry, on semiconductors, on the
automotive industry. Looking worldwide at the trends that we saw
and what the implications were for U.S. trade. I think we can con-
tinue to do that kind of effort.

Senator HoLLinGs. Very good. If you include that one we can use
that every day up here.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, T'll yield.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Hollings.

I certainly agree with what you Jjust said and what the nominee
just said. I think it's critically important. We're into economic com-
petition as much or more even than military competition as we get
into the next century. We've even had situations that we've studied
where there are industries or corporations or businesses in this
country with vital technology to the national security, even a very
direct relationship to the national security, where we have the fear
that they’re being taken over by foreign nationals, and that very
sensitive technology will be lost therefore. You don't need to have
an Intelligence Committee steal it when somebody can just go buy
it on the open market by acquiring an American company that
may be the only one in the world with a certain kind of technology.

It seems to me we need to utilize our Intelligence Community to
alert us to and warn us of those areas that really are critical so
that we can, as policymakers, develop some strategy for protecting
our interests in this regard. I'm glad to hear your answer. I don't
want to take away time from Senator Chafee, but when someone
mentions this kind of issue, it's something that has been of such
concern to me, and as Senator Hollings said, this war is going to be



628

over and we're going to have lost it before we even realize it's
started if we don’t wake up and quit being asleep at the switch.

Senator Chafee, I'll now turn to you for your round of questions,

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gates, I'd like to pursue this line of questioning because I
find it somewhat troublesome and I'm just not sure what you're
saying here. Is the CIA the agency of the government that should
be making an analysis of the aircraft industry to determine how
we can become more competitive or whether we're losing out? Is
that what that agency’s for? Am I mixed up? I thought that was a
Commerce Department activity?

I'm very sympathetic to your nomination. But I must say that
this thrust of the U.S. intelligence agencies becoming sort of eco-
nomic spies concerns me. I'd like a little amplification.

Mr. GATEs. Senator, I think that one of the great advantages that
CIA and the Intelligence Community brings to some of these prob-
lems is simply its ability to gather and integrate a great deal of
data from all over the world.

One of the assets that we have is that U.S. businessmen and
others are willing to talk to us and talk to us fairly candidly about
what they see. We pick up some kinds of information. And what
these assessments were about that I referred to, were really about
the practices of foreign governments in trying to encourage these
industries, and the collaboration between government and industry
in ways that disadvantage the United States.

For example, in the case of the paper that we did on the aircraft
industry, part of it was about how certain foreign governments
that are selling aircraft will make foreign policy concessions to gov-
ernments whose national airlines buy that particular kind of air-
craft. That kind of information, it seems to me, is legitimate for the
policymaker to know and a legitimate subject for intelligence.

It falls into that first category that I described earlier in re-
sponse to a question of information that gets at how do you level a
playing field from a policy standpoint? This is not an area where 1
think CIA can become a substitute certainly for the Commerce or
anyone else, for that matter.

One of the problems that we've wrestled with for at least a dozen
years is how to take some of this information that we gather, that
in essence practically falls into our hands, and make it useful to
people. And the honest answer to you, sir, is that we can’t find a
way. We've tried for ten years or more to find a way to get it into
the hands of U.S. business and we can’t find a way that does not
somehow get all tangled up in the law, in advantaging one compa-
ny over another, and that’s why I've concluded that we ought to
content ourselves with supporting the government and trying to
inform government policy about the practices of foreign govern-
ments rather than trying to get into economic espionage or indus-
trial espionage and that sort of thing.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, what bothers me is that all too often I
find in governmental agencies that when their normal task ex-
pires, then they scurry around seeking a new justification for their
continued existence. And I look on the intelligence agencies as pri-
marily involved with the defense of the United States, the military
defense of the United States. Now, I know that plenty of Senators
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would say that economic power is just as important as military
power. And yes that’s true. 1 don’t argue with that one bit. But the
question is what kind of agencies within our governmental struc-
ture should these duties devolve upon? And I have some concern
that the CIA should set as one of its goals determining how the
]I)Jenlted States is doing in the textile industry, or whatever it might

I think that’s a subject obviously that will be evolving over the
years in the future, And I, for one, will be following it closely and I
wanted to mention these concerns that I have.

Mr. GaTrs. I might just mention, Senator Chafee, that I wouldn’t
want to pretend that this effort is any larger than it is. The exam.
ples that I was citing were papers that were done back in 1983,
1984, 1985, in essence while the Cold War was still going strong
and they tended to be an outgrowth of the work we were doing on
technology transfer.

So it’s not a major area of focus but they were papers that were
gone and that had—that were well received by the policy communi-

Y. ‘

Senator CHAree. Well, [ think it’s perfectly proper if in the
course of events it should be ascertained that country A is em-
barked on a national scheme to dump some kind of a product on
the U.S. in order to wreck our markets, I can see that. But just
where you end, and the Commerce Department starts in this area,
or the USTR, or whoever it might be, is a matter for some concern.

Mr. Gates I just appeared on a taped television show with a
Member of this Committee who stated that you withdrew your
nomination in 1987 because of tough questions that were presented
to you at that time. That isn’t the way I remember your withdraw-
al at all, but perhaps it would be helpful Just for the record because
I for one am supportive, as I say of your nomination and should
this charge be raised on the Floor, I'd like to have a good answer to
it. So could you delve in a few minutes into the withdrawal of your
nomination of 19877

Mr. Gares. There have been several stories written about that,
Senator Chafee, and I would be pleased to let you know what the
facts are.

_After my hearings in February of 1987, several Senators on both
sides of the aisle from this Committee talked to me and said that
there was considerable sympathy for me in the Committee. But at
that point there were just too many uncertainties about what had
happened in Iran-Contra and what my own role had been, and that
the Committee Members just weren't prepared to go forward given
that amount of uncertainty. If I were willing to wait unti! Octcber,
until the Iran-Contra Committee report was completed, that there
would likely could well be a positive outcome.

I reflected on that. I will say that I received no pressure from
anyone to withdraw, from the White House or from the political
community. Nobody called me, the last word that I had at the end
of February was that President Reagan was still very supportive.

Nevertheless, it seemed to me that the idea of an Acting Director
for CIA for a period of 10 months or so was not good for the Presi-
dent, it was not good for the country, certainly wouldn’t be any
good for the Agency and certainly wouldn’t be any good for me,



And so on the last day of February, I think a Saturday, I called
Howard Baker in Tennessee-—he was to take over as chief of staff
the following Monday—and I told him that I ought to be his first
appointment. And we met on Monday morning and I told him how
I analyzed the situation and that I thought that it was best for the
President and in terms of getting a fresh start, getting a Director
on board quickly, if I were to withdraw and I was prepared to
remain as Deputy if they wanted me to. Mr. Baker was courteous
enough not to show his evident relief under the circumstances,
but—and I am not sure but what I beat the system by only a day
or two, but by the time I withdrew it was wholly my own decision.

Senator CHAFEE. I think it is wonderful for you that the circle
has closed, or the ring has come around once again and that you
have this opportunity and I am confident you are going to be con-
firmed. But I suspect when you made that withdrawal you never
thought you would have this opportunity again. And I am very
pleased that the President chose to nominate you and that you
chose to go forward this time.

Chairman BoreN. Senator Chafee, if I might interject, I would
say that at that time I was chairing those hearings and Mr. Gates
came to me as the Chairman of the Committee and cited the exact
same reasons to me at that time. It was his concern about the
Agency being with an Acting Director for that period of time he
didn’t think that was good for the country. And that that is the
reason that he had made this request.

So I would simply state for the record that I was in receipt of his
communication and those just stated in the record were exactly the
same reasons that he stated to me at the time.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Gates, you have stated that as far as going
public with the overall budget figure for intelligence activities, that
you are somewhat ambivalent—correct me if I am quoting you
wrong, if | am not giving a correct report on how you testified—but
as I recall, you were not very enthusiastic about it, but nonethe-
less, you were prepared to take that risk. I have no problem with
taking risks as long as there’s a commensurate benefit on the other
side. And T must say I fail to see what are the benefits for the
American people through the disclosure of the overall intelligence
activity budget figure.

The logical follow-up, it seems to me, if the figure is disclosed—X
dollars, is to ask “What are we getting for our money?” And then,
“How does it compare with last year and what are the break-
downs?”’

What is the upside to all of this, because I clearly see downsides?
I was not supportive of that move in the Committee and I would
hope it would be reversed on the Floor of the Senate. The disclo-
sure of the intelligence—I say budget, but I mean overall figure.

Mr. GATES. Senate Chafee, as [ indicated in my opening remarks,
one of the things that has troubled me is the willingness apparent-
ly of people to believe so many of these stories that come out about
CIA. The one that sticks in my mind and in my craw is the notion

for example that CIA basically caused the S&L crisis or was a prin-
cipal player in it and so on. And that the Agency is responsible for
all manner of terrible things that have happened.
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And what I have been trvi i i
ving to think about is what i
ste%s that the agency could take and that the DCI anfijl t}?gnl}’?-g;li?
ent could take that would suggest that the mentality of the cold

in%'\T by tt}llqe rft_llets;, plgyfing straight and so on,
ow the lirst and foremost area is clearly to have lati i
;)Ii; It)l(')tlx:; I?glilhc’onﬁc]i?:arice with the Congress. fthink th:tries :;Egn;l;;[;
St tmng. but a couple of ideas that occurred to e—o0
]V;r_as(,i this idea of declagmfying the top line number. Therén are :ﬁ
k ;; es gg lgflks and sltorles (ziut there and some of them are high and
€m are low and some of them are prett close t
mark. Running the risk that you will be able toztan::)ir ﬁrnsleonotltl};(:
nuﬂlﬁi anddnottf?velahloé; of other information.
€r' idea that I had was in response to a uesti -
zg;-ig;sanst?rtxtfibout t?e possibility of figuring ouqt a u:g)lzl fgogli'lvgel?iz-
a lttle greater access. But looking for ways to
se}rlls;a lg_f change. Now it ig essentially a political cgll in Ct(()erlfr‘;fsy ozti"
w da tlir11ds of steps that are manageable and that protect sources
fﬁl tme ods and the intelligence that we need, that can be taken
at convey the signal to the American people. And I will be

my belief i i i
ofg , :n 15& that it would send a good signal to the American people
ow if that's a wrong assumption on m
¥ part, as one of
would hope would be several steps, then perI})laps it deszr?ve:v ?oaii)g
{I:‘evcllsmed. But it is gassentlally a political call and as I indicated yes-
tg,f{ ea%rhzgd _ai you just read, it Is one whera I would be prepared to
e tha risK, assuming that it would have the beneficial effect I
Senator CHAFEE. Obviously wh is i i
. AFEE. y when this is debated ever
Comtemlttee will remember ‘exactly what you have Sa);gng;gl :ﬁﬁ
Q}cllo Iyou ,to the effect that you are supportive. Being on the other
side, I don’t find that very helpful. [General laughter.]
Eut I am still going to vote for you.
ecause I hope you will give this some further thought. Because

single Member of Congress—535—can ascertaj i
in that fi ft
take the trouble to do so. It goes before 8IX Comm%?t?esl, t}l}xgli’:r



Mr. Gartes. I might just say, Senator Chafee, that I think a cen-
tral consideration would be the confidence that the Members of
Congress have who support the notion that they would be able to
draw the line at that top line number in terms of public disclosure.
And that we wouldn't in fact start down that slippery slope.

Senator CHAFEE. You have more confidence in Congress that I
have on that particular matter.

There has been a suggestion in this Committee that the Deputy
Directors and General Counsel of the CIA be Presidential appoint-
ees. And I see problems with that. Have you given that any
thought? :

Mr. GATEs. I have and I discussed it with Senator Glenn when I
called on him earlier, and what I told him at the time was that—
and we will probably have a further discussion of it—was that it is
hard for me in principle to quarrel with the idea of senior officials
of a government agency not being subject to the confirmation proc-
ess. I must say that there is a certain quality of, if I have to go
through it, so can you. But I also expressed to Senator Glenn that I
had some reservations and my worry that the confirmation process
itself would be politicizing. The question of whether professional
CIA officers who are confirmed to be Deputy Directors, for exam-
ple, would resign at the end of a Presidential Administration as
they do in all other agencies. Whether the confirmation process
itself would be politicizing in the sense of having to go through the
clearance process at the White House and then the political process
up here. So we debated that back and forth and I told Senator
Glenn that I would try and work with him and see if we could
overcome these reservations. But that is what I told him.

Senator CaAFEE. Well, I think if one of the purposes of our ana-
lytical efforts is to make sure that objectivity isn’t comprised in
any way, I think if you are going to have people in the lower eche-
lons coming up through, conscious that they are going to end up
being political appointees to get jobs, that there is a real danger
that they are going to try to trim their sails to the views of those
that they’ll report to in the White House.

So I have trouble appreciating what the benefits are under this,
and again I see a lot of downsides under this particular measure, S.
1003.

Yesterday Senator Warner touched on morale at the CIA and I
think you gave a very, very good answer in which you said it is—
first you indicated that you hadn’t been there physically except
once in the past couple of years, and that was a couple of years
ago; and, secondly you indicated that one has difficulty ascertain-
ing what morale is. But what your answer was, and I felt it was a
very good one, is that it is extremely important that employees of
the Intelligence Community—and after all your duties are going to
encompass more that just the CIA—it is important that members
of the Intelligence Community feel valued in their work, by the Ad-
ministration, by the President, by Members of Congress, and thus
the public. And I believe heartily in what you said. I also believe
that there is a relationship that you pointed out of trust and—you
used two words, what were they?

Mr. GaTes. Trust and confidence.
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Senator CHAFEE. Trust and confidence th
1 - T at goes bet
Committee. And I think that goes two ways. I %hink yovtreﬁgvctah:
right to come to this Cognrmttee and ask for things to help you ac-
Ic)gn;pl‘;shtcjilocixr ch}b;. % don't believe this Committee should just solely
a 0g that is sitting around maki
geltgroff b:’:}l}se o8 that Is g making sure that you don’t
ow this is—I have given this lttle lecttire to other m
emb

who have‘ come before us for confirmation as head of the Cﬁ ef)%
th}tle Intelligence Community, and I recall one particular instance
where I got a response”to my question, “What do you want? What
%an we do to help you?” The then-head of the Agency was Admiral

urner, and he pointed out that our station chief, who was Dick
Welch, was _kl].lf.&d in Athens in about 1978, at the same time there
(‘;‘:ﬁe C?C%lél;l:tcitlct)p b)é ?1 Igl_an named Philip Agee of a magazine

ction Bulletin-—perh ?

g/lr. Gares Yooon ] perhaps you recall that:
. Denator CHAFEE. Agee would very skillfully go through publica-
tions—unclassified publ_icatior_:ls—and come gug and idgntip}; vi*(i'i)

the death of Dick Welch.” We are not sure, but h i

wass published iln thathCovert Action Bulletin. perhaps. His name
0 as a result of that, Admiral Turner asked if we couldn’t d

something, and as a result we came up and perhaps you remelllnber?

we came up with the Agent Identities Protection legislation, which

I was very pleased to be active in getting passed.

A}r:d it was a struggle, but we got it passed and that put an end
to the Covert Action Bulletin and Philip Agee. I don’t believe any-
gggég? similar to that is around now, is it? To the best of my knowl-

glr GaTEs. No, sir.

enator CHAFEE. But the point I am making i i
g 1s that I think you
should come to us and ask for help. And certainly as one Memger
and I can't speak for the Chairman or the others, but I suspect
they feel the same, we want to do what we can to help you do your

And remember another thin i
g that the truth and—in those davs
you could ask for information re uiri o
through the ay oI quiring an enormoug search

Chairman Boren. Freedom of Information Act,

were others were active in that area—. i i
fuIStonour aones rea—and it was considerably help-
o I hope you will remember that i i
mind in (b 200 W at and bear those suggestions in
Mr. GaTes. Thank you Senator.
Senator CHAFEE. I don’t know how much time I have got Mr.

Chairman.

Chairman Borgn. Seven minutes.

Senator CHAFEE. Seven minutes? If .
[Pause.] s? If you could hold one minute.
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ator CHAFEE. Again going to the future, which I think is the
moseﬁtnimportant part gof these hearings if 1 may say so, ‘Mr. Gates,
what do we do about General Schw_arzkopf's comments. ‘“There 1% a
serious need to develop a standardized methodology within the 1n-
telligence Community for making estimates and predictive analy-
sis. { think it is fair to say that although the intelligence facts wle
had were helpful, that the analysis we received was unhelpfu(i
Analysis was caveated, disagreed _w1t;h, footnoted and watere
down.” He specified, quote, “We didn’t have problems with the
facts sensors produced, but the way the information was later han-
dled.” What can be done to sharpen analysis—and this overlaps I
recognize with some questions you have answered before, but noth-
ing was more important during that particular era, those particu-
lar months, than getting our senior military commanders informa-
tion they really couldr;lse. Do you have any suggestions on how we

i more helpful? )
mll‘glll’ll't l()}eATES. I th?nk there are some very important lessons that
came out of the Gulf War. And one of them really was the war was
a historical first in the respect that CIA has basically been consid-
ered a fundamentally peacetime organization. And there was a
clear separation between the roles that CIA and some other aspects
of the—elements of the Intelligence Community would play in
peacetime, as opposed to war. But war, throughout most of thgt
pericd, was defined as something like global thermonuclear war. So
there were all kinds of agreements and treaties drawn up between
the Defense Department and the Director of Central Intelligence ig
terms of at what point control of the reconnaissance vehicles Wog d
pass from the DCI to the Secretary of Defense and so on. An
think what the Gulf War showed, unlike Vietnam, which was a
much more gradual process and just different, was that in this in-
tense, very large conventional war, we had something in betgv?eﬁ
in terms of the global environment. In between peace time and fu
e war.
SCaSln:) we really didn’t have, I think, very good procedures for IFaIi;
ticularly CIA support for military operations of that scale. I t ip
that is one of the areas that we need to look at. I know this lies
behind my reference in my opening statement yesterday that w?
need to take a closer look at the relationship between the nationa
and tactical systems, reconnaissance systems. We discovered somg
real problems there during the course of the war. We dlsco_verti
gsome problems in terms of the trgnsmlssgln of 01;11'd1nformat10n 0
ders, to the commanders on the ground.

lo{i?xl 1?;;11:11: E(l)rfl' wanting our facts, I know that General Schwarzkopf
has in mind much clearer and pointed assessments of the inten-
tions of his enemy. But I always get a little concerned when I hear
that because I've heard it so often in my career from policymakers.
Don't give us your analysis, just give us your facts. And that is ugui
ally because they don’t want to hear what the analysis is—an
realize that isn't the case here with General Schwarzkopf. Bu;,;'l gne
of the things, that if we are to encourage analysts to look at t(le'lr-
native points of view, if we are to encourage them to conmdefz‘r g e
unorthodox or the unconventional, we have to have a way o eﬁ{-
cating policymakers about how to use intelligence as well as intelli-
gence analysts, how to write it better.
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And one of the things we have to educate policymakers to is the
value to them of a piece of paper that helps them think through
the problem without telling them what the answer is when nobody
knows what the answer is. And too often policymakers will pass
that off as just sort of academic head scratching and musings of a
bunch of philosophers out at Langley or something like that. I be-
lieve that the policymaker is always owed the best estimate. What-
ever the number of options or whatever the possibilities, the policy-
maker deserves to be told this is my best guess as to what is going
to happen.

But I think he also needs to know what the other possibilities
are, and he needs to be told what the level of confidence is in that
judgment. Sometimes your best estimate you're 90% sure, and
sometimes you're 33% sure when you have got four possibilities.
And I think there needs to be a greater forthrightness with the pol-
icymaker in terms of the level of confidence in these judgments.

It gets to what General Schwarzkopf is talking about. And that is
how do you convey a judgment to the policymaker that he can un-
derstand as an array of possibilities and a best estimate without
him thinking that it looks like mush. And that is something that
the analysts have to work on. I think that the policymaker also
needs to have a better understanding that sometimes there isn’t an
answer to his question. And that we are dealing with what I re-
ferred to earlier as mysteries rather than secrets,

Senator CHAFEE. Now my final question is as follows, Mr. Gates.
In an interview you once described Bill Casey, if accurately quoted,
as the last of the “Great Buccaneers.”” And in your testimony
before us you've indicated that you're going to work closely with
Congress and we're not going to have these events that have alleg-
edly transpired in which the CIA has been involved.

But do you think any of us should have cause for concern that
you're going to be so cautious and so busy with the paper trail indi-
cating what you did at such and such a time, because you've been
burnt by Congress more than once, you've been through these
hearings, you've seen what the Iran-Contra investigation was
where they interviewed five hundred witnesses and went through
three hundred thousand documents, you've been examined by the
Special Prosecutor. You know that he's investigating although he
specifically said that you’re not a target. There was the Tower
Commission. This Committee spent three months, the staff, looking
at everything you've done. I don’t think there’s anybody up for con-
firmation for any position that’s been through a more careful seru-
tiny than you have. And inevitably, you can only come out of all of
this with a feeling that in the future, I'm just going to make sure [
document everything so that they know I'm doing things right.
You;ire going to be busy reporting to this Committee as you've indi-
cated.

Now that's all splendid, but is there any fear that as a result,
there’s just going to be such a deluge of paper over in your office,
so much cross-checking that nothing gets done. Admiral Rickover
used to say there are more checkers than there are doers around
this plage. And how do you answer somebody who might raise that
concern?



Mr. GATES. I was amused to read, or have somebody call to my
attention, a newspaper column the other day in which the author
of the piece referred to me as a swashbuckler. Frankly, I think
that'’s not a term that comes immediately to mind to most people
who know me. [General laughter.]

Senator CHAFEE. | wasn’t suggesting you were a swashbuckler.
As a matter of fact I was indicating concern that you might not be.

Mr. GaTtEs. Precisely, Senator Chafee. And at the same time
there are concerns that I would be too cautious.

I think that the United States Central Intelligence Agency can
undertake risky operations, and should undertake risky oper-
ations—you can’t operate an intelligence service in a risk-free envi-
ronment—but I think you can operate an intelligence service in an
environment in which the rules are clear, the guidelines are clear,
the reporting requirements are clear, and people can act with con-
fidence and take those risks. And frankly, I think that again it gets
to the question of triumphs that remain secret.

I think that some of the things that CIA and the clandestine
service have done over the last two or three years have been abso-
lutely extraordinary. And some of them have involved extraordi-
nary personal rigsk for the people involved. Some risk for the
Agency. But they were clearly within the rules, clearly the product
of a thought-through process where everybody knew what the risks
were, were able to assess what those risks were, and then decided
to go forward.

I guess what I'm trying to say is that in contrast to some things
that have been written over the last half dozen years by a variety
of people, I do not see the oversight process, a process of reporting
to the President’s Intelligence Oversight Board, or the other mech-
anisms of accountability, as somehow limiting the effectiveness or
capability of U.S. intelligence. I don’t thing that there is anything
that we should be doing that we can’t do under those terms.

Now I don’t think that one needs to be paralyzed in terms of all
the investigations and things that have gone on before and just get
completely wrapped around the axle, so fearful of taking any step
for fear of being criticized. I think as long as we're playing by the
rules we don’t need to worry about being criticized. We may well
be criticized. We will be criticized. But I think we can stand that as
lgng as we're playing by the rules and I don’t see any contradiction
there.

Senator CuHaree. Well, in conclusion let me just say this. I just
hope that you will come up with some bold ideas and some bold
ventures. The easiest thing in the world, and the safest thing for
everybody involved in the government, as you well know, is to say
no. Don’t stick your neck out, lie low and you're certainly not going
to get into any trouble. And that applies to this Committee. Covert
actions come before the Committee, the easiest thing is to say no
and then you're safe. So I hope you will, despite this searing expe-
rience that you've been through, I hope you will be a bold Director
of the Agency and the Intelligence Community. And I'm confident
that you will be. '

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Chafee.
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We'll now go to Senator D’Amato for any questions that he
might have. Senator D’ Amato.

Senator D’Amaro. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gates, I'm wondering if we couldn’t do this in two parts.
Maybe review a part of the past and then take a look at the future.
And part of that past involves the attempted Papal assassination
back in 1981.

There have been some who have said that you biased intelligence
concerning the 1981 assassination of Pope John Paul II. While the
substance of this issue is classified and we’ll deal with it in closed
session on Friday, I want to ask you whether, in your opinion, the
CIA and the U.g. intelligence as a whole, did all that it could to
find out what was behind the attempt on Pope John Paul IT’s life.

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I think that as you suggest we can go into
some of the details in closed session, but I think that a review of all
the analysis that had been done on the attempted assassination of
the Pope that I directed in May of 1985 illustrated that particular-
ly in the first several years after the attempted assassination, CIA
lmovecI very awkwardly and slowly in trying to deal with the prob-
em.

There were some mitigating circumstances. I think there was
worry about getting cross threaded with an ally that was involved
in a criminal prosecution. There was concern about spoiling the
prosecution case itself But I think in general that the Agency
moved with extreme caution in trying to deal with the problem,

And frankly, from the analytical side, I think it is fair to say
that at least at the outset, that it was due to a mindset that accept-
ed the idea that a lone gunman was responsible.

Senator I’Amato. Well, as you know in 1983 I visited Italy and 1
met with a number of intelligence people in military intelligence,
and I met with Ilario Martella, the investigating magistrate. He
was quite concerned. He had the impression that there were those
in the intelligence community who were trying to discredit and un-
dermine the investigation. In fact there were people assigned to the

8. embassy in Rome who were telling people in the media that
the CIA didn’t think that the Soviets and the Bulgarians were in-
volved and that really this was a lone, crazy gunman, Agca. Simi-
lar allegations were being published with a Washington dateline.
It's refreshing to hear you answer my question as you did because
it was a very frustrating time, I think, for many of us, when there
was this at least awkward treatment of the situation.

Let me ask you, would you be willing to offer—do you believe the
KGB was involved in thaf attempted assassination?

Mr. GATES. Senator, six weeks ago 1 probably would have ven-
tured a guess on that.

Senator D’Amaro. OK.

Mr. Gartes. Since for the first time in my professional career
there is some chance we may actually have access to the KGB files,
I think I'll hold my fire.

Senator D’Amaro. Fine. I appreciate the candor of your initial
response to my question, I want you to know that. Let me ask you,
you have been credited with being one of the most successful Soviet
analysts at the CIA. Why do you think that the CIA and the U.S.
Intelligence Community as a whole never gave policymakers a
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clear cut warning of the collapse of the Soviet system? Or commu-
nism as such?

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I think that we’ll probably get into a fair
amount of detail on this later. I think that there are clearly some
shortcomings in the work that the Agency did. But I also think
that the Agency has a very creditable record of documenting from
the early 1970’s and even before, the steady decline of the Soviet
economy. They did a tremendous amount of work on various sec-
tors of the economy and how poorly they were doing and so on.

I think what they did not predict was that a reformer would
come into power that would pursue a set of reforms that were so
flawed that it would take a severely declining economy and throw
it into catastrophic freefall.

And that is pretty much what happened in the Soviet Union in
1987 and 1988, as the old system was progressively dismantled with
nothing new being put in its place. And furthermore a straddling
in terms of which kinds of economic system to move to. So you
ended up with the worst of both worlds. A policy that seemed to
look toward a market economy and actions and an administrative
framework that was in fact still pursuing a command economy. So
I think that there was a general appreciation documented in the
Joint Economic Committee repeatedly over the years, of a declining
economy, but I think that the failure to predict the rapid collapse
of the system over the last two or three years is because I think
people did not anticipate that the reforms would proceed in the
way that they had.

Senator D’AmaTo. I said I would touch on something in the
future. We haven’t yet. But let me ask you to project in the future
given what we do know and the information we do have as it re-
lates to Cuba. Will Castro go peacefully or do you foresee a Ruma-
nian resolution to the Cuban situation? What do you see in that
crystal ball?

Mr. Gartes. I think that one of the major considerations right
now is the cutting off of Soviet subsidies to Cuba. We calculated, I
think, in 1989 or 1988 that the Soviet Union either directly or
through indirect subsidies was giving something on the order of $5
billion a year in military and economic assistance to Cuba. The So-
viets have made clear that that is going to stop. The Cuban econo-
my is already on the ropes, and I think it is hard to predict the
impact. But this guy is the—is one of the last remaining Commu-
nists. The whole place is—the whole system down there is kind of a
museum piece, it'’s such an anachronism. It seems to me that his
days are numbered. Whether it’s, you know, this year of next, it’s
clear that the system down there can’t survive indefinitely.

Senator D’AMaTo. What do you project as it relates to our rela-
tionships in dealing with some of the countries in Central, South
America, that are heavily dependent upon drugs or where the drug
traffickers have played a key role as it relates to policy or lack of
policy? What do you foresee there and how do we deal with that?

Mr. Gates. I think the biggest problem——

Senator D’Amato. I specifically have avoided naming any one
country.

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.
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The dilemma that we face is that there are governments in some
of those countries who are acting to try and deal with the problem,
who are trying to eradicate crops or take steps to reduce the
amount of narcotics flowing through that country or being pro-
duced in those countries, and they are taking steps that frankly, a
year or two ago, we wouldn’t have anticipated. That they have
gone further than we expected. And yet at the same time, the in-
formation suggests the problem has gotten worse in some of those
countries. And so the question is, how do you encourage the gov-
ernments to do more and do so in a way that allowed them politi-
cally to be able to survive. And it is a tough policy call in terms of
whether to provide some of these guys some economic assistance
because they have done what we asked them to do, even if the
problem has gotten worse and the degree to which they have the
ability or the freedom to be able to act.

I think—and I am really speaking from my current position
right now—what we have tried to do is encourage these people to
move more aggressively. I think that when the time comes that we
conclude that the governments are corrupt, that they are not being
honest with themselves, that that's the time when we have to say
we Just can't help you any longer. But that’s a tough call, and it
has some downside implications as well for the narcotics control
problem, because then in essence you remove any incentive for
them to take courageous steps.

Senator D'Amaro. Last follow-up to that. Do you believe we have
?deguately funded our counternarcotics foreign intelligence activi-
ies?

_Mr. Gates. Well, as I suggest in my answer to Senator DeCon-
cini, I think we were not as quick in coming to deal effectively with
the intelligence aspects of the narcotics problem as we should have
been. There have been significant increases in funding in the last
several years and I think there's a substantial increase between
1991 and 1992. It is something and 1 would take a look at when I
got out there. But my impression is that there have been substan-
tial increases in resources fairly steadily over the last few yvears.

Senator D’AMaTo. Mr. Gates, let me simply say that I am very
pleased by the responses I have heard you give to my colleagues. 1
certainly want to commend you for what I think your position has
been in making the analysis as it relates to the Papal assassina-
tion. I look forward to meeting with you Friday in ¢losed session.
And I look forward to working with you in the coming years on the
issues of mutual concern.

Mr. GatEes. Thank you, sir.

Chairman Boren. Thank you, Senator D’Amato.

Senator Glenn is not able to be with us this afternoon because of
a conflict in schedules. So we have completed now the opening
questions of Members of the Committee with the exception of Sena-
tor Glenn who will question the nominee on the nominee’s final
return before the Committee,

Let me just outline briefly how I expect us to proceed now. On
Thursday we will begin our session at 9:30, and I want Members to
note that as a change of time. We will begin a little earlier at 9:30.
We have six or seven outside witnesses that say, a very, very full
day. Some extremely important witnesses are to come before the
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Committee. We will begin that morning with the testimony of Mr.
Fiers. It is likely that the Senate may well be in session late on
Thursday evening anyway so it would be my intention to work
throughout the day and into the evening hours on Thursday. So I
wotuld like for Members to please note that on their schedules that
it is likely for us to work in the evening hours on Thursday so that
we can complete the outside public witnesses. If we have not com-
pleted them, we will continue with them on Friday morning.

Otherwise, on Friday, we will have a closed session of the Com-
mittee to take up classified information and particularly to hear
testimony from witnesses on the question of the objectivity of intel-
ligence estimates. Some subjects we have touched on here in the
public session but obviously we have not been able to pursue them
as thoroughly as we would like because they do involve classified
information,

We will resume then on Tuesday, at which time we will have an-
other session on again the classified subject of intelligence sharing.
I am not sure exactly how long, but it would not likely last as long
as an entire day.

When we have completed all of that testimony and heard all of
that evidence and considered all of the information given to us, it
would then be my thought that we would ask the nominee to
appear again. That could be as early as Tuesday afterncon. If we
want to question the nominee specifically about a classified matter,
that obviously would have to be in closed session.

It would then be my intention to come back into open session
either on Tuesday afternoon or Wednesday morning, which I un-
derstand is the birthday of the nominee, is that correct?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes.

Chairman BoreN. Well, we know that you would be very disap-
pointed if you didn’t get to spend at least part of your birthday
with some Members of this Committee. And we would certainly
want to be able to send you our best wishes on that occasion.

There have been some other Members of the Committee that
have indicated to me they have additional questions. And especial-
ly some of the Members of Committee have not yet had a chance to
ask their questions related to the future of intelligence. Because of
necessity we have had to go back over the past record quite a lot in
the course of this two days of proceedings.

At that time we would then have the nominee as the concluding
witness of the confirmation process. The Committee would begin its
deliberations in an expeditious fashion on the nomination within a
day or so of the completion of our hearings. And of course, the vote
of this Committee will be held in public session and Members will
have a chance to make statements in regard to their final decisions
about this nomination. :

This is the process that I would hope we would go through. I
want to thank the nominee and the Members of the Committee
and the staff of the Committee,

Senator WARNER. You've done very well.

Chairman Borewn. Well, thank you very much, Senator Warner.
As I said, we've been thorough. 1 appreciate the help of all the
Members, especially the Vice Chairman. I hope that the American
people have felt that this was a very useful process. It is unique in
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the world, as the nominee has said, to have this kind of process in
the open. To display for the world the workings of the oversight
process and how this is a government where very sensitive policy is
made still within the bounds of the democratic process and with
full oversight. It has been very interesting to hear the comments of
the nominee about his discussions with Mr. Kyruchkov of the KGB.
I had similar conversations with him and also with members of the
Supreme Soviet who were struggling to set up their own oversight
process, as well as those in Eastern Europe and elsewhere. Many
are looking at our process and coming here to study it.

So I hope the American people have had, from this process, a
better insight into how the oversight process works, and also some
insight to the contribution the men and women who work in our
Intelligence Community are making to the national security effort
of this country. While of necessity we probed some things that hap-
pened that shouldn’t have happened. I think the American people
from watching these proceedings will also have a better under-
standing of the real contribution, often at the risk of their lives,
that people are making in the Intelligence Community to the good
of this country. o

So I hope, Mr. Gates, that, while you have been on the receiving
end of this, that you will feel that this process has also been benefi-
cial to the American people as well. So we appreciate your coopera-
tion and the cooperation of all Members.

We will stand in recess until 9:30 in the morning on '_I‘hursday.

[Thereupon, at 5:26 o’clock p.m., the Committee stood in recess.]
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NOMINATION OF ROBERT M. GATES TO BE
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1991

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

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:37 a.m., in
room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. David L. Boren,
Chairman of the Committee, presiding. :

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston,
DeConcini, Metzenbaum, Murkowski, Warner, Danforth, Rudman,
Gorton, Chafee, and Cohen.

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

Chairman Boren. The Committee will come to order.

This morning let me say for the benefit of Members, that we will
do our questioning under the rule of attendance so that those who
are present now as the hearing begins will ask their questions first
in rotation. We will have approximately ten minute rounds for the
witness when he completes his statement and for the other wit-
nesses today followed by additional rounds as long as there are
members that have questions that they would like to ask.

I might also say that we have a number of witnesses today. We
have tried to arrange the order of testimony of our witnesses
mainly to accommodate the travel schedule of several who have to
leave during the day or at least by the end of the day.

It is my hope that we can complete the witnesses scheduled for
today. We have six very important witnesses and this means that 1
think it is very likely that we will go into the evening hour in
terms of taking testimony today.

This morning as we resume our hearings on the nomination of
Robert M. Gates to be Director of Central Intelligence, we will re-
ceive testimony from six witnesses who have served as senior offi-
cials in the CIA, including the current Acting Director, Mr. Rich-
ard Kerr. We will begin with Mr. Alan Fiers, the former Chief of
the CIA’s Central American Task Force. The next witness will be
Mr. John McMahon, who preceded Mr. Gates as Deputy DCI from
1982 until early 1986, He will be followed by a retired CIA senior
operations officer, Mr. Tom Polgar, who was on the staff of the
Senate Iran-Contra Committee. We will also hear from Admiral
Bobby Inman, who was Deputy DCI from 1981 to 1982 and is cur-
rently Chairman of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory
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Board. The next witness will be Mr. Charles Allen, a senior CIA
analyst who was National Intelligence Officer for Counterterrorism
during the Iran-Contra period. And the final witness will be Acting
Director Richard Kerr.

I want to emphasize to Members that our inquiries today have a
single purpose, and that is to assess the fitness of the nominee
whose nomination is before us. If we were to get into questions con-
cerning the roles of our witnesses themselves in the Iran-Contra
affair, or to ask them to speculate about the future of U.S. intelli-
gence, I would have to say to our colieagues that we would never
have any hope of making it through our schedule, not only today,
but probably for several weeks. I point out, for example, that the
Iran-Contra Committee’s deposition of just one of our witnesses
today, Mr. Charles Allen, went on for more than one thousand
pages. So we simply cannot devote the kind of time to this testimo-
ny to go over the entire Iran-Contra affair. What we want to learn
today is what our witnesses have to say about Mr. Gates’ involve-
ment in that affair and any knowledge that they might have which
would relate to this nominee. o

I hope Members will limit their inquiries and focus their inquir-
ies accordingly.

Qur first witness is Mr. Alan D. Fiers who, as 1 mentioned,
served as Chief of the CIA’s Central American Task Force from Oc-
tober 1984 until March of 1988. Mr. Fiers entered a plea of guilty
on July 9, 1991, to two misdemeanor charges of withholding infor-
mation from Congress about the diversion of Iranian arms sales
proceeds to the Nicaraguan Contras and about other U.S. efforts to
assist the Contras during a ban on such aid.

The first charge dealt with his testimony about the diversion at a
hearing before this Committee on November 25, 1986, the same day
that Attorney General Meese announced the discovery of evidence
of the diversion in the National Security Council files. The second
charge involved the testimony about the role of Oliver North, Felix
Rodriguez, and others in providing military assistance to the Con-
tras at a hearing before the House Intelligence Committee on Octo-
ber 14, 1986. This took place shortly after the downing of the Ha-
senfus flight.

The admissions by Mr. Fiers were shocking and tragic. He was
an outstanding professional intelligence officer who had an excel-
lent relationship with this Committee. I think I can safely say on
behalf of most of the members of this Committee, especially those
on the Committee at the time that Mr. Fiers wag at the Agency
that we had great professional regard for him, and in spite of very
gerious lapses that occurred, I know that Mr. Fiers knows that his
many efforts on behalf of our country and his outstanding perform-
ance in other areas are understood and appreciated by the Mem-
bers of this Committee.

While the task force he headed clearly was very sensitive from a
political standpoint, I do not think that any of us realized at the
time the extraordinary political pressures that were brought to
bear on him as Chief of the Central American Task Force. His tes-
timony to the Iran-Contra Committees, which many of us will re-
member, regarding the situation in which he found himself stands
out in my mind as reflecting his great personal anguish. It was ob-
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vious to all of us as we heard that testimony that this was a situa-
tion about which he was reflecting very deeply.

Mr. Fiers conceded that his testimony at the Hasenfus hearings
in October 1986 had been, and I quote, “evasive.” And he attrib-
uted that evasion to what he called his, quote, “untenable position
as a member of the Administration team.” Mr. Fiers went so far as
to say the Administration was, and I again gquote, “hanging us
out”, unquote. He was very emotional when he told the Iran-
Contra Committee, and I quote again, “I found myself in one hell
of a position indeed. And really it continued almost until today,”
he said. That was in August 1987 when Mr. Fiers testified near the
end of the Iran-Contra hearings.

It was very sad for us to learn this past July that Mr. Fiers had
continued to withhold information throughout those hearings.

The issue for us today, however, is not what Mr. Fiers knew or
what Mr. Fiers did, but whether he can shed any light on when
Robert Gates may have learned of the diversion and what Mr.
Gates knew about the roles of Oliver North and others in the pri-
vate Contra resupply operation. CIA records indicate that after Mr.
Gates became Deputy DCI in April 1986, he met with Mr. Fiers on
at least nine occasions before Novemnber 25, 1986, when the diver-
sion was disclosed publicly. Those records indicate that three of
these meetings were one-on-one, and they took place on August 19,
1986, September 29, 1986, and November 4, 1986, At least two and
possibly all three of those one-on-one meetings occurred after the
point when, according to the government’s statement, Mr. Fiers
had learned of the diversion. In addition, Mr. Gates met with Mr.
Fiers, Clair George, Director Casey, and a CIA Congressional Af-
fairs Officer the evening before Mr. Fiers and Mr. George first tes-
tified about the Hasenfus flight on October 10, 1986, and allegedly
withheld information in order to protect the White House.

The record of these meetings between Mr., Gates and Mr. Fiers
makes it important that the Committee obtain the testimony of
Mr. Fiers. The Independent Counsel has been consulted about this
matter and the Independent Counsel has not objected to the grant-
ing of immunity to Mr. Fiers for the purpose of these hearings. Mr.
Fiers is accompanied by Counsel, and I would like to ask Counsel
to introduce himself.

Mr. ARKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am Stanly Arkin of Chadbourne and
Parke and we represent Mr. Fiers.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much.

We welcome all of you to the Committee. And Mr. Fiers if you
are ready, I would ask that you please stand in be sworn as a wit-
ness.

Do you, Alan D. Fiers, Jr., solemnly swear that the testimony
you are about to give is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth, so help you God?

Mr. Figrs. I do.

Chairman BoreN. You may be seated.

I will ask now that our photographers might clear the well.

Mr. Fiers, it is the intent of the Committee to pursue with you,
as I have indicated, questions concerning the role and involvement
of Mr. Robert M. Gates in the so-called Iran-Contra affair,
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Mr. ArxiN. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect, I have advised
Mr. Fiers to decline to testify without an appropriate grant of im-
munity.

Chafrman BoreN. Mr. Arkin, in light of your statement, I am
hereby communicating to you and to your client an order issued to
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on August 2, 1991, by
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. The
order provides, in substance, that your client, Mr. Fiers, may not
refuse to provide evidence on the basis of his privilege under the
Fifth Amendment. It further provides that evidence obtained from
your client under the order may not be used against him in any
criminal proceedings. )

A copy of the immunity order has been placed at the witness
table. Can counsel confirm that he has a copy of that order?

Mr. ARKIN. Senator, I have a copy. "

Chairman BorenN. Pursuant to that order then, I direct your
client to answer the questions of the Committee.

Mr. Fiers, I understand that you have some opening comments
that you would like to. make and you may proceed with those at
this time.

TESTIMONY OF ALAN D. FIERS, JR., FORMER CHIEF, CENTRAL
AMERICA TASK FORCE, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Mr. Fiers. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Members of
the Committee. ]

TI'd first like to tell you how much I appreciate the kind words
that you said about me. They mean a great deal to me. )

For five years I have waited for this opportunity to speak public-
ly and unencumbered about Iran-Contra. And I have rehearged this
statement a thousand times in my mind in a thousand different
places. Each times it has a different tone. ) )

Sometimes accusative, apologetic, aggressive and dispassionate.

Senator METZENBAUM. Can you bring the mike a little closer,
please? Thank you sir. ) )

Mr. Fiers. Today, I will make a maximum effort to be dispassion-
ate and sometimes that is difficuit for me to do as I think some of
you know., o ) )

But always the theme is the same. The decision points and judg-
ment factors that seem so clear cut today appeared far different
during the height of the storm that, Mr. Chairman, that you made
reference to. : )

To reiterate what has been noted several times in these hearings,
for forty-three years, from 1947 to the fall of the Berlin Wall in
1990, seven Administrations pursued a foreign policy, the goal of
which was to protect and preserve our democracy against Commu-
nist expansionism, ) ]

This policy, born in an atmosphere of bipartisan consensus, has
been dramatically successful, far beyond what any of us dared to
dream.

Today, in 1991, it is easy to forget the political landscape of a
decade ago. In the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, we were reeling
from a series of defeats, failures, setbacks. The Bay of Pigs, Viet-
nam, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, events in Iran, the as-
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cendancy of Soviet-Cuban backed Communist governments in Ethi-
opia, Angola, Nicaragua, the near collapse in El Salvador. In the
face of these setbacks, by the late 1970’s, the consensus upon which
our post war foreign policy had been based had severely eroded. Po-
larization had set in.

There were those who were ready to accept the concept of moral
equivalency. The concept which held that the moralities of Soviet
Communism and our democracy are essentially the same.

Others were ready to acquiesce to or accept the Brezhnev Doc-
trine which held that the takeover of a country by Communism is
irreversible, forever.

The events that we will be discussing today took place in this at-
mosphere of polarization, distrust and self-doubt, Our ability and
our will to maintain the course plotted by those great leaders of
the late 1940’s was in doubt. The outcome of the struggle was in
doubt and the consensus was gone. It has given way to a bare
knuckles game of politics. A no holds barred game where no quar-
ter was given on either side. I know this to be a fact I lived
through it.

Much of the story as it relates to Central America is well-known
as a result of the Iran-Contra investigations. Other parts were con-
tained in a September 15th New York Times article, It was the to-
tality of this story to which I was referring in my 1987 testimony
before the Iran-Contra Committee when I likened myself to being
caught in a giant nutcracker. The Administration on one side and -
the Legislative branch on the other.

I do not seek today or at any time to avoid responsibilities for
action I took or didn’t take. Nor do I seek to shift the blame. T
accept full responsibility for what I did and did not do. All I ask is
that both sides of the story be treated equally and fairly.

Before responding to your questions,” there are three specific
points I would like to malke.

First concerns me and the CIA. Media reporting surrounding my
plea of guilty to two misdemeanor charges of withholding informa-
tion from Congress have repeatedly made reference to my having
acknowledged CIA involvement in illegal aid to the Contras. This is
not correct,

I acknowledged that I and several others had knowledge of cer-
tain events. I also pointed out that sincere and strenuous efforts
were made to avoid involvement in these activities.

I trust these hearings will serve to correct the record on this
point once and for all.

Let me add another thought. The allegations that CIA or other-
wise turned a blind eye to or otherwise supported drug smuggling
are to the full extent of my knowledge absolutely false and outra-
geous.

Second, lost in the publicity surrounding the Iran-Contra investi-
gation and the legal proceedings, is the fact that the Nicaraguan
policy including the support to the Contras was fully successful.

here is now an elected democratic government in Nicaragua.

And, finally, I sincerely hope that the CIA bashing will stop. My
wife, my children, and I are proud to have served with some of the
finest men and women this country has produced—men and
women of strong character, unabiding patriotism, dedication, and
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integrity unmatched anywhere. Men and women who consistently
and unfailingly have been at the forefront of the struggle, hot and
cold, some who have given their lives,

The CIA bashing deoes them and their families a grave and unac-
ceptable injustice.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak. I will now answer your
questions.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Mr. Fiers. And, as you
know, this Committee has always sought to be constructive in exer-
cising its oversight responsibilities. I agree with you that it serves
no purpose to engage in criticism of the CIA simply for the sake of
criticism. As'] am sure you have seen during the opening two days
of the hearings, there have been many times in which we had the
opportunity to pause to discuss the very real contribution to our
country -that the men and women at the CIA have made over the
years. _ :

I know you also understand that this Committee has a very seri-
ous responsibility to cbtain any information which can help us in
making the determination which we must make of the fitness of
Robert Gates, the President’s nominee to serve as Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence. That’s a responsibility that we take very serious-
ly, all the Members of this Committee. And so I ask you several
questions with that in mind.

The Government's statement of facts in your plea agreement,
which you consented to, states that during the early Spring of 1986,
Lieutenant Colonel North told you that Israel was selling weapons
to Iran and, quote, “kicking dollars into the Contra’s pot,” unquote.
Did you ever tell Robert Gates of North’s revelation to you about
the diversion?

Mr. Figgs. I did not.

Chairman BoreN. Do you have any reason to believe that anyone
else told Robert Gates of North's revelation to you?

Mr. Figrs. No. I think that is highly unlikely. At the time that I
place that event, Bob Gates was still the DDI. And I have no
reason to suspect or believe that anyone would have shared that
infermation with him. Indeed not many knew it. '

Chairman BoreN. Your plea bargain agreement with the Govern-
ment also states by late summer of 1986, Lieutenant Colonel North
told you that the United States was selling arms to Iran and using
the proceeds from the sales to aid the Contras. According to the
statement, you reported this information to your superior, the
Chief of the Latin American Division, who teold you to report the
matter immediately to Mr. Clair George, the Director of Oper-
ations. When you told Mr. George, according to the statement, he
replied, quote, “You are now one of a handful of people who know
about this,” unquote. Is that an accurate summary of the situation?

Mr. Fiers. Yes it is,

Chairman BoreN. When you told Clair George about the diver-

sion, what did you understand by his comment that, quote, “you
are now one of a handful of people who knew about the diversion.”
- Mr. Fiers. As I recall the context of the conversation, I interpret-
ed that remark to go more towards the sale of weapons to Iran and
that side of the covert action policy or program than I did the di-
version. -
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I think that he was making referen i i
s ot to the divereian, g ce to the Iranian operation

Chairman Boren. Did he say who was included in this small
group?

Mr., F&l'mg. He did not. It was a very short conversation. The es-
sence of it is what you just repeated and he did not make any fur-
ther elaboration on who that small group of people were. Within
the context the comments were made, I understood that it was in-
formaplon I was to file and not to make reference to,

_ Chairman Bogen. Did you speculate or do you have any specula-
tion now as to who that might have included?

Mr. Figrs. did not have any speculation or have any serious
thought at the time as to whom that might have included. Now, as
a result of the Iran-_Contra investigations, which you might guess [
followed with some nterest, I can put together a universe of people
ﬂ"lat,I tl}mk that might have included. But at that point in time, 1
didn’t give that matter extensive thought and I really didn’t have
thfa:ti1 universe defined.

airman BogreN. Well, let me go back specifically to Mr. Gate
Now we are talking about this in late sumpmer corﬂrersation witi
Colonel North and your subsequent conversation with Clair
Gei());‘ge.
nd _you report North’s information or your conversation wi
Clair George about the diversion to Mr. Gatgs? ' ? vith

Mr. Fiers. I did not. I reported that information to two people
and to no one else in the Agency. And 8o far as | know, until I dis-
cussed this matter with the Independent Counsel, there were only
five people that knew that. And I think that to be accurate,

Chairman Boren. Could you name those five people again?

Mr. FiErs. In the case of the first incidence which took place
prior to May, it is the Chief of the Latin American Division whose
name has never been in the public domain.

In the case of the second mention which was more specific in late
summer, it was the Second Chief of Latin American Division, and I
think you know his name. If you want, I'll put it on the record.

Chairman Boren. We were referring to him as just the Chief
Number Two of Latin American Division.

Mr. Fiers. Chief Number Two, (

N grlt?alr George, himself, who I reported to. Myself and Oliver

_Chairman BogreN, I'm informed by Counsel, just for the informa-
tlop of Members, that we are releasing today the testimony that
we've taken 1,1nder oath of the Chief of the Latin American Divi-
sion, #2. We're not releasing his name. But we have released his
declassified statement of his testimony today.

Do you have, let me ask you again, any reason to believe that
anyone else told Mr. Gates about the diversion here in the late
summer 1n terms of the conversation you’d had with Colonel
Ntﬁthf;‘

r. FiErs. I have no reason to believe that and n -
ulate one way or the other. fid o reason to spec

Chairman Boren. Do you know whether Director Casey knew
about the diversion?
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Mr. Figrs. Not to my knowledge. Director Casey and I never
spoke about it. Clair George and I never spoke about it. And I do
not have first hand direct knowledge that the Director knew or did
not know about the diversion.

Chairman BoreN. Do you suspect that he might have known?

Mr. Fiers. That’s a very difficult question if you knew Bill Casey
well: I suspect that there are things that were going on that Bill
Casey knew that he did not share with me. And beyond that I
really don’t want to try to venture a guess and put something in
his head or not in his head when I really just don’t know.

Chairman BoreN. So the conversations were between Colonel
North and you but there was never a direct conversation between
Director Casey and you about this operation. '

Mr. Fiers. No. And I might add that the conversations with Colo-
nel North, both of them were informal, they were on the margins
of other conversations and they were off-handed comments that
Colonel North made to me that these things were happening.

Frequently he, in informal conversations, would just drop bits
and pieces and I picked them up along the way. And it was in this
informal context, both times, that I picked up this information and
both times, particularly the first time, I was somewhat taken aback
by it. I found it astounding. And it was in a disbelieving context
that I spoke the first time with the first Chief of the Latin Ameri-
can Division and it was in that same doubting context, you know,
what to think of this, that I spoke about it the second time.

So the information in my head was there, but I didn’t know
whether really to accept it, not accept it, or how to evaluate it
until late in October or early November when the Iran arms sales
really became public. Then I sort of said to myself this is true.
~ Chairman Borgn. Last week the Committee received sworn testi-
mony in closed session from the Latin American Division Chief, re-
ferred to as Chief #2, to whom you first reported, according to
your testimony, North’s information.

- He didn’t recall any mention of a diversion. But he said he re-
called one occasion when you asked what to do if you had learned
something very sensitive about an operation. And let me repeat
what he said in the testimony to us. ’ '

Quote, and I quote his testimony. “Alan came to me and said a
very conjectural kind of thing. He said that if I were to know some-
thing, either very sensitive or important or scandalous or some-
thing about this whole program we're involved in, who should I
talk to about it, or something like that. And I can’t remember what
it was, it was very conjectural and what if, and I can’t remember
the wording that he used, but it was clear to me that the conversa-
tion had nothing to do with the Agency. And I don’'t remember
what I told him back but I think I would have told him something
like, if it's something that’s illegal you’d better tell the lawyers, or
if it’s something that’s politically a hot potato I would take it to
the seventh floor.” That’s the end of quote from the witness.

I then asked the witness if he remembered directing you to pass
the information on to Clair George immediately and he replied,
and again I quote him in his testimony, “Well, I think I would
have said the seventh floor. Whether I said Clair George, who
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would have been the next one up, or whether I said Casey, I just
can'’t recall.”

Do you recall any discussion like this with the Division Chief
based on a hypothetical problem as opposed to a detailed specific
reference to the diversion?

Mr. FiErs. It’s been five years plus since those conversations took
place and a lot of water has passed under the bridge and I'm quite
certain that the individual in question’s testimony is the way he
recalls it. The way I recall it is the way I stated it. And the reason
I recall it so well is that it laid on my heart like a shot for five
years.

Each time I testified, each time the Committees did something,
each time I read about Iran-Contra that Jjust burned in me. Because
I knew it was there. And I knew only five people knew it. And my
recollections of the conversations are quite clear that they took
place. I think that the tone, the context, the thrust in the way it
was described by Chief #2 is largely accurate.

I remember it being somewhat more specific, however., But I
would hasten to say that memories are bound to differ after five
years when there is no written record.

Chairman Boren. Thank you. Let’s turn to the second matter
that was the subject of your plea agreement, the testimony on the
Hasenfus flight in October 1986.

The government states that after the downing of the Hasenfus
plane but before the hearing on October 10th, you had a secure
telephone conversation with Colonel North in which you asked
North whether the downed aircraft was his, or North’s. Neorth told
you that the plane was a part of his operation and that the oper-
ation was being dismantled. Is that roughly a correct summary?

Mr. Fiers. That is roughly a correct summary of conversations
that took place with Oliver North and his office over that period of
time, yes.

Chairman Boren. Now let me turn your attention to Mr. Gates.
Did you report North’s information to Mr. Gates?

Mr. Frers. I did not.

Chairman BoreN. Do you have any reason to believe that Mr.
(Gates was aware that the plane was a part of North's operation at
that time?

Mr. Fiers. I don’t have any reason that would make me think
that he had the details or knew specifically that that plane was
part of a North-White House operation in specific detail.

Chairman BoreN. As far as you know, did you have any knowl-
edge of anyone else having a discussion with Mr. Gates about the
same kind of information you received from Colonel North, that it
was part of his operation?

Mr. Fiers. No, I don't think so. I think it’s likely that there were
only two people in the Agency that Colonel North would speak to
in that kind of detail at that point in time. The two people being
myself and possibly the Director, Bill Casey.

Chairman BogreN. Possibly the Director?

Mr. Fiers. Possibly the Director, Bill Casey.

Chairman BorenN. You don’t know that?

Mr. Fiers. I don’t know that as a fact.

Chairman BoreN. One way or the other.
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Mr. Figrs. One way or the other. ' :
(;?hairman Boren. You speculate it might have been the Direc-
tor. . o L

Mr. FiErs. Yes. : :

Senator CransToN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
Chairman BoreN. Surely. : :
Senator CRANSTON. I just wanted to ask why you qualified your
responses to the question about three back that Mr. Gates did not
kli‘l;OW‘;iI_l specific detail? Did you feel he had some knowledge or
what? i ' o :

Mr. Fiers. 1 felt that there were a number of people, a universe
of people let me say, who were involved in Central American poli-
tics, who had some knowledge of the general cutline that a White
House support operation was taking place.

I think that few had details of it. I think almost none had com-
plete details of it. And I believe that it’s possible that some—to
some extent, in some limited way there was sensitivity or under-
standing that that was taking place in the mind of perhaps, it is
possible, of Bob Gates. : S

Chairman BoreN. Let me pursue what Senator Cranston just
asked, I'm trying to recall Mr. Gates' testimony of the last two
days. I believe he, in responding to a question about rumors he
might have heard about Colonel North and his operation, indicated
to us that he was aware of rumors and had a general feeling that
Colonel North was certainly involved with the private benefactors.
I think he said “holding hands” with them, encouraging them, in-
volving himself or at least being knowledgeable of the private fund
raising efforts and the rest of it. :

But he indicated to us he didn’t have any concrete understand-
ing, or basic understanding that Colonel North was also, in essence,
deeply involved in directing the day to day operations of the net-
work in a way which would of course at that time been in viclation
of the law. That was during a period of time when the government
nor any official of the government was not providing that kind of
operational assistance.

So let me go back and ask you, do you believe Mr. Gates had
knowledge of Colonel North’s operational role in this matter?

Mr. Fiers. I don’t have any reason to take strenuous objection to
the description that you just put forward of Mr. Gates. I can’t be in
his mind and I don’t know the extent of detail. I suspect it didn’t
go very far and that he didn’t have very much detail with regard
to what was going on.

So I really can’t take objection to it and I really think it would
be improper for me to try and put myself in his mind and conjec-
ture as to what form that general understanding or those rumors
took.

Chairman Boren. 1 want to be clear because I think it's impor-
tant, as Senator Cranston said, that we understand any qualifica-
tions to your answer that you gave earlier on these two conversa-
tions. Would you characterize for us again first, what you know
Mr. Gates’ knowledge was either from any conversations you had
with him about Colone! North's operational role, or what you know
about any conversations he could have had with anyone else. And
then your own conclusion based upon just general knowledge of the
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Agency and how it worked and what you think the knowledge of
Mr. Gates would have been? Could you walk through each one of
those so that we know exactly what you're saying to us here?

Mr. Fiers. I think it’s important to—as I answer this question,
for the Committee to understand that I now have the benefit of 20/
20 hindsight. So there is a lot in my head that I have seen and I've
got to try to filter that out and place myself back in the time in the
context of 1986 as I do this.

I think as the Committee knows from the staff debriefs, in sever-
al of the meetings made reference to, Bob Gates and I had discus-
sions that touched on the White House operation. There were two
in particular that I recall. I wish I recalled them in greater detail.
I don’t. They're sort of middle stage recollections but not specific
pictures and recall of words. '

One was a discussion that took place—I think both of them took
place in the July time frame—discussion one concerned a question
as to why I didn’t want to pick up the assets that the private bene-
faég:tors were using and transition those and use them in our oper-
ation,

Chairman Boren. Saying your operation, you mean after such
time as——

Mr. Fiers. The up-coming—by that point in time—I should be
very specific—by that point in time it was quite clear that the
legal, $100 million program for the Nicaraguan operation was
going to be voted up. We were in serious planning for how to exe-
cute that operation. And I was looking at assets I was going to use
for aerial resupply.

Oliver North wanted me to buy the assets of the private benefac-
tors. He talked with me about it, he had others talk with me about.
One of those people who——

Chairman Bogren. Including Mr. Gates.

Mr. Fiers. Was Mr. Gates. And he asked me, Alan, why aren’t
you buying these assets, what’s wrong with them. He didn't force
me, he d_1dn’t say I want you to buy them, he just asked a question,
I gave him the logic, the reason. They're old, they're not the right
type, they're heavy on maintenance, they are heavy in fuel, they
don’t carry the load, they don’t have the range, and besides they
are of a—I don’t know their background and I don’t want to taint
this upcoming program with anything that is questionable.

I had that conversation. The details, the specificity of it, I can’t
be certain of, but I am certain that we had that exchange. In more
or less that form.

' Secondly, there was a conversation, one of several I had concern-
ing the question of whether or not Vince Cannistraro, who was an
ﬁ%%ncy officer on detail to the NSC, should be extended at the

Chairman BoreN. Yes.

_Mr. Fiers. And I was asked my views on that. And I said several
times that if Vince is extended, and if he takes over the Central
Alperlcan account, he can’t have the same relationships with the
private benefactors that Oliver North has. That would get us in a
place where we don't want to be.

_ From those two conversations, from the general ambient that we
lived in, from the—living in the environment, at the time, I con-
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cluded that along with many other people in the Administration,
Bob Gates understood the framework that was taking place. I have
no reason to believe, in fact I am sure he didn't know details, T
think there were few who knew details. Indeed, I didn’t know all
the details that were going on. '

Chairman BoreN. Okay, let me ask you specifically because it is
important that we know what you mean by framework. He has tes-
tified before us and I think I can fairly summarize this by saying
obviously he knew that Oliver North was involved with the private
group that was supporting the Contras. North was talking to them,
as Gates put it, handholding, sharing their problems. I mean they
were talking to him about raising the money and all of these sorts
of things. He said he did not know that—as I interpret his testimo-
ny—that he was involved in running the actual operation, even
getting into details of leasing planes, hiring pilots, getting informa-
tion. I can’t from my own memory recall what was allowed by law
at that time, there were various times when we could share intelli-
gence and communications, but nothing else and so on.

So Gates has indicated that he was aware broadly that Colonel
North certainly had a relationship with them, but he was not
aware of the operational role. This is very important for us to clari-
fy what you are saying in terms of your knowledge of what you
told him, your knowledge of what others may have told him, and
then your assessment as to whether or not you think that his testi-
mony is accurate or not.

Mr. Fiers. I put no knowledge in Bob Gates head, I repeat, I put
no knowledge in Bob Gates head that would call that question—his
response into doubt. I never talked with him in any specific
detail about what Oliver North was doing or not doing.

From what I know at the time, what I understood at the time to
be the case, I have no reason to take exception to his comment, to
the characterization of his state of knowledge. '

1.also understood clearly, I want to repeat that, I understood
clearly the universe in which I was living. I understood from 1984
the potential problem this could cause, from November of 1984 to
be specific. And I tock cautions and weighed every action I took in
terms of putting knowledge in peoples head. I took cautions to keep
CIA—all the people that worked for me on the right side of the
line, not to cross over the Boland Amendment, not to get involved
in the private operations. I took it on myself to be the buffer be-
tween my people and to the degree, the Agency leadership. And 1
decided at that point in time that if there were responsibilities and
liabilities that accrued to me as a result of those actions I would
accept them. I started that process in 1987. My testimony was in-
complete in that I still protected people. I did that because, one, of
my friendship with them; two, because I wanted to continue in the
job to see it to completion because I believed in what we were
doing. But I was ready then to accept responsibility for my actions.
I hoped it would have never come to what it did. But I accept that
responsibility now.

And in the context of that there were times, in fact most of the
time, I did not take things of the nature you are talking about to
Bob Gates. I didn’t take them to Director Casey. They stopped with
Clair George and even then not in the detail that I knew them.
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Enough so that he understood the universe we were living in,
enough so that he and I both understood the degree of exposure we
had, and indeed we had discussions about that as early as Novem-
ber of 1984.

But I have no reason to call into question or to question the char-
acterization that Bob Gates has put in front of this Committee. My
understanding of what was in his head was strictly deduced on the
basis of my understanding, the universe in which we were operat-
ing, those conversations I had and the sensitive nature of the infor-
mation. To reiterate, I didn't put information in his head. We
didn’t talk about it, and I don’t know what was there and I can’t
take exception to what he is saying.

Chairman Boren. You talked about being a buffer to some others
higher in the Agency. So your decision not to discuss this matter in
detail with Mr. Gates was partly an intentional decision as you
viewed your buffer role?

Mr. Fiers. There is a conservation that took place the Committee
needs to understand. It's been referred to, I think obliquely in sev-
eral different forms, but let me put it in it's completion, in its full-
ness, on the record here.

At some point in October of 1984, I was asked to do something,
and I can’t remember what the something was, by Oliver North.
And a dispute arose. I was brand new on the job. I was called to a
meeting—called up actually, by Dewey Clarridge, to talk to him
one floor above me—

Chairman Borgn. And he was what? ,

Mr. Fiers. He was then Chief of the European Division. Before
that he had been Chief of the Latin American Division. And really
had been the hands-on manager of the Central American program.

Dewey essentially said to me, Alan there are things going on
that you don’t know about; cooperate with Ollie. The thrust of his
comments. : '

I understood what it meant. I went back down and I told the
Chief of the Latin American Division #1 this is what happened,
he said let’s go talk to Clair. We went, we talked to Clair. About, I
think it was the same day, it certainly was within two days, we
were called into a meeting in Director Casey’s office—Clair George,
me, Chief of Latin America #1, Oliver North, the Director.

Chairman BorReEN. Was Mr. Gates present at that?

Mr. Fiers. No. Mr. Gates was then DDI. He was nowhere around
this equation.

And the Director looked at Ollie and said Ollie, Alan tells me
you are operating in Central America. Is that true? And then the
Director looked at me and said, Alan tell Ollie what you told Clair
and the Chief of Latin America Division #1. So I, somewhat of an
awkward situation, I rounded the edges a bit, and repeated the
same story, feeling slightly uncomfortable with sort of that con-
frontation. Then the Director looked and said, Ollie, are you oper-
ating? And Ollie looked at the Director and said, no sir, I am not
operating—— :

Chairman BoReN. Are you talking about Contra operations?

Mr. Figrs. Contras. Operating in Central America. Ollie looked
at the Director and said no. The Director said, good, I want you to
understand that you are not to operate in Central America. We



656

walked out and Clair and I went back to his office. And I was some-
what—I was left incredulous. And he said Alan, you have got to
understand what happened in that meeting just now. Sometime—
and I am quoting now, I remember this like it was yesterday,
“Sometime in the dark of the night, Bill Casey has said, I will take
care of Central America, just leave it to me. And what you saw go
on in there was a charade.” And I looked at Clair, and these were
my words, and please excuse me for profanity, I said “Jesus Christ
Clair, if that is true then this will be worse than Watergate, if it
ever comes out in the open”. And Clair just shook his head and he
said essentially, that is not a problem.

From that point forward, I knew my universe, I understood
where we were and I made the decision because I believed in the
cause, I believed in what we were doing, I felt in face of the set-
backs that I mentioned, that the United States could not afford an-
other fiasco, this Agency could not afford another failure in Cen-
tral America. . ‘

Senator Murgowski. I wonder if 1 may, is that, Mr. Fiers, were
you interpreted that you had crossed the line so to speak?

Mr. Figrs. No. It was at that point that I understood the uni-
verse I was in, understood—is when I decided, well, we are here. I
have to be a buffer, so my people, the Agency, doesn’t get out—
doesn't get exposed if there is liability that accrues to me from this,
then I'll have to accept it.

And I remember very clearly sitting on the couch with my father
and telling him, Dad, T don’t think I will come through this with
my career intact, but I am going to do it. And that is not where I
cross the line. Where I felt I crossed the line, I got crossed to the
line was in January or February of 1986. By that time, ] had a
fairly complete picture—a more complete picture of the operations
that—the private benefactor operations as we called them.

And I was in Oliver North's office one day, and he said to me,
essentially said, Alan, it's coming to the time where you should get
ready to take these operations over. There was a vote coming up in
February. And we thought we were going to win the vote. We ulti-
mately lost by I think by a margin of five on the House side.

And 1 started to seriously plan for taking over the operations.
And in that context, I met with the person, the private benefactor,
the head of the private benefactors who was running or beginning
to run the air operation and we had some detailed discussions. It
was at that point where I was in contact with the private benefac-
tors, talking with them, that I felt I got out too far. That I rubbed
elbows with the operation, got direct knowledge of the operation.
Because | was debriefing him essentially. And then we lost the
vote. And I pulled back. But when I made reference to encroach-
ment, that was the point of encroachment that I was making refer-
ence to. It was not back in November of 1984. , .

In November of 1984 is where I defined the universe and under-
stood the crucible that I was in. And it’s why from that point for-
ward, it was absolutely clear in my mind that m leadership, my
direct management, at least as it related to the lgDO, understood
the universe.

And we never talked about it in great and excruciating detail. It
was an unspoken understanding,
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Chairman BoreN. Let me say to my colleagues, there are just
three or four more questions I feel I should ask to lay the predi-
cate, to set the stage maybe for additional questions by all of our
colleagues around the table. I do want to press on to those.

Mr. Fiers, I sat as a member of the Iran-Contra Committee as did
other Members of our Committee. I don’t think we ever had a
clearer explanation than you have given us, especially of the kinds
of dilemmas faced by people in the Agency. The stop and start
action of the Congress created dilemmas of not knowing whether
the aid was about to be approved and officially resumed. And not
knowing if it wasn’t going to be, being caught there. You were op-
erating in an environment—and we can only imagine putting our-
selves in your position—where at least potentially the top leader of
an agency for which you were working had a conversation in your
presence which you had strong reason to believe was a charade.
You were being told with a wink and a nod, to do something but
not being told with direct language.

I think that gives us a new and deeper understanding of exactly
the kinds of situation that people like yourselves found yourself in.

Let me ask one last question on this subject and then' T have one
other matter I want to bring up before we turn to other Members.
It goes back again to Mr. Gates. I want to ask you this very direct-
ly. You’ve indicated that you don’t have a basis for quarreling with
Mr. Gates’ description of this knowledge to this Committee. You've
also indicated that you began to feel that you should act as a buffer
by not telling some people in the Agency all that you knew about
certain things. Keep them as you said on the other side of the line
and bear that burden yourself

In your testimony today, are you being absolutely forthcoming
with the Committee in terms of telling us what you told Mr. Gates
and what you know of Mr. Gates’ knowledge? Can you assure us
you are not continuing in any way to try to act as a buffer for Mr.
Gates as you testify today?

Mr. Fiers. The short answer is I can give you that assurance and
the longer answer is, Mr. Chairman, I think those who know me
know I am not a fool.

And this point, at this stage, with the liabilities that I have, to do
that would be foolish beyond all description. And I can guarantee
you that I am not a fool.

Chairman BoreN. The plea agreement also states that on Octo-
ber 9, 1986, you and Clair George met to discuss briefing the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence on the circumnstances surrounding
the downed plane. You told Mr. George that you and he should de-
scribe certain details regarding the lethal resupply operation. I
quote now the government’s description, Mr. George informed you
that these details would not be discussed because, quote, ‘it would
put the spotlight on the Administration”, unquote, and thus reveal
Colonel North’s involvement in the operation. The government
says that you acquiesced to Mr. George's prlan and had a draft of
Mr. George's opening statement revised to delete the information
identified by Mr. George as troublesome. Is that roughly accurate?

Mr. Fiers. That is accurate. Yes.
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Chairman Boren. CIA records show that on this same day, Octo-
ber 9, 1986, at 6:25 p.m., Mr. Gates met with you, Mr. Clair George,
Director Casey and a CIA Congressional Affairs Officer. Do you
recall that meeting?

Mr. FiErs. I have a vague recollection of that meeting. I might
add for your edification, before my recent encounters this sumimer,
I really didn’t remember those. But having gone over the record,
having reviewed them, I have memories of those meetings and
what transpired, yes, that I have been able to dredge up.

Chairman Boren. So, in light of having your memory refreshed
by looking at documents, you do now recall that there was such a
meeting?

Mr. Fiegs. Yes. Yes. That’s exactly right.

Chairman BoRreN. At this meeting, the 6:25 p.m. meeting on Oc-
tober 9th, was any instruction or direction given by Mr. Casey, Mr.
Gates, or by Mr. George in that particular meeting?

Mr. Fiers. At the evening meeting?

Chairman BoggN. In the evening meeting. I gather in the earlier
meeting Mr. George had told you, don’t put the spotlight on, leave
this out, and you changed the testimony to do that. Then you had
this later meeting.

Mr. Fiers. Right.

Chairman Boren. At the later meeting, was any instruction or
direction given by either Director Casey, Mr. Gates, or Mr. George,
who were all present according to this information, to limit the
way testimony would be given by Mr. George?

Mr. Figrs. I don’t recall any discussion of the deletions or the
actual texts of the testimony at that point in time.

The evening meeting that you are making reference to, as I
recall it, was largely a pro forma meeting to make the final deci-
zion as to who the witness—the lead witness would be the following

ay.

There had been some disagreement about who should be the lead
witness. Should it be Clair George? Or should it be Bob Gates? The
Congressional liaison person, to whom you made reference, and I
had differing opinions on that. And we discussed it at length.

My recollection based on a reconstructive look at documents is
that there were a series of meetings that day. I recall one in the
morning. Not as clearly as I recall the other two. But a brief one
with Bob Gates and Clair George. I think it was in his, Bob Gates’
office. And we strictly discussed we're going to have to testify, pre-
pare the testimony. From an Agency point of view, we can say that
we were not involved. And at that point in time, we believed, in
fact our denial was accurate. That there was no Agency involve-
ment in this flight. ‘

We didn’t go into more detail: We didn’t—did not, and I repeat
did not say but wait, what about the White House operation. None
of that came up. It was a brief conversation. We came out of that,
Clair George said, Alan go draft me a statement, an opening state-
ment. There were no instructions of what to put in that statement.
Other than to start off with a categorical denial that I can assure
you CIA was not involved directly or indirectly, yes.

Chairman BoRreN. Let me specifically again go back to Mr. Gates
and the instruction that Mr. George gave you or the comment that
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he made to you to leave that out, let’s not put the spotlight on the
Administration.

At this meeting or any of these other brief meetings you've de-
termined, or at any other time—at any other time—did you inform
Robert Gates of Mr. George’s direction to you to withhold informa-
tion to keep the spotlight off the Administration? S

Mr. Figrs. No. At no time.

Chairman BOREN. At no time?

Mr. FIERs. At no time.

Chairman BoreNn. Do you have any reascn to believe Mr. Gates
knew of the decision to withhold the information to, quote, “keep
the spotlight off the Administration’’?

Mr. Fiers. | have no reason to.

Chairman BoreN. Do you have any understanding that you or
any other CIA official was under any Presidential order not to dis-
close to the Congress the private Contra resupply or diversion ac-
tivities in Central America? Now I want to be clear, I'm not talk-
ing about the Finding about Iran arms sales which we know con-
tained a Presidential Directive that the Congressional Committees
}vere not to be informed about that Finding or that sale of arms to

ran.

But do you have any knowledge of a second Presidential Direc-
tive related to the President ordering that Congress not be in-
formed about any involvement of anybody in the government with
the private resupply operation or of funneling money to the Con-
tras through the diversion?

Mr. Figrs. I have no direct knowledge, no knowledge of a Presi-
dential Directive. And I would add to that that Oliver North and I
had discussions about that. The discussions were essentially, Alan,
there are things you can’t know, you shouldn’t know. You testify
before Congress and you can’t have them in your head.

Chairman Boren. That related to the Conira effort?

Mr. Fiers. That was related to exactly the question you asked,
the Contra support effort run by the NSC.

Then there was a discussion that Ollie and I had, really one of
the more dramatic discussions. It took place in the White House
compound, either between the Executive Office Building and the
West Wing or along the way, in which right after Bob McFarlane
had testified—or not testified—had met with Members of the Con-
gress and assured them there was no private operation going on,
Oliver North said to me, Alan, Bob McFarlane Just perjured him-
self. And my heart sunk. -

You take those events together and it was pretty clear to me
that this was not an operation that we were supposed to discuss
with the Congress.

Chairman BoreN. You were not supposed to discuss it. Colonel
North made it pretty clear by saying those are facts that are not to
be in your head when you go before Congress?

Mr. Fiers. That's exactly right.

We never went beyond, don’t you dare discuss, don’t mention it.
But it was understood as clearly as anything was understood.

Chairman BogreN. Did you know whether or not this was Ollie
North saying this to you or whether it was the President of the
United States through Ollie North saying it to you?
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Mr. Fiers. That is a judgment I have .absolutely no way of
making. And it is open to a thousand different interpretations and
I think you know what I am saying here. I just don’t know.

Chairman BoreN. Mr. Fiers, you have been very candid with us.
I know we have walked you through some painful territory again
in this public session, but I think you understand why it is very
necessary for us to do that. This Committee as 1 said in the begin-
ning, is determined to be both fair and thorough in our delibera-
tions on this nomination. ) _

Requiring you to testify certainly became necessary in keeping
with that responsibility to be as thorough as possible and to get all
the information that we could possibly get.

Mr. Fiers. I fully understand that and indeed I welcome the op-
portunity to do it. I think it is important that it be discussed fully
and completely in front of you and the American people.

Chairman Boren. Thank you Mr. Fiers. We will turn now to
Senator Murkowski and let me say for the benefit of my colleagues
we will then go to Senator Chafee according to the list I have, then
Senator Hollings, Senators Metzenbaum, Cranston, Danforth,
Warner, Rudman, DeConcini and Gorton in that order.

Senator Murkowski. _ i

Senator Murkowskl. Thank you Mr. Cha.lrmgn. Mr. Fiers, 1 too
want to welcome you to the Committee and I think the opportunity
to have you as a witness affords us a special review of the Special
Counsel’s activities, recognizing that all the witnesses before the
Special Counsel are not available to this Committee.

I would like to take you back to, it may have been October of
1984, but the meeting that occurred in Mr. Casey’s office that you
spoke of so dramatically. o ] .

And would you again for the record indicate in addition to Mr.
Casey, Mr. North, and yourself and Mr. George, who else was at
that meeting? ]

Mr. Fikrs. Only one other person as I recall it, and that was the
First Chief of the Latin American Division. I recall 5 people in the
room. )

Senator MurkowskIL. All right. And at that meeting as you re-
flect on it now, every one of those people in your opinion or ‘estima-
tion, I assume, was knowledgeable about the Central American ac-
tivities? )

Mr. Fiers. Everyone of them had at that point an understanding
that there was an activity going on. I don’t know the degree of
detail that was in anybody’s head, but there was a baseline under-
standing at that meeting, yes. ' L ) )

Senator MURKowskr. Well, the question arising in my mind, is
who was this meeting staged for? In the dialogue between Casey
and North, according to your statement, North said words to the
effect that, no, we are not operating in Central America. Could you
elaborate? )

Mr. Fiers. When I said that it was a charade, I think was my
word, those were Clair’s words, those weren’t my words. And I
think that it was for the purpose of making it clear to Ollie, to th,e
CIA, that there was a line drawn in the sand and that CIA wasn’t
supposed to cross the line, we were not supposed to be involved in
the operation. And it was an effort to make a separation. But out
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of that separation, it was clear to me that these activities were
going on. I think there was an effort by the Director to keep the
Agency as much as possible out of harms way by making sure the
record was complete and there was a baseline understanding. And
indeed for a while—8 months or so—I didn’t have a close relation-
ship with Qliver North. There was some distance in there.

Senator Murkowskr. Whether it was staged or whether there
was a charade, we know your knowledge of the activities, we know
of North’s knowledge through your testimony and other sources.
We are really not going to be able probably to get to what Clair
George knew, the other CTA operative goes nameless, Casey has
passed away. :

Given that Casey asked North and North'’s response, do you have
any knowledge that Casey knew?

Mr. Fiers. No, I really don’t know the extent of Casey’s knowl-
edge. I didn’t know then, I don’t know now. The only conversation
Bill Casey and I ever had on this he said to me one time late in the
game, Alan how much do you know about Ollie’s operations and I
said, well I know some, I said but not much. And he said, good,
keep it that way, or something like that. And beyond that, I don’t
know what he knew and I can only report that the conversations
took place and the impact it had on me. And I can tell you that as
time went on and as I understood more about the private benefac-
tor operation, that that meeting became more and more significant
in my mind.

Senator MURKOWSKL. And that was the only time that you and
Director Casey talked about North's activities?

Mr. Fiers. And the time I mentioned when he said how much do
you understand. '

Senator Murkowskl1. That is what | was referring to.

Mr. Fiers. And actually I recalled as I was preparing for this
meeting and dredging the recesses of my mind, one other conversa-
tion—comment of a dying man. It's in December, maybe it is in
late November, he said to me almost wistfully, Alan, Ollie ran one
helluva operation, didn’t he?

Senator MURKOWSKL. So there basically are 3 occasions in his
office?

Mr. Fiers. I might add I responded, I said, he sure did.

Senator Murkowsk1. Based on your own recollection of these
meetings, where Casey was very casual in reference to the activi-
ties in Central America, is it conceivable in your mind that Casey
didn’t know? 7

Mr. Figgs. I think it is conceivable in my mind—it is conceivable
in my mind—and I want to emphasize this is speculation, that
Casey did not have the full range of detailed understanding that
hag been ascribed to him, that’s possible.

I think it is not possible that he didn't have a, I'll call it a base-
line understanding that it was taking place and that it was signifi-
cant. But beyond that it is possible that Bill Casey did not know.
And I have listened to Oliver North’s testimony, I have read the
record, and [ speculated on it, and I just don’t know. I don’t know
how to come out on the equation,

I can tell you another conversation I had with Bill Casey. He
called me—I remember this one also clearly—I was sitting in my
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Thanksgiving. He was already at his house in Palm Beach and he
called me on a secure line and he said Alan, and I said, yeah, he
said don’t worry, everything is going to be ckay, we haven’t done
anything illegal, you understand that? And I said—I never called
him Bill and I never called him Director, I called him Boss—I said,
yeah Boss, I understand that. And he said good, now remember
that, we haven’t done anything illegal, and he hung up. And I
hung up the telephone. . . :

And I—traveling—my wife asked me as we drove back through
my native Ohio, to my wife’s home in Indiana and she said, Alan
why are you so quiet, and I said, you just don’t understand what
the next 6 years are going to be like. I didn’t say 6—the next
couple of years are going to be like. )

Senator MURKOWSKI. In your relationship with Mr. Casey did you
have the availability of going to him directly? Or was there a struc-
tured command or administrative procedure that you followed?
Tell us a little about how you interacted? Briefly tell us about your

impression of Casey’s management style, his reliance on structure,

compartmentation, whatever?

Mr. Fiers. My relationship with Bill Casey began in 1981. I was
selected by Director Turner, Admiral Turner, for the important
linchpin job in the Middle East. I might add that my specialty is
not Central America, I was a Middle East specialist. And I was
being selected to go on to one of our very important key stations in
the Middle East as COS by Turner. And Casey demanded to see
me. He called me up and he said, he looked at me, and he said,
they tell me you are the best man for the job, tell me why that is.
Tell my why you are any good. Essentially saying if Turner select-
ed you, you got to be bad, prove to me that you are good.

We had this discussion, I went on—— :

Senator MURKOwsKI. Excuse me, what was the jab?

Mr. Fiers. I think the job is probably still classified, I am not en-
tirely sure. But it was important and significant.

Over the period that I was in that job, I developed a close rela-
tionship with the Director. I worked with him personally. He vis-
ited the area several times. I was with him intimately, prepared
the strategy for those meetings, and those meetings were signifi-
cant and of significant importance. And a couple of times I wrote
talking points and said look what you want to say at Langley is not
this, you want to say this. And saying this was the right thing to
say, we got the right answers and so and so forth. And he devel-
oped a liking for me. i

We were at a social event attentive to that assigpment, the Di-
rector came up to me and said Alan, you are not going to take the
job that you are slated for, and I was slated for a very senior job in
NE Division that really is one of the plum jobs of the Agency, for
officers at the grade and point that I was at that time. He said you
got to do something else. And I said well can you tell me what it is,
and he said no I can’t. I said, well, you know I'll do anything you
ask me to do. He said I know that. About two days later Clair
George called me up and said Alan, you are going to take the Cen-
tral American Task Force. I said why me. He said because we want
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you to. And I said to whom do I report? And he said, Clair said,
¥you report to me.

And I knew that in that job Dewey Clarridge had had a close re-
lationship with the Director, I knew the Director was interested in
it and I knew that a personal relationship would likely evolve.

It didn’t evolve for the first couple of months. In" November of
1986—in November of 1984 I guess it was, the Director called me
and said Alan how are things going in Central America? At home,
at supper

Senator CHaFEE. What did you say? Excuse me. '

Mr. Fiers. In November of 1984, the Director called me at home,
I was having supper and he said, Alan, how are things going? And
I said do you want it straight, and he said yeah. I said they are
terrible. And he said, why? I said don’t have a policy, I don’t know
what I am doing, and I can’t run operations if I don’t know where I
am going. And he said, see me in the morning,.

At nine the next morning I went up, he said elaborate on that
and I elaborated on it. The Central American covert action pro-
gram had been unfunded. The Manzaiiilla Talks that were being
pursued by the State Department had come to nothing. The Sandi-
nistas were on a roll, we didn’t have a framework and I said I don’t
know where to direct my operations. And he said go down and
write me a policy paper. From that point, I did. He said, now, he
read it, he worked it through and then he said okay, you leave the
policy to me you run the operations. And from that point forward,
I had a direct relationship where Casey would call me and ask me
to come up, give me directions, ask me to do things, give me in-
structions. And it evolved to the point where it was really quite
close. Sometimes he would call me up and just say come up and
have lunch with me, or I could go to his executive secretary and
say I need to talk to the boss for 5 minutes and I could do that. It
was a matter of some concern and some angst. Clair jumped on me
more than a few times about that relationship. But it was there
and it was both personal and professional.

Senator MUrRkowskl. When you were instructed that you would
take your direction from George, was there an understanding
where George was getting his direction?

Mr. Fiers. No, there was no understanding, one just assumes. I
think Clair just said that's the chain of command, you're going to
report to me. I don't know where that came from. I don’t know—
and that was just the way the conversation

Senator Murkowskl. And in your opinion George reported to
whom?

Mr. Fiers. In my opinion George reported to Casey. But at that
point in time, we had a very strong Deputy Director, John McMa-
hon, and T think he had his hand right on the pulse of the deal.

Senator MurkowskL. And many of the conversations that you
had which were initiated by Casey, there was no reason for you to
communicate that to George? :

Mr. Fiers. It bypassed him. I would then tell him. I would go
back and tell him what was said, he said to do this or he said to do
that. [ tried to keep both, particularly George and also the Chief of
Latin American Division informed, particularly Chief Latin Ameri-
can Division #2, informed of what was transpiring.
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Senator MURKOWSKI. According to the records of the testimony
that the Committee has available on August 20, 1986, Mr. Gates
conditioned his approval for a Contra intelligence training program
on the curriculum being consistent with the law and the regula-
tions. Do you recall those circumstances? And if you do, did he pro-
vide any other guidance for the program or to the task force which
you headed? .

Mr. Fiers. I don't recall specifically that exchange, but that in
fact was the case and I am certain that is what happened. The
answer to your question is that Bob Gates was quite involved in
the structuring of the new program, the $100 million program.
Most of my meetings that the Chairman made reference to were
about the structuring of those programs, interagency relationships,
relationships within the CIA itself. Detailing of military detailees
that were going to be working with us on the program. IXnd within
that context, he was very much involved in making sure that the
structure was consistent with the law. '

Two actions that he took I think that are instructive as to what
kind of a manager he was relate to that program. One was he as-
signed the Agency Comptroller, Danny Childs, to really overtake
seventh floor oversight on expenditure of all the monies. He in-
structed me to meet, sometimes weekly, sometimes more than
weekly with Danny, to review the expenditure, to review the ac-
counting, to review the oversight—oversight procedures.

And secondly, at a point in time and I think this is one of the
more misunderstood and misrepresented aspects of the Central
American program, we determined that one person that we had
been using to fly had had a connection with DEA and had a ques-
tionable background as it related to drugs. We immediately re-
moved him from the program and Bob Gates instructed that every
person that touched the program in any way be run through a very
sf:enuous interagency check to make sure we were absolutely
clean.

So not only with the training program but with financial aspects
of the program and. personnel aspects of the program, he set up
very stringent guidelines that we were to adhere to. And was very
much concerned with the efficacy and the correctness of that pro-
gram. :

Senator Murkowskl. With regard to the sensitivity of Mr. Gates
on the matter of the Boland Amendment and whether your people
really understood the prohibition, were they cognizant of what this
meant? Or was it emphasized, was it just one of those things that
comes out that people ought to be aware of?

Mr. Fiers. No. There were—as you know, I think, and as mem-
bers of the Committee know, there wasn’t just one Boland Amend-
ment, there were four. Boland Amendments one and two, ‘83 and
'84 were understood very thoroughly, the '83 being the cap on
spending at $24 million. We understood if we went over $24 million
that was trouble, we couldn’t do that. That was when I first came
to the Task Force. Boland amendment two was the absolute and
total prohibition. That one was understood because we dismantled
the operation and people knew that we could not encroach on it. It
virlas sufficiently painful to implement that everyboedy understood
that.
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Boland amendment three was modified by the Military Construc-
tion Appropriations Act of 1985, which aliowed for humanitarian
assistance and for a limited sharing of intelligence, as I recall it.
That one was understood, but fuzziness began to set in there. Be-
cause what is not absolute is subject to interpretation. Boland
amendment four allowed us to provide communications equipment,
intelligence sharing and some very convoluted language, advice—
logistical advice so long as it was not integral to military oper-
ations. That one no one understood. And it was that one where con-
fusion set in. And that in timeframe is in '86 when we were moving
forward, leading toward the resumption of a full and unencum-
bered program.

So there was confusion, but efforts were made within the man-
agement structure to clarify that confusion. I would add that
throughout that timeframe up through April of 1986, Bob Gates
was not involved in the management of this program. He was on
the DI side involved in the intelligence analysis aspects of the pro-
gram.

After he came into the program, yes, he was concerned about
that, concerned that we had understandings, and that it was clear-
ly understood, but confusion by that point had already set in.

Senator Murkowski. Do you have any reason to believe that Bob
Gates ever intended to mislead Congress?

Mr. Figgs. I think to the contrary. I don’t think Bob Gates would
ever intend to mislead Congress.

Senator MurkowskI. More specifically about facts concerning the
shooting down of the Hasenfus aircraft or diversion?

Mr. Fiers. No, I have no reason to speculate that he would have
wanted to specifically—to mislead Congress.

Senator Murgowsk1. Let me take you back to something that set
off public opinion on the operation in Central America and planted
the seeds of very poor public relations—the mining of the harbor.

That was—activity was at a time when you were head of the
Central American Task Force, is that correct?

Mr. Fiers. No, that is not correct. I was happily and safely ens-
conced in the Middle East at that point in time in 1984 when the
mining took place and I came in after the controversies accruing
from the mining in the harbor had already—were already in full
blossom. '

Senator MurkowskL. So it was fully acknowledged by the time
you came in——

Mr. Fiers. Yes, ves.

Senator MURKowsKI. There was a mess when you walked in asso-
ciated with the harm that this had caused from the standpoint of
public opinion against it?

Mr. Fiers. Yes, I walked in to a totally polarized situation with
regard to the politics surrounding Central America.

Senator Murkowskl. Can you for the record, and maybe you
don’t recall, but there was some controversy over the capability of
these mines. Whether they were there for harassment by virtue of
their very minor explosive capability, or whether they were of a
kind that clearly could endanger lives and sink ships.

Mr. Fiers. My information on the mining of the harbors is
purely secondhand. I never read the files. I didn’t review the tech-
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nical aspects of the particular systems that were emplaced. I do
know, from talking with the officers of the task force, as they were
sort of bringing me—giving me some institutional understanding of
it—that the mines were to have been harassment as opposed to
lethal weapons. That they were not designed to sink ships but
rather to create an illusion that they would do that and to harass
and scare off I think largely tankers carrying oil. Essentially Nica-

r - [3

g:nator Murkowskl. But I think from the standpoint of public
consumption, it was assumed that these were significant types of
mines tﬁat would sink ships and kill people.

Mr. Figrs. I think that is correct, and I think it was presumed
that way and it was a—my understanding is that that’s a miscon-
ception. _ _

Senator Murkowski. I appreciate you addressing that for the
record. ' ) ’

Mr. Chairman, I may have some other questions, but I think I've
used enough time. Thank you. )

Chairman BorgN. Thank you very much, Senator Murkowski.

We will now turn for his round of questions to Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fiers, I think it is extremely important to stress what you
did in your opening statement about what was taking place in the
world at this time, the turmoil and the activity in the late 70’s and
early 80’s.

ngehow the impression is that—some Members seem to suggest
anyway, that every CIA officer would come to work in the morning
with an absolutely clean desk and sit down and spend the day and
indeed the week analyzing what nusiance they should attribute to
some cryptic remark that Ollie North made or the latest rumor
about diversions. And that’s the only thing you had to contend
with,

And so I think it is important, and perhaps briefly you could—
well, let me as an opener quote to you what you said ab_out your
assessment of Oliver North before the Iran-Contra. And if this is
incorrect, you let me know. )

I never knew Colonel North to be an absolute liar. But I never
took anything he said at face value. Because I knew that he was
bombastic and embellished the record, and threw curves, speed
balls, and spit balls to get what he wanted. I have seen Colonel
North play fast and loose with the facts. But on the other hand,
there is a lot of fact in what he said, too. Now the suggestions that
are being made before this Committee are that when Oliver North
made some cryptic remark or when something was suggested re-
garding the diversion, that everybedy should have jumped to atten-
tion and paid heed to it. Could you comment on that briefly?

Mr. Fiers. If I could walk the cat back and use different words to
make the same descriptions I might. Ollie, as I think the Members
of the Committee, indeed the American people know, is a truly
unique individual. He is gifted beyond what words—I know I am
not eloquent enough in diction to describe the degree to which
Ollie is gifted in many ways. )

But I stick by my d):ascription of him. I would use different words.
I might compare him a little bit to Hoyt Wilhelm. As you remem-
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ber, Hoyt Wilhelm never knew where the ball was going so his
catcher wore a huge mitt so he could get it. Ollie was like that.
You never knew where the ball was going. Sometimes it was tre-
mendously effective and sometimes it was a total wild pitch.

But he always brought something to a meeting. He always
brought ideas, creativity. And I think in many ways, leaving aside
all the controversy, he brought the best out of people in meetings
because he stretched your mind.

But, no, we didn’t spend all of our time analyzing what Ollie did
or didn’t do. And you couldn’t take what he said—I knew you
couldn’t take what he said on face value and Just go with it as
fact—go with it as fact. But as time went on, I also knew that he
knew what he was talking about.

Let me give you an example that’s now in the public domain.
Give you some idea of, again, the ambient. It was 1985ish and Ollie
was putting forth one of his ideas saying, you know what we really
ought to do is we ought to just blow up all the HIND helicopters in
Nicaragua. _

There are two squadrons of stealth airplanes sitting out in wher-
ever it was—two planes could get in and get out and no one would
ever know it. Now that wasn’t public knowledge and I just sort of
laughed up my sleeve and said come on, everybody knows that’s de-
velopmental technology. It was true. They were there. They were
operational. Ollie knew it. You didn’t know how to expect or how
to interpret those facts. A lot of what he said was true, but some of
it was so far outside what I would have expected that you said,
well, maybe, maybe not, and you just put it aside.

That’s the way I treated the diversion. I treated the diversion the
first two times I heard it just like I treated those squadrons of
stealth airplanes. Well, that’s interesting information. I filed it
away. Didn’t know to believe it or not believe it. There were other
instances like that.

And so it wasn’t the black and white world. The decisions, as |
said in my opening statement, that are so crisp, so clear today, in
the fog of battle were anything but clear and we thought about
them, you are quite right in matters of minutes.

I'd like to make sort of a point on that. I probably spent in pre-
paring the opening statement which resulted in one of my pleas, an
hour, an hour and a half. I had other things going around down my
neck at that point in time. I dictated it literally to a secretary. I
edited it. I took it upstairs to Clair George. He looked at it. I came
back down with some different guidance. And I gave it to one of
my assistants and I said rescope it this way. I then read it again in
the evening time. So the events were moving fast. They were con-
troversial. The fog of battle made decisions that are clear today,
hazy, And you are quite right. We didn’t know how to interpret
Ollie North’s comments all the time because we didn't have the
context in which to interpret them. And we didn’t spend great
hours contemplating them.

Senator CHAFEE. It has been suggested in this Committee that
when Ollie North at the lunch with Bill Casey in which Bob Gates
dropped by, that Ollie North at the conclusion made s0me mention
of Swiss bank accounts. And the suggestion is that anybody who
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heard the word Swiss bank accounts should immediately have
sprung to attention and conducted an investigation of the subject.

Knowing Ollie North, could this possibly fit in with the way you
have categorized some of the comments that he has made?

Mr. Fiers. Yes. Swiss bank account. In retrospect you jump on it
with all four paws. At the time, it is probably something you file
away. And I thought that Bob Gates’ categorization of it, it was in-
teresting, it was thought provoking, intriguing. But not something
that you stopped and dwelled on. It probably was a—it was a very
honest characterization of the way you responded. It was how I re-
sponded to a lot of similar statements, not that one in particular,
but others that I think I have described that Ollie made.

Senator CHAFEE. Now, you've indicated your relationship with
Director Casey, and I must say in following the outline that you
have given here, it's pretty apparent that Mr. Casey didn’t strictly
adhere to organizational charts. Is that a safe staternent?

Mr. Frers. That’s a safe statement.

Senator CHAFEE: And furthermore he’d call you up, you'd go di-
rectly up to him. Above you was Clair George. Above you was
the—— '

Mr. Fiers. Chief of the Latin American Division.

Senator CHAFEE. Chief of the Latin American Division. Then
when you'd come back, you tried the best you can to fill them in.
But, Bill Casey—I think—is it safe to agree with the categorization
of Bill Casey’s style that I think it was Bob Gates said that he
wouldn’t recognize an organizational chart if it fell on him.

Mr. Frers. Well, he might recognize it ultimately. He wouldn’t be
bound by it. That’s certainly true. He wouldn’t let it limit his ac-
tivities or circumscribe what he did. '

Senator CHAFEE. Now, the question is whether people should
have known what’s going on in Ollie North’s mind or Bill Casey’s
mind. Casey had in Ollie North and some of the rest of you and
said to Ollie North, you have no operations in Central America, do
you, Ollie? And the answer is no, we have no operations,

That’s what Bill Casey—that was that incident?

Mr. Fiers. He said you are not running operations are you? And
Ollie said no, I am not running operations.

Senator CHAFEE. And then he later reported, I guess toward the
end of his life, Ollie ran a hell of an operation in Central America,
didn’t he?

Mr. Fiers. That's what he said.

Senator CHAFEE. So, what was—does anybody know what was in
Bill Casey’s mind?. :

Mr. FiEgs. I can’t answer the question. But let me tell you an-
other vignette that I think will give you some idea of what you
were dealing with.

It was in 1986—he called me up to lunch.

Senator CHAFEE. This is Bill Casey? .

Mr. Fiers. Bill Casey called me up to lunch. He said Alan, come
and have lunch with me. Now that’s unusual. You sort of—you
don’t reach down to DO and have a DO officer come up and sit
down one on one, and have lunch with the Director often.

And we sat down and we talked about Central America and we
talked about his visions—and some day I will talk about those vi.

———— e e
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sions because the man saw and perceived that what happened in
the Soviet Union was possible. And we talked about those things in
a philosophical and operational context. But that's a story for an-
other time and another place.

At the conversation, he said to me, you know the rumor is out
there and so and so has spread it, that I have cancer and am a
dying man. Do I look like a person that has cancer, Alan. And I
looked at him and he was healthy and robust and feisty and I said,
no, boss, you don’t. And he said in that inimitable style, you're
damn right I don’t have cancer. And make sure people understand
that. I am tired of these rumors,

The man had cancer. And the man didn’t know he was dying at
that point in time but certainly he was fighting cancer. And he
looked at me with an absolute straight face and convinced me that
that was balderdash.

Now, that’s Bill Casey. And whether or not what was in his mind
and how you got from his statement in 1984 to his statements in
1986, 1 can’t begin to surmise because he is as smart as clever and
as crafty as they come.

Senator CHAFEE. Do you know of any instances where, under Bill
Casey, the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence would have been
compartmented out of covert operations and activities?

Mr. Fiers. Sir, could you repeat the question, I was distracted
slightly.

Senator CHAFEE. Do you know of any instances where, under Bill
Casey’s regime, the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence was
compartmented out of covert activities?

Mr. Fiers. No, not as it relates to Agency activities. But then I
am not close enough to the broad spectrum of covert action activi-
ties of the Agency to speak with authority on that point. I only saw
during my tenure at a relatively senior level in ClIA, activities as
they related to certain portions of the Near East and Central
America. So I can’t give you a categorical statement.

But, insofar as sanctioned activities are concerned, and insofar as
I had knowledge of them, the answer is no.

Senator CHAFEE. When Bobby Inman was the Deputy Director
you were out in the Middle East?

Mr. Fiers. When Bobby Inman was the Deputy Director, I was
running a certain branch of the Middle East operations at Head-
quarters and then went to the Middle East. So for part of the time
I was in Washington, part of the time I was overseas. I was not at
that point senior enough in the organization to have the insights to
angwer the question you have asked,

Senator CHAFEE. In answer to that question I gave, you said in-—I
think you said in legal covert operations.

Mr. Fiegs. Yes.

Senator CHAFEE. You knew of no—why did you restrict it to the
word legal?

Mr. Fiers. Because the Committee has focused on, the Iran-
Contra Investigating Committee has focused on, and the Independ-
ent Counsel has focused on issues that were outside the purview,
outside what one would consider officially sanctioned. And I can’t
comment on those one way or the other. I don’t have any knowl-
edge that would be pertinent or allow me to comment on it. So I
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qualify my answer to those things that I saw which were officially
sanctioned.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BorgN. Senator Hollings.

Senator HoLLings. Mr. Fiers, your testimony brings into focus
the real watershed with respect to our intelligence agencies inform-
ing the Congress. Historically that has never been the case.

I remember that Langley, the. building and all, was built out
there ag an aircraft carrier. I think Mr. Dick Russell sort of prided
himself on that. And up till now as a professional, you have given
us the most interesting and most revealing picture of a professional
caught up with a confused policy, a cat and mouse game between
the Congress and the White House. You say, was it clear that the
Contra operation was going on. It was clear to us in the Congress
that the Contra operation was going on. In fact, after amendments
and everything else, we provided monies, be they restricted and in
the last vote of all we gave $100 million.

But there was this cat and mouse game going on and you get
down to the wire and a very respected member, Mr. Boland, who
roomed with the Speaker Tip O’Neill, puts on his amendment, and
we working in the vineyards there on the Appropriations Confer-
ence Committee ask, “Why doesn’t the President say he’s going to
veto.” The White House was not worried about it That was the
word we were getting.

And right to-the point, we are going to have to really now put
everything on top of the table when asked. But as of now you are
charged and have had to plead to a misdemeanor of withholding
information, is that correct.

Mr. Figrs. Yes sir. Two misdemeanors of withholding informa-
tion from Congress. .

- Senator HoLungs. Two misdemeanors of withholding informa-
tion on Iran-Contra. There is one thing that I really detest and
that is hypocrisy. This Committee, its general function is to with-
hold information. I sneak out of doors around here so I don’t have
to even run into the press. They’ll ask you all kinds of wild ques-
tions and they will not take no comment. :

And we have, with Committee action, made sensitive or withheld
information on Iran-Contra too. I hope when it’s revealed that
we're not convicted of a misdemeanor. I want the record to show
that, because I didn’t agree to it and I can’t stand for hypocrisy or
everybody pontificating around this table. We wanted everything to

80 precise, the media were carrying it like a spectator sport, and
not living in the real world when we know that the Contra oper-
ation was going on. We had a full Joint Committee. I thought the
Intelligence Committee should have conducted these hearings. We,
members of the Intelligence Committee started the first hearings
and we were really getting to the point. And we got to some facts
that we made Committee Sensitive up until this day. I voted
against the Iran-Contra Joint Committee because when you talk
about a charade, we were engaged in a charade. :

Here we had Ollie North operating from over in the White
House and the White House didn’t know anything about Iran-
Contra. We had, I think it was 12 shipments of 5,000 tons out of
the Pentagon in weaponry and the Department of Defense didn't
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know anything about it. We had five Ambassadors and two Under
Secretaries of State involved in all of this. When you say Ollie ran
a hell of an operation he had a hell of a lot of cooperation.

And with those Ambassadors and Under Secretaries of State, the
State Department came forward and said they didn’t know any-
thing about.it, were horrified about this. And of course, now Casey
who was there operating, he said he didn’t know anything about it.

Everybody knew all about it and you have given really a very
revealing understanding, I should say, to intelligence operations in
which, when we're under the gun, we are burdened to withhold in-
formation even from colleagues. And I'm not talking about a covert
activity going along in Kalamazoo, or some such activity, I'm talk-
ing about Iran-Contra. This was the Committee charged to bring
the truth to the American and of course we have withheld.

I appreciate very, very much your position. There is a new day.
And I think you understand that and I understand that. We've ali
been in this game of withholding. But if and when anybody comes
up from the Central Intelligence Agency or any othfe_r department
of government and testifies before the Congress, they've got to level
with the Congress or just say they can't comment, and that’s Exec-
utive Privilege or otherwise, the President has directed them t’o do
so. But the people down in the vineyards like yourself shouldn’t be
taking these raps. ] ) )

Anybody with any sense knew that this magnificent Lieutenant
Colonel did not operate on his own. He could not have operated
through all of those departments on his own. But we have done our
darndest to withhold the fact that the President of the United
States knew about this operation. Thank you very much, Mr. Fiers.

Mr. Fiers. Thank you. i

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Hollings. The next round
of questions will be led by Senator Metzenbaum. Senator Metz-
enbaum? .

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Fiers as I've sat here and listened to
you I said to myself, I think this is an honest man. I think this is
the one who’s been indicted. I think you've been indicted because
Mr. Walsh understandably wants to go up the line. But I think
that as I hear your testimony, somehow I get the feeling that as ?f
this point you're the fall guy. You've taken the rap. And [ don't
know how much further Mr. Walsh can go on the basis of your tes-
timony—I guess he has already indicted Mr. George. But I do ap-
preciate your candor. .

Conceding that in the world of Iran-Contra-—did you want to say
something? _ ’ )

Mr. ARkIN. Senator there was no indictment. That’s been said
before. That’s a misstatement, most respectfully. There was a con-
sensual or a consented to information for two minor misdemeanors.
An indictment has to do generally with felonies. Nothing like that
was done here. ) L

Senator METZENBAUM. | appreciate the correction. I didn’t mean
in any way to reflect negatively upon the witness. I thought that
was the fact, and I appreciate your correcting me. )

Let’s concede that in the world of Iran-Contra, in the old world
scheme of things, Robert Gates was probably a minor player. He
came late to the party in the chain of command and was only pro-
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moted to Deputy Director in April of 1986, long after the conversa-
tion you describe with North and Dewey Clarridge and Director
Casey which led you to have the Epiphany where you realized you
would-be a buffer for knowledge about the illegal resupply activity.

‘My question is, once he was there, can you relate or describe any
actions or comments he made that led you to believe that he didn’t
know about it or was against it?

Mr. Fiers. I think in response to questions that Senator Boren
has raised, I addressed those, but let me reiterate them and build I
think as a foundation on the observations of Senator Hollings.

There was in my mind an unshakable belief to this day that a
broad array of people had an understanding of what was happen-
ing. Not the diversion, not the sales of weapons to Iran, but that a
private benefactor support network for the Democratic Resistance
or the Contras in Nicaragua had been established and was being
quarterbacked by:Ollie North. -

I think in 'my own mind, and this is speculation, that Bob Gates
was in that broad universe. And I don’t think that necessarily is
pejorative. Because there were a lot of people in that universe. As I
said I think to the Tower Board, members, folks in that universe
started at Capitol Hill and went all the way to Langley and beyond
and as Senator Hollings pointed out they may have gone sort of out
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway as well.

But within that, I have serious reason to doubt that Bob Gates
had extensive detail He was late to the game. It was not .some-
thing that was talked about openly. At that point it was more un-
derstanding between people and I think he got glimpses and
snatches of insights into it, enough so that he knew that it was a
problem. Someplace—there were shoals out there the Agency had
to stay away from and to my, as best I understand it, that was his
intent. That would be the way I would characterize his operation
or posture as he phased into the role of DDCI.

Senator METZENBAUM. Was'it his intent to stay away from the
facts, not to know the facts? Is that what you are saying?

Mr. Fiers. Stay away from the problems. To stay away from
shoals that were there. As to the facts I don’t know what his was
or wasn’t. I know mine was not to put dangerous facts, facts that
burdened him in his head.

Senator METZENBAUM. I think you indicated to the staff, as I
read the notes from the meeting, that it was your conclusion that
Robert Gates was aware of the nature and depth of Oliver North’s
secret resupply efforts on behalf of the U.S. Government. And you
met with Gates at least ten times in your capacity as Chief of the
Latin American Task Force, between August and the end of No-
vember, 1986.

I think I'm characterizing your testimony correctly. If I'm not,
I'll be glad to read to you what the minutes of those meetings with
you were, as relayed to those of us who are on this Committee by
the staff. :

Mr. Fiers. I've read those minutes myself, Senator Metzenbaum,
and my characterization in those—in that session I think is essen-
tially accurate but it’s subjective. I felt at the time, that as with
many other people, Bob Gates understood the universe, understood
the structure, understood that there was a support operation being
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run out of the White House. That Ollie North was the quarterback.
I don’t think he had great detail. I have no reason to think he had
g'rheat detail but I do think that there was a baseline knowledge
there.

Senator METZENBAUM. Was it knowledge that an operation was
being run out of the White House? That it was contrary to the laws
of thig country? And was it the case that he knew some things
about it but he was not intimately aware of all the details? _

Mr. Fiers. Let me respond to the first point first. I don’t know
that anyone knew categoricaily that for the White House to do
what it did was contrary to the law of the land! We knew for the
CIA to be involved in it was contrary to the law of the land. But
personally I asked Ollie North, I said Ollie, is what you're doing
legal? Have you got a legal opinion? And he assured me on two oc.
casions that he did and that it was legal.

It’s subject to interpretation and debate, that’s another thing we
could debate into infinity. I'm not certain that Bob Gates had
enough knowledge to conclude that it was illegal. I can’t speculate
on it one way or another. But I think we all knew that if the
Agency was involved, as Bob said in his testimony here, it would
push us behind lines of the Boland Amendment that we wanted to
go- And I think he knew that and when I made reference to the
shoals, those were the shoals he wanted to keep us off of.

Senator METZENBAUM. He wouldn’t have to be a great lawyer to
know that, if there were such an operation being conducted and
that the White House was involved in it or other people in the Ad-
ministration, whether the White House or not, you wouldn’t have
to be a great lawyer to know that was illegal under the Boland
Amendment, would you?

Mzr. Figgs. I really would rather not speculate on that. And I'd
like to add that I really don’t know that—with definition what was
in Bob Gates’' mind and how he would address these kinds of gues-
tions. Not being a lawyer and having—I just would rather not gpec-
ulate on those questions.

Senator MeTzENBaUM. Did you ever attend any meetings of the
Senior Inter-agency Group which oversaw the activities of the Re-
stricted Interagency Group which I think is known as RIG, which
met after April 1986 dealing with aid to the Contras?

Mr. FieRs. Yes.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. We understand Mr. Gates was present at
those Senior Inter-agency Group meetings. During those discus-
sions, what was your view as to Gates’ awareness of the activities
of the North re-supply operation? I understand that group was
aware of it.

Mr. Fiers. With all due respect, I think your characterization is
not accurate.

Senator METzENBAUM. I don’t mean to be inaccurate, so please
correct me.

Mr. Fiers. The SIG was a subcabinet—or a sub-subcabinet meet-
ing or group. It was chaired by State Department and it had Dr.
Ikle on it. Clair George was the Agency representative, Rich Armi-
tage. Mr. Armacost—Ambassador Armacost was in the Chair.

Senator METZENBAUM. Was Abrams a member?
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Mr. Figrs. Abrams. One notch higher than Abrams. And at the
NSC level—I forget who the NSC member was, I think it was the
country director for Latin America. But at the SIG Elliot Abrams,
myself, Oliver North and others would attend and be full partici-
pants.

The group I recall Bob Gates being a part of was the National
Security Policy Group which was sub-cabinet level, chaired by the
Deputy National Security Adviser. And I attended some of those
meetings as well. Some I didn't attend. But the SIG meetings that I
attended and to which I made reference to in answering your ques-
tions, I don’t recall Bob Gates having attended. -

Senator METZENBAUM. You say you have no recollection of his
being there. = ' B

Mr. Fiers. I don’t think he attended them. My recollection is
that he did not attend them.

Senator Metzenbaum.. You've admitted to misrepresenting to

Senate Committees and the House Intelligence Committee your
!inowledge of the re-supply mission and your activity in support of
it.
‘I think you indicated you felt you were acting in response to
your superior’s instructions when you lied to the Congressional
Committees. I know it was said that one of those superiors who so
instructed you was Mr. Clair George, formerly Deputy Director of
Operations. '

What was it that Mr. George told you, that made you think he
was acting under the directions of his agency?

Mr. FiErs. Let me first say that my plea and my acknowledg-
ment is to withholding knowledge to the Committees, I have object-
ed and avoided the use of the term “lie.”

Senator METZENBAUM. I'm sorry. :

Mr. Fiers. My plea and acknowledgment is to withholding perti-
nent information as opposed to lying and its an important distinc-
tion that I'd like to make for the record. But let me just go on to
respond to your question.

Senator METZENBAUM. 1 accept the correction, if that be the fact;
I don’t know it that specifically. If you tell me it is, I accept it.

Mr. ArRkIN. It is. .

Senator METZENBAUM. I'm not quarreling with you and I don't
want to debate it.

Mr. Fiers. I understand but I have a future and that’s an impor-
tant distinction for me. , _

Clair and I had a direct discussion. I wrote a draft that included
what I call the story of the evolution of the humanitarian assist-
ance operations into the private benefactors. What happened is
very clear to me. It was clear in 1986. It was clear by those meet-
ings in February when I mentioned I went over the line and it was
as I encroached on that line that I saw the true picture. I pierced
the veil as it were and really understood what was happening.

Put simply, Ollie North piggybacked on the humanitarian assist-
ance program to set up his resupply network. After a series of
events took place, a Central American government said you can’t
use our territory for direct flights. So we set up a trans-shipment
point. A circuitous way to go through a third country and make
the legally authorized humanitarian assistance flights appear as if
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they were coming from someplace they weren’t. We, being the
inter-agency group that was run by the State Department, all au-
thorized.

In the process of setting up that trans-shipment point, Ollie
North piggybacked on and captured the momentum of that pro-
gram. He used the same people, the same airplanes, the same site
for the private benefactors operation. At a point in time in late
February and March the problem was resolved. We could resume—
direct shipments could be resumed, but the private benefactors just
stayed on and the same people who were operating as the Nicara-
guan Humanitarian Assistance became the private benefactors.

It was that evolution that I told Clair George we had to put on
the record when the Hasenfus flight went down. I said we have to
tell that story because that will put—that tells what we know, it
puts on record what’s happened and it will get us through the nar-
rows that are ahead, Clair. And Clair said to me, and it was draft-
ed and the language was there, I dictated it, Clair said no. I don’t
want to do that. That will put the spotlight on, he said either the
White House, the Administration, or Ollie, I can’t be sure. I said
but Clair, it’s going to come out. And he said no Alan, I don’t want
to do that. And I said okay. And he crafted how it would be done.
And I went back down and I re-wrote the statement—I didn’t re-
write it myself, I dictated the outline and it was re-written and re-
crafted so that that essence was taken out of it.

Another piece was taken out that said that there was a possibili-
ty, indeed a probability that some of the legally authorized commu-
nication equipment that we had provided might have found its way
onto the flight. And I think my recollection that some information,
vectors, flight vectors under the rubric of advice and guidance on
how to conduct logistics operations might have found their way
there, all of which was, depending on whose interpretation you
took, legal. The latter point.

And he struck that as well. So that the statement that would
have been more complete but not fully complete, and would have
gotten in my view, the Agency through the problem, was by Clair
George’s instruction, deleted.

I don’t know whether he was acting on instructions from higher
up. I never talked with anybody else about it.

Senator MeTzEnBauM. Higher would have been who?

Mr. Fiers. Higher would have been either Gates or Casey. Much
more likely Casey than Bob Gates. I have no way of knowing that
at all. I didn't ask.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Why do you say much more likely Gates?

Mr. Fiers. Much more likely Casey. Relationships between Clair
and Gates were not close. They were strained at best and in a situ-
ation like that—and I'll give you a vignette that is very enlighten-
ing in a moment—in a situation such as that my view is that Clair
George would have been much more likely to go to Bill Casey. The
reason I say that is exactly the same subject matter. As I men-
tioned to the Committee earlier, there was a disagreement as to
who the primary witness would be at the Senate Foreign Affairs
Committee hearing, Bob Gates or Clair George. I believed it should
be Clair George, I believed it should be Clair George for reasons he
was more familiar with the subject matter we shouldn’t emphasize.



It would highlight the incident by putting forward .a more senior
witness, and would limit our future flexibility in responding. And so
I was arguing for Claijr. :

- At our 1430 meeting that is on the record, that has been part of
my reconstructed memory, one of the reasons Clair and 1, not Bob
Gates, went to meet with Cagey was to nail that point down. Bob
Gates was cut out of the decision. It was Clair, Alan Fiers and Bill
Casey at the 1430 meeting to the best of my recollection. I want to
recognize my recollection on this point is one, reconstructed; and
two, not as crisp and clear as it is in other cases. But it is there.
There we quote to use agency language, we put in the fix as to
what the decision would be at the 1830 meting, Mr. Chairman, that
yYou made reference to, that was ultimately decided, so the 1830
meeting was pro forma. And that is why I say in my view that if it
were discussed higher up it would be much more likely be Bill, Mr.
Casey, than it would have been Bob Gates. But I have no way of
speaking definitively on either point and making a judgment as to
whether it was raised or not raised with any person. But I know
beyond a doubt that the discussion that I described took place with
Clair George and that it set for me the direction and framework
that I have lived with since the 9th of Ootober 1986.

Senator METZENBAUM. I think the Chairman has indicated that
my time is up. -

Eglairman Boren. Do you have additional questions you want to
ask? :

Senator CRaNsTON. I think I can pass.

Chairman BoreN. Let me ask. On the last question you started to
say to Senator Metzenbaum, and I didn't hear if you completed it
or not, you said wanted to give an illustration  of the relation-
ghip——

Mr. Fiers. Yeah, I did and the illustration was relative to who
the senior witness would be.

Chairman Boren. I see.

Mr. Fiers. And the fact is that in my recollection and I catego-
rized sort of the state of that recollection is that Clair George, Bill
Casey and I had a meeting at 1430 where we decided that it would
be Clair George, and Bob Gates didn't participate in that decision.
We then had another meeting at 6:30 that day, more formal, where
it was formalized, but really [ think, my recollection is the decision
was taken at an earlier meeting in which Bob Gates did not partici-
pate in. That gives you some idea of the universe Bob Gates was in
as well as the universe I was in.

Chairman BorgN. Senator Cranston.

Senater CrRaNsTON. Thank you very much.

In your opening remarks, you described very dramatically the
long, long struggle between the free world and the Communist
world and the atmosphere in the days when the events we are ex-
ploring occurred. The West reeling, the Marxists rolling, aggress-
ing, intervening, arming guerrillas in many, many lands. You de-
scribed those bitter, dangerous days as characterized by an atmos-
phere of no holds-barred.

What I want to ask you is-this. Did that atmosphere sort of lead
for those on the firing line as you and others in the agency were, to
a no-holds barred, anything goes approach to everybody one dealt
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with——enemty, friends, colleagues, the public, the press, the Con-
gress—ijustified by the conviction in one’s mind that we were in a
life and death struggle for survival with ruthless enemies and that
nothing less would suffice?

Mr. Fiers. In my opening statement, I also made reference to the
men and women of CIA being some of the finest people I know of,
unquestionable patriotism and integrity. In the years that I have
served at the Agency, I have never known that—I have never
known people to have subscribed to the philosophy that the ends
justifies the means. It is unfortunate however—unfortunately the
case particularly as it relates to me and in the atmosphere I de-
scribed, ] think we weakened at the—I weakened at the kneeg a
little bit.

Senator CraNsTON. You what?

Mr. Fiers. I weakened at the knees a little bit, I moved towards
the concept in my own mind that we cannot, I cannot, I will not be
associated with another defeat. It is almost, it was almost a para-
noia, I could not lose. And that is what led me to make the deci-
sions that I referred to—have referred to other members of this
panel. Is it justified, no. And that is what—that is one of the rea-
sons that I accepted my responsibility when I entered my plea to
His Honor Aubrey Robinson.

And I hope as we look to the future, people are never caught in
dilemma of having to make those kinds of decisions again.

And I sincerely believe, after having seen and watched very
closely these hearings the past two days, that that is in fact is the
case. That problem is behind us as a nation as the Cold War is
behind us as a nation.

And I think that that can be nothing but positive.

Senator CRANSTON. I appreciate that response. You obviously
faced some very difficult decisions that you had to wrestle with in-
ternally. You did face, as you put it, a great dilemma. And I think
it is understandable that You were torn in many different direc-
tions and that others have faced that same situation.

You alluded to your role as a buffer. Will you please describe
that role a little more as you assumed and saw it, and along with
that would you give us some insights regarding how compartmen-
talization and the matter of limited loops work. When it is some-
how decided that only a few certain individuals will be in the know
about some particular matter, does that cross bureaucratic lines
and charts? In particular, was it that way with Casey? So that in
terms of lines of authority people would be out of the loop and
boxed out of the compartment?

Mr. Fiers. Let me take the first part of the question first and
then come—I may have to ask for some elaboration on the second
part.

When I came to the Task Force, it was traumatized. As I think
someone pointed out—one of the members, almost the day after I
came, the murder manual flap hit. Now you all may not recall
that, let me reacquaint you with it. That was a training manual
that was published before I arrived at the Task Force which drew
on some of the doctrines, highly controversial doctrines, that were
developed in Vietnam and it called for armed propaganda, which
was a euphemism for guerrillas going into a village and controlling
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the village through a series of means, and it made reference to

statements that implied, if not outright stated, that.under certain -

circumstances assassination of Communist cadre would be accepta-
ble. That was an unacceptable manual. It was inadvertently done.
It was the result of poor editing, but it was not malicious and it did
not represent an endorsement that we were telling the Resistance
Forces to go out and assassinate people. '

It caused great trauma. It was my first appearance before this
Committee, and 1 remember it well, because I likened myself later
in many conversations to & cat being thrown in a cloths dryer. I
just went around and got beat up 16 different ways and didn’t un-
derstand the politics of it.

I also remember very well being called to Casey’s office and him
telling me this is terrible. This is an election issue. The Wirthlin
Poils have indicated that President Reagan’s popular—favorable
vote numbers have dropped 6 points and the only thing the White
House can attribute it to is the manual. We have got to do some-
thing about that. It was political, it was crucial. I was sent on an
airplane to go meet with the Chairman of this Committee to ex-
plain to him, to see if something couldn’t be done. We didn’t meet
with him because in his political wisdom, he didn’t want to. Prob-
ably the right thing to do.

So as 1 came out of there, as I saw the reprimands, as I saw the
anguish that the people in the task force were going through, I did
two things. One, | made the decision to be a buffer; and two, 1
called them together and I read to them—I had read to them be-
cause I sometimes skip over words when I read out loud—General
MacArthur’s speech, Duty, Honor, Country. And I told them that
tonight in Moscow and this afternoon in Havana, your counter-
parts are working harder or as hard as you are to beat you and we
can’t let that happen. We are going to win this and don’t worry
about yourselves, I'll take the responsibility for what happens, or
words to that effect.

And what I meant by that was directly relating to, one, the poli-
tics; and two, as I understood it then and as I saw it unfolding, the
Ollie North endeavor, operation.

- And what—in fact it meant I tried to keep them out of, one, the
operational role where they would brush arms with it; and two, out
of readings, out of conversations where they would gain knowledge
of it. On many occasions when Ollie would call me, I would stop
and say to the people in my office, leave. I don’t want you in this
conversation. So it was only me hearing the conversations.

And I to date, with one exception, I think that effort was largely
successful. I don't know that any member of the task force who
worked below me is in jeopardy by, as a result of actions he took—
in jeopardy from Judge Walsh’s prosecutions because of action he
took. There was one exception, and that’s another issue for another
time to that. But that is what I meant by -buffer.

Going up the line, I didn’t put into the minds of Clair and Bob
Gates, or the Director, or John McMahon, with specificity, all that
I knew, all the information that I picked up in what became a very
close relationship with Ollie North. I did talk to them about
making sure—about keeping ourselves out of it. Our efforts, the
strenuous efforts I resolved to not cross the line. And I tried to po-
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sition myself to absorb the responsibilities that might accrue to me
and I hope I have been successful. Because I truly, truly don’t want
anyone that worked for me or the around this to go through what I
have gone through and to suffer the trauma. Because, one, the
Agency needs them to be unencumbered, and, two, for their person-
al sake, I don’t want that to happen.

Senator CraNsTON. I thank you for that response. And one more
question. Do you know if the understanding, on whatever basis
that understanding existed, that information would be withheld
from Congress extended to the State Department’s representative
on the Restricted Interagency Group on Central America?

Mr. FiErs. Not as it relates—I know of no such decision having
been taken. And certainly there was no discussion or coordination
of the actions with regard to the CIA’s statement and deletion of
certain facts that I mentioned.

Senator CransTON. Thank you. I'd like to ask you more but my
time is up.
¢ rSttlall})ator Murkowskr Thank you, Senator Cranston. Senator Dan-
orth’

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Fiers, I'd like to ask you about personal
relationships within the Agency and the significance of personal re-
lationships within the Agency.

You've said that Mr. Casey did not adhere to organizational
charts and that he would call you directly. And you said that your
relationship with him was, I think your words were, both personal
and professional. And you told the Committee staff that it was
similar to the father-son relationship.

Mr. Fiers. It had that aspect to it. Yes.

Senator DanrorTH. Do you know what kind of relationship Mr.
Casey had with Bob Gates? Was it a similar relationship? Or some-
what different?

Mr. Figgs. I don’t know the personal side of it. I know the profes-
sional side of it. He had high regard for Bob Gates’ abilities. He
thought he was the best manager for the Agency.

He and I had, again, a discussion at one point that is improbable
for a Director to have with a person at my rank and my position at
the Agency. We were talking about management and he was
moving people around. He said I'm going to move Clair George to
be the DDO. And I said, why are you doing that or something like
that. And his comment was, management ability in the DO is very
thin. He's the best of the lot.

And he saw Bob Gates as being clearly superior in his manage-
ment abilities than the available managers elsewhere in the
Agency. And that’s—-I know he had high, high, high professional
regard for Bob Gates in terms of his intelligence, analytical capa-
bilities and I think his managerial capabilities as well. But I can’t
speculate as to the personal nature of it.

But, comments and discussions Bob Gates and I had and various
snippets along the way would have led me to believe that it was
fairly close personally as well.

Senator DANFORTH. Is there a difference between being, to use
your words to the Committee staff, chummy, is there a difference
as far as the dealings within the CIA as to having a chummy rela-
tionship and a more sort of businesslike relationship?
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Mr. Fiers. Yes. The CIA is a family. And the DO is particularly a
family. And I can’t speak with the same degree of clarity the speci-
ficity and knowledge about the DI. But I can tell you what the DO
is like—it’s broken down . into clans. The Middle East clan. Latin
American clan. The Far East Clan. The European-Soviet clan, You
grow up together. You go through training together. You share ex-
periences together. You're family all together. And you became
very, very close. .

And with the people that are in your clan, it's a very close rela-
tionship. It's a very tight bond. And it doesn’t transcend outside to
the same degree. It's a friendship. It’s professional. But the bonds
of mutual experience aren’t there outside the clan, outside the
group that you grew up in. And that very much has an impact how
you relate one with the other in a.professional context because of
the person is from your particular group or line Yyou are going to
know them. '

I'll give you an example. I know Clair George, first from 1973
and I have sort of been close to him ever since. It was a very per-
sonal relationship with Clair. What has happened pains me more
than I can explain.

"It was not the same personal relationship between Bob Gates and
me because we grew up in different arenas. We didn’t have the
bonds of experience that transcended and welded people together.

That’s real and that’s palpable.

Senator DANFORTH. You—in December of 1986 or January of
1987, you were at a meeting between Clair George and Mr. Fernan-
dez in Clair George's office. And Bob Gates walked into that meet-
ing?

Mr. FIers. Yes. Mr. Fernandez wasn’t at that meeting.

I can’t be specific as to the dates, but it was after it was very
clear that Joe Fernandez was going to have serious legal problems.
And—it was late in the evening, and | was talking with Clair
George and I said to Clair, I said, Joe has a serious problem. Joe
had better get a lawyer and he better exert his privilege. And I
didn’t say it quite that eloquently. I used colloquial, he better take
the Fifth Amendment.

And Bob Gates walked in Jjust at that point in time. That makes
three in the conversation. And Clair turned to Bob and said, Alan
says that Joe Fernandez had better get a lawyer and take the Fifth
Amendment. And Bob looked and said, well, if he does that he is
fired. And it was a very sobering comment for me. I listened to
that and I reflected as to my situation and it was meaningful. And
I didn't say wait a minute guys, this is meaningful to me too but it
was meaningful. It impacted. It set a certain sort of posture in my
head and I said, well, I don’t know about that, but Joe certainly
had better get a lawyer and he certainly better take the Fifth.

And then the conversation broke up and Bob went away and
Clair, I think—1I don’t know how it ended. I went on down to my
lair as it were in the Task Force and we—I mentioned that to a lot
of people. It set a tone.

Senator DANFORTH. What do you think the tone was? What is
the importance of it? :

Mr. Fregs. [ think it was twofold tone.

Firstly, it meant that if you exert your privilege, if you take the
Fifth Amendment, you are out of here. That you can’t do that. You
can’t do that and contain to function as a CIA officer.

And, secondly, Interpreted it to mean that if you hire a lawyer
to represent you, then it is an acknowledgment that you have some
legal problem and it would be viewed in a negative fashion and
might have an impact on your ability to continue to function in
whatever role in your official capacity.

And it wasg in that latter interpretation that had a direct impact
on me and every other officer in the Agency up until I think | was
the first one to break ranks in August of 1987 when I sought coun-
sel. Ten months too late, I might add.

Senator DANFORTH. Was Bob Gates viewed as something of a
straight arrow within the Agency?

Mr. F1ers. Could you define straight arrow?

Senator DANFORTH. Make of the questions whatever you’d like.

Senator METZENBAUM. Like Jack Danforth.

Mr. FiErs. Bob Gates was recognized in the Agency as being an
exceptionally gifted analyst and an exceptionally gifted operator

There were people who cast aspersions on him. There were people
who didn’t like working for him. I suspect there may have been on
the DO side too. But when you put together a group of very bright,
very dedicated, very ambitious people, those things happen.

And so he was viewed more s a guy smart as—very smart, very
capable, sort of on the make.

Senator DANFORTH, Would chummy characterize him?
D(I)\/Ir. Fiers. No. I don’t think so, Not at least as it related to the

Senator DaNFORTH. Would he be viewed as more on the cold side
than on the warm side?

Mr. Fiegrs. Aloof might be the word. Particularly, aloof. That
would be my view.

My relationship with Bob Gates which was—I had a lot of con-
tact with him, particularly about from the time from ’'86 until the

time I left the Agency, I had a lot of contact with Bob_Gates. And it

stern sort of relationship.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Fiers, would you keep your voice up
please?

Mr. Fiegrs. Sure, I'l] try to. Yes, sir. I'm sorry.

Senator MURKOWSKI, Thank you, Senator Danforth. Senator
Warner?

Senator WaRNER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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First may I say that I hope this hearing has provided you with a
measure of satisfaction for yourself and equally important for your
wife, for your parents, and your family, because those of us who
have had the privilege of being in government service recognize
that they bear the full brunt of all consequences. Be it favorable or
unfavorable. And I hope they view this proceeding as being some-
what helpful to the burden they've carried these many years.

Mr. Fiers. Thank you very much.

Senator WARNER. The purpose of this hearmg is really quite
straightforward and simple. I'm fascinated with the testimony and
am impressed with it. But the responsibility of the Senate is to de-
termine did the President of the United States, in this case, George
Bush, former Director of CIA, err in his judgment in selecting this
813&1‘7 as is his right under the Constitution to be the chief of the

Do you have any knowledge of any facts which in your _]udg‘ment
would say that the President erred in his judgment in picking Bob
Gates to be the next Director of the CIA? -

Mr. Fiegrs. I am honored that you direct that question to me but I
really think that it is not a judgment that is mine to make. I think
that I can best be of more service to the country and to the panel
by presenting the facts as I know them, as I understand them, set-
ting them in the context that I understand them and then leave it
to those who are in entrusted by the Constitution with that respon-
gibility. I really don’t want——

Senator WARNER. I understand that. Let me rephrase it. Do you
have any facts which we have not elicited today that you might be-
lieve germane to our making that decision?

Mr. Fiers. No. None that I can recall. I have worked as hard as 1
can and studied as much as is possible to dredge up the facts. And I
have presented them all to you to the best of my ability.

Senator WARNER. Do you have any personal view as to whether
or not Bob Gates is a good choice?

Mr. FiErs. Once again, I don't think——

Senator WARNER. I will pass on to another question then. You
just said that you knew him well. And you worked with him. And I
felt that perhaps——

Mr. Fiers. 1 characterized the nature of my relationships with
him. And characterized to the best of my ability how he functioned
and the method which he functioned at the CIA. And I think that
it's for the panel to make that decision.

. Senator WARNER. Fine., -

Senator Nunn. Mr. Cha.lrman In the interest of continuity,
would ‘the Senator from Virginia yield about one minute to me
here at-this point? Because there were a couple of questions Sena-
tor Danforth asked that I am left puzzled by.

Senator WARNER. So long as I get an opportunity to come back.

Senator NUNN. It can come out of my time.

Chairman Boren. We'll take it out of Senator Nunn’s time, not
out of Senator Warner’s time.

Senator NUNN. Yes. When Senator Danforth asked you about
your experiences with Bob Gates, you related that he said: to you
that, who was it, Mr. Fernandez? If he took the Fifth Amendment
he was out of there He was terminated.
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Mr. Fiers. If he took the Fifth, he was fired.

Senator NUNN. And you said there were two implications of that.
One is that you shouldn’t hire a lawyer and the second is that you
shouldn’t take the Fifth Amendment. Is that right?

Mr. Figrs. I put them in the other order. Yes. The two implica-
tions were that if you took the Fifth Amendment that your tenure
with the Agency was in serious doubt. And second was if you got a
lawyer;-then your ability to continue in your official function will
be called into question because it would be deemed some indication
that you had a problem.

Senator NUNN. And you said that had a real effect on you?

Mr. Figrs. It did.

As a matter of fact, I discussed it several times and was dissuad-
edgand was encouraged not to seek counsel through the spring of
1986,

Senator NUNN. Now, perhaps you didn't mean to insinuate any-
thing beyond what you said but it seems to me that there could be
other readings to that. Did you take that to mean that you were
supposed to simply be on your own and go up and hold up your
hand and tell the truth or did you take it the other way. If you
want to stay at this Agency, you better not only not take the Fifth
and not get a lawyer, you better go up and figure out some story no
matter what it is that would avoid that?

I mean, were you taking this as a signal you were supposed to
tell the truth or a signal you were supposed to lie?

Mr. Fiers. It took it as a signal that we were on our own. And
that if you had a problem—that, one, you had to tell the truth.
And, two, if there was some problem sitting out there that that
would cause for you personally, you had to figure it out yourself.

-Senator NuNN. So you took 1t as a signal to tell the truth, not as
a signal to tell a lie?

Mr. Figrs. That's right.

Senator NunN. Okay.

Mr. Fiers. And let me tell you how I responded to that. Because
that’s important. Because I was in a bind. There’s a box right
there. I don’t know how many of you are carpenters, I was once
apprentice to a carpenter, and when you are laying a footer, and
you get it out of square, the whole building is out of square, forever
and ever unless you can correct the footer.

And my footer was laid out of square on 10 and 14 October, and I
couldn't get it back in square. And so what I did from that point
forward was to try as best I could to—as I likened myself, unpeel
the artichoke. I answered the questions and told more and more
and more of the story each time that 1 was asked to testify, try to
avoid any false answers, but at the same time, not get terribly—
terribly contradict what I said on October 10th and 14th. Until it
came to the hearings before the Iran-Contra Committee and there
was no way out. And then I essentially repudiated mx testimony of
1986 and I think gave the Committee a fairly accurate insight into
what my motivation for doing so was.

Senator NUNN. But you did not take that as any kind of Gates
encouragement for you to fabricate or tell a lie?

Mr. Fiers. No.

Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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First may I say that I hope this hearing has provided you with a
measure of satisfaction for yourself and equally important for your
wife, for your parents, and your family, because those of us who
have had the privilege of being in government service recognize
that they bear the full brunt of all consequences. Be it favorable or
unfavorable. And I hope they view this proceeding as being some-
what helpful to the burden they've carried these many years.

Mr. Figrs. Thank you very much. '

Senator WARNER. The purpose of this hearing is really quite
straightforward and simple. I'm fascinated with the testimony and
am impressed with it. But the responsibility of the Senate is to de-
termine did the President of the United States, in this case, George
Bush, former Director of CIA, err in his judgment in selecting this
EJDI}X}? as is his right under the Constitution to be the chief of the

Do you have any knowledge of any facts which in your judgment

would say that the President erred in his judgment in picking Bob
Gates to be the next Director of the CIA?
. Mr. FiERs. I am honored that you direct that question to me but I
really think that it is not a judgment that is mine to make. I think
that I can best be of more service to the country and to the panel
by presenting the facts as I know them, as I understand them, set-
ting them in the context that I understand them and then leave it
to those who are in entrusted by the Constitution with that respon-
sibility. I really don’t want—— .

Senator WARNER. I understand that. Let me rephrase it. Do you
have any facts which we have not elicited today that you might be-
lieve germane to our making that decision?

Mr. Fiers. No. None that I can recall. I have worked as hard as I
can and studied as much as is possible to dredge up the facts. And I
have presented them all to you to the best of my ability. :

Senator WARNER. Do you have any personal view as to whether
or not Bob Gates is a good choice?

Mr. Fiers. Once again, I don’t think—

Senator WARNER. I will pass on to another question then. You
Jjust said that you knew him well. And you worked with him. And I
felt that perhaps——

Mr. Fiers. I characterized the nature of my relationships with
him. And characterized to the best of my ability how he functioned
and the method which he functioned at the CIA. And I think that
it's for the panel fo make that decision.

Senator WARNER. Fine.: o : : :

Senator NuNN. Mr. Chairman. In the interest of continuity,
would -the Senator from Virginia yield about one minute to me
here at this point? Because there were a couple of questions Sena-
tor Danforth asked that I am left puzzled by.

- Senator WARNER. So long as I get an opportunity to come back.

Senator NUNN. It can come out of my time.

- Chairman BoreN. We'll take it out of Senator Nunn’s time, not
out of Senator Warner’s time.

Senator NUNN. Yes. When Senator Danforth asked you about
your .experiences with Bob Gates, you related that he said to you
that, who was it, Mr. Fernandez? If he took the Fifth Amendment
he was out of there. He was terminated.
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Mr. Figrs. If he took the Fifth, he was fired.

Senator NUNN. And you said there were two implications of that.
One is that you shouldn’t hire a lawyer and the second is that you
shouldn’t take the Fifth Amendment. Is that right?

Mr. Fiers. I put them in the other order. Yes. The two implica-
tions were that if you took the Fifth Amendment that your tenure
with the Agency was in serious doubt. And second was if you got a
lawyer, then your ability to continue in your official function will
be called into question because it would be deemed some indication
that you had a problem.

Senator NUNN. And you said that had a real effect on you?

Mr. Fiers. It did.

As a matter of fact, I discussed it several times and was dissuad-
ed-—and was encouraged not to seek counsel through the spring of
1986.

Senator NUNN. Now, perhaps you didn’t mean to insinuate any-
thing beyond what you said but it seems to me that there could be
cther readings to that. Did you take that to mean that you were
supposed to simply be on your own and go up and hold up your
hand and tell the truth or did you take it the other way. If you
want to stay at this Agency, you better not only not take the Fifth
and not get a lawyer, you better go up and figure out some story no
matter what it is that would avoid that?

I mean, were you taking this as a signal you were supposed to
tell the truth or a signal you were supposed to lie?

Mr. Fiers. It took it as a signal that we were on our own. And
that if you had a problem—that, one, you had to tell the truth.
And, two, if there was some problem sitting out there that that
would cause for you personally, you had to figure it out yourself.

Senator NUNN. So you took it as a signal to tell the truth, not as
a signal to tell a lie?

Mr. Fiegrs. That’s right.

Senator Nunn. Okay.

Mr. Fiers. And let me tell you how I responded to that. Because
that’s important. Because I was in a bind. There’s a box right
there. I don’t know how many of you are carpenters, I was once
apprentice to a carpenter, and when you are laying a footer, and
you get it out of square, the whole building is out of square, forever
and ever unless you can correct the footer.

And my footer was laid out of square on 10 and 14 October, and I
couldn’t get it back in square. And so what I did from that point
forward was to try as best I could to—as I likened myself, unpeel
the artichoke. I answered the questions and tcld more and more
and more of the story each time that | was asked to testify, try to
avoid any false answers, but at the same time, not get terribly—
terribly contradict what I said on October 10th and 14th. Until it
came to the hearings before the Iran-Contra Committee and there
was no way out. And then I essentially repudiated mv testimony of
1986 and I think gave the Committee a fairly accurate insight into
what my motivation for doing so was.

Senator NUNN. But you did not take that as any kind of Gates
encouragement for you to fabricate or tell a lie?

Mr. Figrs. No.

Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman Boren. Thank you, Senator Nunn. Senator Warner?

Senator WARNER. Thank you. - . :

You served under Admiral Inman when he was the DDCL. Is that
correct? :

Mr. Fiers. Yes, yes I did. :

Senator WARNER. And what opinion do you have of him as a
manager? : i

Mr. Firrs. Let me answer by going back to his previous assign-
ment beyond that when he was Director of NSA and I had the
privilege of attending three or four meetings that he chaired. And
as I took notes in those meetings, I always found it hard to capture
as fast as he was speaking the full impact of his words because he
was-so smart. :

And that carried over in the Agency. I thought he was a tremen-
dous intellect——

Senator WARNER. Do you have confidence in his credibility?

Mr. FErs. Yes.

Senator WARNER. John McMahon. You served under him?

Mr. Fiers. Yes. :

Senator WARNER. Do you have confidence in his credibility?

Mr. Fiers. Absolutely. -

Senator WARNER. T am interested in trying to establish this rela-
tionship between the operational side and the analytical side—op-
eration referred to as DO, intelligence referred to as the DI You
said that the DO had clans within the organization. And somehow
there is an opinion coming out of this that these two basic organi-
zations, DO and DI, were highly competitive. Or is that a weak
word to describe it?

Mr. FiErs. No, I think that that’s a reasonable word.

“Senator WARNER. There is some reason to believe that go beyond
competitive. They were really struggling with each other from time
to time,

Mr. Fiers. It depended on the substance, it depended on the area.
But there would be times when there were significant differences
of opinion between the DO and the DI.

Central America was a case in point where there was significant
differences of opinion.

Senator WARNER. Well now John McMahon had come from the
DO ranks. Correct?

Mr. Figrs. John McMahon came from the administrative side.
No, I'm sorry. I think he initially came from the S&T, from the sci-
entific and technical side, then was in the administrative side.
Then to the DO. He was not a DO person originally.

Senator WARNER. And of course Bob Gates came from the DI?

Mr. Fiers. Yes.

Senator WARNER. And would that provide a basis for, should we
say, a tension between George and Bob Gates because of the inher-
ent competitive nature of those two organizations?

Mr. Fiers. More than that. They were competitors at least in
their minds for the same job, the DDCI.

So there is some organizational competitiveness and there is a
personal competitiveness that was very much at play, in my view.

Senator WARNER. I understand that in your earlier testimony
you characterized—that is, you stated your knowledge of Director
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Casey’s high regard for Bob Gates and [ gained the impression that
you felt that Casey picked Gates because he was the best qualified
man. :

Mr. Fiers. In my view, that's beyond doubt.

Senator WARNER. Beyond any doubt whatsoever?

Mr. Fiers, Yes.

Senator WaArNER. And could that have left in George’s mind
some residual feeling that contributed to George presumably with-
holding information from time to time from Bob Gates?

‘Mr. Fimrs. I really can’t speculate on that. I would add that
based on my observation of relationships, that there was a closer,
more unencumbered relationship between George and Casey than
there was between George and Bob Gates.

Senator WarNgR. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Senator CRANSTON. Would the Senator from Virginia yield?

Senator WArNER. I have concluded.

Senator CrRANsTON. The Senator asked the witness’ opinion of
two of the witnesses who will be with us this afternoon. I'd like to
ask, if I may, his opinion and appraisal of Mr. Thomas Polgar, who
will appear this afternoon.

Mr. Fiers. I've never had the pleasure of working with Mr.
Polgar. I only know him—TI've only met him after the crisis or the
floodgates broke. And then in his capacity as a chief investigator
for the Senate Investigating Committee which doesn’t allow one to
establish a personal relationship.

[General laughter.] :

Mr. F1ers. And, again, Jjust before these hearings, I had an oppor-
tunity to say hello to him. I don’t know Mr. Polgar well enough to
make an observation one way or the other.

Chairman BoreN. Let me say for the benefit of the Members. I
have five other Senators down to ask questions: Senator Rudman,
followed by Senator Deconcini, Senator Gorton, Senator Bradley
and Senator Nunn.

No Senators have indicated to me they wish to ask additional
questions. If all of those Senators took ten minutes each, it would
take us to close to approximately one o’clock. It would have the
benefit of not interrupting the continuity of this testimony if we
could press ahead.

Let me ask the witness, are you prepared to let us go ahead and
complete. You've been on the witness stand for a long period of
time. Would you like for us to go ahead at this point or would you
like us to have a five minute recess?

Mr. Frers. No. I'm fine. Let’s just proceed.

Chairman Boren. All right.

Senator Rupman. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. and I don't expect
Tl use the full ten minutes.

_Senator Rupman. I just want to comment that anyone sitting
this morning and having listened to your testimony—and having
known you as I have for some time—should be struck by something
that should not be lost on anyone. That is, we talk about these
events with titles and, again, as I said yesterday, in almost a sterile
atmosphere. The human cost of an Administration taking a public
policy and adopting an opposite covert policy is sitting before us
today. I think it is regrettable that you made the choice you made
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before the Committee, but you made the choice for the reasons that
you have stated and you have paid a price,

And yet, part of your background can never be known because of
the nature of your work. I know that background. And I know the
great service you did to this country. And I regret that you have
come up upon the rocks of the justice system that you have. But I
appreciate your candid testimony today.

Mr. Fiers. Thank you very much. :

Senator RuDMAN. Mr. Fiers, let me just ask you two brief ques-
tions because I think the Chairman really asked the key questions.
This, after all, is a hearing about the confirmation of Robert Gates
and I think that we would love to listen to some of your responses
to questions we are curicus about, but we don’t have the time for
that. So I will be brief. . _ '

Question one: Mr. Gates came from the Directorate of Intelli-
gence and moved to be the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence
during -your time at the Agency. Describe to the Committee his
competence, his method of operation, his very being as he dis-
charged that important responsibility.,

Mr. Figrs. That’s a very difficult question, Senator Rudman. I'l}
do the best I can with it. =~ - -

I first came into close contact with Bob Gates when he was still
the DDI. At that point in time, as I think you are only too familiar,
the DO and the DI were having some serious differences of opinion
about analysis that related to Central America. I, because of the
peculiarities of the situation that we have discussed, was doing
most of the: policy briefing with policymakers, Members of Con-
gress, and was—what I was briefing was at some variance with
what the DI was writing.

The Director told me to meet with Bob Gates and work to recon-
cile the differences. And I began those meetings. And I would char-
acterize Bob Gates dealings with that problem as very efficient and
very businesslike. He assigned a senior DI officer to work with me.
We began to do briefings in tandem. I think many of the Members
have had those briefings that we started and we reconciled the
problems. _

And without a lot of acrimony, without heavy handedness, Bob
dealt with that problem. He dealt with it efficiently and fairly. And
adjudicated it in a way that I thought made both sides comfortable,

When he was DDCI, I dealt with him on a number of interagency
issues, some of which related to establishing the relationship be-
tween the Agency, the Task Force and DOD concerning execution
of the Central American program. He handled those equally effi-
ciently. I felt that he supported me. I felt that he listened to me. I
felt that he provided clear guidance and had a steady hand in solv-
ing the problems.

On the basis of those experiences, I would say that he has a keen
intellect to understand and analyze problems. He is a dispassionate
manager who understands the rhythm and the flows of what has to
happen and within those—rhythm and flows of situations with
which he is dealing and within those situations makes responsible
decisions and implements them effectively.

Senator RubMaN. Let me follow up with just one question. This
may be difficult for you to answer but then ‘it may not be, because
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of thle many experiences you had with him over the years in sever-
al roles.

We all know he is bright. We all know he is very analytical and
thorough. Is he intellectually tough?

Mr. Fiers. That's a——

Senator Rupman. If you know.

Mr. Fiers. I don't know the answer to—I don'’t honestly know the
answer to that question. And I must be in continuation of being ab-
solutely honest and frank to the Committee, that's a question in
my mind too. _

Senator RupMAN. Then let me go from the general to the specific
to try to get the same question answered in a narrow way.

Have there been circumstances in which you have been involved
with Mr. Gates that he was involved because he was either the DI
or the Deputy Director, in which he was faced with a decision that
was difficult, onerous, maybe not pleasant, but he made it and car-
ried it through?

Mr. Fiers. Let me respond this way. I never felt hung out by Bob
Gates.

Senator RUDMAN. You never felt what?

Mr. Fiegs. I never felt hung out. I never felt that he wasn't back-
ing me. And we had some tough decisions and some tough inter-
agency debates in tough times. Times that I describe with an Iran-
Contra superimposed on it with all the burdens that accrued to all
of us from that.

And I never saw him take actions that I felt that he was aban-
doning ship, hanging me out, not supporting me, and not pursuing
a matter forthrightly.

Senator Rubman. All right. Finally, Mr. Fiers, just for the
record, you know we talk about Iran-Contra, we telescope them to-
gether and we start talking about illegalities and so forth. And for
the record, the Iran initiative—dumb as it might have been—was
the subject of a Finding and not released to the Congress for ten
and a half months. Nonetheless, it was a legal undertaking of the
United States government. Am I correct?

Mr. Figrs. That’s correct.

Senator RuoMan. And it certainly was proper for a variety of
people in State, in Defense, at CIA, pursuant to that Finding of a
legal undertaking of the Government, to in fact be aware, knowl-
edgeable, and in a position of implementing various portions of
that initiative, Am I correct?

Mr. Figrs. That’s correct.

Senator RupmaN. Now the Contra part of it, there are two ques-
tions there. One, which Senator Metzenbaum made an assumption
today—about which he may be right, but it has never been adjudi-
cated by a court—and that was whether or not the NSC operation
was in fact illegal under the Boland Amendment. Am | correct?

Mr. Fiers. That's absolutely correct. And that is something that
never has been decided.

Senator RUDMAN. It has never been decided by a court. As a
matter of fact, Colonel North did have a legal opinion.

Mr. Fiegs. That’s exactly right. And as you recall, I said I asked
him twice, is what you are doing legal, Ollie, and he said, yes, I
have an opinion.
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Senator RUDMAN. So even now there is still a i
. : : € question as to
:llfle ;11% . %lot i guess rt?h?‘rie 8 n_%guestmlz:a that the one sub-headh}:;

' the Lontra part of Iran-Contra that clearl i
thgd dlvlc_'e‘lrsmn o{l United States funds. sarly was illegal was
r. Fiers. I'll accept that. I'm not a 1 . Y !
thgg ams. T acce a lawyer. You are. I'll accept
_ Senator RubMan. 1 think that's probably been established. An
that was the Holy Grail that everybody was very careful to protecg
And you had no evidence whatsoever, according to your deposition
according to your testimony here, that Bob Gates knewanythiné
about that, until the time that he says that he knew something
abﬁzt it?
~ Mr. Fiers, What I know about Bob Gates' knowledge is hat I
ggve rezav.‘;.l(i WIE'IIat I }éavezlggﬁrdl.ggé) %o l_:;he point in timeg that‘;'t ?vas

nounced, November , R ad no inf i

GaSt:s e aloyember information that Bob
nator RUDMAN. And that, of course, is key i i
and I thank you for your answers. Y i your testimony

Mr. Fiers. Thank you.

Chairman BogreN. Any other questions, Senator Rudman?

We will now turn to Senator DeConcini.

-Senatgr DECF)]_\ICIN!. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. Fiers, I join with Senator Rudman after listening to you and
knotfnng a little bit about your background, you have done some
service to this country that is admirable. And I appreciate that and
I appreciate your candid responses here.

There are a couple of questions I'd like to go into. One is really
not primarily the subject by any means of this hearing, but of in-
terest to me because of statements that have been made here back
and forth. And you provided the Committee some great insight on
Bob Gates. His role and his knowledge in the Iran-Contra scandal,

At least from what you've told the Committee, 1 believe Mr.
I(:'[J‘rlaa.tes knew very little about what was going on. Is that a fair sum-

Mr. Fmrs. Once again, I really can’t make conclusions. I've
:t&)ts;i _iéhéa f;:ailctsi) ulzdefrstandli)nlg, m)A ilé:pressions. I even speculated

1t to the best of my ability. And, you know, I think il
have to make the conclusion. 7 Y v e you wil

Senaj;or DeConcint. Well, no, I'd like to get—I'd like to have you
refine if you can, what is a little. From a 1 to 10. Did he know 1?
Did he know anything?

I gather he knew something in your judgment. - .

Mr. Firs. In my judgment, and to the best of my recollection, he
knew something. He had a baseline of knowledge.

Senator DECoNcini. Okay.

Mr. Fiers. If you could define some points along 1 to 10 I might
ha;ard a guelss. 1If; you }clzoiuld define what 3 means and 5, 7 and 9.

or example, let me help you with that. I put 1 i
beéeof 1986, aié maybe 6.5 or 7. put myself at, In Octo-
nator -DeECoNcini. Okay. And kn i it i judg-
mtXIIE ator D \{ You knew quite a bit in my judg
d my only point is to try to establish did Mr. Gat -
thing about it. And you—ry : r. Gates kmow any

Mr. Fiers. The answer is he knew something about it.

e o et i earnes s e e
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Senator DEConcint. I think that's clear that he knew something
about it in your judgment.

Mr. Fiers. Yes. In my judgment.

Senator DeConciNi. The quantity and how much you don’t
know?

Mr. Figrs. I couldn’t quantify as——

Senator DeEConciNi. As of October 1986. Because you don’t know
what was his in mind and you don’t know what other people told
him.

Mr. Fiers. That's right. I can’t discuss—quantify that.

For example, I didn't know the Furmark or any of these other
arrangements. Those are all things I did not have.

Senator DECoNCINT. Yes, and I appreciate that. I'm just trying te
get it clear in my mind what you are really telling us here.

Now, further you went on at the meeting with Mr. Casey when
in the presence of yourself, Clair George and the Latin American
head, Casey asked Oliver North if he was running any operation in
Central America. And Lieutenant Colonel North said no. And out-
side the room you said George told you that this was a charade.
That’s what you said?

Mr. Figrs. That is essentially correct. He said are you operating
in Central America?

Senator DECoNciNI. And he said no and later George said that
was a charade. You took that to mean that in fact Oliver North
was, from George’s position, was running an operation?

Mr. Fiers. Yes. And I knew for a fact, and I had enough knowl-
edge in my head at that point in time to know that Ollie was oper-
ating.

Senator DEConcINI. So you knew yourself and then George con-
firmed it by making that statement? Now the statement made to
you by Mr. Casey, | guess in late November or December, that
Ollie North ran one hell of an operation, now in your mind did
that include the Iran-Contra operation?

Mr. FiERs. It was after it was all on the table. This was after
bombshell Tuesday.

Senator DEConcinI. Yes. Okay.

b M{) Fiers. Bombshell Tuesday being when Meese let off his
omb.

Senator DeConcini. Well then, my question is—the answer to
my question is yes.

Mr. Fiers. Yes.

Senator DeConcinNi. Then next is that, Mr.—I believe, Mr.
Gates—you said, I believe this is correct, and correct me—that Mr.
Gates was deceived by Mr. Casey and Mr. North.

Mr. Figrs. I don’t think I used that word. No.

Senator DEConcini. Okay, then strike that then.

Mr. Figrs. I don’t think se.

Senator DeConcint. Did you say that Mr. Casey, in your judg-
ment or your belief had intimate knowledge of the events sur-
rounding the Iran-Contra affair?

Mr. Fiers. I didn’t say that either. I said I can’t really judge how
much knowledge he did or didn’t have because he was an excep-
tionally gifted and complex man and I just can’t judge what was in
his head and it is something——
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Senator DrConcini. Going to a scale of 1 to 10, do you think he
knew 6.5 as you did? What’s your opinion?

Mr. Fiers. I've heard Ollie North’s testimony. I've read the
entire record and I just can’t arrive at a definitive opinion at that
point.

Senator DEConcint. OK. That’s fair enough.

Mr. F1ERs. I just really can't. I'm mystified by it. It's an unknow-
able to me.

Senator DeCoNcINI. It's an unknown but actually if you can
define that Gates knew a little bit, that you said.

Senator Fiers. That I'm comfortable with saying. :

Senator DEConciNI. Can you define that Mr. Casey knew a little
bit more than Mr. Gates.

Mr. Fiers. Mr. Casey knew things—he acknowledged that he
knew things to me in a conversion where he said how much do you
know and I said some, not a lot. He sort of said good, so do I. Let’s
keep it that way. But we never got down to details and specifics. If
I had to hazard a guess and you push me right to the wall, and
you've essentially done it, so I'll hazard a guess.

Senator DeConcinI. Thank you, you're saving me a lot of time,
Mr. Fiers. I just want to know what you think. It may be irrele-
vant.

Mr. Fiers. I will consider myself pushed to the wall, so I will
hazard a guess.

Senator DEConcINI. Thank you, sir. I don’t mean to do that——

Mr. Figrs. I think Bill Casey had knowledge in his head concern-
ing the events that we're discussing. I don’t know the full extent of
that knowledge.

Senator DEConcinI. I think that’s important for me now. When
you went into this and from—if it were Casey or not Casey, is it
likely that something this covert, this sensitive, that that the Di-
rector would keep the Deputy Director informed? Just in your
opinion of how the operation works? I want you to speculate based
on the long experience that you have had.

Mr. Fiers. He was such a complex, compartmentalized person, so
unique, it is quite possible.

Senator DECoNcINI. That he would not tell the Deputy Director?

Mr. Fiers. Yes.

Senator DEConcini. Now what about non-complex, non-DI's?

Mr. Fiers. Let's differentiate between sanctioned by the Congress
and unsanctioned.

Senator DEConcini. Okay, okay.

Mr. FIERS. Sanctioned, he wouldn’t keep it away from the Deputy
Director. If it were extracurricular, non-sanctioned, if it were some-
thing as sensitive as the events we're discussing today, I can con-
ceive of it.

Senator DECoNcINI. You can conceive of it. How about the many
directors you have served under?

Senator CHAFEE. The answer was, I can conceive of it.

Mr. Figrs. Can conceive of it. C-A-N. I can.

Chairman BoreN. Of not telling the Deputy Director.

Mr. Fiegrs. Yes, 1 can conceive of him keeping that information
away from the Deputy Director. Because it was not a CIA endeav-
or. I can conceive of that.

R YR b
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Senator DeConcini. You can?

Mr. Figrs. I can, yes. I answer in the affirmative.

Senator DEConcINI. Thank you. And what about all the other Di-
rectors that maybe aren’t as complex as Mr. Casey is in your mind?
Can you speculate? R

Mr. Fiers. No. I was not close enough of those. The only Director
that I really had a relationship with, other than Casey, was
Turner.

Senator DEConciNI. You don’t know if Casey confided in Mr.
Gates or not.

Mr. Fiers. No.

Senator DEConciNT. Okay. Now another aspect of your testimony
that’s intriguing to me is that you stated if you got a lawyer you
were in—I don’t want to say trouble, but you were encouraged not
to.

Mr. FiErs. Yes.

Senator DEConcINL. If you took the fifth, that's a no-no.

Mr. Figrs. Yes.

Senator DECONCINI. So you were on your own. Quote, “‘own.

Mr. FiErs. I felt that, yes.

Senator DECoNcINI. Let me ask you this. Does that mean that
you went out and testified wherever you were subpoenaed to go tes-
tify under oath. If you screwed up and the Agency took a fall on it
you were in deep trouble back at the Agency. If you were able to
get by it without screwing up, however you covered it, or not cov-
ered it, or answered it, then you were regarded safe back at the
Agency. Is that a fair characterization or unfair characterization?

Mr. Fiers. The characterization is we were on our own. ’

Senator DECoNcINI. Excuse me?

Mr. Fiers. We were on our own. There's no doubt about that.
Secondly, if there were errors along the way you stood responsible,
or it you tripped up I think was your word, the liabilities for that
accrued to you. And that was made very clear by—in multiple dis-
cussions. :

Senator DECoNcINL. So really there was an unwritten rule called
“on your own” that if something bad happened to the Agency as a
result of “on your own” you were in big trouble.

Mr. Fiers. And if it was as a result of activities which were not
sanctioned. If it was a result of some—Ilet me put it another way.

Senator DECoNCINI. Swell, super, yes, I understand. But if it was
also your withholding information

Mr. FiEgrs. Yes.

Senator DECoONCINI [continuing]. Or fabricating information.

Mr. Fiers. Yes.

Senator DEConcINI. Even if it served the purpose of the Agency
if you got caught, you were in deep trouble. If you got by, nobody
cared. Is that fair to say?

Mr. Fiers. Well, that's a very hard question. If you got by and it
worked, yeah 1 suppose so. But whether or not someone knew that
it was patently false——

Senator DEConcini. Did you get by in the Agency when you
withheld information that you agreed in your plea bargain that
you did withhold certain information? Did you get by with it at the
time at the Agency?

"
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Mr. FiErs. No.

Senator DeConcini. You didn’t?

Mr. Fiers. I was reprimanded.

Senator DECoNeINI. You were reprimanded.

Mr. Fiers. By Judge Webster for not being fully—after my 1987
testimony, for not being ,fully forthcoming to the Congress.

Senator DECONCINI. I'm glad to hear that because it gives me
some confidence that somebody out there is pursuing what the
Agﬁnc% watne%;;as say. '

r. FiErs. The whole thing was reviewed and it was det i
by my self-admission that I was not full and forthcomigg?nkgtlie(%
Wasse repnmsnded— '

nator DEConcINI. And what happened to you besides a repri-
mand? Were you told to come back and straighten it out? e

Mr. Fiers. At that point in time there was a legal investigation
under way, one, and two, the working assumption that was largely
accepted was that my 1987 testimony had corrected the record
which is in fact the case except for——

I%Enalii:‘g DE(IJOhITSISNI In 19—what?

r. Rs. In 7 testimony in front of th - i-
gty Co e e y ront of the Iran-Contra Investi

Senator DEConciNL. Corrected that?
tohrfnl; grimst flgrrected the reicord which was the case as it related

ut i 0 was incomplete as i
so e but 1t also w plete as it related to some other people

Senator DECoNcINI. Senator Cranston wanted to pursue that for

a réle}nute.
nator CRANSTON. Just one question. In relationship to when
you testified in a misleading way, when did the reprimgnd occur?

Mr. Fiers. December. Five months later.

Senator CraANsTON. Five months later.

Mr. Figrs. August—I testified in 1987, the first week of August.
The reprimand took place in late December before Christmas.

Senator CransTOoN. What triggered it? Were there press ac-
counts?

Mr. Fiers. No. No. Judge Webster had an outside counsel com
_ ' &
into the Agency and review the activities of all agency personnel
involved in what is known as Iran-Contra and to recommend
legal—or recommend actions. Actions ran from mandatory retire-
ment in two cases to reprimands and reductions in ranks in several
cages and in my case it was a reprimand and a suspended reduc-
théle in rank.

nator CRANSTON. Thank you, thank you, Senator
Senator DECoNcINL. Mr. Chail I thi ' i
seconds Jeft rman, hink I may have thirty
Chairman BoreN. Go ahead and complete because we want
%eilnator DeConcini. And I will.
airman BoreN. If you have an additional question you want to
ask, go ahead and go over the limit because we want Jt:(o complete
all the questions that we have. So feel free to go ahead.
Senator DEConcINI. I don’t want to go over the limit. What I do
want to do is if the Chairman would agree, that I yield to the Sena-
tor from Ohio for the short question I was going to ask because mv
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time is almost up, and instead of him interrupting me, I'll just let
him do it. :

Chairman BorgN. Certainly.

Senator METZENBAUM. I thank the Senator from Arizona.

Am I misinformed that you got a monetary award at the Agency
after withholding information from Congress?

Mr. Fiers. The dates—the monetary award was in January of
1987 when I was selected as the meritorious or superior, I was the
outstanding of the DDO, whatever the——

Senator METZENBAUM. I see your lawyer speaking. This was after
you had withheld—

Mr. Fiers. No. This was in January 1987. The testimony was in
August of 1987. The reprimand was in December of 1987 so it was
almost a full year later. The award which was given to me was for
the operations that were run from January of 1986 through Decem-
ber 1986, not from 1986 through the time we were talking about.

Senator DECoNcINL I have more questions but I could go on for a
long time with this witness.

Chairman BOREN. Senator Nunn has indicated to me that he has
no further questions beyond the questions he asked. I have Senator
Gorton and Senator Bradley to still ask questions. But rather than
come back to you, would you like to ask additional questions now?

Senator DeConciNi, Mr. Chairman, I hate to impose on other
people’s time.

Chairman GorTon. I don’t have very much time and I would like
to go now. : :

Chairman Boren. Well, let me go to Senator Gorton and Senator
Bradley. Then let me say to my colleagues, including Senator
DeConcini and others, we will allow you to put any remaining
questions to this witness before we complete his testimony.

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator from Washing-
ton would yield—and I'm not going to ask a question, Senator
Gorton except for the Chairman—the one question I have here 1
believe the witness could answer in writing if that's all right and
I'd be glad to submit it to him.

Chairman BoreN. We'd be happy to do that.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman | must say, I don’t know when—
we've go to move on with this thing. Why not just have him answer
it.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman I would be pleased to yield a
minute of my time to the Senator from Arizona. I don’t expect 1
will use my full ten minutes.

Chairman BOREN. We have no time problem here at this point
because what I want to do is let every Member ask every question
of this witness. We want to go on now to have continuity. So let me
suggest, Senator DeConcini, why don’t we _let Senator Gorton and
Senator Bradley ask their questions and then come back to you if
you will.

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, I am going to leave, that’s
why. '

Chairman BoreN. Senator Gorton, do you mind if Senator
DeConcini asks this last question?

Chairman GorToN. Mr. Chairman, we're going to have a vote in
four minutes on the floor and I don’t want to go and to come back.

Mhairman Roeew In fonr minutes?
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Chairman Gorron. I am informed we are going to vote at 12:45,
z}lnd I have a couple of questions and a comment and I'd like to do
them,

Senator DECoNcINI. Mr. Chairman, I will submit my questions in
writing. If he wants to answer it fine if he doesn’t then——

Senator CHAFEE. Well, that was my whole point, Mr. Chairman.
Are we ever going to see the answer in writing. I mean, here we
have got the witness, we've got.the time. Can't Senator DeCon.
Cinji—— : '

Chairman BoreN. Senator Bradley said he would yield to Sena-
tor DeConcini for his questions after which, if Senator DeConcini
will wait that long, we'll let him ask his question. Then we’ll go to
Senator Bradley. Senator Gorton? '

Senator GorToN. Mr. Fiers, ] want to associate myself with the
remarks of Senator Rudman about your career, and about what
you have done for your career, and about what you have done for
your country. I regret, obviously paying a very heavy price for it. It
may very well be that our country is paying a very heavy price for
it as well. In many respects I wish you were still with the Agency.
You've made a very significant and thoughtful impression on this
Senator. at least. : S

I can also say that Senator Rudman asked the very questions
which I intended to ask so I have essentially only one. This is after
all not an Iran-Contra hearing. This is a hearing on the nomina-
tion of Mr. Gates to be DCI. : .

‘You have testified as to a wide range of facts of your dealings
with Mr. Gates. My summary question is, first would you give me
the years during which you knew him and worked with him? When
did you first meet him?

Mr. FErs. I can’t recall when I first met him. But when I first
began to work with him in an meaningful way was in the early
spring, late winter of 1986. T would put the date in March or maybe
as early as late February. .

. Senator GorToN. So in.comparison with most of your relation-
ships in the Agency your direct knowledge and working with Mr.
Gates was relatively brief?

. Mr. Fiegrs. That's correct. Yes.

Senator GORTON. Are there any facts which we ought to consider
material? Any other conversations? Any other impressions which
you have developed by reason of those personal relationships with
Mr. Gates that you have not already told us in answer to one of the
many questions which has been put to you here today? -

Mr. Figrs. None that I can think of. None that I ¢can recall. And
I've worked very hard to recall, to refresh my recollection. .

Senator GorToN. Well, Mr. Chairman, under those circumstances
since I think that’s what the individual has is relevant I have no
further questions and I'm happy to pass on.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Gorton.

Now we’ll turn to Senator DeConcini.

Senator DEConciNI. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. T want to thank
the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. Fiers, you indicated that you had one experience with Mr.
Casey where he referred to polls and the political aspects of the job
and what have you.

695

Mr. Figrs. Yes.

Senator DECONCINL. And this question leads to that. It’s just on
my mind and I had to ask it and it’s not as profound as the time
that we discussed me asking it went to. But the New York Times
reported that there were intelligence reports on members of Con-
gress, and their aides for that matter, who opposed aid to the Con-
tras. Former Congressman Mike Barnes of Maryland says Bill
Casey used the reports to try to force Barnes to back down on his
opposition to such aid. Now, based on what you told us here as to
Mr. Casey and as to Mr. Gates, did you know anything about these
reports or ever hear about these reports?

Mr. FiErs. Yes, sir, I knew a lot about those reports.

Senator DeCoNcINI. You knew about them. And is that a fair
characterization that the New York Times said?

Mr. Figrs. Fair characterization of?

Senator DECoNcINI. That there were reports, that Mr. Casey did
have them and that he did perhaps use them on Mr. Barnes? Or
with Mr. Barnes or other members or with staff?

Mr, Figrs. I discussed and was directly involved in the meeting
with Mr. Barnes.

_ Chairman BoreN. Could you say that a little more loudly.

Mr. Fiers. [ was a party to the discussion leading up to, and may
have been the causative factor in the meetings with Mr. Barnes. |
read the report. I said they were outrageous.

Senator DEConcINI. You said the report. About Mr. Barnes?

Mr. Fiers. No. About the Staff Director of the Committee—the
Subcommittee of which Mr. Barnes was Chairman. I read that
report.

Senator DECoNCINI. And what was outrageous? The accusation
that he had done something wrong?

Mr. Fiers. The nature of the relationship of his Staff Director
with the Sandanista government was to my mind outrageous.

Senator DECoNciNt. Qutrageous. Thank YOu.

Mr. Fiers. And when I made reference to my statement to both—
to the nutcracker and the nature of the situation I was in, I was
referring in part to that, in part to the Administration.

Director Casey’s approach to Barnes, | was not a party to, but I
knew about it. It’s purpose was counter—was a matter of counter-
intelligence, to make the point that we felt that there was a con-
tact between a member of Congressional staff and the Sandinistas
that was inappropriate and that information that was inappropri-
ate to be transmitted to the Sandinistas may in fact have been
transmitted, and it was an attempt to stop that.

And I think I probably caused that meeting to take place because
I drew that report to the attention of folks and urged that, within
the context of reconciliation, we try to stop this. That was when 1
was still a littie bit naive.

Senator DeCoNciNI. Now do you know anything about Mr.
Barnes’ accusation that Mr. Casey used this to get him to back off
his opposition?

Mr. Fiers. I can’t characterize the meeting. I wasn’t there. I'm
sure it was open to interpretations. Bill Casey was not the most ar-
ticulate person and how he presented it 1 Jjust don’t know and I
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Senator DEConcint. Did Bob Gates know of these reports?

Mr. FiErs. Probably.

Senator DECONCINI. Were there reports on other members of
Congress that you're aware of?

Mr. Fiers. Yes. _

Senator DeCoNcINT. And are you aware that Mr. Casey or Mr.
Gates—let’s say Mr. Casey first, approached members of Congresg
regarding these reports?

Mr. Figrs, I dg not think he did. Let me add a ve

relationships that in my view were questionable. And I must say
had an impact on me. And several times I called to the attention of
the leadership, Clair George, Casey, and maybe, I don’t recall clear-
ly, maybe Bob Gates after he became DCI, the existence of these
reports, the inappropriate nature of the contact and urged, prob-
abéye with some emotion, that something ought to be done about it.

nator DECoNciNI, Thank you. Mr. Fiers, And you don’t know
whether Mr. Gates did anything about it or not?

Mr. Figrs. I don’t recall clearly Mr. Gates being in the loop, as it
were, on that. I remember Casey was and I remember Clair George
was. I certainly know other members of the Inter-Agency Group
were aware of those reports and were equally outraged.

Senator DECoNcINI, Is it fair to say that you think Mr. Gates
was-— :

Mr. Fiers. I think he knew of them, yes.

Senator DECoNcCINI. Thank you Mr. Chairman and thank you
Senator Bradley. : :

Chairman Boren. I would say to the Senator from Arizona that

Senator DeConcint. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Doesn’t that re-
quest include whether or not there’s any record of approaching the
members?

Chairman Bogrgx. Yes, sir. .
~ Senator DeCoNcINT. And who approached them?

irman BoreN. Yes, -

Senator DeCoNcINT, Thank ou,

Chairman BoreN. We've asked for a full report on that. We have
not yet received the final report, but I anticipate we will prior to
concluding our deliberations on this nomination. We will have an
opportunity for Members to fully view that report and to ask any
additional questions in regard to it.

Senator DeConciNI. You’ll let us know, _

Chairman Boggn. Absolutely. So this will be disseminated to
Members. We'll then have a d; cussion among ourselves on how we
proceed on any information that comes from that. We'll certainly
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have an opportunity to ask any questions that it might provoke.
Let me say that there is a vote on the floor and I've notified the
cloakroom that we might be somewhat late so we can complete
with Mr. Fiers. Senator Bradley?

Senator BrapLEy. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Just following on the last sequence of questions if I could. How
many members of Congress did Mr. Casey compile dossiers on?

Mr. Fiers. Mr. Casey didn’t compile dossiers on any Members of
Congress that I know of.

Senator BRADLEY. So what is the information that you are refer-
ring to,

Mr. Fers. We are very close to where we are slipping into classi-
fied information, Mr. Chairman.

But I can say it was information collected as a result of an intel-
ligence collection operation targeted against the Sandinistas by sev-
eral U.S. government intelligence collections agencies. The by-prod-
uct—the product of that information from time to time, 5 or 6 or 7
times that I can remember, carried—had fairly specific information
pertaining to the question. Dossiers were not included on that infor-
mation. But I personally brought it to the attention on at least 2 or
3 occasions to my management.

Chairman Boren. Let me see if [ can clarify because we obvious-
ly can not discuss in open session. We certainly can, in closed ses-
sion, pursue the question of how certain intercepts or information
can be obtained. What you are saying is we know there is a prohi-
bition by law for agencies of the United States government. Cer-
tainly the Central Intelligence Agency is not to collect against
American citizens within the boundaries of the United States, It is
a foreign intelligence collection service.

Senator BrabLEY. That was my next question.

Chairman BoReN. Seondly, even our own law enforcement agen-
cies are prohibited by law for surveilling American citizens without
appropriate safeguards including court orders, and probable cause,
and all of those protections.

What I understand you to be saying is that the information
which came either to the Central Intelligence Agency or to other
government agencies, let us speculate the FBI or others, was relat-
ed to collection against foreign governments. Information about
conversations or meetings American citizens might have had with
those foreign governments was a by-product of a targeted foreign
surveillance, or surveillance of a foreign government. Is that a fair
way of saying it?

Mr. Fiegrs. That is exactly right. And I might add to be definitive
and for the record, there were no collection operations targeted
that I know of against Members of Congress.

Chairman Boren. In which they were the target?

Mr. Fiers. For which they were the target, that's right.

Chairman BoreN. But there was information which flowed from
the targeting of foreign governments and officials which did pick
up some relationships with members of Congress?

Mr. Figrs. Yes.

Chairman BoreN. And that is the information that you have
been talking about?

Mr. FiERs. Yes.
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Chairman Boren. I take this matter very seriously. I read these
accusations in the press and we have on behalf of the Committee
requested a full report with' the assistance of all of those in_both
major agencies involved. We should be getting that. I apologize to
my colleague, I just wanted to sort of set the stage to what my un-
derstanding of it was, '

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman I only
have two questions for Mr. Fiers. First, it is good to see you again.

Mr. Fiers. Nice to see you.

Senator BRADLEY. I wonder if you could clear up something for
me that I have wondered about since 1987. In early 1987, there was
a press report that CIA helicopters had been used to transport ma-
terials to Contra camps inside Nicaragua along the border. And I
then called Bob Gates and asked him to check, told him I thought
he had a problem, and check with Clair George, who was at that
time on a trip. The call came back that, no, there was no problem.
And I then said, well I think you have to look harder. He then
came back a couple of weeks later and said, yes, there was a prob-
lem. ' '

Can you shed any light on these events since you are intimately
associated with them? ‘

Mr. Fiers. Absolutely. I think I can.

Senator Brabiey. Would you please. L

Mr. Figrs. Yes. In February, I believe, of 19—this is going to take
a little while, so if you have a vote and you want to take a quick
recess and return, Mr. Chairman?

Chairman BoreN. They told us they would hold the vote another
10 minutes. L i

Mr. Figrs. Well I think I can do it quickly. I can do it in 10 min-
utes. :

Chairman BoreN. Well, this is an important q,uestion and I want
you to take as much time as you need. No, let’s not rush on this

int. ' :

ImSenator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased to go quick-
ly and vote and come back.

Chairman BoreN. Let’s take a very brief recess.

Senator BRADLEY. About five minutes.

Chairman BorgN. Let's take a very brief recess, we’'ll go vote and
come back. If any other members of the Committee wish to address
any final questions to Mr. Fiers, they should return at that time
because we intend to complete this testimony and begin with Mr.
McMabhon this afternoon. _

We will stand in brief recess.

[A brief recess was taken from 12:56 p.m. until 1:12 p.m.] o

Chairman Boren. I would ask the witness to resume his position
and others to clear the well. _ )

We will begin and again I want to thank the witness for his pa-
tience. We have gone through quite an example of physical endur-
ance today. We went almost 4 hours without stopping. o

Just for the record, does the witness understand that he is still
testifying under oath?

Mr. Fiers. Yes. ] ]

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much. We were in the midst
of Senator Bradley’s questioning. Perhaps it would be good for Sen-
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ator Bradley to restate his question before we g0 on to the answer,
at least so this Senator can remember the question.

Senator BRADLEY. The Chairman’s candor is——

The question was in 1987, there was a pbress report that CIA heli-
copters were used to transport arms illegally and certainly against
l(;L*}i regulations to Contras within Nicaragua, along the Honduran

order.

I called Bob Gates, said could you ask Clair George who is in the
area—I think you have a problem. Bob Gates called back, said no
problem. I said, you better look harder. Called back a couple of
weeks later, said yes, there is a problem,

And T asked Mr. Fiers, since he was there if he could kind of
broaden my knowledge of what happened during this period of
time, and in particular, anything he might add about the first no.

Mr. Fiers. I am not quite sure where the Senator got his first
glimpse into this problem, and we won’t explore it.

Senator BRADLEY. I got it from a newspaper,

Mr. Fiers. Okay.

Senator BrapLEY. | got it from a newspaper story. That was the
pretext of the inquiry.

Mr. Fiers. Right. Okay. Let me for edification of the American
people and the press start out by saying that the events we are
about to discuss were not related to Iran-Contra and the diversion.
They were quite separate from that.

In many press reports, touching on this issue, one recent—not
too long ago, they got all tangled in. These were issues of, if you
will, violation of the Mrazek amendment, which prohibited CIA en-
tities in the $100 million program, the authorized program of unen-
cumbered aid to supply equipment within or to have advisors for
other than the purposes of collecting intelligence within, I think it
was a 20 mile radius of the Sandinista border.

Clair George and I took a trip to Central America in I think Feb-
ruary of 1987. It was after the Iran-Contra affair was in full blow.
We flew down. One of the stops was at the Agency facilities—one
of the Agency facilities that we were using to supply the Contras.
And along the way we had given sort of briefings on what was hap-
pening about the affair and said if you had knowledge of activities
that are questionable let us know now.

And there was a conversation about which there was some con-
troversy between me and one of our officers, a site chief, and Clair
and one of our site chiefs, and I can’t reconstruct that conversation
entirely, but it left the impression that there might be some prob-
lem there. .

We then looked at it, at that point, in kind of a cursory fashion.
Is there a problem? Well, we don't see one. Then as I recall and
construct the chronology, your request came, Senator, and this is
subject to some variance, because it is almost 5 years since it took
place, or 4, but then your request came.

We went back down, we asked the same questions of the same
people and we got negative answers again. No, there is no problem.

Then there was an article that appeared in the Boston Globe
that showed the picture, a very bad picture, of a private benefactor
in one of our airplanes, or vice a versa, one of our people in a pri-
vate benefactor airplane. And I called in my compliance officer,
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and said look at this. And we brought the site chief back up and I
sat him down in my office——

Chairman BorgN. The site chief?

Mr. Fiers. The site chief.

Chairman Boren. Right.

Mr. Fiegs. I sat him down in my office and I said this is your last
chance. You can tell the whole truth, everything from top to
bottom about what went on down there, now and nothing will
happen to you. But if you don’t and later on something happens,
something comes out, you are in trouble. You are not in trouble
now.

That site chief went down and talked to the IG and the whole
story came out at that point in time.

And the story essentially was that from a point in time, I don't
know when, our helicopters which were used to ferry people to and
from the forward site areas and for administrative purposes, were
used to transport food and clothing from one forward Contra base
to a more advanced Contra base. Because although they were only
10 miles apart as the crow flies, they were like 2 days on a mule,
and it was a tremendous logistics problem to move the food, sup-
plies, support for 10,000 people, or however many were there—
thousands—over that distance.

And the overall chief had sanctioned, apparently, the issue of
these helicopters to fly the food from site A to site B—all within—
outside Nicaragua, but within the 20 mile limit. And that was
done, as I understand it on the basis of the IG Report, which I had
no reason to doubt, without the knowledge and approval of the
COS, on the authority of the site chief and the base chief who was
the fellow responsible for the management of the Contra program.
The first time around we didn’t get the truth from our people. The
second time around, when we had the newspaper article, we sat
them down and we got the truth.

_That’s when Bob Gates came back several weeks later. I put that
kind of in late April really. That's my recollection. And said, yeah,
we've got a problem. That base chief was relieved of his duties, and
was one of the two people that was ultimately retired from the
Agency. His retirement had nothing to do with what we know as
IranContra. It had to do with violations of the Mrazek Amend-
ment. Does that——

Senator BRaDLEY. Yes, thank you very much. That makes it a
little clearer than a call reversing a position in a matter of weeks.

I've got one other question for you, Mr. Fiers, and that is, other
than Iran-Contra, have you been aware of any covert activities by
the CIA since 1985 that were not authorized by a Presidential Find-
ing.

Mr. Fiers. That—I'm not quite—the answer to the question in its
larger sense is not, but there's an area that I discussed I think
that’s largely classified with the Committee staff that is open to
some question. And I've discussed that with Committee staff. And
It was not—it is open to some question and I think it's probably
better pursued in a closed session. And I would characterize it this
way. It's questionable.

Senator BrApLEY. Fine.
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Mr. Fiers. But I'd be willing to pursue that with you. I think it's
appropriately done in another session.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, we'll wait until we get to a classified ses-
sion. Thank you very much.

Chairman BoreN. Any other questions, Senator Bradley?

Senator BraDLEY. No more questions.

Chairman Boren. No other Members of the Committee have in-
dicated to me that they have other questions of this witness. So,
again, Mr. Fiers, let me express the appreciation of the Committee
for your being here today and being very candid in the answers to
our questions. Your testimony is very important to us in our delib-
erations and in meeting our responsibility. Having sat as a
Member of the special Iran-Contra Committee as well, I think in
many ways we received from your testimony today a clearer under-
standing of many of the events that took place during this period
of time than we had even at the conclusion of those hearings. So,
the information that you've given us is very, very helpful to us in
terms of our understanding.

Several Members of the Committee have expressed to me in our
own informal discussions in the course of your testimony today
their admiration for much of the fine work that you did at the
Agency. The contribution you made to cur country and also, their
sympathetic understanding of the difficult position in which you
found yourself. I think that all who have observed these proceed-
ings this morning will have a better understanding of the kinds of
difficulties that many people down in the Agency had in coping
with the situation. It's one of the reasons why I felt so strongly and
felt that I've been correct in stating that a very strong oversight
process, must have very clear procedures within the Agency and
clear oversight procedures that are effective. This is one of the rea-
sons we wanted an independent audit, one of the reasons why we
wanted an independent Inspector General and other steps. Rather
than being something that was a negative action, it will in many
ways in the future stand as a protection for professional officers
trying to assure that they wouldn’t be placed in these kinds of situ-
ations in the future. There would always be the knowledge of ev-
eryone concerned that there was an effective oversight procedure
in place and that answers would have to be given to the Congress,
as well as internal answers to the Inspector General and others on
an independent basis within the Agency. We might prevent some
of these tragedies and personal tragedies as well in the future.
Your testimony also underlines the importance of setting up these
safeguards to the best that we can set them up. A strong oversight
process is really a protection to professionals in the Agency.

Mr. Fiers. Thank you very much for those comments as they
relate to me, and I'd like to say that having been part of the over-
sight process after the events we've talked about—the Iran-Contra
events took place—I can only say it was a positive experience. You
know how many times I've appeared in front of the Committee,
and I always went away an enriched and better manager for those
sessions. And I think the course that you've embarked upon is ex-
actly the right one for the country, and I'm impressed with, once
again, the fairness and the thoroughness of the Committee. It's
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been a pleasure appearing before you, and 1 hope it’s been of some
value to you in your deliberations.

Chairman BoreNn. Thank you very much.

I'm told Senator Cranston has one last question. I know you'd be
disappointed if we let you leave without one last question. It
always kind of reminds me of the press. They always want to take
at least two pictures of a politician for the newspaper: I'm told
that's because the first one might have been good. So we don't
want to let you go without one last question, Senator Cranston,
we're happy to recognize you. '

Senator CransTON. Thank you very much. Let me first say I
wish that some of our colleagues who are Senators were present be-
cause I wanted to ask them what they think of a policy that if you
hire an attorney you are in deep trouble.

Mr. Polgar, who will be before us later today, accuses Bob Gates
of, quote, “not telling the truth,” unquote, when he said the CIA
did not want to know how the Contras were being funded. Polgar
then cites a message that you sent to ths field and the testimony of
two field managers in Central America. The message you sent on
January 26, 1986 stated that, quote, “field managers must have
their finger on everything that the resistance forces are doing,” un-
quote. And the field managers testified that they reported regular-
Iy on Contra resupply operations and assisted them in obtaining
flight clearances.

So, what I want to ask you is this. How do you assess Mr. Pol-
gar’s allegation that Bob Gates was not telling the truth when he
testified that CIA people, quote, “actively shunned information,”
unquote, and, quote, “did not want to know how the Contras were
being funded,” unquote, and, quote, “actively discouraged people
from telling those things.”

Mr. Figrs. 1 divide it into two tiers. Tier one, that was—the mes-
sage that you are making reference to was an admonition to my
field commanders, that I wanted to make sure that they were in
control, that they knew what was happening, that spurious ele-
ments—and the spurious element in particular was—two of them
come to mind. One was, I think a 3206 or 3602 Brigade, which was
a remnant of the Bay of Pigs organization that was made up of sol-
diers of fortune. And the Civilian Military Assistance Group, oper-
ating out of someplace in Alabama, that was another soldier of for-
tune group. They were always mucking around trying to get their
fingers in the pie, and I wanted to make sure we knew what was
happening and that we kept our colleagues—and I really mean col-
leagues and friends with the resistance—out of harm’s way. And
that I had a good understanding of what was flowing to the Con-
tras, what was happening to the Contras in terms of the supply op-
erations.

So, we wanted to know on the field end in detail what was hap-
pening. But when it came to trying to pierce the veil for where the
funding was coming from, it stopped. We did not go after the rest
of the trail as ferociously or as thoroughly as we should have. Let
me give you an example. We knew--and I think I've testified to
this to the other body—that the trail-—the money trail—went to
bank accounts in the Cayman Islands. And we didn’t push beyond
the Cayman Islands to find out where it came from.
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i Boren. That’s the private funding of the Contras?
g/ﬁ-alll‘.‘l;rrl:ig Private funding of the Contras. Yes, the private fund-
ing of the Contras. There were other tidbits. Had we been run-
ning—had I been running a thorough 1nvest1gat,1ve operation 1;8 lén-
cover that, I probably could have. And that’s what BOt;'t :5;.t §S
means by we backed away from it. Another example was after : e
private benefactors were at the transshipment base I made r? clelr
ence to and had gone through the metamorphosis and werf 31 3{;
private benefactors, it would not have been hard to penet;fzz e ?
veil and to find out who was behind them. We told our officers to
from them. ,
St%; giec‘iyit, one, to keep them out of harm’s way and to keep thg;g
from crossing the lines. And, two, so that knowledge Fhathw§ 3 (;b
not want in our head didn’t get in our head. And that's vtv a
Gates was referring to. And I hope that answers your ques 10;1.d on
Senator CRANSTON. It does. And as others have cg)mmefn (lal o
what you've done today, I want to thank you also. First of a c’l'f?’
the risks you've taken for your country. I recognize the \iery 11; tl-
cult problems you faced at one point in your career, and thwanco(z
say that you've been very helpful to us today, and I hjopeh &a 1z;-(aedag
nition you've gotten todaly, and the opportunity you've had today,
ul to you also. o )
ha&l:?%E};l.pft hasybeen, and lit’sl;been a positive experience that
've waited for for five years. Thank you. ' )
' V((la‘hairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Mr. F1er1\sd. hWe vglllll
begin the testimony this afternoon at 2:30 with Mr. Mc la on‘,N : 1el_
former Deputy Director. He will be followed by Mr. Po gzﬂ. eld
then take a recess for about an hour over the dinner hour. 1W(‘élfl30
be my plan to come back and then work until approximately o:
tonight. We'll endeavor to try to get through those Wltrﬁsse% “;3
have scheduled. In addition, we have Admlral Inman,‘l 'r.t fh
and Mr. Allen. Maybe some of those might go over unti 1tn 0 h ;a
morning, but we will plan to work into the evening hours tonight.
Agair}, 1 thax(llk_ the witness.
in recess. _ o
gﬁgiﬁn, at 1:30 p.m., the Committee stood in recess until 2:30
the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

. . . int. For
hairman BoreN. We will resume our hearings at this point. Fc
thg benefit of my colleagues, we will proceed in the gaﬁn& W?;elrr;
terms of questioning of this witness as we proceeded Wll)t ril rs
this morning. Would the staff please inform the Members who a
ir way back here.
ongﬁzirt‘ivleywitness has given his opening comments, and after the
Vice Chairman and I have laid down certain basic questions as ﬁ
background to frame further guestions by the Membersl, \Eg (;min
then go to 10 minute rounds of q}liitm(r}ls ungltczzethe early bir
earance by Members of the Committee. _
ort‘i;; (\):i?lpll?otate accojtl*ding to the order in which Membt;)z: a:}-lrwg
at this meeting, and we will then continue until all Mem b;s ?:Yll
had a chance. We will go back to additional rounds if Members st1

have questions before we complete.
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Let me say, I very much appreciate our witness changing his
schedule. He was due to leave earlier in the day and he has al-
ready changed his schedule once to accommodate the Members of
the Committee.

Our next witness this afternoon is John McMahon, who is an old
and valued friend of this committee. Mr. McMahon was a career
officer who held the meost senior positions in CIA, including being
the Deputy Director for Operations and the Deputy Director for In-
telligence before becoming .the Deputy DCI under Mr. Casey in
June of 1982. : .

He served in that capacity for almost 4 years, until February
1986, when after 34 years in the Central Intelligence Agency, he
left to take a job in the private sector.

John McMahon was and is the quintessential intelligence profes-
sional, intimately familiar with all aspects of the business, and a
man of uncommon good sense and fortitude. It is really a pleasure
and a privilege, Mr. McMahon, for me to welcome you back on
behalf of the Committee.

The Members of this Committee have the utmost respect for you
and appreciation for the service which you have rendered to our
country. _

To provide some context herein so far as Mr. Gates is concerned,

Mr. McMahon was deputy to Mr. Casey when Mr. Gates was the
Deputy Director for Intelligence, responsible for CIA analysis and
production. :
. Mr. McMahon thus is in a position to comment on Mr. Gates’
performance in this position. Mr. McMahon also was in on the be-
ginning of what later was called the Iran-Contra affair. In the fall
of 1985, as the record shows, he became aware of the Administra-
tion’s effort to gain the release of hostages by approving the Israeli
sale of United States weapons in Iran. o

In November he learned after the fact that the CIA had provided
assistance to a flight which had carried 18 Hawk missiles from Tel
Aviv to Tehran. Mr. McMahon insisted that a Finding be obtained
from the President, retroactively authorizing such an activity.

He chaired a meeting which Mr. Gates attended on December 5,
1985 where the November flight was discussed, and it was noted
that a finding had been signed retroactively authorizing CIA’s as-
sistance and where it was stated that future shipments were likely.
Now Mr. Gates has testified that this was his first exposure to the
Iran arms sales program.

After the January 17, 1986 Finding had been signed, authorizing
the arms sales to Iran and the provision of intelligence, Mr. McMa-
hon sent a cable to Director Casey strongly objecting to this oper-
ation in general and objecting to. the provision of intelligence in
particular, . 7

Our record shows that Mr. Gates joined him in objecting to Mr.
Poindexter with respect to the provision of intelligence as part of
this operation. A month later Mr. McMahon decided to retire from
his position voluntarily at the CIA.

John, again, we are grateful for your willingness to participate in
these proceedings, and inasmuch as we are in the midst of a confir-
mation process, I know you understand we must take all testimony
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under oath. So I would ask that you stand and be sworn at this
time.

Chairman BoreN. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you
are about to give is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. McMa=non. I do.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much. You may be seated. We
would welcome at this time any statements that you might like to
make, opening statement, and then we wili turn to questioning
from the Committee.

TESTIMONY OF JOHN McMAHON, FORMER DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

Mr. McManoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do have a very brief
statement, and in response to the Committee’s request, 1 have also
dictated a classified statement to some pertinent questions which
the Committee had and that I believe has been delivered to the
Committee’s staff so you may have that for your record. :

Chairman BogreN. Yes, it will be received as part of our full
record. o

Mr. McManoN. Mr. Chairman, as in the past, it is an honor to
appear before this Committee and I welcome the opportunity to
speak on behalf of the confirmation of Robert Gates as Director of
Centra!l Inteiligence. ) )

It is my judgment that Bob Gates is uniquely qualified for the
position. He has a thorough appreciation of the Intelligence Com-
munity as well as the Central Intelligence Agency and he is well-
attuned to the intelligence needs of the President, the Washington
policy-makers and the Congress. _ ' )

His experience in serving four Presidents during his career as
well as holding key assignments in CIA provide a unique back-drop
to his current understanding of world affairs, prompting my con-
clusion that he could assume the leadership of the Intelligence
Community with a running start. )

I have known Bob Gates to be an individual of extraordinary
competence and the utmost integrity. I urge your favorable confir-
mation of Mr. Gates and I would now be happy to answer any ques-
tions the committee may have.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Mr. McMahon.

I want to ask several questions that will give some background
and perspective to questions that other Members of the Committee
may want to ask in some detail. ]

Now you were Bill Casey's deputy from January 1982 until Feb-
ruary 1986——

Mr. McMaHoN. I believe it was June '82.

Chairman Boren. June 1982 until February '86, about 4 years.
Mr. Gates stint as Mr. Casey’s Deputy lasted only about 8 months
in contrast, although an eventful 8 months it was.

For the entire period you were deputy, Mr. Gates was the Deputy
Director for Intelligence, I believe. So it would appear to me that
you have been uniquely situated, both in terms of knowing Mr.
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Casey and in terms of knowing Mr. Gates, to give us some informa-
tion.

We have talked a lot at these hearings about being the man in
the middle, but at least from 1982 until 1986 in some ways, you
%ould be defined as the man in the middle as the deputy to Mr.

asey.

So 1 want to get to some specific points at issue and ask for your
opinion.of them. Firgt, Mr. Gates has testified that he first became
aware of the -speculation that proceeds from the Iran arms sale
may have gone to the Contras on October 1, 1986,

We have Mr. Fiers’ testimony that when he reported this to Mr.
Clair George, Mr. George replied that he, Fiers, was now “one of a
handful of people who knew.” We have Colonel North’s testimony
previously in other forums that Mr. Casey knew.

If Mr. Casey knew, and if Mr. George knew, in your opinion, is it
posg(i)l&)%e that Mr. Gates, as Deputy DCI, did not know during this
period? : :

Mr. McMasonN. I think it is quite probable that he didn’t know,
and I will say from two standpoints. One is that this operation was
not a CIA operation. The Finding directed us to support the oper-
-ation and we did that. All the shots were called out of the NSC:
where flights went, when they went, how they went, what they car-
ried, who paid whom, was not under the control of CIA whatsoever.

We were simply in the “you call, we haul” situation; and I can
readily accept the fact that given that state of operation within the
Agency where we had a Finding from the President directing us to
provide the support, and once that support mechanism was in
place, there were very little decisions for the Agency to make.

So I don’t see why decisions would have to bubble up through the
system so to speak, in order to carry out the responsibility of the
Finding,

Now when it came to the off-line operation of diversion of funds,
that was strictly over at the NSC side of the house, and what the
Agency learned of that was not part of the operational support
that the Agency was providing, and therefore, it was, I am sure it
was treated as, do you know this or do you know that? :

And I see it very credibly acceptable that that would not flow
back through the chain of command. So when Bob Gates said that
he was unaware of the diversion under 1 October 1986, I have the
utmost confidence that that is the truth.

The other standpoint that I want to mention and that blends
with some of the comments that I have read and heard about in
the press is you must remember that when Gates came in and he
came in April '82, I actually left, Mr. Chairman, March 29, 1986,
Gates came in April '86, that when I came to that job I had about 4
years of running the DDO. :

So I knew every operation in the Agency. I knew most of the
people, certainly all of the senior people and I knew how the DDO
ticked. When Bob Gates came to that job, he came out of the DDI
ngc}l was always separated from the operational aspects of the

ency.

So when he came in, he had to learn a lot of things and the Iran-
Contra was just a very small piece of what the Agency was in-
volved in and I can see where Bob wasn’t brought into the confi-
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dence of what was going on there. He had no reason to know that
something like this was going on, and therefore, I accept his state-
ment with great confidence.

Chairman BoreN. Mr. Gates has also testified that he was not
aware of the actions alleged by Mr. Fiers, that Mr. George had or-
dered Mr. Fiers to limit the Congressional testimony in the Hasen-
fus flight. Again, I quote Mr. Fiers testimony: “Sc as not to put the
spotlight on the Administration.” ) )

If this is true, do you think Mr. George would have directed him
to limit his testimony without the direction or clearance of the DCI
or of Mr. Gates as Deputy DCI?

Mr. McManon. I would only have to speculate on that, M;.
Chairman, and if you accept my premise to start with, that this
was a White House operation, I could see why that happened.

I think it is extremely unfortunate, but I could see that happen-
ing without it ever getting to Gates.

Chairman BoreN. Mr. Gates also testified that he was not aware
of Colonel North's operational role in the private resupply network
being operated out of Ilopango Air Base in El Salvador for much of
1986, until the Hasenfus plane went down in October.

Mr. Fiers has testified that he assumed Mr. Gates was at least
somewhat aware of Mr. North’s role with the private aid to the
Contras. He remembers a conversation with Mr, Gates regarding
the purchase of assets from the private benefactors at about the
time that Congress was about to reauthorize the aid to the Contras.
There was some discussion about whether or not some of that
money that had been authorized by Congress should be used to buy
some equipment from the private benefactors. )

Do you think it is possible that Mr. Gates could not specifically
have known of Mr. North's operational role, even if he knew about
general rumors that Mr. North was talking with the private bene-
factors and as he put it, hand-holding with them and talking with
them about private fund-raising? o

Mr. McManoN. I would have to revert to my own situation in
that case. There was a great deal of chatter on the streets in Wash-
ington that there was the private effort being engineered out of the
NSC and White House to fill the void through private contribu-
tions to help the contras.

I think you would have to be immune not to know that that was
going on. But one thing that I was very careful not to do was to
explore what was going on. I lived, since 1975 and 1976 with the
sting of the Pike-Church hearings still ringing in my ears on what
happened there to the Agency when the Agency followed the Presi-
dent’s Directive involving Americans.

So we were really tuned to stay away from anything that was
American, and we had even a great deal of problems getting infor-
mation that would involve drugs coming out of Mexico that in-
volved Americans, and finally it was sorted out with the Attorney
General and Justice Department how we can handle that.

But most of the employees, if not all of the employees in CIA
didn’'t want to know what any American was doing in support of
the Contras, and I can recall myself as well as Bill Casey testifying
in Congress that we didn't want to know because if we were ever



called in a hearing and asked the question, we would tell what we
know, and that is why we avoided it.

So the fact that, you know, Mr. Gates may have had a sense of it,
that sense was what every other citizen within the Beltway knew
and not necessarily from his perspective as DDCL. ‘

Chairman BoreN. In November 1986, Mr. Gates was left to pull
together what the CIA knew of the Iran operation to prepare Mr.
Casey for his testimony before the Committee on November 21st.
When that testimony was prepared, it did not mention several key
facts and Mr. Casey, whether intentionally or unintentionally, pro-
vided misleading or inaccurate responses to a number of questions
he was asked at the hearing. _

Mr. Gates testified that he essentially gave responsibility for the
statement over to Mr. Casey the day before the testimony. He
worked on pulling together some data. His testimony to us was
that he left and later that evening, but before the testimony the
next morning, Mr. Casey and others made some addifional
changes. _

This seems to be borne out by the Committee’s inquiry. However,
he says, and we questioned him about this, that he never went
back to find out what the statement actually said. In other words,
having worked on it to some degree, he never went back to find out
what Bill Casey actually said when he went to the Committee nor
did he check to see how Mr. Casey responded to questions.

Does that seem curious to you that Mr. Gates did not go back,
after having worked on the statement, to find out, well, what did
Mr. Casey actually say and how did he respond to questions like
those that came from Senator Leahy and others?

Mr. McMaHoN. I know for a fact that I don't think that Bill
Casey ever took any statement that he didn’t rework in his own
words. In fact, he did that with just about any paper that came
before him. . .

If you are referring to the testimony that was given before the
Senate Select Committee——

Chairman BoreN. Yes, sir.

Mr. McMa#nON. I can tell you that when I came back to testify
myself, I went into our legislative liaison to see what was going on,
what was happening in the Committees, and Mr. Griese, who was
the legislative liaison said to me, did you see what Casey said in his
testimony?

I said no and so he showed me a paragraph where Casey said
that I had approved the flight, but then had insisted on a Finding.
So I went boiling into Casey’s office and said, Bill, that is not true
and I am going down there and change that record. He said, well, I
thought that is the way it is, you know, Bob drafted the thing for
me, and all like that.

So I went running into Gates’ office and he said, look, I got that
from the DDO. They are the ones that passed that up to me. So I
said, well, that is wrong. So Casey called in Dave Griese and he
said, look, tell the Committee that I misspoke and that McMahon
had not approved that flight.

He said, John, I thought I was doing you a favor. I was making
you a hero that you insisted on the Finding, and I said I don’t
worry about the Finding. I said, I didn’t approve that flight. And so
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he said, fine, and he—as the records show, he withdrew, said he
misspoke.

So if Gates had kind of followed that through he would have
been more much attuned to what Casey was doing and saying, than
what he reacted when I, in a fit of emotion went into him.

So I can see very well that he would hand it through the door to
Casey and after that, it was Casey’s statement.

Mr. Boren. You think, in fact, based upon his reaction to you
when you came back and later objected to some items in it——

Mr. McMaHoN. Right——

Chairman BoreN.You think he hadn’t reviewed what was actual-
ly said?

yMr. McManon. I don’t think so. There is not a cause and effect
of what I said to that conclusion, but I just don’t think he would
have done it. He might have seen the statement later, but once you
work on a statement to Congress, it usually just makes its way up.

Chairman BoreN. Let me take you to another area. Mr. Gates
has testified that his first exposure to the Iran arms sales, not the
diversion, but the Iran arms sales, came in a meeting in your office
on December 5th, 1 believe that would be 1985.

Mr. McMaHoN. That’s correct.

Chairman BorgN. Do you recall this meeting?

Mr. McMasoN. I sure do.

Chairman Boren. Do you recall Mr. Gates being involved in this
matter at any time prior to December 5th?

Mr. McManon. No, I don't recall Bob being involved in that, and
in fact, I don't recall anybody being invelved because the flight
only happened on the 23rd of November, I think, and I found about
it on the 25th and after that we were pushing to get the Finding
through the White House.

There is, and the reason why this is so clear to me after all these
years, is I have done a lot of work preparing for questions from the
Independent Counsel. So what you see isn’t my memory, it’s the re-
freshment of my memory.

During the course of that day, the 5th, I received a call from Ad-
miral Poindexter at 7:30 in the morning. And it is obvious at that
time, although I don't remember it that way, but it is obviou_s what
happened. He tasked me for a meeting that I was to have with the
President, Secretary Shultz, and Secretary Weinberger on T Decem-
ber.

So I took all of that tasking and called a meeting later that after-
noon with Mr. Gates and Bob Layton who is in the DDI, some DDQO
people and my executive assistant was there. And I went through
the tasking that I wanted to get pumped up on so I could have the
meeting with the President.

And I went down a litany of items that obviously Poindexter had
passed on that he wanted some answers to, and it was at that
meeting that I think Bob Gates became apprised of the Iran ship-
ment.

Chairman BoreN. So as far as you know, that was his first
knowledge of this matter?

Mr. McMasoN. The best I can tell.

Chairman Boren. Let me go back to that December meeting
then that you convened where Mr. Gates is present. In this regard,
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Mr. Clair George testified before the Iran-Contra Committees. Let
me quote his testimony on this, “In September of '85, Bill Casey
had me, John McMahon, Bob Gates in his office, and Bill Casey
said, this is September of '85, ‘I have just had a strange meeting at
the White House. Bud McFarlane informs me that the Israelis
have approached them. The Israelis have established a contact
with Iranian interests and these contacts could lead to the opening
of a dialogue with certain Iranians and the release of the hostages.
But the Israelis have one demand. The CIA not be informed.” And
there was a twinkle in Casey’s eye and he said, ‘I wonder what in
hell this is all about.”” .

That is a quote from Mr. George’s testimony about a meeting he
recalls happening back in September. Do you have any recollection
of a meeting where these kinds of comments were made?

Mr. McManon. I don't recall that meeting, nor the specific com-
ments, but it was no surprise to me that the Israelis were trying to
help the Iranians. In fact, on a trip that I had to Israel, I will put
in the 1979-1989 time frame, they—well, maybe a little later than
that, but it was in the early '80 time frame, they approached me
on,’didn’t I believe that Iran was strategic and they need spare
ge:iris hje;nd help, and don’t you think it would be a good idea.if we

i .

And my response was, well, this is something that the Prime
Minister ought to take up with the President. It is beyond my pay
grade. And then I advised the Ambassador that the Israelis were
thinking this way.

Then during the course of the summer we had snippets of intelli-
gence that the Israelis were trying to use aircraft or things to fly
aircraft into Iran and in fact, at one point in time, someone that
we believed was tied to the Israelis tried to hire our proprietary to
fly some stuff in. '

So we knew that the Israelis were active and though 1 don't
recall that meeting, it wouldn’t surprise me one bit.

Chairman BoreN. So you don’t recall that specific meeting, but
you do know there were conversations about the Israelis wanting
us to get in the business of helping the Iranians in some way.

Mr. McMaHON. Right, and in fact, in November, I was in a meet-
ing with Bud McFarlane and Casey and when the meeting broke
up, I walked out to the outer office and was talking to the secretar-
ies and Casey was standing at the door talking to McFarlane and
coming back in the car he said to me, did you hear what Bud said
1I:0 me? I said no. He said, the Israelis want to ship some arms into

Iran.

Chairman BoreN. Do you know whether Mr. Gates had informa-
tion about the Israelis wanting us to help the Iranians in some
way, during this period, prior to the December 5th meeting?

Mr. McMaHoON. Not that I know of, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Boren. I go back to your earlier statement, as far as
you know, at least in terms of specifically providing them with the
arms, the December 5th meeting was the first time——

Mr. McMAHON. Probably the first one.

Chairman BoreN. As far as you know, that is the first time Mr.
Gates knew?

Mr. McMagoN. That’s correct.
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Chairman Boren. The Iran Finding was signed on January 17,
1986, which authorized CIA participation in the arms sale and au-
thorized CIA to provide intelligence to Iran. Did you discuss this
Finding with Mr. Gates? o ) ]

Mr. McMagoN. I sure did, particularly on providing the intelli-
gence. In fact, I recall talking to him about the direction that I re-
ceived from Poindexter and the document that he shoyved me, that
the President had signed the Finding, and Bob commiserated with
me on this because he didn’t like this operation or the thought of it
at all. We just didn’t think it had any future. ) ' )

In fact, he was the one that passed me the intelligence briefs
that I used with the President, where I told the President that
there weren’t any moderates in Iran, that all of them had been
slaughtered by Khomeini and that whatever arms were passed to
the Iranians would end up in the front against the Iraqis. S0 he
and 1 were of one mind from this, and when I sent Bill Casey that
cable that you referred to on the 24th of January, 1 had. Bob Gatgs
in mind when I said, every one here in headquarters thinks this is
a lousy idea. o ] o

Chairman BoreN. So Mr. Gates joined you in opposing it and
indeed helped give you information to use in arguing against
the—

Mr. McMauon. That's correct.

Chairman Boren [continuing]. What has come to be the Iran
arms Sl?ie%d progra%.h o .

r. McManon. That’s correct. )

ghairman BoreN. Let me quote a little bit from this cable that
you sent to Mr. Casey on January 24, 1986, “Everyone here at
headquarters advises against this operation not only because we
feel that the principal involved, I believe Mr. Ghorbanifar, is a liar
and has a record of deceit. But secondly, we would be aiding and

ting the wrong people. o ‘
abg{: mget with PogiII:de)It)ter this afternoon to appeal his direction
that we provide this intelligence, pointing out not only the fragility
of the ability of the principal to deliver, but also the fact that we
were tilting in the direction which could cause the Iranians to have
a successful offense against the Iraqis with cataclysmic res‘ults. _

“Poindexter did not dispute our rationale or our analysis, but in-
sisted that it was an opportunity that should be explored. Hence, in
spite of our counsel to the contrary, we are proceeding to follow out
orders as so authorized in the Finding.”

And you said, when you talked about everyone at headquarters,
that included Mr. Gates. ) _

Mr. McManoN. He was a principal, yes, sir. _

Chairman BoreN. Did Mr. Casey ever respond to this cable?

Mr. McManon. He didn’t initially and I asked that our commu-
nications people send me a response that Casey had read it. He was
in one station and I didn’t get a reply. I then knew he moved on to
a second station, so I sent it to him there and insisted that I get a
reply. And I got a reply saying Casey has read the cable but there
was no advice or reaction to it. _

Chairman BorgN. Since he had not replied but you knew he had
read it, and because you said at the end of the cable, in spite of our
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counsel, we're proceeding to follow the orders and provide the in-
telligence, so you were left just to go ahead with this. ,

Mr. McMasoN. That’s right. And I had the assurance from Poin-
dexter that the Attorney General had reviewed the Finding and
said it was legal. And I also saw the President’s personal signature.

Chairman Boren. Did you do anything else to try to stop this at
this point? ,

Mr. McMaHon. Not at that point in time. We—when it came to
the time for the provision of intelligence, which was maybe within
a week or so after that, Ollie North came over to my office, it was
a Saturday morning, and Bob Gates was with me. And we had been
asked to prepare some ‘Photography for the front. We had been
asked that our folks prepare artist’s drawings of the Iraqi disposi-
tions. And when Ollie came in, we said to him, look, we don’t want
to provide photography. That reveals too much. It reveals the capa-
bilities of our system. Let us give them line drawings.

And Ollie said, okay, fine, we'll give them line drawings. And
then Bob and I talked, and I don’t know whether it was Bob’s idea
or mine, but we said let’s pick out an area where there is ground
truth so that when you give it to the Iranians, they know you're
giving them valid information. But let's pick a place that will have
no value as far ag a breakthrough from a battle standpoint.

And Ollie said okay. So we gave him what he wanted and I guess
he went down to pass it on. :

Chairman Boren. So you failed, in essence, to convince the Di-
rector armed in part with arguments Mr. Gates helped prepare for
you. You failed to convince the National Security Advisor, Mr,
Poindexter, that this ought to be stopped. From your point of view,
this -being unwise you were trying to minimize the real value of
what you were giving to them.

Mr. McMasoN. That’s correct.

Chairman Boren. Do you feel at this point that there was any-
thing else that you or Mr. Gates could have done to try to stop this
operation? _

Mr. McMasonN. No, I think when you have assurances that the
Attorney General said it was legal, when you have a Presidential
Directive which was within the dictates of the Hughes-Ryan
Amendment, we have little choice but either do it or resign.

Chairman Boren. You left the Agency not too long after this
began. Without probing too much into your own personal motiva-
tion for doing so, would it be safe to say that your discomfort with
this and generally the way things were drifting at least led you to
look more favorably on outside opportunities than you might have
otherwise?

Mr. McMaHON. My decision to leave, Mr. Chairman, began long
before the Iran-Contra. I was planning to leave. This was just one
more straw of a lot of straws on my back. And if you read the
newspapers in town at the time, every right-wing group in Wash-
ington had spears in my back. And I think I lost credibility at the
NSC, and I thought it was time to move on.

Chairman BoreN. Just one last question. We have heard a lot
and touched on this somewhat about Mr, Casey’'s management
style. You certainly had a lot of experience with it. It has been
argued that he would reach down in the ranks whenever he felt
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like it, and that the Deputy Director may not know when he did
that. You spent 4 years witﬁ him. Do you think some, times he did
that with you? And do you think he might have done it with Mr.
Gates? Was this a function of his concern with Secrecy or compart-
mentation from a professional point of view, or was this his dislike
of the bureaucracy?

Mr. McManoN. No, Bill Casey wanted to get the answers from
the person that he felt had them. So he wasted no time in talking
to analysts or ops officers down below. And his approach was that
it's not up to him to wander through the chain of command, it’s up
to those people he talked with to feed upward. That wasn’t his job.
He was too busy. So it was not surprising that Bill would wander,
you know, through the Agency and be pulling people in to talk.

Where Bob and I had that difference was that I had been in the
DDO and I knew all those people, and I had a sense of what was
going on. And every morning I would receive Casey’s calendar. And
when I saw a meeting scheduled that T was interested in, I would
go sit in on the meeting. If I didn’t want to go, I wouldn’t go. So, I
felt I had access to what was going on. What I knew that was going
on was my decision and not his. )

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Mr. McMahon. I have to give
notice to our members. I apologize to you but we do have a vote on
the Floor. We are down to five bells on it, so we are going to have
to take a brief recess. When we return, let me give the order in
which we will be questioning.

Vice Chairman, Senator Murkowski, followed by Senators
Warner, Gorton, Cranston, Rudman, DeConcini, Metzenbaugn,
Nunn, Chafee, Glenn, and Bradley. So we will take just a brief
recess and then we will return. Senator Murkowski will commence
the questioning at that point.

We will stand in recess.

[A brief recess was taken.] . _

Chairman BoreN. We will resume the hearings at this point.
Again, Mr. McMahon, just for the record, you do understand that
you are still under oath as you answer this questions.

Mr. McManon. Yes, sir. I do.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much. We will turn now to
the Vice Chairman, Senator Murkowski, for his questions.

Senator Murkowskr. In your statement you made a reference to
Casey not wanting to be on his back, or some such thing. It caused
me to wonder just what kind of a loop you were involved in in asso-
clation with Casey as his Deputy. I assume that loop was rather
informal and sometimes you are in the loop, sometimes you are out
of the loop?

Mr. McMaHON. That's right. I think Bill Casey and I have had a
very excellent relationship, I have tremendous respect for Bill
Casey. I think he was a marvelous individual who has done a tre-
mendous amount for the intelligence posture in the United States.
And unfortunately in hearings such as this, no one gets the oppor-
tunity to really praise what Bill Casey has done. He has done a
great service to his country. And I'm sorry that he'll be remem-
bered for these kind of aberrations to a fantastic career. _

Bill and T would argue. We sometimes disagreed, but on issues
that really counted, I think we were pretty much in concert except
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for one or two. I had a relationship where I could go in and sit on a
meeting. if Bill had it. He had a number of programs that he was
interested in. And I felt that there was no need for two of us to try
and drive that same train. So I wouldn’t bother sitting in. If I knew
he was handling something, he would handle it. He would have a
number of meetings with outsiders or with American businessmen,
and I had never felt that I wanted to sit in on those or know what
he was doing, R :

At one point in time he.did indicate that he wanted to build our
non-official cover program. And he was exploring this with a lot of
American businessmen who had activities overseas. And at one
point in time where he thought he had had enough commitment,
he came to me and said, John, I want you and I to run this. He had
singled out a couple ‘of officers in the DDO to help him do that.
And I said, Bill, neither you nor I have time to run this operation
correctly, and I don’t want to have anything to do with a hip-
pocket operation. Put it down within the DDO Division that has re-
sponsibility for non-official cover. And he thought for a while, and
said okay. :

Now, he still stayed on top of that, but it was then institutional-
ized in the organization.: ' . :

Senator MURKOWSKI. So it is not unusual for a couple of Irish-
men to toast or engage in some high-level conversations with their
voice escalating. But I am more concerned with the nuance of how
he handled the situation where he clearly did not want you in-
volved, where he wanted you out of the loop.

Mr. McMaHoN. I don’t think he ever asked me to leave.

Senator MurrowskI. But you were either asked in, and if you
were not, you took that as a sign to mean that he was going to
handle it. Is that right? . s

Mr. McManoN. The ground rules that I had with him was I had
a copy of his calendar for the day, and I would go sit on the meet-
ings that 1 thought I ought to be in on, and I didn’t bother with
those meetings that I didn’t.

Senator Murkowskr. How did you know whether you ought to be
in it or not if he didn’t tell you?

Mr. McMa#oN. I guess it probably stems from arrogance because
I knew the people in the DDO; something Bob Gates. didn’'t know,
and I knew the operations going on in the Agency, something that
Bob Gates didn’t know, he didn’t have time to get up to speed on.
And maybe I just prevailed upon that background to know what I
wanted to get involved in. .

Senator Murkowskl. Well, let me move on. In November of 1985,
a shipment of arms was made to Iran authorized by President
Reagan. And we have been over some of this, but I want to make
sure I understand it. Did Director Casey tell you about the arms
shipment before it took place?

Mr. McMaHoON. No, sir. Director Casey was away at the time it
happened. .

nator MURKOWSKI. Now in this issue, do you consider yourself
in or out of the loop? :

Mr. McMaHoN. 1 was very much out of the loop because it was
an abberation, it was not an Agency operation.

Senator MurRkowsKI. You indicated that.

715

Mr. McMaHoN. And the interpretation within the DDO was that
they were just looking for a commercial airline and we offered
them our proprietary. I think it was that simple.

Senator MurkowsklL Do you recall how you learned about it?

Mr. McMasON. Yes. Monday morning I went into the assistant
DDO’s office that I do every morning, and he said, did you hear
what happened. And 1 said what do you mean. And he then ex-
plained what happened. and from there on we got the Finding. _

Senator MURKOWSKI. At any time before you resigned from the
CIA, did you personally notify Congress of the January 17, 1986
Finding? '

Mr. McMasoN. No, sir, I didn’t and I was directed not to by the
President of the United States within the legal authority that Con-
gress vested in him in the statute.

Senator Murkowskl. That was by the Finding.

Mr. McMaHoN. That’s correct, sir.

Senator MurkowskL Did you believe either the December 5, 1986
Finding or the January 17, 1986 were illegal as some have alleged
in this hearing process so far?

Mr. McManoN. No, not at all.

Senator MurkowskI. Would you care to elaborate a little bit be-
cause this is a guestion that has been brought up by some of my
colleagues and they have a little different interpretation.

Mr. McMason. Well, I'm not a lawyer, but I think when I re-
ceived assurances that the Attorney General has agreed that it was
legal and the President signed it, I'm quite content to accept that.
And also, sir, if I may, our own General Counsel, whose responsibil-
ity is to protect the agency legally and make sure it does every-
thing correct, he was the drafter of those Findings. So I think that
they were legal. But I would defer to, vou know, anyone who wants
to challenge that. - :

Senator Murkowskl. With regard to Mr. Gate’s role as head of
the Directorate of Intelligence, do you have any reason to believe
that he intentionally slanted the intelligence to suit the views or
preconceived notions of policy makers?

Mr. McManonN. No, sir, from two factors. One, if it happened
during my tenure, I wouldn’t have let it happen. Number two, I
know Bob Gates from his own character wouldn’t do it. I can recall
a number of issues where Bob Gates disagreed with the Direc_tm:,
and the intelligence disagreed with the Director’s preordained posi-
tion. Now I say preordained because Bill Casey had a policy bent to
him. You can’t deny that. But he also had an open mind. And if
you could give him evidence to the contrary, he was a big enough
man to accept that.

You may recall there's been a lot of publicity in times past about
the famous Mexican Finding. Bill Casey wanted that Finding, or
that Estimate—the Mexican Estimate—Bill Casey wanted that Es-
timate to read that Mexico was falling apart and was going to be a
disaster down there.

The intelligence we had, which had to come through Bob Gates
did not sport that and at no time, even as the intelligence flowed
out, it went out to the Community, at no time did Bill Casey stop
that flow.
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And Bob Gates was sitting there at the throttle and you may
recall that we then went through a torturous estimative process.
The Estimate was argued through four drafts just within the Na-
tional Intelligence Office. -

It then came out, went on the street and we had eventually nine
drafts before it was finally published, and in an unprecedented
fashion, we had two NFIB meetings on it. And the reason for it
was no. one in the Community could really agree and that is not
surprising because no one in the policymaking audience could

agree. : .

The Administration was divided. Some felt that it was going to
be an Iran South, others thought that it was just going to struggle
along in spite of the financial crisis, the political corruption that
had existed prior to de la Madrid coming in there. It was a very
difficult Estimate to write.

It took 9 months, and yet I talked personally as late as 2 days
ago with the analyst that was responsible for drafting that Esti-
mate, and I asked him, did you ever feel political heat? He said, it
was the most intellectual, invigorating experience he ever had be-
cause there were so many points of view. '

Senator DEConcini. Could we have the name of that analyst?

Mr. McMaHoON. Pardon?

Senator DECoNcINI. Is there any reason why we can’t have the
name of that analyst?

Mr. McMasoN. I would be happy to give it to the Committee, sir.

Senator DeConcini. It is classified or sensitive?

Mr. McMaHoN. Mr. Chairman, I defer to you.

Chairman Boren. I think it would probably be best for you to
give the name to us and then let us check to see, just in case that
t1_):{631'30:)11 is undercover in some way, but we will get that. Please con-
inue.. S o

Mr. McMaHON. But the whole Estimate began when we had a
paucity of information about Mexico and you can’t believe that it is
Just south of us, yet we didn’t have good intelligence. We had a lot
of opinion, a lot of what people thought, but there was nothing
hard to go on and that is why it was such a difficult Estimate to
prepare. :

By the end of the Estimate, after 9 months, analysts had gone
down to Mexico. They contacted people down there. They went into
the shums, they garnered as much information as they could so I
think it came out pretty well. .

But even when we went to NFIB, some folks wanted to take foot-
notes, and Casey said, no, you are not going to get off that easy. If
you have :a footnote to take, you put analysis in writing and we
will put it up in the texts. So if you look at the Estimate it begins,
this is what we think what is going to happen in Mexico, and then
the second paragraph is, however, others gay, and it is kind of just
a little bit to the contrary. It is really a degree.

Some thought they would muddle through, others thought the
sky was falling, and it’s in that context.

Chairman BoreN. I am told that it is all right for you to name
the analyst. :

Mr. McManoN. It was Brian Latell, Mr. DeConcini.

Senator DeConcinI. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator MurgowskKI Let me just follow up on that, because the
issue of slanted intelligence has been brought up, and you have a
very objective position given your background and the fact that you
are now retired.

Can you help explain to us why this is an issue? Why is the per-
ception out there that Gates seems to be involved in slanting intel-
ligence? Give us a little background because we don’t seem to be
able to get a clear evaluation of where it came from, what is keep-
ing it alive, because we can't find any breath in the animal, and
you have handled it pretty well but still it seemis to be around in
the minds of some. : o

Mr. McManHoN. Let me try two examples, Mr. Vice Chairman.

The first one begins with this famous Mexican Estimate. There
was a procedural aberration, Bill Casey had hired an individual
who was expert in Mexico and Central America. He then left the
Agency and I beg, I don't want to give his name, all right? He left
the Agency and went to the National Security Council. Bill valued
his judgment and insight. _ .

Bill took one of the drafts of the National Intelligence Estimate
and gave it to him to review. That is an anathema. You don't get
the policymaker writing on the Intelligence Estimate.

When the comments came back and were given to the drafter of
the Estimate, he chose to take those that he agreed with and he
scratched out those that he didn't agree with. So he didn't feel
compelled to react one way or another. If there was a good point he
accepted, if it was a bad point, he threw it out.

Senator DeConcini. Is that John Horton, Mr. Chairman, if I
could interrupt you, do you know?

Senator MuRkowski. He said he wished not to mention the
name,.

Senator DiConcini. I mean the one that was then doing the
drafting. I am not talking about the one that went——

Mr. McManoN. Brian Latell worked for John Horton, Senator.

Senator DeConcINT. I'm asking you, you said the man that Casey
had, he went on to the National Security Council——

Mr. McManoN. Yes, that was not John Horton.

Senator DEConcINI. You didn't want to name him and I am not
asking you to. Then you said the man who was getting the informa-
tion started to accept some and throw some out. Was that John?

Mr. McManonN. That was Brian Latell.

Senator DEConcint. That was Brian Latell?

Mr. McManon. Right.

Senator DEConcINI. Thank you, sir. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman,
thank you.

Mr. McMa#noN. But that was a procedure aberration and no one
in the DDI liked it. I didn’t like it. I don’t think anyone liked it. 1
didn't like it because I didn’t know about it. But you don’t do that
in the—you don't do that in the Intelligence Community. You don't
draw the policymaker in.

Now this person certainly could influence policy but it was an
aberration. Now that rattles through the DDI and makes people
very nervous of what is going on.

My second example centers around the famous Soviet pipeline.
The Administration was very uptight on the transfer of any tech-
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issue of the West European nations buying gas from the Soviets.

The Soviets could lay that pipeline and do it nicely if they could
get a hold of some U.S. equipment and pumps and what have, com-
pressors. The Administration didn’t want to do that, particularly
from the defense side of the house. State and Commerce kind of
thought it was an all right idea. :

We were asked to prepare, does the U.S. equipment make the dif-
ference? Casey did not want that pipeline. He was against it be-
cause it, whatever it did, it was bad for Western Europe and it
lgsil{ve ﬁ};e Soviet Union hard money and things like that. He didn’t

ike that.

He wanted the Estimate to come out saying, the pipeline is bad
and without the U.S. technology, the Soviets can’t build it. The
DDI, again under Bob Gates, said the Soviets are going to build
that pipeline whether you like it or not or whether you give them
the equipment or not.

Bill didn't like that too much. So he took the head of the NIO,
Harry Rowan and asked him to go to Europe and check it out him-
self. Harry went over to Europe, talked to the Europeans, did a
good fact-finding, came back and said, Bill, that pipelineé is going to
be ‘laid, whether you like it or not or whether it has U.S. equip-
ment or not.

Casey at that point conceded, okay, fine, and he let the Estimate
go, which the Administration didn’t like, saying the Soviets are
going to build that pipeline with or without the United States’
help. Now there is a back-drop to this going on in Europe and that
is at a higher policy level between U.S. policy and Western Europe-
an policy.

The pipeline is just one thing in that. And the reaction out of the
President at the time was to say, I am going to impose sanctions.
We are not going to let anything go to the Soviets. He didn’t make
that decision because of the Estimate or not because of the Esti-
mate.

He made that decision because of high level discussions involving
Western European and U.S. policy. The analysts, I am led to be
lieve thought that the President made that decision because we
had conveyed the wrong impression, that we said, if you stop the
pipeline, it won’t happen.

And they got upset because they thought that Casey on the side
was taking the intelligence and saying the wrong words to the
President. And so it was mixed up and a number of the analysts
feel we didn’t take a hard enough position. So they then conclude
that it has been politicized, but the President made his decision
quite apart from CIA or what Casey wanted or didn’t want.

And it is things like that that cause uneasiness within the DDI,
but to me they are misperceptions and I can’t sit here and tell you
that I did a job as DDCI if I tolerated for one iota politicization of
any piece of intelligence, and I do also know that there are 2,000,
at least, analysts in the DDI who would be headed by Bob Gates,
walking out the front door if they thought that the CIA was going
to become a policy tool of any Administration, whether Republican
or Demoerat.
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It goes to the very fiber of the intelligence process. Intel}igence
has to be impartial and call it what it is, whether the Administra.
tions like it or not. :

Senator Murkowskr. The last question is based on your experi-
ence and the fact that you have served in the position that Mr.
Gates served in. Assuming Mr. Gates is confirmed, what would be,
in 30 seconds, your advice, your best advice to him?

Mr. McMagoN. [ would urge him to relocate to northern Califor-
nia.

[General laughter.] .

Senator MurRkowsk1. Senator Byrd will be happy to hear that.

[General laughter.]

Senator Murkowskr. I don’t know about John Warner here
though, but thank you very much. _ ‘

Mr. McMaHoON. I don't mean to be a wise guy, Mr. Vice-Chair-
man, but I think Bob doesn’t need my advice at all. T think he can
take this ball and run with it very easily. He knows what has hap-
pened in the world. He knows there is change. He knows he has to
change how we look at things, and I am sure he will be up front
doing that.

Senator Murkowskr. Thank you, and I think Senator Warner
needs a glass of cold water.

[General laughter.]

Senator WARNER. No. I am just going to tell Senator Nunn, there
is a new way to run a committee around here and he and I better
wake up.

[General laughter.] )

Senator WARNER. Let’s just pick right up. This has been an im-
portant line of questioning by the Vice Chairman because you were
getting the picture of this man whom our President has selected.

When you were his boss, there were times when you disagreed
with him, did he fight back? )

Mr. McMaHON. Well, I think it is more that he disagreed with
me, but he held his guns pretty well. But Bob and I see the world
through the same colored glasses. I don’t think we had many argu-
ments on issues.

Senator WARNER. Let's go back to the question of when you
worked for Bill Casey. Bob Inman started as first Deputy. You
filled in for a very important period of 4 years and then, of course,
Bob Gates, and it is obvious that during the period with Bob Gates,
he was in declining health, whether he knew it or acknowledged it.

Mr. McMaHON. Yes, sir. )

Senator Warner. Bill Casey, the Casey | remember during the
campaign and when he first came in was a good, tough man, cut
out of the old mold of the OSS and Wild Bill Donovan and others.

Tell us a little bit about Bill Casey’s management style when you
were there and the management style that we have heard in the
testimony here in the last 2 days? Was there a difference?

Mr. McManon. I don't think his style changed that much. I don't
think he had a blueprint by which he dealt with deputies. As I
mentioned earlier, I had come from the DDO. I spent almost 4
years at the DDOQ, so I had an advantage over Bob Gates. I knew
people. | knew the operations.
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But Bill's attitude was that he wanted to go talk to the people—
where the tire was meeting the road. He wanted to talk to the
people who were writing the intelligence or running the operations
and he relied on them to keep their chain of command advised as
to what he was doing.

-Senator WARNER. Were there periods when you were working for
him that he cut you out of the chain, went right to the person and
the programs, about which you knew very little?

Mr. McManroN. He wouldn’t, I don’t feel, ever cut me out. He
would go talk, to whomever he wanted, and as I mentioned earlier,
I would have his calendar and I would sit on the meetings that I
wanted to sit on. I knew the people who were going to those meet-
ings with Bill and so I knew what the subject matter would be and
I would sit in and he never invited me out, and if I didn’t want to
sit in, I didn’t sit in.

It is not a question of whether it is this secret or that secret. 1
think there is enough work to do for two gainfully employed indi-
viduals who want to work 13 hours a day and you just don’t have
time to double up all the time.

Senator WARNER. | think you have covered this in other ques-
tions, but unfortunately I have had to come and g0, so cut it short
if you have, but there were times when the Jjudgment of Bob Gates
in his DDI position were at variance with the Administration’s and
he stuck to his guns.

Mr. McMAaHON. Yes, sir.

Senator WARNER. You have made that point and covered that, is
that correct?

- Mr, McManon. That is correct.

Senator WARNER. And you have given this Committee examples
of how he did that.

Mr. McManonN. That is correct, Senator. :

Senator WArNER. What do you believe is Bob Gates’ knowledge
of the Intelligence Community? Does he have the grasp of Commu-
nity issues necessary to redirect U.S. intelligence?

Mr. McMaHoON. I think he has a perspective that few would-be
Directors have. He not only has spent time as a Deputy in CIA and
as Deputy in the Intelligence Community, but he’s also been the
Acting Director running those functions. Equally important and
possibly more important, he’s been a consumer. He's been a user of
that intelligence, so he knows what organizations produce the right
kind of intelligence, and what organizations could be improved. So
I think he understands that. :

Senator WARNER. And in that capacity he’ll have to relate to the
DIA and ISA and others? _ '

Mr. McMason. Yes, sir! '

Senator WARNER. And you feel that he is fully competent to do
those things? . '

Mr. McMaHoN. I have the utmost confidence.

Senator WARNER, Mr. Chairman, that covers most of my ques-
tions, and I thank the witness.

GChairman Boren. Thank you very much, Mr. Warner. Senator
orton, :
"Senator GorrtoN. I simply want to start, Mr. McMahon, by
asking you a question that I think you may have just answered for
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Senator Warner. But I'll try to put it a little bit differently. When
you were in senior management, right on up to the number two po-
sition at CIA, do you believe that you were aware of everything
that was going on in the agency?

Mr. McMagoN. You can’t know everything every day. What you
do is try to know when it starts, who's doing it, what the frame-
work is, and periodically punch into it. But once we had an oper-
ation running, I didn’t get daily reports of what was happening.
You just can’t do that. The world’s too big. Se you get a Finding,
you fight to get that approved, you get it approved, you brief Con-
gress, you know that the institution can run it, and off they run.

And usually the Deputies or the Division Chief are smart enough
to give you an input when it's pertinent. You have access to
papers, but there’s no way anyone can stay on top of what’s going
on in CIA every day of the week. _

Senator GorTON. I am not sure whether you were here this
morning, one of my colleagues asked whether or not Bill Casey
would have known an organization chart if he tripped over it. And
I think Mr. Fiers’ answer was well, he might have known what it
was, but he certainly would not have paid any attention to it. Is
that an accurate description of the way you have talked about his
management style of dealing directly with operations?

Mr. McMasoN. I think that's accurate, Senator Gorton. He felt
it was up to the individuals he talked to to keep their bosses ad-
vised. He didn’t want to run down through the chain of command
and wait for the answer to come up. He'd either pick up the phone
or call the person up to his office.

Senator GoORTON. Is that a management style which to the best of
your knowledge differed from the management styles of both earli-
er and later DCI's?

Mr. McMaHoN. Yes, in a way I think so. )

Senator GORTON. Others paid more attention to the chain of com-
mand, I take it?

Mr. McMasoN. I think Admiral Turner, before him, being a good
Navy man was very attuned to the chain of command, but he was
not beyond calling analysts in or talking to them or the Ops people,
he’d just make sure he had a room full of all the right people. He
recognized and abided by the chain of command. .

Senator GorToN. Now, I'd like to go back to your very brief open-
ing statement here this afterncon in which you warmly endorsed
the President’s nomination of Mr. Gates for the DCI position. As
far as I could hear listening to your statement, it was unequivocal.
You, I believe, feel that you have a thorough knowledge of both
Mr. Gates’ character and of his competence and of his ability. And
I wonder if you will expand a little bit on that endorsement and
tell us why, you know, what qualities of character and competence,
and ability to learn and to grow, go in to that recommendation that
you made to this committee.

Mr. McManon. He's a very quick study. He has tremendous
grasp of what’s going on in the world. He, of course, st}zdled on the
Soviet Union, but in his time in the DDI and his time in the White
House serving under four presidents in a role within the National
Security Council or Adviser’s Office, he had an appreciation of
world events tied into policy formulation. And with that compe-
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tence and that background, he brought in a depth and an insight
{i;(lito what was needed in the form of how intelligence was present-

And so I had the greatest admiration not only for his schooling
and experience, but also for his native intelligence.

Senator Gorron. That goes to competence. How about the char-
acter and ability to grow? o

Mr. McMasoN. I admire Bob Gates. The fact of his ability to
grow, he has to be a weed because he has come up through the
ranks so quickly as a very young man, and he has been able to
handle every job given to him with a fair degree of ease. And I
think that the greatest compliment he can have is have the
number of Presidents who have sought his tenure in their personal
National Security Council. And I think Bob has a tremendous
amount going for him, and he can lend a great deal to the intelli-
gence posture of this nation.

Senator GortoN. Do you trust him?

Mr. McMaHoN. You bet your life. I bet my life.

Senator GoRTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BoreNn. Thank you very much. Senator Cranston.

Senator CranstoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome you
from Northern California.

Mr. McMaHoN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Cranston. In answering questions today, you said that
you had open access to Bill Casey and to his daily schedule, and
could sit in on any meetings you chose to. You'd look at the sched-
ule and go if you wanted to. Gates, on the other hand, seemed to
have a more arm’s length relationship. Do you think that is attrib-
utable to the differences in your backgrounds. Gates being an ana-
lyst and you coming from the Operations Directorate?

Mr. McMason. I don’t think Bob had an arm’s length relation-
ship with Casey. I think there may have been some Casey meetings
Bob didn’t go to because he wasn’t sure what they were about. I
can’t speculate as to why Bob did or didn’t go to meetings, but I
know that I'd had a definite advantage because I had served in all
Directorates in the Agency, and Bob had only served in one. So
there was a 4 to 1 advantage right there.

Senator CRANSTON. So far as you know, were you kept deliberate-
ly from knowing about any operation or any other matter going on,
other than. Iran-Contra? -

Mr. McManon. Not that I know of, Senator. I can’t say that I
knew everything going on in CIA, but I don’t recall any operation I
learned about afterwards.

Senator CRANSTON. And I presume you didn’t try to know every-
thing going on.

Mr. McMaHoN. You just can't. It's impossible, sir.

Senator CraNsTON. This morning, Senator DeConcini raised an
issue concerning the collection of private conversations between
the Sandinista Government and people and Members of Congress.
Mr. Fiers confirmed that such information was collected, although
the target of the collection was the Sandinista Government, not
Members of Congress, not Americans. Were you aware of those

. conversations?’

723

Mr. McMaHoN. No, I wasn't. In fact, I hastened after this morn-
ing to find out when all that happened. And Alan Fiers said that I
had gone. I do know that there are always incidents where Ameri-
can information comes into our hands, but usually we unload that
to the Attorney General or the FBI.

And to help Senator Bradley’s concern, I know of no dossiers on
any Members of Congress. That would just be horrible and it’s not
our bag, we wouldn’t do that.

Senator CrANsTON. In the normal course of events, how would
that information be disseminated, and to whom?

Mr. McMauon. Well, I think in the case, if we had information
on a Member of Congress, we would probably turn it over—if it
were other than the normal, what I'll say law-abiding activity, it
would just be scrubbed, it wouldn’t go any place. If it looked like
there was a crime involved, then that would probably be referred
to the FBI. I know of no instance where that was the case, Senator.,
But that would be my gut instinet.

Senator CrRANsTON. Thank you very much. I have no further
questions.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Cranston. Sen-
ator Rudman.

Senator RubMAN. Mr. McMahon, I want to thank you