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

| * THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1991

: : - ‘U.S, SENATE, -
' SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,
ne ] ST "‘ Washington, DC.
The Select Commiittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:54 am., in
roomi SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L.
Boren, Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hoilings, Bradley, Cranston,
DeConcini, - Metzenbaum, Glenn, Murkowski, Warner, Danforth,
Rudmian, Gortoh, and Chafee. ” o ]

Also Present: George Tenet, Staff Director; John Moseman, Mi-
nority Staff Director; Britt Snider, Chief Counsel; and Kathleen
McGhee, Chief Clerk. ‘ ' L :
" Chairman BoreN. If Members could be seated, we will cominence

in just a morment. For the benefit of Members and staff in terms of
planning, we will have the nominee as our witness today and we
will go until approximately 12:30 or 12:45. We ‘will then have a
recess for approximately 1 ‘hour: and 15 minutes, before resuming
this afternoon. We went until 11:30 last night. You ¢an more or
less determine by looking at the Members of the panel, tlie audi-
ence and the medis, who was hére with us.until 11:30 last night
and who got a good night’s sleep. It’s not my plan fo keep the Com-
mittee past 6:00 o’clock today. If we do,not complete by that time
today, we will resume in fhe morning with the noniinee. Follovwing
the nominee’s testimony.in open’session, wé will go into.closed sés-
sion for any questions of a.classified nature to the nomineé, and
also to complete in closed séssion our briefing of the Members on
the issue of the collection of intelligence involving Members of Con-
gress and Congressional staffs.. - . . . .
Over. the. past ‘several days, the Committee has made a_compre-
hensive evaluation of the qualifications of this nominee o head the
Central Intelligence Agency. As. we began this ‘process, it was with
the understanding .of both the nominee. and the Members of this
panel that this is a decision of historic importance for us. With all
of thé changes going on in the world and with the need t6 reshape
our thinking to coincide with those changes, the next Director of
Central Intelligence faces, a great challenge to marshal the:best
technical and intellectual assets of this country to serve policymak-
ers with 'the best flow,of information péssible on which o make
these crucial decisions. They will prepare our country for the next
century. In many ways,. upon. the guality of that information will

we (B} s
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rest the quality of those decisions which will have much to do with
determining whether or not this country is ready to continue a
leading role in the world as we go into the next century. o
So we have all been mindful of the very serious responsibility
which the Members of this Committee have. It is a responsibility
that is-far. more. important thaf: any; political copsidérations, any
partisan considerations, or any personal considerations. It is a re-
sponsibility:to the’ cotintéy: And as-I irdicated, my hope-was when
the work of this Committee is completed on this matter that all of
those who have watched these proceedings would use three terms
to describe what we.had done in. the course, of our work. Those
three words would be: fair, thorough, and non-partisan. The goal of
this Chairman, whatever the outcome is on this nomination, is still
that the syork of this-Committee, will: be-evaluated in those terms.
We have.also, hoped to use these hearings as a way of beginning
an important phb‘}_li)g*dgbate, about the, future.of American intelli-
génce, The: Arherican taxpayers pay;for the, intelligence budget. I
believe that over the last’several days, they hdve probably learned,
as much both about the strengths and the wéaknesses of the Amer-
ican intelligencé operation from these hearings than perhaps has
beén ‘available to them over the past several decades. I think we've
learned a tremendous amount and have ‘been able td share with
the public & tremendous anount of information’about the Intelli-
gence Commitnity. - ~ = v . T T T e
_To be_sure, there have been some problems that have been aired
and therg have. been soriie areas that have been identified as need-
i’ improvement. But we:Have also seén pebple’come béfore us of
tremeridous capability, talent, intelléctual strerigth, and dedication
to their ‘country. So I.think the American people, while seeing
some’ of the problems with the, Intelligence, Community, have also
gottén’ to ‘glinipsé both' the' talent and "dedication of marny who
serve, Their contributions are ‘often not ablé ¢ be aired with the
Arnérican people becatse “of ‘the very nature of "the intelligence
bugineds. The 3uccesses often are never known to'the public. Those
of i who sit around this'table”often- have "the frustration: of not
being able t0'tell the American people ‘about acts' of bravery arid
courage-and dediGation ofi the' part of those whorserve il the Intél-
igence , Commutity, becauSe those “dctions of necessity have to
remain secret> - - T oh MR L _
So’ We “havé léarnéd a lot. ‘And’'I would say to'the hominee we
have identified even more clearly the challehges’that will face the
né¥t Ditedtor-of the Céntral Intelligence Agency. The -Comx:mtﬁge is
dedicated to working with the next Director ‘to-malke some 'of these
improvernents a8 go toward the nextceéntury.” =~ -7 0
£iQnétof the words that T would hdpe we'would use is the terim fair
in-deseribing thesé Hearirgs. And it is impoftant both for fairness
and “thioroughniess'that we invite back, to'closé the public pait of
thesd proceedings-on the norination, ‘the nominee himself. "Over
‘the-last’ seVeral days, some™ seridus- questions have: beén raised.
Quidstions hive ‘béen’ raised with even’greater intenisity than they
weré before thé procéedingh began, that rieed“to be answered and
Adrassed s s e e T T
‘""Thére 'afe other issues that have arisen in the course of testimo-
ny of the various witnesses that need to be clarified. So from the
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point of view .of the Members of the Cotrimitted, there are sériofig,
questionsthat we want toask and answers that we want to hedr.

. From the point of view of being fair to the nominee; as I am-sure
that he has been mvre than:a casual observer of these proceedirigs,
there "are sundoubtedly some things. that- have been said in the:
course.of the testimony. that he would wish to'have the opportunity

- to-answer -and to give'his own point of view about some of the festi-

mony that has been given. °. T p -

I:think in fairness he should be: afforded that opportunity. So'it:
has always been our plan ‘and I think events have proven. it to.be a
sound plan to-both open these hearings by asking the nominee t6
testify before us andto give his statements to.us #nd-to close these
proceedings in the same-way. - v - - ST

‘Let me gay: that following ‘an’ opening .statement by the nomines;.
we will then have questionsin 20 minutes segments from-Members
of the' Comimittee in. order -of their .arrival-today: The Chair will
impose ‘that “time limitation. upon himself and the Vice Chairman
as-well as all Members-of the Committee.: - -~ .. - s

“We:will operate in that:erder with one excéption: We will begin
the questioning before the Vice Chairman and T ask-our guestions
with ‘Senator Glenn. because in the earlier proceedings Senator
Glenn'was ‘not able to ‘have his first round of questions with: the
nominee. This will be his initial questioning and I know Members
will understand that.-Senator Glenn deferred to-others on the Com-
mittee at that tithe to accommodate their schedules.So T will allow’
Sendtor Glenn 4o begin thé questioning todaj. T T T

Senator Murkowskr. Mr. Chairman, if I may just make a very

‘short remark with regard ‘t6-the ‘mannef in -which you: have con-
ducted these hearings. I think without question®evéry Mémber of
the  pahel: is "absolutely ‘committéd to the precepts whick yoir laid
down that the hearings be fair, thorough, and non-partisan. And T
think . you, have made every effort to respond to each Member's
wish Wwith regard t6 accommodating various requeésts, whether they
be for time for guestioning or requests for witnesses. Speaking for,
I think, all of-us,’we very much appreciate the commitment you
have to establishsa complete and open record before the- American
public., And as we-have noted for some time; we have had witnesses.
that we knew-were-coming before us that would be both suppertive:
of the nominee and that would not. .. . v S
- And I think it was rather interesting’ last night; it was rather
late, nearly 11:30° when questions were-asked of two of the fayor-
abie witnesses, . Nir. Gershwin and Mr. MacEachin; with regard ta

. the point that indeed-they, as professional .analysts, ‘wete.in a posi-

tion to give to the Committee a procedure on how the Gommittee
ghould" analyze thé favorable and imfavorable information before
us. It was rather interesting. They said:they have a kind .of ¢heck:
listthat they g¢ down, :and the items-that stood -out in:my mind,
were firsthand.knowledge, evidence; ‘and disregarding .the -hearsay.
:So I think, Mr. Chairman, this .Committee, is in ‘the position of
‘being the andlyst weighing the*evidence before it.. It's no small task
by any means; but it certainly is-an appropriate -obligation that we
all have,. '~ «° ' oL sl Lo
I'thank the Chair. '
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- Chairman ;BoreN. . Fhank: you  very much':Senator Murkowski.
Thank you: for-your kind comments.. We are going te proceed:- on
the basis of being,as thorough as we. can. and T would repeat-again
that the witnesses have represented;a wide spectrum. of views and-
have all come at;the invitation,of the Committee. The plans for the
hearings. have: been:developed-by. Committee-staff representing-all.
15 -Members -of this:Committée, a 15 member staff planning-com:-.
mittee. We have endeavored to be balanced.and 'to present all
points of view.in bringing in witnesses, the preparation and release
of documents to the Gommittee. The Agency has also-been very co-
operative with us in terms of decladsifying to the-maximum. degree-
possiblethe record so that. it ‘could-be released to.the public.

With those opening commments, Mr. Gates,-let me welcome you
again back to0 the -Committee. We .appreciate: your- being with- us
this-mofning. -We. leok-forward to hearing, your, testimony. I know

full well;;becadse of your. previous ‘work with this Committee, that
you.understahd our: responsibilities.and. thé process:through :which
we're moving. We're anxious to haye any comments that:you might
want. to offer on what you've seem; heard orread of the testimorny
and issugs you .think need to.be clarified. Then we'll address our:

questiops to ‘you in termsof those issues thdt are important to

Membérs as.they. have reviewed the testimony. over the last-several

S e R L L A R . . :
#ould indicate-to. you-that you are;.of course, still. under oath
fri your. previous oath soithat your testimony.today will be sworn
dstimony. Again, we welcome.you-and-your -opening; coriiments. at
ig time. oo gwer v 0T ctemevistlt oL AW ERLS ST
‘Mr.-GaTEs. Thank-you Mr.-Ghairmar; 1 think gne of the.lessons.
that,the:Committee has—— 3.« v ' :
> Chairman;Beren.; Could I
the well? .o - & ~x o 15 .

a8k the photographers please to.clear
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' TESTIMONY
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OF ROBERT M. GATES NOMINEE TO BE DIRECTOR”
;.. OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE " : -

- Mry Garis: Fothink that one:of the lessons the Committee has al-
ready lesrned is that-one. thing all -analysts-have: itr commeon :1s
some-difficulfy:with brevity. ‘And I'will-say that: today I appear
before.you i substantial measure as-amn analyst and I'm afral"dg“l
will be guilty of the same crime. . . "oy, - F.oe . . T T

- What- I -would-like .to;:do-today.is set!forth. my.views ik -three
areas, Thé first is the environment:in which we were:opérating in
thie Directorate of Intclligénce in the first-half of the 1930s.and the.
circumstances -that-prevailed:and the.objectives-of what we .were
tryimgto-décomplish. v vorriws o 7T EERD WL 1t 0

* In.the:second pait;I would: like to: take: direct issue with mahy of

the: dllégations that-haverbeensmade and refuterthemyl: .. » +
:And third;- having- wetched:at: least 'some of “these hearings;~I
would like. o ;offerrmy-snggestions=6n ways in=which I think that
somevof. the.percéption -picblems, -and to;the dégree there.is & real
problem. with: politiization, can bé-addressed in the future.- " _ .=;

. I've watched :and:listened-andrread, with-some dismay as well
some pain and anger during recent days the-discussion ‘here of
slanting intelligence. I'm ‘saddened that these proceedings, except

o ST g g 32 F
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bi; happenstance, have not shined a brighter and déserving light on

the "many’ hundreds’ of éxtraordinarily capable, talentéd analysts
who work so-hard'dayin’ and day out providing first rate and abgo:
lutely - honest intelligence - to -our -government. These dedicated
people of great integrity are owed a hirge déebt of gratitude by the
American people for their service. And I think what we need to
face here is that we're talking about how to make something that
is '‘goodl even better.\One canriot but be discouraged by allegations
of politicization so easily ‘'made; compared to ‘the effort, specificity

,,,,,

_and"évidence required to disprove them: Today you wil get from

me, at length, specifics and evidence and documents in refutation
piled by those many analysts.

~At the samé time it is also discouraging to'see that the old bat-

- of the allegations: It is time to look at the documentary record com-

" tles, the old ‘problems,, the §trong feelings about management’s role

in the analytic: process, ahd worry about politicization haveé not di-
minished in interisity even in the years sinée I've left the Agency.
. Thus, at the'conclusion; as I've suggested earlier I will have some”
specific proposals to:try to bring improvement in this difficult and-
sensitive area. T Lo

*The  Comrnittee’s experience this last week with this subject of
politicization in many ways reflects my ‘own. This isgue, as I indi-
cated two'weeks ago, has dogged American initelligérice for decades.
Indeed I included in my answers to your 'interrogatories 4 long.
message to all analysts that I wrote on politicization back in 1985.

The issue Wwould come up repeatedly in my meefings with ana-
lysts and in training courses. "Mr. Kerr, as'my Deputy,” and other
managers at all levels grappled with it as -well. Again -and again,
Inspector Genersl reports and studies’ by the Directorate’s Product
Evaluation Staff found ‘pockets 6f perceptions of politicization more
often in the Soviet Office than elsewhere, but.searched in'vain for-
evidenté of slanting in’our, products. Evidence of politicization was
always elugive, but the perception wag-always a worty:” = |

I'd ask.analysts, when I'd g6 down into their work spaces to talk
with thém, if their work had been-distorted. Ironically, many felt
this ‘happened Thore' at“the Branch and Division Chief leve] where
drafts weré first réviewed than higher up. But the answer was vir-
taally alwaysno. -~ 4 "7 T o ) s

But they Wad Heard thet'that had happened for sureqin:the néxt
branch over. And so I'd g6 over there. And I'd get the same answer.
I' must say that I regret that this seems to lie, somewhat at least,
behind the views of my old friend and admired colleague, Mzx. Ford,
whose testimony suggests that he seems to have no complaint with
me on-areas where we worked together directly but that he had
gee}} persuaded by negative comments fiom others. And that’ sad-

ens me. coe A T L '

"No manager could, or ¢an afford to forget the possibility of politi-
cization; because the perceptions themselves van affect morale and
analytical courage. And soWe worked hard at émphagizing integri-
ty, investigating rumors, and reassuring analysts that they were
right to be sensitive ‘to the issue. Repeatedly we told them, &1l it
like it is. Don’t sugar coat the pill. ~ T .

I'believe there are several causes for this perception of polificiza-
tion. It's usually greater, for examplé; whenever people up the lire



have strong views on substance..And-I must say- in the. history of
CIA that happens more often than mot. When major ':'changg in
drift, analysis come out-of a review process it is understandable

that analysts would be more inclined to blamie them on an external

source, such as political’ pressure,.than on weaknesses in their own
analysis or exposition. ~~ . . . | ST
" No analyst who considers himself or herself to be the best.in-

forthed person;on.a subject likes to be challenged.-Analysts like to

write ‘on subjects they like,.in the ways they like. And.to be told

that your specific subject, or the way.you present it, is irrelevant to
policymakers, or'is not persiasive, is hard to swallow. It was for
me as an analyst and if continuésto be for analysts. ., =~ .

_ The much maligned réview process takes the analysis of & single
individual, challenges, assumptions, .asks questions. and hopefully
scrubs-out the biases, of the analyst as well as others at_all levels,
thug furning thé draft of an individual into the official view of the

- Central. Intelligénce “Agency, or the Intélligence .Community. The

R s Y i Lo B 3"5 0 Y Ve - - R 4 .
Process, can be rough and-tumble, Most analysts do.well in the give
and take. Biit some do not. And someé see in this process ‘political
pressure. And that’s why we're heré'today. s

. 1 appreciate the opportunity this morning to respond, o allega-
tions ‘that' have: been- made about slanting intelligence. The issue
damefital ethi¢ and, the basic cf;ﬁﬁ;i-é of intelligence.

that culture, I made that éthici-the grimacy :of

Ly 2 + l__?‘-H' ) G N RS Toe EA L DA [N A
It was ani extension of the values, that 1 brought with mie, when T
came to 'Washirigton, especially; the ;part about. télling it like it.is
and’ with the bark off. Thus, it is deeply disturbing to me fo hear

ot glsusj;‘pg-my“’ integrity, but by implication on.that of,

a!tt»ag 3 o
Y Shaly Ieaders. in CIA and ‘the Intelligence*
; H ., -“_;;_,,_g-l IR B ‘ ER Y = At iy

R T T s i et S pleeigges 5o T e THY T ety oy
‘Indeed, chargés ds have been made By at least one person before
this Commiittée of 4.sy; stématic, years-long effortto politicize and to
corrupt the analytical process imply that former Deputy Directors
Admiral Inman and John McMahon; the current Acting Director,
Dick Kery; the héads of all the other intelligence agencies and hun-
dregls“ofana:}yst‘s ‘and managers ifi, CIA, éither acquiesced in it, ig-
nored'it, somehow riissed it, or joined it. And that's ridiculdus. .~ .

- Morepver it ignores. the. many instances where we. published..ag-
sessments unwelcorhe to-thé Reagan Administration in areas such-
as.arms. control,” strategic forces, Lebanch. and’ ¢ountless otherss
even more ‘controversial and contentious tharn the Soviets in,the
Third World, ", R

- Before résponding to specific allegations. fhat havé been made, lef
me set the scene for the. period, 1981 1o, 1987, because mood and
atmosphere are important to our discussion Here: The early 1980s'
were a time of great.turbulence for the Directorate. In the fall .of
1981"then &;;Dke_‘p'!i@y “Director. for Intelligenice, "Jolin McMahon; or-
dered the most §weéping. reorganization of the Directorate in ‘its
thirty year higtory. N ‘

. The. three” offices of | political; ‘economic afid. military analysis
were reorganized into Sevéral geographic offices, mixing skills fo.
try and, bring about long. overdue multi-disciplinary or. integtated
intellifence “anialysis. So polltlcaI -analysts found theémselves now

Community
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$i5ing for economists, or inilitary specialists, and Vice versa. For,

the first time in their careers the analysts found themselves work-

injg for: people that they often felt did not understand their own.
‘affalysis or particular skill. . )

79’ short, there was predictable, gfeat disruption and a lot of un-
happiness on the part of a lot of analysts who found their familiar
worlds and surroundings turned upside down. :

- There were disruptive. relocations of most people and offices. Th
Soviet office was even moved out of headquarters to z distant build-
ihg with' réal and negative consequencet for management and
morale. . e U .
.- Now, four months after all this happened, I came along, charged
by Director Casey and Admiral Inman to improve the quality of
analysis and prepare to implement far-reaching changes in the way
we went about our business, for more intensive review of drafts, to
bringing accountability to analysis. ° ’ . ‘

. ‘Thus, not only did "most people find themselves in different of-
fices with different colleagues and new supervisors in early 1982,
they now found changes i the analytic process itself. All of this
meant that there were a number of unhappy analysts early in my
tenure. ’ : '
. ‘Unhappy about too much change from a comfortable, familiar
past—a phenomenon-not unknown in other institutions. y

I was appointed to change things. To improve quality, productivi-
ty, and relevance. To make analysis more rigorous-and intellectual-
ly tougher. To encourage alternative views. To rely less on asser-
tion and to make more use of evidence.- And to be more.open.about
the level of confidence in our sources and in our judgments.

After much discussion, Admiral Inman and I agreed that I
should announce all of these changes we intended at one time. And
so I addressed all of the analysts and managers three days after I
became Deputy Director for Intelligence.

That blunt speech set forth the problems we saw in CIA’s analy-
sis and the measures we intended to improve it. The speech get the
stage, the agenda, and the tone for my entire time as DDI. While I
will submit it for the record, and I have had it declassified, because
it helps explain what we needed to tackle, I want to repeat just a
little of it here.

The purpose of the speech was not just to criticize the past, but
to put forward a blueprint for action, a series of specific steps to
improve analysis. I focus here on the criticisms, and: the expecta-
tionl? &set forth, so that you can appreciate the reaction the speech
evoked.

1 addressed the probiems as follows. And I quote, from January
1982:

My assignments to the NSC and the White House under three Presidents of both
parties and close association with two DClIs have shown me our senior readers’ side
of the.fence. The perspective of the policymaker. And there I have seen analysis
that was irrelevant or untimely or unfocused or all three. Failure by analysts to
foresee important developments or events, Closed-minded, smug, arrogant responses
to legitimate questions and constructive crificism. Analysts pretending to be experts
who did not read the language of the country they covered, who had spent little, if
any, time there, who were unfamiliar with its history or culture, who were oblivious
to academic or private sector research on the country, and who argued that none of
that mattered. Flabby, complacent thinking and guestionable assumptions combined
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with an intolerance of others’ views, both in and ouf of CLA. A predilection to write
history &' opposéd to ldoking ahdad. Poor, verbode Writing!'A pronounced tendency
to’ confuse obje¢tivily and-Indepentence’ with avoidance ‘of issues germane to the
United Stafes and policymakers: Résearch programs too often glued together on the
basis of what interested the analyst or was already Underway, as opposed to senior
level consideration of the key questions to be -addressed. An analysis that too often
proved inaceurate or t06 fuzzy to judge whether it was even right or wrong. T

I continued. P .

While there have been some improvements, a5 an insider, and as ¢ne of you,: I am
obliged tor tell you that from the standpoint of many of those for whom you write,
our woik has long Been inadequate and still is not often held in high esteem. For
these of you who did not ‘read my article in Stirdies in Intelligence last year on the
use _of intelligence at the White House, let me commend to you the Presidential
quotes at the beginning that are so critical of us over so Tong a time. To those quotes
vou fiay add clirrent criticisms, - ST T s . ‘ ,"

T R I L Ty ; A
agadin, back in'1982, » . o .
from both of our Oversight Committees and, a number of other former senior offi-
cials in both Republican and Democratic Administrations. The present Director and
Deputy Direttor ‘and bothi of their predecessors have been' deeply concernéd about
the quality of the Directorate’s work. Moreover, individual Senators an Representa-
tivés from both parties kave complained: absut. the substantive quality of briefings
and presentations before them. Unfortunately, in all too many cases, their concerns
and their criticisms are justified. Obviously, CIA's analysis are capable of and. do
turm out, high quality.work. But; wg, also turn-out work that is irrelevant, uninterest-
ing;“too Tate to be of value, too natrow; ‘too unimsginative, and too often just flat
wrong.'In a business where beiny wrong just onee can Hiave enormous consequences
for o iiftiongl secirity iriterests, dwe have:been too: self-confident, too set in our
viays, t06 ‘arrogant;and-too,défensive-in.response to griticism, constructive and oth-
i [Thedotument reférred to
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7 January 1932
, REMARKS TO DI ANALYSTS AND WERS

I want to thank you for coming today and giving me an
opportunity to deseribe to yeou directiy my vi&ws‘en‘the :
Directorater of Intejligence and [ts work and the stepy that the
Dlrector, Admiral Imman) and 1 have agreed would be h’elpiul: to
improve (ts czpabilities and the quallty of its work.

Let me say at the outset, for those of vou who!db net Know:
me, that I come from the analytical renks. I"began as &n anniys‘:
in the Offlce of Current Inte!ligence and remalineéd basicaily an
analyst until I first went to the NSC Stiff
early 1in 19.‘74. Se T understand yolr problems and ”yoﬁr
perspective, ‘-

" ~-1 16¢ have tried™to cope with vague or'a‘."n.‘:]guaus‘
Initrdetichs. % "
~-~! have hed drafts [ sweated over sit in a branch or
divislon chief's In-box for days or-‘weeks‘.
~~1 have been pulled ¢ff of research tc flght current fires,
" =~1 have trled to write anzlysis kfewing full wel]
pollcymakers and sometimes my own leaders had .and were not
" sharing infermetien estential to iny wark. -

- -

=1 Yob had to prove myself sgain and -agaln-te & rapid
stcce'ssion of Bianch 'and divikion chlefs.
--1 saw iirst-ratggwqr“k proguced under adverse

e R 3
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. -=1 saw the confusion produ;ed by constant chang’ﬂ’ of’ o
leaderihlp and erganizetien, wz;fan;;a;nging priorincs ‘and
spamlsgions.
L2 | also saw brench chxefs and culleagues wlth no ares

-

expertise or exper!i;nc;e. o -
.==1 .too had my.peerless prose savaged by ranks of
supggvlsops,.antiiedﬂitors. - T
_s - ~-And 1 ,worked 188580 ‘angl_:ya.t,‘sor ong or two people who
»  seemedoto.acquire. their management and. mterperscnal skxlls from
Atllla the Hun:instead of Dzle Carnegle and the Levlnson Seminar,

S :-I_An‘d',;ng on;-

“

The polnt is.that moest of :he problems you
o dace 1 also-have. faced (except the drive to and. from Plaza.
 BuLIgIngYer oo L k- ‘
. ©On the otheg;hand,>my. assignments to the NSC and White House
under. :hué ‘Erqs‘i.dg‘r)ts of_ bot:,f-; parties and.close associatien with
two DCis have shown me our genjor readers' side of the fence @s
we]_L--;hg-ger-scht;iye of; the policymaker. And there ! have seen:
--analysls that was lIrrelevant or untimely or unfocused ar
all zhreey . . | s .. . ..
~+fallure by aneslyst": to foresee important developments or
eventsy T . '
. ~~¢loted-minded, smug, arrcpint responses to- legitimate
questions and constructlve criticismy™
--an;'lysts pretending to be experts.who.did.not.read the
Janguage of the .country they ecovered,. whe. had spent little if any
time thern, who were unfamillap with.jte histery 'otr- cultyre, whe

UNCLASSIFIED. * - =~
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“were cblivious to aczdemit or private scctor research on tha”
country, and who argued ‘thdt none of that mattered; ,

“...‘._ffaibb'y',-"‘é’éifﬁp‘l‘nc"e‘nt thinking and questionabflé dssunitions

" eimblied with arf Intolerancd 6f others™ 'views, both in and out of

[ PP PO P PRI ; -
3 FooEath - L

17- 20 predilection te write history af oppésed to looking”

shead;

' --poot, verbose wrifing;

“"..a pronounced tendency to confuse "objecTivity" and °
n{ndependende” with avoidince of lsfues ~germine o :he us-
Government and pollieymakétsy’ ' PR

‘.research programs foo often glued together on the badis ot
what intferested the anulysi or wgs already underway as opposed to
cenior~level contldararion of the key questlons te.be addréssed;

-~

--anafvsis that tee offen proved inaccurafe or tod #uzzd te

judge whether right or wrongy™
--and so on. )
"'wm1lé there have been some Improvements, as an ins{der and

as one of you, I am oblliged to tell you that frem the standpoint

Y many of those for whom you write, our work has long been

{nadeguate and still is ‘often not held in high-esteem. For those

of vou who did net reed my article In Studles Inm intelligence

jast vear on the use of Intelligence at the White House, fet me
i

" commend tp lydd the Pres|dentlal quoves at the beginning thet are

so critical 6f us over a long flme.'’

UNCLASSIFIED -
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acquire Western technology and the na:ure et those efforta; we
failed to anticlpate the Egyptian decisien to launch a war
:,ag§£niff13tth In 19733 we aanlilcant{yhm&sjyﬁgegw{bé percentage
“of #qvlc: GNR;a!qu;ged tqrdcicqsg;vé have repeatedly m%sfqad
Cuba; we lgnored Soviet Interest in terrorismy we have been far
behind events In devotlng. resources. to examinling lnstabillty and
insurgency; and that s not an cxhaustive list. .
My purpose ln mentloning 2 few.of these areas where we afe
properly percclved to have fallen short ls not to cast blame or
make syou defenslve,. but to, Iry.te. und;rscore.far you the ‘fact
tbat there is great room Ior Impravement: in eur perfor&mnce and
that there .15 justiilcatlon for nm;h of the cutsjqq.ccitxclsm

-dlrected ;agalnst us. hether.or not you believe, these

. «shoticomings exlst, your most important consumers--and your

. Directer, Deputy -Ditecter and. T--belleve they exlst and see thelr

manifestations every.day. We.must gaqpuhlg our ciio;ts -]
improve. We must act both to improve our performance and
peopliels gerpegxinnlo; the guallity of our work, The flrst must
. precede the second.

_ As. JTRE T of you know, untll recently the DOI and then NFAC's
response .tg MOsL :r!tgcgsm--pgrtlcularlx In the pelitigal
lniylligence‘ancna-fwg; to make falrly clrcqnscribed\
organizational changes. We,:!sg{kqnw 1@3: those successive
limited gsq;ggn}zwtionsqudeﬂlltt!q rexl diiference .In the way we
ds our buslmess, However, 1 belleve the Iarge-scale

reorganlzation this fall made 2 good stare in beg:nn:ng te get at

some of our real problems. 1 atrengly endorse the reorgenization

UNCLASSIEIED. -
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undcrtaken by 3ohn McMahon.‘ 1 bcllave it was lcngvcverdue and

S

ﬂnkes a grest dcal ci sense, even though I am aware it w;ll take

t:nn to kel and for the moves ta be cunpleted fﬁrun a

ccnnnm:c,

nakes our

v

o

substantlve standpolnt, it Is a way to ensure that pol!tlcal

and military analysts are shar:ng 1niormat1un and

[nslghts on & constant basls., Fromaz bureaucratic standpolnf, Tt

deal!ngs with othcr agencles and even within our awm

Agency much |1mpler and more ei!lc[ent. Because of 1he f;r-

rcachlng
ne need {

Nor dn 1

nnture of the reorgnn!zatlun undertlken Ikst 1:II. I see
or any fur:her reorg;nlzatton el nur oiikce stru:turc

see & nced at thx: tlnn to nmke any slgni‘lcant :hanges

fae “c -

in the resource, personne!. or admlniatratlva ﬂunagefcnt of the

i

Dlr:ctegate--though there wlll Inev!tab!y be suﬂm adjustwmnts

over tlnm.

The

. . . "
. .

time has come ior us to concentrzte aur energxes af
o

impr oV:ng the quaixty oi :nalys:s. Let e new outilne for you

the steps thlt I intend 11 take ln the cwnlng days to begxn that

effaort:

L.

Eiiective anmdsa:ely. a m:nxmmn oi a one- year

rotatiena! tour In 2 polzcy agency or ncn-xnteli;gtncc congumer

af ClA, ana]ysls will be tequired of all prosp:c.;ve 1nd presen:

ool d1V1slon ch;e 5. At the outs:t, we wlll qbvlousiy need to bc

flexible

divisien

!n v]ew o! the ‘a:t that o few prospectlve of prcsenr

chleis now hnve such experlence. 1 cxpect to begin the

v

program thh about 10 retatlons each yes? and lnltlaiiy to

administer it flexlbly ze that ne one's career suffers

unfairly.

But be on netice: hopeiul, prcspectlve:and present

UNCLAS‘.S.'H%Q‘; “ 3R
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dlvlslon chle!s had best begln plannlng when they w:nt the!r

wF Hn o

otat!on.- Candldatﬂs wiII be sclected by exlst;ng career service

mechanlsms We have tec few in DDI management who kncw ixrnhend

g

'how the pohcy agencies werk md hew they use our mtelligence
day ln und day out." Maﬁagers ca.nnot useful!y guide analysts a.nd
understand eensu-ner requirements :hemselw:s wnhout sueh
exper!ence. By way c! ana!egy, the DDI is zupposed to design a.nd

bulld cz-.r: but too iew managers here have seen one, ridden in -
. K .

cne, or much lcs:, dnven nne.' Thls mun and wll :hange. ’
7 2. AN EDI research progrem: ml! be reevaluated in the

PR .o,m._ -

&
!u,.|.

coming wecks. As” pars o! the cveluation, each eﬁ:cu will be
R O I at;;«

expected tc pruv:de M repor‘t on research underway in other parts
of the Iﬁtelllgence Carrmunlty on the :ub;ec:s descrlbed in thelr

research progrzms. They also will be asked 1o identl!y whether *

res:areh on sim:]ar sub;ects Is underway cutsf&e the US
e sl
Government and, if so, where it is bemg done and vhether the DO!

o I R - .

has been in contact te determlne the value of the ou:slde work.

The research pragram for each office will be evaluated in terms
of relevance 1o the needs ei :he President and the hatlonal

Securlty Councz.{. Sel!-mnxated prejects thet a.lert

wg 2N

po]lcy-nake s to lssues tha: ‘have not yet come befere them but are

Ilkei*y tc pose proble'ns ahead wil! be continued, Building bloek

researeh on !mortant areas alse will be Idenuized and

protec:ed. "f)_ther" projec':i llkefy wiIl“beAprune'd'te free analysts

- R :

UNCLASSIFIED *7

TR e O

T

15

Ll
T

]
~1
€
m

UNCLASSIFIED .

for, higher priority work, I will revlew the results.with the ..

7 Reseerch Planning Steering Group. £ L . e

——

.3 You and your supervisors will.be evaluated and preawted

'

“on the baszis of the quallty of your work. Each DD! offlce wil}

:be rcqu:red jimmediately to develop and malntaln a productleon {iie

on each anelyst whose -primary-job Is. research apd writing. As -
you know, DOI branch end division chiefs.cften pemain in one = -
place for enly.a year or two.  Too frequently, a-proven-anadyit
must "start over™ each time. he or she gets a new supervisor. The
analyss production file will help ensure that an ena!yst'
reputation doet not rest .on the recall ef transltery eh!efs.,i:.&i,
the same;, time, the body of an analyst's work will assist new
supervisors in quickly becoming famillar with their analysts! -
strengths and weaknesses--and targeting.shortcomings £or L
remedy.. . AddLuon&lIy, the file will enzble suparvisors te gauge
whether an znalyst.ls getting better over time, a2z well as-the
overall accuracy-.and quallty of hls-or her.work. These too-iong
ha\fe,,de.p,ef'nded'-on supervisors?! memories and impressions. This
productien file will circulate to members of career service

pznels wher an,anaiyst s being considered for evaluation,

‘
-ranking .and/or prometion. Evaluation of:his or her production ..

will be the primary element In censlderatlon for prometion and

for each -anslyst's annual evaluation. Quailty, not guantitv.

wiil -be the basis of evaluation. -Analysts and mapagers, working

-

together, wlll pull together:a.production flle for each anslyst.
for ‘calendar year 198] or -further. back as you wish, which will ..~

w :
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seTve- a4 the basld of ‘the production file. These files will be

malntained at the division level,

-

“ 4, ‘The Senlot Review Pane! is bélng-trandferred 'to a purely

Intellligence Cémmunity role. ™ In its placeé a DOT Production

‘Evaltatlon Staff will be cstablishedi Conslsting of (SRTMEINEIIN

professlonals; ‘ineluding parhaps one or two outsiders, this staff
will be charged wlth reviewing speciiic DOI producss, categories

of production {e.g., current Inelligence publigaticns), office

- publle#tions; and so forth, Thelr reports; accompanied by

comments from the -hegd of the cémponent producing the, evaluated
miterial;-'will be:forwarded to Evan Hlneman “and rne.. ‘Evalua{tlom
will'conslder ‘relevance, tifeliness, quality of Writing ond s
presentatlisn, lnnovativenessy Imaé-ln-a‘ﬂ‘aﬁ”, and ‘above djly. 0 ¢
accuracy. " This-5raff will be-the BDI's own Mjunkyard dog.®

' 5. Beginning this year,-DDI analysts wiil be expected to
refrash their substantive knéwledge. and-bredden "their perspective
through’ régular outside training. This ma.y' be-atia‘local
unl\?e?‘élt.y;’ courses sponsored by=locd}l institutesSor "think«tanks,
or other‘irfangeménts 'to Bea appfoved-by éifice directors. The °
DD will pay-the cost of this-tralning. Edch asalyst wlll take.
académic couses f6r crédit and the grade wi!{! be récofded™in his
personnel file *or cofislderition’at the time of eviluztion.
Within & ye&sr’gr.twe, when we ‘can.ensure the avéilabil'lty af
r‘:i;:ces'éar);_«'iunﬁ's‘_-, each anpalyst will be -Eeggi'red totake ‘'zt last -
one ‘thiee-hour "edurse or ‘its equivalént “évery two years. In the
medntime, DBI will pay for ras¥miny-such courses 'as we csn atford

and analysts who take advantage of such training opportunitles

o,
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. will receive preferentisl consideratlien for travel, prometions,

and in their evaluatiens.

6. A Center for Instabllity, Ter.rorinm, and insurgency wlil“
“be established: Thisz reflects my vlc\;« that one of the principal
challenges this country wi.ll, face |n .this decade--as singe 1975--
will be Third Werid Instability and Soviet exploitation of 1t.”
Instability, terrorlsm, and [nsurgency are related.elements of
this challenge and we cannot afford to slight them any longar.
The exlsting terrorism unlt will be incorperated in thils
Center, The Center will Include a core unit for the study of

instabliity..

Because ne onew=-no one--Iin the DDI ‘j::‘?érklng on
the general problem of Insurgency, 2 small group alszo will be
formed- to work.on this diificult problem. Those in, charge of
each of the three elements will chair. dlrectorate-wide worklng
groups to ensure congtant ~inx‘er_change between.those examining the
problems in a generai senze and these mnalyzing: them on = reglon-
specific,basls. - The Center will work clotely with the DDO,

7. éurrem .ntelligence publicatbens will henceforth
present information in two paris. Most stories will pegin with &
recitatlion of the facts &5 we know them. After the reader has
beren informed of the .facts,_(each plece will have 2z "comment"
section, which wl1] contaln DD! analysis of the !a.-ct.ua.l
information just presented. Too often there is confusion in the
r-eadcr's-j-:ind_ between what ls fact and-what Ls apalysis. AI":;o,
teo often the p.resent=i;arma:,~a.1¢1_,ows the. recitation of facts.io
passifor analysls -and dlsguises the dearth of. the Jatter In a

- N T -
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‘piéce? Thera will be more emphisis en incliéding-in each Item. :

analysiz of real value to the reader.

%. The title "Nationa! Forclign Assessment Center® led to

" confusion o the cutside whether we were:patt of CIA &nd what our

role was, It differentiated us from the otfier diredtoratest in °
CIA ‘and imp’li‘i:'d" we were somehow detached from them. * As'I!
announced on Monday; the® titlel "Natjonal Foreign Assessment
Center" has bezn dropped and the directorate is once agzin the

Directorate of I':ntélligcﬁce and is* to be known, as in the past,

“as the-DDI, The pésitlen DD/NFA also will be abolished, "although

I wibi ebfitinue to discharge some Conmunity-widé'responsibilities

for produiftion’ o 'behaifof the DCIL - ° wo o
Y g Eagh officde wiil be required to ‘devdiop an aggressive

program’of- tofitacts, &enferences, and seminzrs on [mpertant

“Subjeicts -of tHése me=tings shouldicorrejate closily

Witht sach 0ffite'd research program and °should be-Intended- to

inform _tiﬁoée in"the office associated with such projects of the
views of experts outside CIA and'the Intélligence Csomunity. A
schedule of "such éonferences and seminars will be prepared om an
annual basis and will ‘paralle! the research program, although
cther rcile'v‘aht‘to]itcs'?méy be addressed. Similarly, the ' ofifices-
will be expectéd to develop z"toster di outside contacts and
consultants on-each country or general subject area who will be
asked reg_ulaé,li'_'io‘"rcv'i::w drafts and provide critical commentary.
"10; T The aecuracy, ré&levange, znd timeliness -of each DOI-

product is tha- primary réspensibility -of -the ana.Lyst and branch,

,div:sion, and office chiefs. Until further neuce, all draft

UNGLASSIEIED
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-intelligence asseszments, research papers, Congressional .

briefings prepared for DCI/DDCI use, and. typeséript memoranda ,

prepared for circulation to policy agencies will be provided to

"me for review-before publlcation or dispateh. Those which are

time urgent shall be so.marked, with the deadline. ciearly !
indicated. Ezch draft.will bear :h;e)namc ané,ipitla!s of =th;_f' 1
anatyst and approving branchy divisien and office chiefs==those
who bear.responsibility for-its quality--and the dates the ch;aft
wis received and forwarded .to the:next level. I expect ﬁmanag__crr:s

to provess drafts promptly .and--although I know whai 1 am, letting
myseif in-for-«I assurc you I'-will.not hold any dra‘!t, cven if ‘
rot time sénsitive, more than 42 hours. WMerc urgent papers wiil

be reviewed so0 a5 to meet deadlines. .Thls is pot to plague yﬂo_,ur
Wwith even nprﬂe"‘edito:s. “Your office director and I will be
revicw-Lr'tg drafts to see If they.answer the right guegstions, are
well thought out, are realistic,:-do all the work for us t_h_ey‘ g:-an

do, and.are clear.; .- LI

. In anm dme’higcnce-qrganizatiqq, it Is essential that ‘
voicescrying 'in the wildékness--those who hold .unorthodex ‘or
minerity views--be heard,- Beginning immediately, any analyst who
believes hii .office -pyblications, Agency publicatiens,.or other
forma! channels are not addressing. key substantive lssues,
protlems or divergent views In his or her arez of responslbility,
is invited_te. send me 3 memorandum.setiing forth these copcqrﬁs
and alternative vlews. - Such memoranda should be forwa;;;d
through the.Cffice Director;. but -the Ofiicc Directors: a.re .

obligated to send them te me.. This.is a serious undertak:ng for

UNCLASSI FlEn_ _N' g



. epportunity téibe iBused-with' frivolous “subjects or-trivial .

e
T

" available’anyuliere. P That is my oﬁbyvgoal.g;?'expect analystis to

UNCL ssm D>

pevple with seridus’misgivings or cincerns; I do not expect-this

disputos withih orginizations. This measufe ishould help ensure

that bubksucritic hisrarctiies do not.limit: thecexpression of

seriots-views by expéfienced andlyidts. - I personally assure you-

that no analyst will 'be penaliZed or siffer.for tzking advantage

Indeed; soch censcientiotisness should.be .

of this éppoftunity.

welcbmed,,

"Let me' just add that, In'my'view, this eppertunity and

‘other avaifable channéls providetdmpleirscourse for those-who

ﬂhoro is,

“<belTéve their-views are nét“being taken into accounts,

aceordlhzly, o excose f&r bredching discipline and carrying. . -

- *

Eu%;lalhts’to*ouiSIdé‘Eudioﬁdos while ignoring these internally

available spportunities for rédress..’ S

K; theie eleven ‘actionst-drd others which likely will-follow {

over time-iitggest, I intend ‘to ensure that the primary focus of

"You ahd’ your mandgers is kept-en the.single purpose far our

existence: to produce the best quality Intelligence analysis

know their subject--pasf, presént;and ‘future; touknow the - -, %

Tnte'lfigence sources irom which they“derive information and how..

to use and ‘task those sourges properly; to know what outside. -

experts dre thinking aBout their:subject; to master .the tools of

analysis including, for example and where appropriate, language

and conpq:cf dk:ils, ard: to bBe‘aware of the "priorities -of our

polxcwnakers. And I expect~anal¥sts to.write accurdtely and

congentiy: ¢ " The steps | have outlired zbove 'are intended to

.

ditect afl 81 our energies 'to thit purpose. ...

UNCLASSIFIED: L
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‘advcnture.

One ot my groat concerns Is thé grow:ng bureaucratIZafion of

lntollxgence, 1ncluding analysxs., Dangers to good nnalysls

-~

1nc1udo preoccupation w;th turf as opposcd to qual;ty and

substance' the belief :hat we In th!s bu:ld;ng have o!l the

3

answers' and thosc who view this as just another huﬂdrum ofiico

job., .

My greotest concerns, however, are the dead hand of reutine
and intollectual arrogance, both of whlch impose a terrible price

on us. No analyst sxttzng at the desk day after day rcad:ng FB1S

and cablc traffxc and talking only te the sanc poop!c can produce

Other agencies and outszde cxper{s in”

o

acadcmc, bus;noss, and othor arcas have many insights and 1doas

qual:ty lntel!;gonco.
to offor us. Qur own EDO, and cspcczally many chiefs oi station

are an undcrused resourge £or "ground truth.” We rmust g1v¢ the

.- . - 4

’h1ghest prlor1ty te ensur:ng a 11vc1y Intolloctual atnﬁspherc, a

qu:»t:on1ng and creative sp:ri:, and above a!l a sens= of

We are an xnte!];gence organ;zat;on. Ve are nat an

1

a:adomlc xnstitut:on or iaculty. Real poixcxes and decisions

i

actua!ly af{ect:ng our natxonal wall being, are ﬁﬂd: daxly on the

bas:s ef the work we do. Accordingiy. we must be dxixgcnt

seafchcr; for Infornatxon and 1ns:ght--whercver we can find them-

:

and then, :n posscssxon oi all oi the knowlcdge tha: roasonably

can bo obta:ned we nmst Ican forward, Iook xnto the futurc and

tell our icaders what to axpcct. I ropoat, we st lcan forward

-

and tell ﬁcopje_what 1o expect. That is what we get paid tor.

Decisions. almost always are made on imperfect Information. There

i's never enough data. There will ‘always ‘be speculation znd

UNCLASSIEIED.-~
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guessing as to consequences or futtire cvents. “Far better for &
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‘observation, that nowhere else in Covernment does one have the

_them

101 analyst with years of experlence, familiar with the cdlfure _

and society of a given area, aware of the [atest information
available Soth to Covernment and to the private sector, to make

[

THL e s - - T
those forecasts and predictions than an exhausted senior pellcy

maker lacking all the advahtages of area knowledge, axperience,

and lngiinct: .
I will citose b}: su-ggc.sting 0 you, based ‘on"persona-l

oppoftunity to-address the major lssues of our time and to speak
PR R L [P s S .

30 directly to those who govern our country as do CIA analysts.

in no other aééncy do those In the trenches Have such frequent

[ 3 L. T

: o : LoonTL e ,_.’::, o . .
and direct contact with the heads of their agencles and through
BT el verrowF T T - ) . :
and often directly--access to the most senifor.officizals of

3

tE N L = Pooa ot

Government. IThe DO! has been through several years of ‘turmoil.
I hope we ¢an now loock forward to several years oi'of'ganizar:'.onal
T e LR . PR .

stability during which we can devote our energies to making this

_-directorate the mest highly respected analytical organization In

* . -

the United S::ateg Our goal should be the realization on the

S

~part of people throughout quernmené and at all levels that if

they have not talked ta you or read your analysis, then they are
by definitlon bad}y informed. We will have to earn that back.
‘I look forward to working with you to achleve that goai.'

- L “ u.

Thank you.. - . . ;

UNCLASSIFIED. " : .

.

» Mz, GarEs. Mr: Chairman, in the interest of time, I will pass over

the specific measures I announced in that speech, although we can

" patarn tothem if the -Committee wishesat. some: point, except for
odesthat-in light of the current discussion I:think is worth repeat-

ing.«It was point eleven in that speech— ‘
sIn an‘intelligence organization, it is ejséntial thatvoices cryihg in fhe wildernass,

" those swhio hold unorthodox or minvrity views, be heard. Beginning immediately,

any analyst who believes his office publications,.agency publications; or other
formal channels are not addressing key substantive issues,. problems or divergent
views in_his or her area of responsibility, is invited to send me a memorandum set-
ting forth* these concerns and alteinative viéWs. This is a serious undertakitg £6r;
people with serious misgivings-or concerns. T'do. not expeet this opportunity to. be®
abused-with frivolous subjects or trivial disputes within organizations. This measure
should help-ensure that bureaudratic hierarchies do not Hmit expression of serious

. views by experienced analysts: And I gersonally assure you ‘that no afialyst will he

penalized or suffeér: for taking advantagé of this opportunity. Tndeed, such “conscien-
tiousness should be welcomed. . . - e L
“I'concluded the speech with this paragraph: s

As these eleven-actions and others which likely follow over time suggest, I intend
to'ensure that thé primary focus of you and your managers is kept on the single
purpose for our existence: Produce the best quality intelligence available anywhere.”
That -is my only goal: I expect analysts .to knhow. their subject, past, present-and
future. To know the intelligence :sources-from which-they derive information and
how .to use and task those sources progerly. To know what outside experts, are
thinking about their subject. To master thi todls of analysis, including for exarnple,
and where appropriate, language skills'and computer skills. And ‘o be awsdre of the
priorities of our policymakers. And Lexpect analysts, to write accurately and cogent-
ly. The steps I have outlined above are intended to direct-all of our energies to that

purpose, - . - R ) .
Many analysts at the. time were challenged by.the speech-and
the program. Others were -offended; resented the. obvious intert to.
diminish their-antonomy by involving.Directorate managers at all
levels in the substance and.quality:of the product, resisted further
training or.education; and .greatly disliked the idea of accountabil-
ltry- PN 7 i oL s . P o : - T o .
‘The principles I set out.in January 1982 continued to-be the prin®
ciples -1 believed :should guide :our work. My :top :priority . today
would be the same as-it was then. To produce the best: quality intel-
ligence.available anywhere.”And that, of course,. must rest first of
all on a foundation of .objectivity.and integrity. .. + =»° A
“Before addressing specific allegations. of slanted intelligence, I
want to speak’about the subject area on which most of the allega-
tions are focused—the relatively narrow -area of Soviet policy.in’
the Third World—and, I. might.add,” that part of the Soviet: office
fromr which mearly all of the -allegations before this Committee em-
anates .- - - -: . -, St ! - .
- CIA’s work on this subject in the 1970's, in any views.and in-the"
view-of many policymakers in- the Nixon, Ford and Carter Admnrin-
istrations, has-been flabby. CIA’s analysts. missed the likelihood’
and:significance in 1975 ofsthe massive  Soviet supply of military
hatrdware .to ‘Angola, where it 'was ‘married up with tens of thou-~
sands-of -Cuban soldiers. i L L I S N PR
The Agency missed similar developments in'Ethiopia-in 1977 and
failed to foresee the invasion of -Afghanistan -in 1979. They down-
played the:Soviet role.in the flow of armsthrough Cuba to Central
America.. They obscured-in the 1970's and early .1980's the reality
that - the.Soviets.were prepared- to put ‘at risk their reélationship.
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with the United States rather than forgo opportunities in the Third

World.- .-, S S

As one agency. evaliuation:madde clear, instruments of Soviet for:
eign policy'.such as-convert’ action and disinformation were dealt
with only is passing, and the' seamy side of Soviet activity such as
assassination or support for. terrorism were avoided. The need for
more: rigorous work was evident. Surveys-of users of intelligence
suggested it was our‘weakest area.” - o o

Now_let me turn to the specific allegations. My responses are
based on .those documents- CIA has been able to provide for me in
just a couple of-days. I think.they are sufficient. T might add that
the ‘documents do not reflect the dynamic nature of the analytic
prodess. The Gonstant debatirig, arguing and évolution of views that
g0 on'day in and day out and wheré. no one’s views are sacrosanct.

I apologize in advance that this may get a-litile’ tedious, but-

charges -have been made that must be answered, specifically, direct-
ly, in detail, and honestly. This is not just, 4s some have said, an

intellectual food fight' among dueling analysts. This is about accu-

racy and fairness. . e S . :
T've reviewed the -substance -of my remarks with agency officials
torensure-that they-dre not classified: Now to the allegations. -
“One, I ani’ alléged to have believed the Kremiin was belind the
atténipted assassination of the Pope in 1981, to. have ordered.a
study -with no-look at-evidence of Soviet non-involvement, to have
rewritten personally the key judgrents and summary removing all
refeérences to inconsistencies and anomalies, to have dropped the
stope - note - advising 'that.the . paper made: no. counterarguments
agaihst: Soviet.complicity; and. to:have written a covering transmit-
tal.note, unknown to the authoers, saying that'the Soviets were di-
rectly involved and portraying‘my views as CIA-consensus. ;. “* °

-Now.the facts.-According to :Mr. Lance Haus, the project zﬁaﬂag—

er, Kay Oliver, who was one of the drafters, and others, I told Haus
that Casey-was convinced of Soviet involvement in the assassina-

tion. attempt; but: that I was agnostic, and I expected him to be ag-

nostic also.~.And:that was the view I took before this Committee

when I téstified hererin: February of 1983 -Mr. Haus acknowledges-

that - he killed the scope note as no:longér:relevant and-also-that he
wrote -the' tfansmittalletter—ac<letter which’ ineidentally did not
state:unambiguously ofsany other way that the Soviets were direct-
ly  involved.: Indeed, the letter specifically says .that 'questions
remain -and probably always ‘will. Several participants recall that I
was the one who urged adding the section of the paper pointing out
the inconsistencies, weaknesses, anomalies and gaps in the case for
Soviet involvement; and that I.was ‘worried about the neéd-for

greater-balancé. The sanie, participants.recall no'orders fromme or.
-anyone- ot the seventh floor<to build ardase against the:Soviets:
Rather, .the suggestion in.light:of mew:réporting was simply to:ldok:
at-the new-eviderice withma focus:on the Bulgarian corinection. Tidid’
not rewrite the key judgments. Based on the:evidence, the alléga--

tionsthat I.drove this papér:to-its. conclusions ‘and then knowingly
misrepreserited it to policymakers ate false. - .. .. T
! Twa. It has beenr alleged-that-I introduced info.Agency publica-
tions --without -supporting evidéncé dhat:ithe Soviets. used .lethal
chemieals in Afghanistan. In:fact,as-best we can. reconstruct, there
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was one item inthe National Intelligence Daily in the late summer
- of,1985 suggesting’ this. possibility. ‘I. was out of town-at the time.
The. item was initiated by -analysts in the Soviet office-and T had

nothing to do with it. The allegation is false. - St :
Three. It has been alleged.that I introduced into Agency publica-

o 3
E ~

tions without supporting evidence information portraying increased

Contra, successes between 1984 and 1986. In fact, I refer the Com-.
mittee; to -National Estimate of February 1985, “Nicaragua: Pros-
pects for, Sandinista Consolidation,” and another Estimate ‘in
March 1986, “Nicaragua: Prospects for the Insurgency.” In the key
judgment of both, you will find descriptions of serious Contra prob-
lem's and forecasts of further declines in effectiveness and an un-
likelihood of real improvement in Contra performance. Additional-
ly, articles in the National Intelligence Daily during 1985 and 1986
continued to highlight Contra problems. The allegation is false.

. Four. It has been alleged that I wanted an intelligence product
that linked drug dealing and terrorists. In reality, we had heard
outside experts contend this linkage existed, and I asked our people
to look into it. Two major intelligence assessménfs—one in Novem-
ber 1983 ahd another in March 1986 and.a National Estimate in
1985—all generdlly concluded tHat while there was sonie reporting
of a narcotics dealer-terrorist connection, terrorist groups were not
systematically involved in drug trafficking and were less likely to
do so than insurgents. The allegations that I insisted on analysis
linking the twp is demonstrably false. ' .

Fiye. It has been alleged that in response to my pressure in 1985
and 1986, Directorate publications in' November 1985, January 1986,
and May 1986 said that Iran’s support for terrorism was down sub-,
stantially and that Iran was becoming more ‘pragmatic—all with a
view, to creating a climaté for selling arms to Iran. N

The fatts are as follows: In November 1985, the publication of
our Near East office, a publicationi by the office that I did not
review as Deputy Dire¢tor, said that if the Iranian radicals won in
an internal power struggle, there ‘would be an upsurge in Iranian-
sponsored terrorism, which had dropped off substantially in 1985.
A more formal assessment by our Near East office in January 1986

- noted that direct Iranjan involvement in terrorism reached a peak

in 1983 and. 1984, but since then had.seemed less directly involved.
The Terrorism’Review, another publication I did not review, of
January 13, 1986 clarified the picture by noting that while the
level. of Iranian-supported terrorism was high in 1985—high—the
number .of . incidents directly:linked to Iranian-supported groups
dropped compared to 1983.and 1984.:Finally, in May 1986 the Near
East office published .a major aggessment noting the, importance.of
terrorism as an instrument of Irapian: foreign policy and -that a
more pragmatic leadership—at least -temporarily—had reduced-
Iran’s terrorist profile. It also observed -that:the level of Iranian-
sponsored, terrorism in 1985 remained high, even if:below the
record year of 1984. In sum, these and other publications during
this period repeatedly. stressed-that Iranian-sponsored terrorism re-
mained at a high level in 1985, and that Iran remained a major
terrorist.threat, particularly to the, United States. The allegation
that I directed an abrupt departure from previeus DI analysis on
this issue is false. C Ve P
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Six. It is alleged that in-1985 I wanted dn: Agency document to
assert-that Syrian, Libyan and Iranian support for'staté terrorism
was coordinated by Moscow, and that over the objections of senior
Soviet analysts I endorsed & National Estifaté and a monbgraph
by an.independent -contractorto accuse the Soviets of coordinating
terrorist-activities: The facts-are quitd differént. I"approved a pro-
posal t6 bave an ottside analyst examine the'idea that, Syrid, Iran
and Libya were collaborating to harm U.S. interests, and that the
US.S.R. was encouraging this.’ The draffer of the ‘National Esti;
mate on this subject was an experienced CIA analyst—not the out:
side contractor. That Estimate, a Special National Estimate issued
in’ April 1985 entitled;, “Iran, Libya, Syria: Prospects for Radical
Cooperation,” - focused on the “radical .states. It ‘documented in-
creased-efforts for cooperation’ aiviong them on matters of. common.
interests, poiiited ‘out the diffefences among them, and stated that
the' U.S.S.R. derived benefit from anti-U.S. activities of these three
states even while recounting the' drawbacks to the Soviets of get-
ting too' close to them. The Estimate reviewed what the Soviets
would and wotld not'do to support them, and the bnly intelligence
agency' to' dissent was the State Department’s Bureau of Intelli-
gence ‘aind Regearch. The Estimaté was caréfully drafted to avoid
overstaterpent’ and it wds tSeful: The zllegations about this Esti-
mate are false. .0 o, ot ST L
"~ Séven. It ig'dlleged that I killed an Estimate draft'in 1982 on the
Soviets.and the Third World, and another such paper in.1985. The
facts are as follows. ,As Deputy Director_ for Intelligerice, and in
Februaiy 1982 only Deputy Director for Intelligence, I was in -no
position bureducratically to kill 4n NIE. The Director, Depity Di-
rector Inmaxn, ‘or the Chairman of the National Intelligénce Coun-
cil, Harry Rowan, were. the only ones who could do that. On re-
quest, I read the draft, and I offered my reaction. That memoran-
dum has been declassified. But let me just read you one excérpt fo

give you the flavor. This memo dated 14 February.

. In- sum, the =Esti.mai;.é is bésically a snap shot with a great deal of detail on the
problems and opportunities confronting the Soviets in the Third World. But what I

find lacking is any sense of the change in the Soviet approach to the Third World

over:the last séveral years: And that-pulls together for tHe policymakers something
morethar the specifics we've been feeding.them for the.last three orifour years.
Something that, provides us a synthesis of what it all means in terms of larger
Soviet imperatives and motives in tl:ga’t_ part. of the world. e .-

- Now: thére was -an NIE on the ‘Soviets and the Third World. It
was done-in September 1984. And that Estimate cited in detail the
constraints on and vulnerabilities of the Soviets. It stated that
Soviet' prospects would depend -on -factors beyond their”control;
some- factors, and concluded that they would seek ag vigorously as
in past -years 'to,‘press their strategy of Third World penetratfion.
There were 1o dissents. The allegation -that I killed the 1982 draft
f‘gl block-analysis of constraints on the Soviets'in the Third World is

se. ..t A . ,
Eight. It is alleged that I blocked a memo showing indicators of
Soviet activity in‘the-Third ‘World either staghant or declining—
meastres such as-teduced ship days out ‘of area’ waters, stagnant
gconomic-or military aid, and fewer advisers #broad. In fact, while
I may have found a specific paper inadequate, during the period
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983 to 1987 the Directorate published a number of assessments
ealing with. these issues. I submit a partial listing for the record,
snclading four papers by the Soviet office.
Chairman BoreN. They’ll be received for the record.
[The document referred to follows:]



GI 18-10228:

GI 85-10175:
GI 83-10292:

GI 85-10308:

'GI 85-10308:

GI 87-10056:

S0V M 85-10171:

SOV M 85-10196:

SOV-M 86-20036:

50V M 86-20100:

Soviet Activities in thé-
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Soviet Presence in the Third
World: Developments in the Past
Decade” -

Soviet and Bast European Aid to
the Thir8 World, 1981

USSR and Itfs Allies: A Global
Presence :
Soviet and East European
Economic Assistance Programs in
Non-Communist Less Developed
Countries, 1983 and 1984

. Warsaw Pact Economic 2id +o Non

Communist LDCs, 1984

A Global Survey of Soviet'

" Political Presence

Soviet Economic Assistance to
the 'Communist 1LDCs

Regional Issues at the November
Meeting: .Gorbachev’s Options

Neoglcbalism: New Soviet
Formulation-on the US and the
Third World

Soviet Views of Democratically-
Oriented Change and Economic
Liberalization in the Third
World
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Mr. - GaTes. The allegation is false. .

’ '.?»Nine. It is alleged that I stopped a paper concluding that the So-

viets would not send MiG .fighters to.the Sandinistas. In fact, the
pros and cons of this and-the constraints on the Soviets had been
reported and my note simply said that the paper did not go beyond
what we had already said. Let me read part of it into the record:

My view is that there are no considerations in this memo that policymalkers have
not already thought of or that we have not already presented to them in one form

or another. On substance I am particularly struck by the complete ahsence of the
main analytic point that you made to me at one point last week.

This is to the Director of the Soviet office—

But the timing suggested that the Soviets wanted for both internal and external
purposes to send a message that moves towards the U.S,, and possible resumption of
arms control talks would not be accompanied by any slackening of Soviet commiit-
ments in the Third World. I just don’t find the analysis very rigorous or persuasive,
Don’t get me wrong. The bottom line of the memo—that the Soviets will not be
sending the MiGs in the foreseeable future—may well be true, In fact, I may lean in
that direction in my own mind. I simply do not find the paper to be a significant
contribution beyond what has already been provided. I also find it very loose—both
analytically and editorially.

The allegation is false.

Nine. It is alleged that I stopped a paper concluding that the So-
viets would not—I'm sorry.

Ten. It is alleged that I blocked a major research effort in 1984
documenting Afghan ingurgent failures against Soviet forces. Sup-
posedly my view that Mujahadeen successes would lead to more
dramatic Soviet actions served to block analysis of insurgent short-
comings and Soviet limitations. Here's what really happened.

I said more research needed to be done to determine whether, in
fact, the insurgency was gaining or losing ground in Afghanistan.
That seemed to me to be relevant to the next steps by the Soviets.
My memo to the Director of the Soviet office on this paper has
been declassified, but again, let me just read an excerpt or two.
This is dated 17 October 1984. “It seems to me that the first step in
looking at what the Soviets might do is to assess the level of insur-
gent activity, say over the last two years. You need to develop some
data covering the last two years or so that deal in comparative
terms with numbers of incidents, territory held, number of casual-
ties, amount of equipment lost, number and size of attacks, aircraft
losses, sabotage and so forth. Only when you have this kind of data
base can you determine from the Soviet standpoint whether the in-
surgency is getting worse or continuing at roughly the same level. 1
would argue that if the data shows there has not been a significant
increase in insurgent activities over the last couple of years, then
the motives for significant increase in Soviet resources devoted to
the war are less compelling. On the other hand, if those data show
steady or steep increases in insurgent activity and Soviet losses,
then the motivation for doing something different in a significant
way ig heightened. In short, I find the paper superficial and unper-
suasive largely because the detailed digging that has to be done to
provide a factual basis on which to make some judgments about
Soviet perceptions of how the war is going have not been done.
These are important questions, and I think the research is worth
doing, but let’s get our fingers down into the dirt and get some in-
formation on which we can base our speculation.”
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Moreover, between the years-1983 and 1985, just to pick one
period, seven major assessments were published on the war in Af-
ghanistan, treating the strengths and weaknesses on both sides. I
submit a list of those papers for the record.

[The document referred to follows:]

ﬁESA 83-10078:
(april 1983)

NESA 83-10110:
(May 1983)

NESA 83-1021l:

. .-(Beptember 1383)

NESA 85-10006:
{January 1985)

" NESA 85-10084/

50V 85-10081:
(May 1985)

NESA 85-10178:

(September 1985)

 NESA 85-10200:
(October 1985)

Afghanistan War

Afghanistan: Increasing
Insurgent Effectiveness

Afghanistan: Goals and .
Prospects for the Insurgents

Afghanistan: The Cease-Fire and.
the Future of the Insurgency in
the Panjsher Valley

The Afghan Army: The Soviet
Military’s Poor Student

The Soviet Invasion of
Afghanistan: Five Years After

~ The Sowviet Soldier in

Afghanistan: Morale and Discipline
P;oblems

The Afghan Reslstance: Arming

" for Effectiveness
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Myr. GaTes: In addition, a monthly publication, Developments in
Afchanistan, was initiated in March 1985. The charge that I sup-
pressed information on Soviet problems in Afghanistan is demon-
strably false.

Fleven. It is alleged that I rejected in 1985 Directorate analysis
documenting Soviet problems in Iran and personally was responsi-
ble for the inaccurate assessment in the Iran Special National Esti-
mate in May 1985. In fact, 2 major paper was published by the Di-
rectorate in May 1985 entitled, “Iran: The Struggle to Define and
Control Foreign Policy,” that explicitly addressed opposition in
Iran to improved relations with the Soviet Union, especially among
olerics and conservatives. But the Directorate paper also acknowl-
edged indications of efforts by pragmatists in Iran to improve ties
with the Soviet Union because of their belief that Iran was threat-
ened by U.S. actions, the 17.S.-Jraqi rapprochement of 1984, the
course of the war with Iraq, and a deteriorating internal political
situation. With respect to the May 1985 Estimate, every single
member of the National Foreign Intelligence Board approved that
Estimate. No one at the table,. including INR, raised concerns
about the Soviet part.

Twelve. The Directorate of Intelligence is accused of inflating
Soviet aircraft losses in Afghanistan over a three year period in
order to support my views on Soviet josses. In fact, how to measure
Soviet aircraft losses was a source of great conflict between our
Near East office, which thought that all sources of information
should be taken into account, and the Soviet office, which argued
that only one source should be relied upon. From 1980 to 1985 the
Near East office methodology was used. ‘After that, the Soviet office
refused to coordinate on the numbers, and 1 regret to say, the Di-
rectorate essentially no longer offered Estimates on Soviet aircraft
losses. This was a dispute among technical experts. The inference
that I was involved is false.

Thirteen. It is alleged that I allowed a Directorate of Operations
officer involved in the Iran initiative to provide his own reports to
the NSC and then fo submit his own analysis of these reports to
the President’s Daily Brief, thereby making U.S. policymakers, in-
cluding the President, recipients of CIA. disinformation. In fact, the
DO officer in question states that he briefed the NSC on only one
occasion, and he briefed the NSC principals on November 25, 1986
at Mr. Casey’s behest. He adds that he never got from me, nor was
given by me, permission to disseminate anything. Further, he does
not ever recall producing any information for dissemination ac-
quired from the Iranians in connection with the Iranian initiative.
A search of all Presidential Daily Briefs in 1985 and 1986 has
turned up no such article by this officer. Moreover, he does not re-
member ever writing anything for the PDB.

This allegation that I allowed a President to get CIA disinforma-
tion is a particularly reckless and pernicious charge, and is refuted
by the man supposedly involved. Relatedly, the allegation is made
that there was an effort to exaggerate the influence of so-called
[ranian moderates and thus justify U.S. arms gales. In fact, as I tes-
tified two week ago, all NIEs and CIA publications throughout this

period emphasized that there was no faction in Iran interested in
D mrimes walatinne with the United States. Moreover, the Direc-
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tqratg’s Near East office published over a. hundred analyses of Ira-
nian internal politics in 1985 and ’86, all of which were available to
policymakers. ‘

Fourteen, it is ?Heged that in 1981 Director Casey-directed me to
rewrite the key judgments and change the text of an Estimate to
show extensive -Soviet: involvement in international terrorism.
Then a rewrite of. the' Estimate was ordered that expanded the
scope ‘of ‘the paper and implied, despite evidence to the contrary,
Soviet support for European terrorist groups. :

“The facts are as follows. In 1981 1 had no position supervising
any analytical component. As Mr. Casey and Admiral Inman’s
Chief of Staff, I saw a draft of the Estimate and I told:them that it
successfully. and eff:ectively disproved Secretary of. Stdte Haig's
charge that the Soviets direct international terrorist organization,
such as the IRA, the Red Brigade, Bader Meinhoff, and the Japa-
gesp_Red Army. But I also said it missed an opportunity to review
indirect Soviet assistance such as money, weapons, training; safe
haven and safe passage. They then ordered a redraft. And here is
what the House InteHigence Committee had to say about the final
product in a report that they issued in September 1982. The Com-
mittee and its staff examined both the product and the process
carefully—very closely. As the Subcommitiee Chairman later
stated in a letter to the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, the
staff concluded that, quote, “After an indisputably difficult produc-
tion process, the result was a very high quality product,” unquote.
The NIE succeeded in being' direct and clear in its conclusions that
the Soviets are deeply engaged in support of revolutionary violence
and directly or indirectly support terrorism, while making careful
distinctions and pointing out areas in which evidence was substan-
tial or thin or on which interpretations differed. That NIE stands
as a fine example of intelligence performance under difficult cir-
cumstances,” end quote. The allegations against me on this Esti-
mate are false. . ,

One further point. Thanks to the revolutions in Eastern Europe,
we are now beginning to get evidence of direct East European sup-
port for, you guessed it, West European terrorist groups such as

the Red Army Faction. We will have to wait to:see if similar evi-
dence of Soviet knowledge or support for West European terrorists.
emerges. . ,
Fifteen. It is alleged that I did not permit DI analysts to take
footnotes in National Estimates. In fact, between 1983 and 1986,
the Directorate had at least sixteen footnotes in National Esti-
mates and was included on a number of occasions in alternative
language where the identities of agencies were not cited: The
number would have been larger except for the fact that DI analysts
were the drafters of about.50 percent of the Estimates.
_ Sixteen. It is alleged that well documented conclusions concern-
ing the failure. of Soviet efforts to gain influence- in Tehran were
radically altered in 1985 without any change in the evidentiary
base. In fact; the May 1985 Special Estimate on Iran, the National
Intelligence Daily of 16 May 1985, and the CIA Assessment of Ira-
nian Foreign Policy in May 1985 focused instead .on-new, specific
evidence of-Iranian interests at that time in improving relations
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with the U.S.S.R.- and .described the metives. as well as the opposi-
tion.«-m T . * L - N T
Seventeen. It is alleged that I ordered the senior intelligence offi-
cer for Soviet foreign policy to be removed from the Office of Soviet
Analysis. In fact, the Director of that. office has. written that I did
not order the removal of-anyone, although I did express dissatisfac-

tion with the product of the Third World activities division and its;’

“thumb in.your eye,” product style. Mr. MacEachin then .added;
and I quote: : : ‘ ‘

I, Mr. MacEachin, had found that the division as a whole seemed to see each
effort to address competing views as being driven by political motives, and, there-
fore, when they did address competing alternatives, it was done with what tended to
be a back of the hanid approach. The division tended to see themselves in a holy war
wi'::il;hf the Administration. I, MacEachin, made the decision to move the division
chief fa - T G . T

office, but from a managerial bosition. Hé retained his senior grade
to which I promoted  him, ahd became the office Senior_Analyst on
foreign policy wheré he continued to review the office’s assess-
metits on foreign policy and very successfully supervised prepara-
tion of a number of papers for President Reagan’s first meeting
with Gorbachev.in Geneva in 1985, o

Eighteen. The next allegations also concern the May 1985 Special
Estimate’on Iran. The charges are that the view that the U.S.S.R.
was well positioned to increase its influence in Iran were intro-
duced without ‘consulting Soviet analysts in the Directorate, that
the tonclusions of ‘SOVA' analysts were ignored, that the NIQ did
not vet key judgments with the Tntelligence Comrmunity antil the
first coordination -meeting, that the NIO told other participants at
that meeting that I-had approved the ‘draft, snd it could not be.
changed. This was discussed here-yesterday. But let me offer addi-
tional facts to what Mr. Fuller said. :

On’'May 13, the day before the Community coordination meeting,
representatives of all the relevant CIA offices met to review the
draft. According to 2-memo by CIA’s representative for the esti-
mate, Mr. Charles Herseth, the discussion focused mainly on the
paragraphs. covering - the role of the U.S.SR. and of the Iranian
army during instability. Sections which, as Mr. Herseth wrote, the
NIO had heavily redrafted on his own. - ..

Herseth continues that— :

“The differences between the draft and thé changes I will propose at the coordina-

tion meeting, are primarily factusl and do not significantly alter the thrust of those
sections, : : ; .

He observes that there was only one problem at the CIA coordi-
nation meeting and:it had to do with discussion of the Iranian exile
opposition. The Soviet office was represented at the ‘meeting, There
was no mention in .the memo of a substantive problem on the
Soviet side. e : : : -
The NIO, as he- testified yesterday, recalls'showing me the origi-
nal Soviet office contribution and. his rewrite and my preferring
the latter. He substituted his language in- the draft and, without
my.Kknowledge or approval, cited my .agreement ‘with -that text,

ven 50, he claims in no way to have indicated. debate was closed.
Only that that would be the draft-issue for the next level of coordi..

. "And Ig'WoﬁId add ‘:{shét the Ef‘:pfﬁcer'vvaé not femoved from the
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jon. The NIO says he made clear that differences could be pur-
2191:1;; the chain S;f« command. Yet, the SOVA analysts did not
vise. their office. director, Mr. Kerr, or me of their strong dis-
; ent. : : : ) :
?grﬁén so, as I've testified two weeks ago, I was unaware at the
sme of their complaint. I might mention that on other estimates,
.other NIOs often would put in their.own language and 1f D1rect_or~
e analysts disagreed, they frequently would raise the issue with
vir: Kerr or me. S )
M{ dttended the National Foreign Intelligence Board meeting on
this estimate and all participants praised the paper. The principal
drafter of the paper noted in a memo that I trl_“ed‘to avoid an INR.
footnote on the inten};al- s:g.uatign. But' INR insisted, and Casey
uled all views should be reflected. o Lo ]
r.t_I}, along with Casey, McMahon and. General Odom; then the 7D1~
rector. of NSA, felt the difference of view represented by _{shq foot-
note 'was so scant that it was unwarranted. After the mgeting, I
called the Director of INR, who had not been at the meeting, and
persuaded him that this was the case. And he agreed to drop the
otnote. L _ . ”
fq)&nd‘f[ think all of you who know Ambassador Abramowitz know
that he is neither a push-over nor a patsy. There was no suppres-
sion of dissent and no outside pressure for uniminity. There was no.
slanting of analysis. And the only issue was the seriousness of
Iran’s internal instability—not Soviet opportunities and not Iran’s
continuing hostility to the United States. ” C
Nineteen, and there are only twenty. It is alleged that numerous
Inspector General reports over the past ten years have-described
malaise and anger over corruption of the intelligence process. In
fact, Inspector’ General reports have noted perceptions, especially
in the Soviet office, that politicization exists. And. these reports
have continued to this very day. But the Inspector General -also
stated that he was unable to identify concrete examples of abuse
and indeed found many SOVA products that challenged Adminis-
tration policies. They also noted.that the perceptions problem
seems greatest among junior analysts. And.that nearly all senior
analysts and managers believe the mtegn‘ty of. the “process had
been maintained.’ . - ) ) L
Twenty. Finally, it-is alleged that Casey and I created ai agency
view of the U.S.S.R. that ignored Soviet wvilnerabilities and weak-
nesses and failed to recognize the pluralistic political culture that-
Gorbachev developed in a teldtively short period of timeé. In faqt,‘ -
the documentary records speaks for itself. I . _
For myself;-I'.cdll' your ‘atterition to the memo I sent:ﬁo tllle’
Deputy Director for Intelligence on the 16th of October 1986 ex-
pressing concern that oir analysis was missing t‘he nnpor_j':ancé of
developments in the'Soviet Union: And I only wish I had'remem-
bered it in'my colloquy with yotu, Senator Bradley. : ‘
“1 said on the 16th of October 1986— o ( .
htirue | that we are not being creative enough.in the way we ate ang-
Iszii("i(g)’ni‘i;il?;riEIJ g‘t?vl;g dévelfpmznt?. Itl ste'e%s t:.gt r:;ag}‘;;;e I;g;g E‘%ﬁgﬁ cﬁi;sslgavslgg‘%;rrltisé
ic and-economic i i of relatively str. ne the
g%&%c‘i?g]l}gsm ;fléscslgiz ;nou::gisl that have w:;lc?;njnatedw our analysis in.the past, with-"
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out opening new lines of inquiry, -asking new questions and exploiting previously
under-utilized sources. oD . . .. I

From talking with Soviet defectors and, emigres, and people who are in touch with
middie level Soviet officials in one-way.or another, T semse that there is g great-dea]
more turbulence ang unhappiness in the Soviet Union than we are conveying in
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ave - i both Mr.
: hso.. I had and have strong views. But as ‘
s e}%;gl?iz?;lgd Mr. Fuller said yesterday, I'm open to argumenta-
%V%alf and there was 2 lot of that. And I ail{ever distorted intelligence
i : . :
N to please a policymalker. ) . )
%?l%ggggtrﬁgiggscyv?ﬁat II:aS—A emerged in 1Zz.hese% hearlgg:r ésés clf:l;l;;ls—
o y i f politicization in som S rema
-dence that the perception o [ some aréas remains
; ' st b d by the next Director. 1 ‘
real and must be addresse o ot It needed
to assure that the integrity the pr
" then-is a set of measures (o isegrity of the process
T d, that one or another person’s view: ] 7
: Ev%l;ostig;tif analysis and that l?nalysts Iia.eed not play it safe with
: ement through self-censorship. L
upﬁggn;aelﬁ:% accomplish these obcjlec_mzr(isl, v:;hJalf gﬁ?énhﬁfsmc% 11}112
" 3 v 3 u :
further improving the quality and inte ectt 2 fonghmess of the
t, to change an atmbosphere, a tone, is , in
fﬁgdr%gl world, probably never peﬁ;eaiiz:ly ai;ta};gli};llgeén Fitst. i con.
there are measures that can n. , if con-
ﬁr%n]:r:él Is;r?r’ould candidly and quickly adfr‘lyeis:s ;hg;e aﬁ’(siugﬁjggi ﬁéltyagf
i egri
alysts. I would stress the importance o mt e ogiectivity of
the product, the importance _qf msxi[rmg hat (vergont views are
heard and conveyed to the policyma ter, and emp size fo all man-
i hat analysts are to be encouraged to spe t min
glgnggﬁyt aid th’at%:shere should be_mceni;lves for doing ﬂ‘ltlhi M. M.
In short, we should try to quiyrt th?t proét;lls_s;‘orvt%lrg Itftlurs Me:
cEachin described and make it part of our « o In his con-
i ld also tell &ll agencytemployees my do I
?Ifggcleo?n:itlh“::%%cems about this and other issues, and that T intend
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identify the accumulative scope of what he is up to,
In'sum, I am worried that there
analysts and in’ discussions with various people that we are not doing any publish-

; these things are true, I just don’t see the issues
N Everything seems too pat, - - :
£F

ik For the Agency, I call your attention to this publication tracking
Gorbachev’s course, a compendium ‘of assessments on change in the

Soviet Union under ' Gorbachev from March 1985 through Septem-
ber 1988 Even-before Gorbachev came to power, the Soviet office

i CTA was writinig about his commitment to economic reform and
the mixed evidence of his commitment to political reform - Some of
these analyses were controversial. And I raised a lot of questions

to reach out to them as well: ,

whethier Gorbachev was being cast in too rosy terms. But the I also would. agk for a restoration of cplil,%%iﬁg ngﬂ;;% i}ﬁi{; 3;:
Soviet office’s prevailing analysis that Gorbachev was a different, knowledges that honest people can and will dis 3111" ts are involved.
more reformist leadet wag accepted and reached policymakers. o ‘ must not attribute base motives W}’l:tllll a%lsfg%‘r;?ﬁg:ﬁ d have as a part
Ovex: all, from the early 198_0 s to 1987, fghel Soviet office provided . Second, I believe all ma:naagleréstif,:) n an appraisal of how well thoy
o vt o ol et SOt pobloms, ey e oo EeTormance exeluation,en ayprle] of how wel e
- ge. rage the abov > 1 ih
ek e Eafcatote e et fo oy s i i opetiness o ernaive views and thte willgneds fo st
) . x u e . L
when the advent of democratization. unieashed the forces that ulti- ggﬁ,lgs?'n AYSLS Up . the statutors Tn.
m%tely und}?irmined the old system: - _ ) ih- - o Third, if confirmed, I would dxﬁacttﬁhe --(gfﬁc:bggem: ifaaﬁal;{ic o
During .this entire period in question, t rough today; I believe f al to pay special attention to pr. !
that all of these assessments, save the single exception of the Papal Sll’gggosg Sﬁgeio e WI; 5;5 a focal point for analysts andhanaly&;lﬁl
paper;.eame to this Committee, ity House counterpart and often- gix pmariagers concerned.about process and the ,{.}sltegg'ltyacig :ise rl?erl(; t}f)n‘
res of the ; ) ! - . v . . 3 an: s -
Sonalcolleagcs ecored e oo, A0 8 o Congres Fourth, 1 belleveismos relating o ingrity of apalyet, relation
alysts each year. There were very few.complaints during that time Sﬁ”fﬁd“%ihlﬁgjgyan;m of every training course for analysts and
about the infelligence presented and the record shows why.. More- ;.sho_ anagers . : "
over, we make a good deal of progress in improving’ analysis ‘in ST nana Ce ittee and its House counterpart for the pas
those years, ;Many observers and customers. expressed the clear def;fg'g ’hgffoc%?;il especially on budget.and clagll_idsﬁhi?lnesactle?ﬁliisé
U e i ¥ ; SO e , . o . To. om
Ve ek duality it o g mproved. - ackual record of 116 Shetr 14 palyels and oo e ing Something
: what " was published and sent; to: pqlicyﬁiékeivs demonstrates that’ like t}:uig 01dtﬁaii§1iftai€ p?:gess- col .
0 the Integrity of the process was preserved. We.were wrong at oversighi on d help the DCI better deal with analytical problems
o times, but our judgments were honest and unaffected by a degire to This also ‘i;’“‘lre hgag d the last few days. ] )
pledse of'to slant’ Our review process wasn't easy. But it-was far such as yi(}u iﬁrmed I would ask the President’s Foreign Intelli-
from closed.. It was. rigorous. But.it was fair, People who wanted to Sixth, if co Bonnd for wa help and ideas in this area. ‘
i be heard were heard. T was demanding and blunt, Probably some~ gence Advisory :




38

-Seventh, if confirmed.I would consider creation.of an analysis
council of retired former senior officers that could advise the DCI
and DDCI and the Deputy Director for Intelligence about the prob-
lems we are discussing, suggest possible, additionsl, remedies and
perhaps serve also as ombudsmen to hear and evaluate complaints
and concerns. :

Eighth, and finally, if confirmed, I would solicit from the ana-
lysts, and the managers of analysis themselves, their own ideas on
how to re-build morale, ensure integrity and independence, how to
avoid self-censorship and deal with the perceptions of politicization.

If confirmed, I would expect to report to both Intelligence Com-
mittees on implementation of these and related measures when
Congress returns in January. :

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the Committee for your patience.
But the allegations of slanting intelligence are so insidious and the

integrity of analysis so central to our work, that I felt it imperative -

to deal with the allegations in detail this morning, and to set forth
my ideas for dealing with the perceptions problem and its poten-
tially corrosive effect. . .
The proof that the integrity of analysis was preserved is in fhe
quality of the people who produce the assessments and in the docu-
ments themselves—the nearly 2,500 major assessments and esti-
mates produced while I 'was DDI and Deputy DCL I am fully pre-
_pared to stake my reputation’ and integrity on the body of that

‘work. T was and am proud of it and proud to have been associated

with the people who produced it. - 7

" Mr. Chairman, i1 ¢losing let me just say that I have been grati-
fied by the strong support in front of this Committee by Admiral
Inman and John McMsahon, two of our country’s most senior and
esteemed intelligence professionals. Botli'addressed the issue of po-
liticization -and fully endorsed my integrity and honesty in that
process. ' And virtually all of the allegations concerned here took
place at a titne'when one or the other was present.

_ They also affirm my ability and qualifications to lead the Intelli-
gence Community. Most important, Presiderit Bush, with whom I
have worked so closely during these revolutionary times, has
spoken publicly and repeatedly of his confidence in my integrity
and my-ability to lead the CIA andthe Intelligence Community.

This uncommon relationship between us and his expectations
having himself been Director offer a unique-opportunity to re-make
American intelligence and to do so while preserving-and promoting
the integrity of the intelligence process and a strong and positive
relationship with the Congress.

‘Thank you.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Mr. Gates. As I have
indicated, we are going-to begin with Senator Glenn as he was not
able to ask -his questions during the first round of questioning in
your earlier appearance here. : '

- Just for the information of Committee Members, let me read the
order of questioning which will occur for the balance of the morn-
ing and then into the afternoon. As I say we will begin with Sena-
tor Glenn. I will then ask my questions followed by the Vice Chair-
man, Senator Murkowski. The order is ther. Senator DeConcini,
Senator Chafee, Senator Rudman, Senator- Metzenbaum, Senator
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i orth, Senator Warner, Senator Gorton, Senator Bradley, Sena-
! fg’%?-anunn, Senator Cranston, Senator Hollings, and Senator
' p'Amato. So this should gt}IJide Members in terms of some 1deg of
n their questioning might occur. S o
vtl%%e.wﬂl h%ve 20 minute rounds. I will ask-staff to.inform Mem-
bers at 10 minutes, then 5 minutes, and when they have 1 minute
remaining.-So that we may give each Member now a chance during
this first round to be heard during proceedings today.
* Senator Glenn, I'd recognize you at this time.
- Benator GLENN. Thank you Mr. Chairman. ) :
 We started out our hearings with an emphasis on'Iran-Contra
and we have gone into all of the issues relating to the politicizing
of the CIA. One thing that has bothered me very much has been
that we have this diametrically opposed testimony under oath by
you and some of your accusers, as well as your supporters. I sug-
gested only half-jokingly the other day that we should take a tip
from the CIA and use a lie-detector to find out what is truly going
on. _ . _

I read an article in the paper the other day which contained a
quote by Senator Rudman who indicated that this whole confirma-
tion process is going to come down to the credibility of who we be-
lieve and who we do not believe, because we have such varied view
points expressed: : : .

I dor’t mind failures, where the failures are honestly arrived at
and not tainted along the way. I think that is the way most of the
Members of the Committee feel. - )

I think that the Agency has been.faulted perhaps too much in
the past years for not foreseeing some things that would have re-
quired an infallible crystal ball. For example, we expect to-have a
perfect estimate made of the Soviet economy, yet we must have
thousands of economists in our own country with every bit of data
at their fingertips, and they can’t predict what's going to happen in
E our own ecopomy. - . e 7

So I would say that I think we sometimes expect too much. But,
we do expect that these intelligence reports be arrived at honestly
and not skewed. That has obviously become.the major issue here.

There is one area that I want to get into that I don’t believe ]:,1as
been mentioned at the hearings at all so far. It’s an issue that F've
taken a particular interest in through the years—nuclear prolifera-
tion. ‘Even before I became a Member of this Committee ‘a goupl,e
years back, I regularly received intelligence briefings on Pakistan’s
nuclear program. I have followed this area of nuclear non-prolifera-
tion through the years. Now we've known what was going on, and
yet every year when this came up for re-certification, the President
regularly certified .that Pakistan does not possess a nuclear explo-
sive device. ' : o ) - ;

Now, what has been the true situation on this issue? What hav.e
you recommended? What have these reports shown to the Presi-
dent? Was there pressure put on the CIA to change an estimate be-
cause either we have Presidents not leveling with the Congress in
making that decision, or they're getting faulty information. I don’t
know which it is. Every year I would object to this certification and
take the matter up on the Floor. And every year we get turned
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down on trying to cut off aid to Pakistan. What's been the situa-
tion with regard to Pakistan?. : s

Several Senators were concerned enough about this issue that we
went over to Pakistan several years ago. Senator Cohen 1 believe
was on that trip, as well as Senator Nunn. We met with President
Zia, Yaqub Khan, and Maneer Khan, and of course they told us
one story about Pakistan’s program ‘while we are -getting another
story here. What did you recommend to the President with regard
to Pakistan? : e . N

Mr. Gares. Well, first of all there was a great deal of discomfort
with gur analysis. But I can’t recall any instance in which the pol-
icymakers refused to accept our analysis or pressured.us in any
way to tone it down, S . -

I think what it boiled down to over the last 2 or 3 years in par-
ticular, was a question of interpretation of the law and alsg in pol-
icymakers trying to find some basis in the uncertainties of the In-
telligence -Community that would allow continuing the assistance
for another year in the hope that that could serve as an incentive
to get the Pakistanis to back away from their program. And-gso the
intelligence .officers would . present their data and the lawyers
would basically .pick apart-the analysis in terms of where—just ex-
actly where are the uncertainties, just exactly where are the-ambi-
guities. On occasion the Pakistanis would pull back tactically to
give a little leeway. And it boiled down to, as I recall;.and I am
certainly no lawyer, but it boiled down to the question of do they
possess a weapon? And the issue was do they have an assembled
weapon? And it finally came down to the point where the informa-
tion was good enough that the analyst concluded that even if they
hadn’t-assembled it, it was a matter of basically just sticking it to-
gether, and there was no more -ambiguity: and really.no more un-
certainty and that’s when the decision was made that they could
no. longer be certified. . ;

Senator GLENN. Well, by that same analysis and we could I.pre-
sume, theoretically say that we don’t know whether China, France,
Great Britain, or any other country we want to name around the
world might have the bomb, because we don’t know that every-last
screw is in every last weapon that they may have. - :

. Mr. Gares. Well, we had. the advantage in those cases, Senator.
Glenn, of- them having. tested a weapon and our having observed it
so we .did-have that advantage: But it does ¢reate that problem
where there hasn’t. been a test of a weapon, and I-am probably
sticking. my neck out here on something I shouldn’t, but in a way
as I recall some of the discussions, the way the law was written in-
effect almost gave-the Pakistanis-an incentive in the sense that..
and I think it’s one bfthe amendments—itsrequired that we certify
that they possessed a weapon. Which suggested that they could do
anything upto that point and we could not take any legal remedy.

I think that there were some more restrictive amendments ap-
plied, and I think one of yours is one of them, in different respects.
But the point is that I think where there was some ambiguity
really had to do more with that question of whether they actually

had assembled a weaponr rather than the progress they:had made

T

in other parts of their.program.
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~Senator GLENN. Do you remain convinced that CIA was candid
and. forthcoming with Congress on all of these issues regarding
Pakistan’s nuclear capability? .

Mr. GartEs, Yes sir, I believe they were.

Senator GLENN. Our Committee has received allegations fromr

" . former CIA analysts that intelligence provided to Executive branch

policymakers and the Congress on Pakistan’s nuclear weapons pro-
gram might have been intentionally skewed throughout the 1980s
for fear that failure to certify Pakistan’s nuclear program would
jeopardize U.S. assistance to the Afchan rebels. Now it's my under-
standing that the CIA Inspector General is still in ‘the process of
conducting an investigation of these allegations. Is that correct?

Mr. GATES. That’s news to me Senator.

Senator GLENN. You're not aware that there’s such an on-going
Investigation? )

Mr. GaTes. I did not know that, no sir.

Senator GLENN. OK. Well, while you were at CIA, was there ever
any pressure on you from policymakers at the State Department or
elsewhere to say, “Can’t you shade that g little bit, we need to cer-
tify this to Congress, can’t you pull back just a hair on this?”’ Did
you ever have any conversations like that with anybody at State or
in the Administration? :

Mr. GaTes. The only thing that T remember along those lines was
a caution to be very careful about the words that were used in de-
scribing the situation. We in intelligence often will say this prob-
ably happened, or that probably happened, or it might have hap-
pened, or there’s a good chance it may have happened or we don’t
think it happened at all or something like that. And they just
asked us to be conscious of the fact—of the way we worded our con-
clusions in some of these areas. But there was never any pressure
to change those conclusions. And’ hever any pressure in terms of
the progress that the Pakistanis were making in their program. At
least none that I was aware of,

Senator GLENN. We put so much emphasis on this program be-
cause we have tried through the years to encourage other nations
to sign up -under the NPT regime and we've said that those who
cooperate will ‘get the benefit of our peaceful cooperation. We've
made a mockery of this process with Pakistan, I believe. And un-
fortunately, I don’t know whether Presidents were given bum in-
formation on this issue or not, or whether they chose to just mis-
represent the situation to Congress. .

Back to.your comments about the Pope. You mentioned in your
comments. something about having a basis. for Casey’s view. I wrote
down the words, “Casey’s view.” .What .was Casey’s view of the
Papal assassination? ‘

Mr. Gates. I think that Mr. Casey was persuaded by Clair Sterl-
ing’s book in particular that the Soviets had in fact been behind, or
%t least knowledgeable about, the attempted assassination of the

ope. + . .

Senator GLENN. Were his views generally known throughout the
Agency? : . S

Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir, .

Senator GLENN. And do you think that colored any of the writing
that went into the reports? y . ¥
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Mr. .GaTes. ‘Well, I don’t know. My recollection is that everybody
also knew that John McMahon, the Deputy Director, was just as
equally convinced they weren’t involved because of the ‘poor. trade-
craft that was involved. He found it hard to believe that the Sovi-
ets would ‘associate themselves with such an amateurish undertak-
mg‘. - K B . . R ‘ N
So I think-there were conflicting views on the seventh floor and
as-I've testified here this morning and gs several analystg, I think,

dre prepared to affirm, and as Mr. MacEachin indicated yesterday,
I just wasn’t sure. I could find .compelling arguments on both sideg
of the case. . . ’ e o o

Senator GLENN. You commissioned a panel in 1985 to review the
issue, right? , T : .

Mr. GaTes. Yessir. - - : ’

Senator GLENN. That was the so-called Cowey Panel?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. “ T

Senator GLENN: What was- their conclusion? The Cowey Report
says that many of the people interviewed thought the paper had an
unusual thrust for an intelligence assesément. - -~

They thought that calling the paper, “The Casé for Soviet In-
volvement,” .and marshaling evidence only for that side‘stacked the
i:al._eck din favor of that argument and ran the risk of appearing

iased- LT N

Now ‘that was the Cowey Report. What was done after -that

report came out? Anythihg? - : :

Mr. Gares:-Well I -commissioned actually two papers after the
Papal Paper came out. One was, I asked Mr. MacEachin—and- he
recalls it, I had not, he told me about it several weéks ago—I com-
missioned. his office to write an attack on the paper. Now you make
the case why—on the flaws in the paper. And that Paper was done
algo. And then about a month later I commissioned this Cowey
Report because-I was uneasy with the way the entire—with the
way the Directorate had handled the entire attempted assassina-
tion of the Pope. - ' ‘

Now, the Cowey Report in some respects is at odds with the
recollections of some of the analysts that are involved in terms
with what the seventh floor said or didn’t say. Actually the séventh
floor—the Cowey Report, I think is explicit in saying there were no
directions from the seventh floor, but people at lower levels were
in‘f}luenced in terms-of what they thought the seventh floor wanted
to hear. ) - :

~I think that the analysts are doing some’sworn statements for
this Committee, and I think they can speak for themselves. I would
say also that the Cowey Report was very explicit in saying that I,
as DD, tried to distance myself from it because I knew that what.-
ever- the outcome”of the report, that.it would be susceptible to
charges of politicization whicheveér conclusion it arrived at. And
that may also have accounted for my basic agnosticism. ;

Senator GLENN. Some of my problem here in knowing who to be-
lieve is a very-tough one.-Let me quote from Mr. Goodman. You
might want to make notes and reply to each one of these things if
you would, please. R

This is a direct quote of what Mr. Goodman- stated, under oath,
and it refers to the 1985 intelligence assessment on the Papal as-
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ination issue as an example of the imposition of intelligence
i%ﬁfgglg%idénce. Now here’s what he says w1t}} regard to th:at-
Vﬂl{s{amerassessment: v ates fe the Key Judgments, Bob G;.ttes re-
&0 i : e Ke : .
; ;s?:é?;:}ﬁaet g:z?nﬁfﬁrg?‘]g?}?)déitggbdg)%?esdrgﬁgyeinterest}irng scg:ge note that said in
i to explain the methodology that we only looked at the case for Soviet m_\éolve-
mr:ﬂ:g We didn’t look at any of the evidenice, and I might add very good evi {c_'sn_c%
'Esm.#éry sensitive sources that would have explained the Soviets were not in
, x‘!‘«iolved,- He dropped that scope rote. . ™ . t_ho
- ou go through and give your version of each one of those
b.égg;la{?izonsg Now t%atfs from testimony Mr. Gates, and you're
now. . o _
unl&[?.ﬂ‘?}?z};ﬁs. Yes, sir. The Committee has two.sworn s_;tate?elﬁii:s
from thoge who were directly. involved in the preparation o ti; h 8
paper, Mr. Lance Haus and Ms. Kay Oliver. Their sworn state-
ments make the following statements: that the paper did examine
both sides of the argument for Soviet involvement, that thi Iiswaper
was appropriately coordinated, and that the removal of s e so-
called scope note, the drafting of the Key Judgments gn% tlafi:l:nfg‘
of the cover ._memo(sj Ixergtﬁll hgdl;@ob%zrgflnd nft;c the initiative of,
3 of the CIA with no direction . _
10?%‘\7{}? }Teélslink part of the problem here, Senator Glenn, is so(:lnsw
thing that.some of the Members of the Committee have ref@trrrle , 0
at various points. I don’t think that anybody-—any of the };W;n kes eg
are intentionally misleading this Committee. What I € L Yo
have here is the contrast between those with first-hand experience,
those who were directly. involved in the events, and those Wlé(;f?re
hearing second-hand about what happeited. And I think the. L t?:f-
ence here is that Mr. Goodman was not dlrectly involved an 1;3
two analysts who have submitted sworn statements to this C(()imléatl -
tee, were in fact those who were in charge of the project and actu-
ally did these things. T think that’s the difference. I domt
Senator GLENN. Well, okay, let me go through this and i %n
have a whole lot of time remaining now. Did you re-write the Key
nts? , <o
J''ulilrigr]TI(E}A'I'Es. NG sir..And these analysts say that I did not.
r . Senator.GLENN. Did you re-write the Summary? .
€ . Nosir. ~ . : . o ” \
g%rnacf?rm(_’fmm. Did you drop a very interesting scope noﬁdthat
indicated that there were othier ggnsmve gources that wo ex-
in the Soviets were not involved? )
pl,?‘\%[l‘;.tgm:ss. Not according to these analysts, §enator. vste
Senator GLENN. .Wei%, I’mhasqug you. I don’t want the analys
inion.. ours-if you have 1t. ) v |
opﬁ;?%j’r\;:n ge};lator, lgs me say spmethmg that: applies to a lot of
other things before this Committee. What I've-given you t?ﬁs mori{x:
ing, I certainly didn't remember. I put that together over the vt;se
end, over the last few days, from documents; lfrom te_astlmofny _gl.rln
others, from what others have said before this'Committee, romkine
documenitary evidence available at _the Agency _and from as ing

questions out at the Agency.

. . ) ' . ., . - . : 0 O
: indicated in my statement, I reviewed something like 2,5
pa%:rg gfdlc:s‘fmﬂes.yj&nd I have’ to admit to you that when I left
CIA in 1989 T had no reason to try and stay on top of all-of these
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as. advocacy of one policy or another. And 1 guess what I'm trying
to.say-is I think thatthe SDI .speech was one of those that could be
misread as advocacy. I've read it carefully and I think that I can
make a case where.1t was not advocacy, but I can see where others
might see it that way. And I'm very sensitive to that. It Wo,uld be
very easy-for me to give you a flat answer and say, “No I'm not.
going to give any substantive speeches,” but I think there are, on
occasion, .points where it is useful to. the public dialogue for the
DCI, as Judge Webster did, to go public with information on the
proliferation problem. - - : - . L )
Senator GLENN. Well, 'the reason I'm following this a little bit,
and Mr. Chairman you're very gracious and I.will try to end this
very shortly, is-that we're talking about politicization again basi-
cally. And that’s what bothers me. We're on-the fourth-or fifth iter-
ation of SDI. We started out with the Astrodome concept, we ve
been through BRILLIANT PEBBLES, we've been through space-
based .interceptors, SBI, and we’re down to GPALS now. We're in
the fifth iteration of this program and I thought the Administra-
tion was misleading us so completely ‘early on, even though Gener-
al Abrahamson was a good friend of mine, and I went out ‘to the
labs every year to talk-to the scientists working on directed energy
weapons and all the other technologies involved. And all throngh
this time they kept telling us it's about twenty years before we
even might have some of the capability of doing these things we're
talking about. @ - [» N ) S , o
And so it’s in the middle of that environment where we’re revis-
iting SDI and realizing that it is not ready to deploy. And the sci-
entists tell us that the technology is not there. It’s in the middle of

-that kind of'a decisionmaking process when-your-speech about the

Soviet SDI' program .put a big scare into a lot of people. So that's
the reason it concerned me very much. And I don’t ‘mean to be-
labor this but as long as you're talking genéralities of technology
transfer and. general development of missiles around the world in
general terms, I don’t have any problem with that. But where you
get -down ‘to a specific policy issue such as SDI, then I think that’s
politicization to me. So I'would hope, if you're confirmed, that you
take that into consideration in yournew job. E e
Mr. GaTes. Senator, I would not only take that-into consideration
but that would be.my approach—mnot to address issues of that kind.
Senator GLENN. Thank-you Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the extra
Chairman. BoreN.  Thank you very much, Senator Glenn, and
again let me say you've-been.very patient in allowing others to
question out of turn. That inadvertently cost you your turn in the
first round and I apprecidte your -patience ‘with us in that proce-
dural problem that weliad., -+ . . - :
.Let me follow up just briefly with the point that Senator Glenn
was just making because'I agree with it. I think that it is not
proper for theDirector of Central Intelligence to wade:into what,

in -essence;:is a debate, especially on a very controversial policy-
issue that-Congress: is going :to be voting on in terms of setting:
budgetary ‘priorities. Let me be explicit: 1 think I understand what-

you have said-in response to Senator-Glenn but I want to just see if
this is an accurate representation.. While there are some things you
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think are appropriate, such as the speech you cited by Judge Web-
ster on proliferation and the speech you cited by Admiral Inman,
upon_reflection;.the speech that you gave on SDI-would not be a
speech that you would intend to give if you were confirmed ag DCT?
Is that a correct statement? - S

Mr.-GATEs. That is not only the case, Mr. Chairman, but I would
have to say that I think that several of the other speeches that I

‘- gaveat that time; including perhaps the speeches on the*Soviet

Union, because they are so enmeshed in issues that come -before
the gc}:))’iriernment, are probably ones where the Director is best silent
in publie, - ’ : R o

-Chairman BoreN, Let me go on to another issue, I want to go
back over some of the specific items that you have talked about in
your opening statement, and go into them in a little more detail.

Senator Glenn Wwas also questioning you about the paper on the
attempted assassination of the Pope, as to whether or not you re-
wrote any part of it dropped the scope notes and so on. We do have
Mr. Haug' statement and I want to quote from Mr. Haus, what he
has told the staff. This is the person who- ultimately prepared ‘this
report. Mr. Haus said: s : _

Mr. Gates made no changes to the draft submifted him other than fairly minor
editorial ones. Indeed, I believe he also added a few caveats, His concern, if I re-
member correctly, was that we nof go beyond where the intelligence information
would carry us. : ‘ :

But let me be very clear on 3 related points: Mr. Gates did not drop any scope
note. I doubt that he ever saw the preparatory paragraph offered by SOVA to its
initial draft contribution because I did after consuitation with Kay Oliver during
my first review of the paper. I thought it was wishy-washy smd redundant. My,
Gates did not draft the key judgments, I did, with help from Beth Seeger and Kay
Oliver. And finally, Mr. Gates did not draft the transmittal notes, although he cer-
tainly reviewed them. : -

.50 what he says would track your answer. But I am concerned
not:so much' here ‘about whether or not you re-wrote these because
I will accept your word that you did not and especially in light of
the fact that those who worked directly on the projects say that
you did not. But you did sign the transmittal memo of this: paper
which has later been highly criticized. The panel which you com-
missioned to review the issue indicates that the 1985 assessment
was hastily prepared and inadequately coordinated and found no
one at the working level in the DI of the Do other the two primary
authors of the paper who agreed with the thrust of it. In fairness to
you, you did commission that study which came up with those con-
clusions. Yet you signed a memo transmitting this paper which
said that the assessment was presented as “a comprehensive exam-
ination of who was behind the attempted assassination of Pope
John Paul, II in 1981.” Your memo goes on to cite a variety of
sources and states, “We now feel able to present our findings with
some confidence.” .

Now my question to you is that the copy of that memo that we
have is the one on the transmittal to then-Vice President Bush. It
was obviously disseminated {o the President, Secretary of State,
Defense, and others. First, did you prepare that memo- yourself?
Was the.same mémo sent to ‘virtually all of these policymkers ag’
far:as you can recollect? Did you review its contents before you
signed the memo. And how do you defend that memo given the fact
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that this study was severely criticized later by a study by which
you yourself commissioned? . .

Mr. GaTgs. First I have to take Mr. Haus’ word for the fact that
he drafted it and I didn’t. T did sign it, that’s for sure. .- . .

Chairman Borex. Signed the memo of transmittal? .

. Mr. GatEs. Signed the memo of transmittal. I only assume that
all the .transmittal letters were the same..That was usually the
practice when a cover note or.slip was attached going to several
different. policymakers on a particular study. I think it is impor-
tant to note, as I indicated in my testimony, that the transmittal
note_also’ indicated that questions remain, and probably always
would remain. It stated that it was our most comprehensive look
and I think that it was, I think the view of the authors is that it
Still‘ is probably the most comprehensive thing the Agency has
one. 3 :

The thing that troubled me about the whole. process—and obvi-
ously T think you know in retrospect the cover note probably
should have indicated wh: at in fact was the primary deficiency of
the paper, and that was that it did not thoroughly examine ail of
the ‘alternatives that were available. Some of thoge alternatives
were mentioned in the paper and they were dealt with in the
paper, but certdinly not in the kind of detail, that the Soviet in-
volvement was and so that was a problem. But in a way, that paper
was_the culmination, as that study points out, of the Agency and
the Directorate not very effectively dealing with the Papal problem
from the very Hegitining and the attempted assassination.

The first couple of years, it. was assumed that Agca had acted
alone :and. so it was handled by just one analyst on a kind. of part-
timebasis. The study that was published: coming to the dpposite
conclusion in May 1983 had exactly- the same problem that the
May 1985, or the April 1985 study had and that was that it too was
a single explanation of what had happened. And it reached the con-
clusion that the Bulgarians and- nobody else were involved.

-And so we did not—and the paper-indicates a lot of bureaucratic
reasons why not—did not address in any of these papers a compre-
hensive look that would look at all of the alternative explanations
in terms of how we assessed-the Papal assassination. In that re-
spect, both the 1983 paper and the 1985 Paper were flawed. And as
DDI and having reviewed them both, I would have to take responsi-
bility for that. . . - :

Chairman Boren. Do you think in retrospect, that the memo,
sent on to the President, Vice President, Secretaries of State, De-
fense, top. policymakers of our government, should have raised
more warning flags to the policymakers that there are other alter-
native not included in this document? These are busy people. At
least I know in my own experience when I ask for a one pager. or a
two pager and look at the highlights of something I am inferested
in, I want warning flags if this is not really definitive in terms of
looking at other alternatives.. . i )

Mr. GartEs. I think that’s probably:the .case. But:I would add to
that that when the paper came to me-it was certainly represented
as being fully coordinated: withirr the, agency. So it would have rep-
resented the Agency’s best view. Coordinated with the Directorate
of Operations; coordinated with othér offices in the Directorate of
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Intelligence. So when the paper came to me and I was told it was

coordinated, I had every reason to believe that it -did in fact repre-
gent the corporate view of the agency. So that was perhaps not a
warning flag to me. c )
=.Chairman BoreN. Well, I aceept your word that you did not re-
write this. I do think that the cover transmittal letter should have
had more warnings or more caveatsin it.

- " Let me just ask you, did you ever direct anyone working orn this
“ p‘rojegt to come to a particular conclusion about Soviet involve.
i ment? - : .

“Mr. Gates. I don't think I did. And the testimony of those in-

. volved in the project is that I did not.

Chairman BoreN. Let me go to a couple of major items that I
think need clarification.- .

- One was the 1985 Iran Estimate which has been a major focus.
In your letter to the Committee dated March 2, 1987, which you
submitted in response to questions raised at your earlier confirmsa-.
tion hearings, you wrote in response to questions about your role in
the preparation of the May 1985 Fuller memorandum ¢oncerning
U.S. consideration of allowing arms sales to Iran. I am going fo
quote now what you said, “This memorandum was prepared by the
NIO, Mr. Fuller, at his own initiative. I did not know the paper
was being drafted. I neither saw, nor approved it prior to distribu-
tion. I received my copy simultaneously with others inside and out-
side the CIA™. .

Now Mr. Fuller, of course, was one of our witnesses here. The
author of the memorandum as I recall testified that he sought to
obtain your approval of this memorandum prior to its being consid-
ered by the analyst. As he testified to us, he said, Mr. Gates didn’t
go in and tell the analyst to come to these conclusions, but I went
in and very forcefully at one point in the proceedings said, Mr.
Gates has seen my point of view and he agrees with it—or some-
thing to that effect. I questioned him about this again yesterday,
and he said, well in retrospect, I feel by my saying that I might
have really pushed these analysts hard to come along and agree
with me. He said, Mr. Gates had no way of knowing I did that. He
assuned responsibility for saying that, he didn’t lay that at your
doorstep. o w : "

But there is this question as to what seems to be an apparent
discrepancy.- You're'saying that you did not know the paper ‘was
being drafted and-neither saw it nor approved it prior to distribu-
tion. And Mr. Fuller’s statement that, ves he came up after he fin-
isheéd the paper and showed it to you prior to his discussion with
the analyst where he said, I believe Bob Gates agrees with this, or
something to that effect, or Bob Gates tells me he agrees with this.

Mr. GaTEs. I think, and I may be mistaken here Mr. Chairman,
but I think the confusion is that I may have been referring in my
March 2nd letter to the May 17, 1985 typescript memorandum that
Mr. Fuller sent around of his own views on these issues to Mr.
Casey and the policymakers and so on where I recetved g copy of
that. And I had not known about that in advance, and had not ap-
proved, circulation rather than the estimate—excuse ‘me, rather
than the estimate draft—that you all were talking about yesterday.
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Chairman Boren. OK. So Mr.-Fuller, in .essence, twice expressed
his views. First in a memorandum that he just sent around -the
Agency giving his views. ‘ ) . - :

Mr. Gates. And to the policymakers. : ) -

Chairman BoreN.-And to the policymakers. That was strictly the
views of the NIO. ’ : 3

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir. And I received that contemporaneously with
everybody else. - : : : . .

Czl.lyalrgyan Boren. With everybody else. All right. And in addi-
tion, Mr. Fuller prepared a draft of his suggestions to go into an
estimate which he then-took into this meeting. You had seen that?

Mr. Gates. That's the part that he showed me and I ex-

ressed—-— |, : )
P Chairman BoreN. And you said you agreed with him?
Mr. GaTes. And I expressed & preference to what he had drafted

. compared to what the Soviet office had.

Chairman Boren. All right. So you do recall seeing that prior to
his going into the meeting with the analysts?

_Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir. . _ X 7 -

.Chairman BoreN. Did you, at any point, say go down and fell the
analysts I think they should give in and agree with you on this

oint? - : . ‘ : -

P Mr; Gates. I don't think so, Mr. Chairman.

.. Chairman BoreN. Let me turn. to another area where I find some
discrepancy or at least it raises some questions in terms of the tes-
timony-we’ve heard since you testified. That's the question of your
knowledge about the role played by Colonel North. I questioned
both Mr. Kerr and Mr. Allen about this and about your response to
what they told you. We also had testimony from Mr. /Flers on this
matter. ‘ ‘ -

Mr. Kerr remembers—in his conversation with y;a/u that you do
not recall having with him on this subject of Mr. Allen’s suspiciong
in late August—that you said something like, God knows what
QOllie is up to now. As I understand, you don’t reéall the Kerr con-
versation at all, the one in August where he supposedly, among
other.subjects, brought up the possibility of a

Mr. Gates. That’s correct. . .

Chairman BoreN. And in fairness, Mr. Kerr says he understands
why you might-not have because it -was an item gone over briefly.
So I understand that but I want to focus more on Mi. Allen be-
cause you do remember the conversation with Mr. Allen.

Mr. GATES, Yes. - ; )

Chairman BoreN. And you do remember at least the bottom line
of his suspicions and he walked through some of his reasons. .H;e
thinks that you said something like, well, if this is true,.Ollie’s
gone to far in this case if he has comingled the Iranian operation
and the Contra support operation. ]

He thioks you said something about Colonel North. Mr. Fiers
says he has no reason to doubt that you didn’t have extensive
detail about what Colonel North was doing but that you understood
generally, he said, the universe in which he was operating, that he
was some kind of quarterback, even though you might not have
great detail about it. y
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My question is this: On October the 9th, you had this meeting in
hich Colonel North was present, I believe Mr. Casey was there,
d the Hasenfus plane had been shot down. You said by your own
collection that you turned to Colonel North and asked is the CIA
clean in this operation? You asked him in essence to certify that.
the Agency was clean in this matter. -
.Now, why would you think he could tell you whether or not tie
CIA was clean unless you thought that he had some role in the op-
erations or unless you had some suspicion that he was involved in
-the operation other than just encouraging the fundraising and en-

_-pouraging tHeir efforts in a general way?

Mr. Gates. Mr. Chairman., I had earlier asked the Deputy Direc-

L uﬁor for Operations if CIA had had any involvement in the Hasenfus
- matter and had been told that we had not. And I saw this lunch as
- :an opportunity to inquire of Colonel North whether he was aware

from his contacts with private benefactors whether there was any
chance that proprietaries or anybody else had been involved. I

- didn’t, as I recall in the memo that I did afterward, I didn’t just

say, is CIA clean? I rather said did he have any reason to believe
or any indication that CIA in any way, indirectly or anything else,

- had any connection with this thing? And it was purely in connec-
- tion with knowing that he was in touch with the private benefac-

tors. The idea that he was quarterbacking this thing or running it,
frankly, based on my own experience with the. NSC staff, just
never even occurred to me quite-honestly that he was at the hub of -
this entire operation.

As I indicated when I testified a couple of weeks ago, I had
served on the NSC staff under some of the most powerful NSC ad-
visors in our post-war history. And the idea of somebody running a
military operation out of the NSC staff would have been unthink-
able under those circumstances. And frankly, while I knew he was
in touch with those guys, and so on, the idea that he actually had
an operational role, frankly, I think was beyond the pale as far as I
was concerned. : )

Chairman Boren. Well, I don’t want to belabor this point but
how could you have confidence in any certification he could give
you that the CIA was-clean and not involved unless you thought he
had some knowledge of the operations? .

Mr.. GaTtes. Well, again, just because he was involved and knew
about the—was in touch with the private benefactors. I was—this
was my first flap as DDCI on anything having to do with covert
action. I was_trying to make sure before the Director and I came
up here to talk to the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the two In-
telligence Committees that I'd covered what bases I knew. I
touched the important base, which was our ewn Directorate of Op-
erations.- And I saw another opportunity knowing that the NSC
was in touch with these people, to touch that base as well.

1-didn’t see him as a major source for this thing or as a major
certifier, if you will. It was just another base to touch as far as I
was concerned. ‘ .

- Chairman BoreN. Let me turn just briefly, and it has been one of
my frustrations.in these hearings that we’ve had to continue to go
back over some of these past matters because a major focus of
these hearings should be the future. And I may well want to come



52

‘back in an additional round of questions that go into the future

more because this is the most important issue of all for us.

For.the past several years, we've had a rapid escalation of intelli-
gence budgets. We both know and it’s now a very large figure that
we will discuss prefty soon whether or mnot that figure will be
public. It’s been estimated by the media into the billions of dollavs,
- Many of these resources are targeted on the Soviet Unior, the
Soviet military threat and the threat of conventional war in
Europe which are cbviously very much receding in terms of their
possibility. oo .

I have two questions for you. One, in light of all of the shifts that
have occurred in the world, the decline of the likelihood of some of
these threats and the ‘reduction of the need. for expenditure in
some -of these major areas—some have estimated as much as fifty
percent of the agency budget going into this area—do’ you feel we
can find real bottom line net savings in the overall intelligence
llzildgﬁt to pass on to the American people? Cut the-total, to put it

untly. . . T ‘

If that’s the case, do you think in .addition to making some net
cuts that there should also be some areas that we increase? I would
say we have to be very careful about this. We all know that when
agencies are cut because part of their miission becomes somewhat
obsolete, they go looking for other new missions to keep all of their
people in place and all of their dollars still in the budget. For ex-
ample, we .are going to have a lot more open source reporting as
the Soviet Union behaves much more like a democracy. A lot of in-
formation can be gleaned through open sources such as the State
Department and other agencies that we wouldn’t need to duplicate.

We've talked about the importance-of economic intelligence, but
would-it be improper for CIA to duplicate the Commerce Depart-
ment, for example? ’ : ‘ ' .

So, my questions to you are do you think we can find some net
reduction in overall spending? And, second, in -addition to your
ideas on net savings, what are the areas you think can be cut in
general and where do you think the budget can or should be en-
hanced where we've been thin or weak or where changes in the
world now give us new challenges that legitimately should be ad-
dressed by the Intelligence Community?

Mr. Gates. Let me: make a general statement, Mr. Chairman,
and then address your questions very specifically.

I think rather than just plucking an arbitrary—I think there are
two dangers in this. One is plucking an arbitrary budget number
out of the air and saying that looks right. ]

CrairMaN Boren. I don’t care——

Mr. Gares. And I know either higher or lower or whatever. The
other danger is the-one that you mentioned and that is an agency
adrift and in search of a mission and trying to find new ‘work to do
in order to justify its budget. And that’s why I suggested at the
outset of these hearings that I think what is needed on an urgent
basis is a top down review of what the priorities, missions of intelii-
gence-—-of American intelligence ought to be. Rather than the DCI
as a manager of a bureaucratic program, goihg up to the top and
saying here’'s-the amount.of money I need and here are all the jus-
tifications for its, I think it is appropriate for the President, his

b3

enior advisors, and with some appropriate involvement in the

ocess, the Congress, to say, no, here’s ‘what we want U.S. intelli-
ence to do in the aftermath of the Cold War and the break up of
he Soviet Union. These are the priorities that we want you guys to
ddress. And you, tell.us what you need to do that and what the

budget will look like.  -.

. 50.1 think that’s why I've suggesi:ed this,rsort of what I’d il:ke. to

all .:{;his Capabilities 2005 study that I think ought to be done
'within a very few months on an: urgent basis to identify for the
pew Director and the Intelligence Community just what it is they
onght to. be working on. N :

¢ . .Now that said, and then Ithmk ,jfbu'build—ydu' can look at re-
: structuring and at what the budget ought to look like in order to
-~ sustain an effective effort against.those missions and those prior-
*. ities. ‘ :

Now, specifically with respect to cuts, I think that tile first—

" well, one further general point. As the Committee well knows, the

bulk of the budget of the Intelligence Community .goes for technical

- collection systems that—to use that wonderful budgeteers word—

.. are fungible; they can be moved from target to.target. The same
_-assets that are used on Soviet strategic forces are used on Iraq or
" on the Middle East some place else. -

. Chairman BoreN. The satellite. looks at one part of the world
today and can be reprogrammed to look at another part.

Mr. Gates. Exactly. So there is that element of it.

Now, that said, I think one major area where there could be
some savings, in think we clearly in the Intelligence Community

- are going to have to look at the amount of work that gets done on-
Soviet conventional forces. And I think that there can be a lot of

streamlining and I think it is time, because -the threat of war in
Europe has receded so greatly, one thing that' I would be willing fo
consider for example is moving CIA out of that business entirely
and letting DIA handle Soviet conventional forces. I think the risks
have been reduced to the point where competitive- analysis in that
particular arena is not.so important. And that is a fairly major un-
dertaking by CIA. And some of those assets could be used to look at
political and economic and social issues inside the new republics of
the Soviet. Union and.so on, . : i ,

I think that on the—so-that is a major area where I think cuts
can be considered. I think that there are some perhaps structural
changes -that can be made that would reduce duplication in the
community and where other.agencies as well as.CIA can do ‘serv-
ices of common concern. And where we ¢an have a fair amount of
streamlining. And I will be honest with you, I think this is an area
that may involve ultimately a requirement for additional authori--
ties for the DCI in terms of his ability to get down -into the .pro-

- grams of the other agencies and begin to make those kinds:of effi-

ciencies and those kinds of changes from a community stand point,
rather than just kind of a top line number. -

In terms of areas where I think increases are likely going to be
needed, I think that the biggest immediate threat to American se-
curity is the proliferation problem that Senator -Glenn described.:
But I would-broaden it to include chemical and biological weapons

as well as proliferation of ballistic missile technologies. . . -
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- Our capabilities on CW and BW now are pretty much confined to

human intelligence. And I think that there is a need for some rea]
investment in. technical means by which we may be able to detect
some of the precursor chemicals or some of these weapons where
we are not able to get a human source. The truth of the matter is
we had wonderful intelligence on the Pakistani situation. Chemical
and Biological weapons are a much.harder problem. And so that ig
an area where I think a-lot more money has been budgeted for nu-
clear proliferation. This is an area in chemical, biological, and: mig-
siles, where I think there could be a real increase. :
I think another area where the money has increased substantial-
ly over the last 3 or 4 years, but still warrants another look for ad-
diticnal investment-is in the narcotics arena. :
Chairman Boren: Well, I 'would agree “with the comments you
have made, especially about the chemical and biological weapons
because obviously the cost of these programs-is far less than the
cost of developing robust nuclear programs with capability of deliv-
ery. Therefore there is an opportunity:for more nations around the
world that have. fewer financial resources or-more groups around
the world with fewer resources to develop' very potent dangerous
chemical and biological agents. But, I agree with what you said.
Mr. Gates. I would add, if 1 might Mr. Chairman, one of the
other -concerns that I'think we are going to have at least in the
near term, I think we -are going-to have to track, very closely
Soviet strategic programs. . Co '
Because both in connection with the arms control agreements
that have been signed, but alsc in terms of assuring ourselves that
what they are telling us about control of these weapons to the
extent we can determine is, in fact, true in terms of how good the
command and control over those 30,000 or so nuclear weapons.
Chairman BoreN. Command and control especially becomes an
important element. : n

“Well just.let me say the ‘bottom ‘line is this. There "al-'e many’

more areas I want to get into about the future. I'll do that in an-
other round. But I think-the next DCI is going to be facing a Com-
mittee here that is going to feel that we should try to make bottom
line cuts in the budget. We are in very tough budgetary times. We
should be able not only to shift resources given-the changes in the
world, but ‘we ghould be able to make some’ overall savings and we
are going to try hard to make those savings for the taxpayers.”
Another thing. we're going to-try to do is to make sure we care-
fully scrutinize any new missions to make sure that they're really
needed and that they are not simply ways to:avoid cutting the total
budget.. That. i going to be the atmosphere in which you will ke

operating and -it’s.going t¢ be a great challenge to the next DCI.

Senator Murkowski.

Senator Murgowski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning-

Mr. Gates. I think we have explored in great lengths your particu-
lar recommendations for change'in the Agency given your prior ex-
perience as acting head of the Agency. We have also carefully con-
sidered . the testimony of the witnesses. The Chairmian has gone

into some detail and I am sure other. Members ' will do ‘the samé.

with respect to your views towards other changes-that should be
made as a consequence of what we've heard. o
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owever, I am still troubled by the testimony of some of the wit-
esses. It was not by accident, but it was the intention of the Com-
mittee that, after professional staff interviewed a group of wit-
5ses who were willing to come forth, we identified three of them
o. were known to .be -favorable to you and three of them who
were known fo be ctitical of you. They've had their say. Now our
-gsponsibility is to address the quality of the evidence and deter-
mine what is factual. Is it based on firsthand knowledge? Is it an
nbiased source? Is it backed by hard documentation or just oral
ccounts? - “ -
- You have responded at great length and specificity to the allega-
jons. But there is a relationship that you've had heére for-a long
geriod. of time with two gentlemen who came forward and gave a
rery-blunt and harsh opinion ‘of your qualifications, Mr. Goodman
and Mr. Ford. I am struck with the past association that they en-
. joyed -with you professiomally and socially, and I am wondering -if
there was some particular incident that caused a- personal falling
out? I recall Mr. Ford’s reference that he had specifically heard
from 16, 17, 18 people: who voluntarily phoned him. And He had 2
_or 3 calls from people-who were in opposition to the position that
¥ ““he had taken with regard to your nomination. Of course, there are
- - lots.of people in the Agency—and the actual number is classified.
- But I.gathered from the conversation of the dialogue with both Mr.
" Ford and Mr. Goodman, that you had once enjoyved close working
- relationships. Mr. Ford stated that he’d never had any personal ex-.
. perience that troubled him with regard to your work as the head of
the NIC, but had heard rumors about problems and so forth. And
- did Mr. Ford ever seek to talk with you about these rumors and
~ problems he was perceiving? Could they approach you as personal’
. friends and say, “Bob, I think you are getting a little too far away,
you're getting a little too remote, or you're not really getting the
message from the analysts and what they're trying to tell you.” Be-
cause this has left the Committee with a question: How could old
friends, good friends, not think enough of the relationship to com-
municate with you that things were deteriorating? :

Can you give us a little background on that phase of your rise at’
CIA and how this could have occurred?

Mr. Gares. Senator, when T first joined CIA, and went to the
Office of Current Intelligence in August 1968, there were—I went
in to the Soviet Foreign Policy Branch. Mr. Goodman was in that
branch, had been there I think a couple of years when I arrived,
and several others. I think almost—well most of the 8 or 9 people
in that branch when I was in that branch in 1968,-are still at the
Agency. " - - : :

In fact, I had a mildly amusing experience this morning. The
man who delivers ‘the President’s daily-brief. to President Bush,
this morning, and I were talking—he was Mr. Goodman’s and my
branch..chief. This poor fellow had to have both Mel and me work
for him. And I commended him for his survival in all of this, all of
these years. And I must admit that he had several othér conten-
tious-people working. for him as well: And so this—the fact ironical-
ly that most of this debate has focused on the Soviets in, the Third-
World, I hate to read too much into it, but we were working on the
Soviets in the Third World 23 years ago. So I would say that some
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of the different approaches and ways of looking at this are not ex-
actly new.

. There was no falling out that I've ever been aware of As I went
to other jobs and went to the National Security Council in the
early "70s-and mid "70s and so on, we grew apart in the sense that
we didn't see each other as often as we had. And then when I
became DDI, just in the course of events, we didn’t see each other
very often. - , Co

But I, and although there were these disputes over these esti-
mates and papers, I must admit that I never had any sense of es-
trangement. So I will tell you that I found Mr. Goodman's testimo-
ny to be a surprise. And the same thing with Mr. Ford. I've known
Mr. Ford off and on for a number of years. He’s a wonderful man. T
have great respect for him. I don’t think he and I ever exchanged a
cross word. We worked well together. He was a good drafter, a good
analyst, he was a good vice.chairman and I think we worked well
togﬁther.._ So I must admit that T was surprised by his testimony as
well. :

But: beyond that I don't know of any specific precipitating event
or series of events that led to this. I don’t know whether Mr. Good-
man saw my hand behind-—apparently from his testimony he did—
saw .y hand behind his movement out of a managemeént job into
the: senjor- analyst job.. But by the same token it was also on my
wateh that, and with my approval that he was promoted to super-
grade and made the Division Chief in the.first place. And so I just
don’t know the answer to your question, Senator.

.Senator MUrrOwsKL. Who made the decision in the Agency to
change Mr. Goodman’s position? Was that your decision? Or some-
body else’s? . . : , :

Mr. Gates. To move him from the Division Chief position?

Senator MUrKOwSKI. Yes. ’

g M}fm Gartes. As indicated in the note that I read it was Mr. Mac-
achin. :

Senator MUrKOwSKL. And yet I think the Committee was left
with the opinion, at least from Mr. Goodman, that it was your deci-
sion. Would you, after watching the testimony, agree with that?

Mr. Gargs. No, I think based on what Mr. MacEachin—--

Senator Murkowsk1. No, I'm talking about from Mr. Goodman’s
point of view? . )

Mr. GaTes. Well, he may well have believed that, yes.

Senator MURKOWSKIL. As your responsibilities increased you said
that the opportunities lessened for interaction between you, Mr.
Goodman and Mr. Ford. But in the human relationship there is
usually some consideration when a friend is moving away from the
attitudes and prevailing thoughts of an acquaintance. And I'm just
wondering, in your opinion, were there opportunities along the way
for either Mel Goodman or Hal Ford to come into your office and
say, “Bob, let me.tell you. a little bit about how I see things.” Or

was the structure within the Agency such that that would beinap-

propriate or unlikely to occur? . .

I;Iﬁ GaTes. No, it wouldn’t have been inappropriate or unlikely
at . ' + ' ’ - B :
~ Senator MUrkOWSKI. So in-your confirmation process, back in
1986 and 1987, none of these .gentlemen came forward or do you
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ecall in the record whether: they gave any opinion as to your

Halifications? ' : :

:Mr. Gates. I don’t think-there was anything along these lines

ither in 1986 or 1987. . . :

‘Senator MURKOWSEL But it certainly would have been an oppor-

anity as it is now? -

. Mr. GaTEs. Yes. : o _

«Senator Murgowskr. And with regard to. your management
gtyle-—clearly we have heard from Ms. Glaudemans references to
How she felt and how your image was perceived at her level. Recog-
nizing the reality that somebody’s got to make the decision on
what analysis is acceptable and what's unacceptable, and from
your response to the allegations this morning it strikes me that

;i you came across as a very tough taskmaster. You outlined what
. #.+ you expected to be done and what changes would be made. What is

your impression of ‘how that filters down to new people, impres-

" sionable people, bright people? I was somewhat moved by her com-

ments last night. She said she wanted to be on the cutting edge of

- apalysis or something to that effect, and clearly the result was a

very bright, articulate young woman who was very disappointed in

- her experience. And she attributes that to you. And.I know you're

sensitive to that. That's a reality that you face when you're in a
position of making decisions, but you.also have to sensitize yourself
to the impression left. Are you surprised at the kind of impression
you left? Or is it something that was confined to the Soviet analy-
sis group? . . T .

Mr. Gates. Senator, one of the things I tried to-do as DDI was
get an opportunity to talk to analysts directly and hear what was
on their minds and what concerned them, issues about the Agency.
And T would often bring up the concerns about politicization for
these discussions. And so every week I would go to a“branch some-
where in CIA, that’s the lowest level of organization, usually about
eight or ten people. It started out being brown bag lunches, then it
evolved into the fact that they wanted to have a lunch where they
brought all the foods of their geographic area and after a couple
lunches where I thought I'd never survive, we stopped doing that
and-just made it meetings. ' : . ‘ ‘

And I would go down into their work space and sit with eight or
ten of them-and just schmooze for an hour or an hour and a half
about all the different-issues that were before us. And while when
I was sitting on the seventh floor there may have been a sense that
I was unapproachable or aloof, I think the give and take in those
meetings with the branches conveyed.a very different sense in
terms of a willingness' to listen. I alsé would meet periodically,
every month or so, with all of the Branch and Division Chiefs in all
of the offices in an effort again to try and get down and find out
what was really on peoples’ minds: - o
: So I think that on a routine basis people probably did not think
that going up to the seventh floor to my office was right up there
next to a trip to the park, but at the same time I think that I
reached out enough to people that there were opportunities for
people to express their views. And I'll be honest with-you, people
were very candid-in those sessions. I'll tell you I found out one
thing: about these junior analysts, they are. no shrinking violets,
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and I had on more than one occasion in those Branch meetings
somebody say I think that’s the dumbest policy I ever heard. Or
why are you doing this? Or why are you not doing this? How come
you can’t get this or that for us? And so on. They were very direct
sessions. And I encouraged that. _ ; '

One of the things that I've talked with Mr. Kerr about, we’ve en:
couraged analysts who had a problem with either his or my review
of a paper to come back up and talk to us about it. And when they
would do that, we alimost always acceded to their point of view pre-
cisely because we wanted to encourage more behavior along those
lines. We wanted to encourage people to do that.

Now I don’t want to give the impression and I'm not trying to
build a false image here. I suspect that to a lot of people in the
Directorate I was not.the most approachable and easiest guy to get
along with that they’d- ever run across. I was very demanding. I
was blunt. When a paper I thought didn’t meet standards, I didn’t
mince words. I had too much to do, too many papers to look at, too
much else to do to worry about that. And I suppose that I know, if
I'm confirmed, I have to be more-.sensitive to that kind of image
that I portray. ' :

But what I am trying to say is that there were a lot of opportuni-
ties for approachability and frankly, I think there are a number of
people who have called into -my office in the last week, who have
come forward out of the Agency who thrived:in that atmosphere,
including a lot.of junior analysts. Just to pick a couple of examples,
one is the principal author of this Papal Paper, Beth Seeger. There
are others. A young analyst who did all of Lebanon work. Mr.
Fuller talkked about the Lebanon estimate and what a courageous
effort that was. Most of those estimates  were drafted by a kid
who'd only been in the Agency about eighteen months.

.You didn’t have to be a senior.analyst to show courage and bold-
ness in your analysis. Our analyst on Germany in 1983 got every-
thing right.from the German election outcome to their decision to
deploy INF and everything else. And he’d only been in the Agency
I think a couple of years.

-So, the idea that people could not have bold analysis—analysis
that put the Agency way out on a limb—and that this kind of thing
that might not go down well was repressed, I think is a misimpres-
sion. And I think that there is to a degree—I mean, there are ten
offices in the Directorate of Intelligence. And I think most of the
people who have come before this Committee from the Directorate
of Intelligence have, -in fact, been from one part of one office.
That’s not entirely so, but it’s mostly so. And you know, what
about all those others in the Office of Global Issues and the Near
East office and a variety of others that I dealt-with over all those

ears. - Lo
7 Senator Murkowskl. Well, we've seen the consequences of what’s
happened in the Soviet Union and some of us are of the opinion
that we achieved this through a policy of strength. And to some
extent I think it’s fair to say that the Soviet Union went bankrupt
in an arms race. Nevertheless, the outcome is truly astounding.
Much of the testimony that this Committee has heard relates to

the question of politicization within ‘the Soviet analysis section.
And 1 think to a degree some of it is in the eyes of the beholder.
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My last question involves whether the Administration or previ-

s Administrations used 'an exaggerated Soviet threat to justify a
licy to undertake a continuous build-up of our military capabil-
y. How do you respond to the allegation that you, as acting head
of this Agency, and in other responsible positions at CIA, went
along with the policy of the Administration to justify a strong mili-
tary capability with supporting documentation and intelligence?
ow did you walk that line of living with yourself and recognizing

H
"~ that you had to call a spade a spade while knowing, indeed, that
. anything that would suggest an expansion of the Soviet threat

would be very helpful to the Administration in the budget process?

. Mr. Gates. Well, Senator, I think that the record is ve ood
o :‘thai,: the Agency called them as it saw them during that rginge. I
* don’t think anybody at a senior level in the Reagan Administration
. needed any persuasion from us about Soviet activities in the Third

World. On the other hand, we did, I think, tend to hold them back
at some times on some occasions when they thought that they
could get the Soviets to do something that we didn’t. A perfect ex-
ample of that is our Estimate .on the Soviet export gas pipeline.
The Administration was absolutely dead certain that. they could

. stop the Soviets from building that gas pipeline, and it was deadly

important. They put an enormous amount of diplomacy and pres-
sure on the Europeans to get them to cut it all off, and. we issued
an Estimate that said it wouldn’t work—that they were going to
build the pipeline. And there was nothing they could do about it.

Similarly, Soviet defense spending. Nobody had more problems
with our work on estimating Soviet defense spending than I did.
But as Mr. MacEachin referred to yesterday, we issued an Esti-
mate in 1983 saying that the rate of growth in Soviet military pro-
curement had leveled off and was at zero. Now if you think Cap
Weinberger welcomed that Estimate at a time when he was trying
to get a major U.S. military build-up, it was not a fun time. Mr.
MacEachin used the example on Soviet chemical weapons. At a
time when the Administration was up here trying to get binary
chemicals approved, and we said we don’t think they're going to
use it in a war. That was not helpful. =
. There are a number of these occasions where we did work on the
EO‘E&t Union that I think made a lot of problems for the Adminis-

ration. . ‘

But let me cite a couple of other examples where I think we were
wrong and I think others were right. The 6verall strength of the
Soviet economy. I think CIA’s record in terms of pointing out prob-
lems in the Soviet economy and its declining performance over a
number of years is a very strong record, and it’s a public record in
the Joint Economic Committee books that have been put out by the
Congress ever since the 1970s. But I think we overestimated statis-
tically how big the Soviet GNP was, giving a false impression of
the economic strength they bad and their ability to sustain this
m111tar_'§ gﬁmpe%tion.as f?r i:nté) thle fui':sure as anybody could see. It
was not through trying to underplay Soviet strength but by over-
stating it that I think we erred. Py gt Y
. .1 think that in many respects we underestimated therefore the
percentage of Soviet GNP going to military purposes in significant

‘ways.
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Now as for the threat, the one place where I think we talkeq

about-a Soviet threat and an expanding Soviet threat, and I think >
that. the justification was there, was in what we sctually saw on
the ground in terms of expanding Soviet military capabilities, espe.

cially in the strategic arena. And I think our assessments there

were good. assessments; they were powerful assessments, If any-
thing, we occasionally were on the low side in terms of what they !

Weret trying to do, but I.think those were very accurate assess.
ments, -

80 what I'm trying to convey is that I think if you look at the
overall picture of production on the Soviet Union by the Agency
during this eritire period, itis a period where we got a lot right, we
got some imiportant things wrong, but people were basically calling
them as they saw thern. We: weren't dafraid to tell them Soviet mili-
tary spending was declining. We'weren't afraid to tell them no on
the CW, We weren’t afraid to say that some of these other things
were happening. We weren’t afraid to tallk about the potential for
Gorbachev and the reform effort. So I think that it’s a mixed pic-
ture in terms of the quality of the analysis, but that very mix, and
the kinds of issues that we addressed, validate the fact that people
in fact were calling.them as-they saw them.

Senator MurkowsKkY. So you would deny the allegation on politi-
cization under your watch? g ‘

‘Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir, I would.

Senator Murgowskl. Thank you. Our next Senator would be Sen-
ator DeConcini. . - ‘ : :
athréator DeConcint. Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman. Shall we go

ead.

Senator METZENBAUM. Aren’t we going to lunch? -

Senator Murrowski. I'll leave it optional. I understand we're
going to break at twelve forty-five and you've got twenty minutes
so if you'd like to break now and come back five minutes early that
might be an alternative. I would defer to the Chairman.

Senator DEConcing. I think that might be the best idea. I'm sure
Mr. Gates has been here a long time and I am- going to take the
full twenty minutes, That's fine with me.

Chairman BoRreN. Is that agreeable with you, Senator DeConcini?
If that’s the case, we will break now and come back at two o’clock.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, could you make an an-
nouncement? It’s my understanding that there are a number of
statements that have been submitted for the record, one of which
has already been referred to. I intend to speak to several of them
\n}rlhen my time comes up. I think all of those are now available to
the press.

Chairman BoreN. Yes. Senator Metzenbaum, last night I insert-
ed into the record a statement by Ms. Oliver and an additional
statement by Mr. Allen. Those have been distributed to the press.

This morning wé received from Mr. Lance Haus, who has been re- |

ferred to today, his sworn statement which I hereby insert into the
record, and Mr. John Hibbits. All of these have been submitted,
Lynn Ekedahl, John Hibbits, Kay Oliver, Mr. Allen and Mr. Haus.
So those five statements have now been submitted in sworn form
and can certainly be referenced in- questioning. If the Senatdr
wants to just cite informally what someone has told the Commitiee
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terms of questioning this witness, you are free to do that even if

‘i's not been sworn as yet. I would just suggest you say we’ve been

1d this, but not yet under oath. I think that would be appropriate.

Senator BrapLEY. Mr. Chairman, have all statements been made
gyailable to the press at this moment? )

Chairman Borgn. I think the last one arrived about thirty sec-

‘onds ago, but they will be made available. I know some have been
‘made available -to members of the press this morning. As they

come in, they’re being made available as quickly as.copies can be

- made. The statements I've referred to from Oliver, Hibbits, Eke-

dahl, Allen arid Haus have now been given fo us-under oath, and
are hereby made a.part of the record and will be distributed to.the
ublic. I believe there might be one or two other additional ones on

" the list that the Committee agreed to receive that miight be coring

in, and .they will be entered into the record and. distributed when
they arrive.
[The ddcuments feferred to follow:]



Kay oliver
30, September 1991

Statement ‘for the §8CT

1

.“f.v Let me brlefly state my: credentials, in keepmng with the
practlce of others not well known to the CQmmlttee whe have given
testlmony. I have a PhiD in Russian history from Indiana
Unlversity, and 18 years of experlence worklng at CIA as an
analyst-and supervisor of analysis-in the Soviet area. T am a
member of the Senior Intelligence Service. My current position
is Chief of Counter-intelligence Analysis.

2. I am here primarily because I coauthored the 1985 paper
on the papal assassination attempt. I want to provide what
information I can about the production of that paper, and to
defend my ihtegrity. I will address this subject first. Then,
because Mel Goodman used the papal paper as one item in hie
overall bill of indictment of Robert Gates, I will make a few
remarks touching on some broader issues raised by his testimony.
The Papal Paper l _ :

3. Now I would like to describe my role in the papal paper.
The paper was drafted in two separate sections (in fact, as Doug
MacEachin has mentioned, originally there were to be two papers).
I was asked to draft the Office of Soviet analysis {SOVA)
section, which was to cover whether the Soviets had a motive to
kill the Pope, whether they had a capability to conduct politieal
assassinations, what their past practice and attitude had been

regarding involvement in assassinations, and whether their
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intelligenca and political relationship with Bulgaria would have

made compl;c;ty in this assass;nat;on Jattempt plau51h1e. in

- other words, I was, asked to logk at the political context in
‘wﬁich any decision to move against the Pope would have heen made,

while the Office of Global Issues (OGI) was to draftl

simultaneously the section examining the evidence directly

"pertaining teo the actual assassination_attempt. 0GI had the

pepal account, and the principal analyst on the paper--Beth
Seeger—~had .followed the case clesely, which’I had mot. T was
not asked to involve myself in her section of the paper, nor did
I have the expert_knowledge to.do so. The divigion of labor |
struck me as, reasonable. i .

4. My assumptlon is that Doug . asked me to draft SOVA's )
contrlﬁutlon to the paper for the obvious reascn that, as head of
the Security Issues B;anch, I hadg;espanszblllty‘w1th1n SOVA for

apalyzing Soviet intelligence activities. ;_§ske§ Maxry Dgsjegys,

an able analyst in the branch, to assist with research and
A - - it - ol L. Lo

preliminary drafting of some portionsﬂgfuthe SOVA contribution.

I thought h;r work deserved reFognitiqn so I added her name as an
author of the paper, but I was fully respon;ible fgr pu;ting
together the SOVA contribution--which Douy as Director of SOVA
approved hefore it was sent to OGI.

5. I do not have any first-hand knowledge of the 7th
fléorfgrhandling of the paper ;ipgg at-nospoént in ;h% process
did I talk to Gates or=othe::top_manggers,ahout the Raper. The
fact t;at 0GI rather than SOVA had theulead on the paper also

limited my inyolvement in some aspects of production.
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6. Although I &id not make "“the décisions about who sﬁouia
see the paper in draft, I would point out that it iz not unusual
for 4 paper dealing with sensitive reporting te be held closely.
I can assure the Committee’that the papér was coordinated by the
Chief of the Regional Issue& Group in SOVA, and I believe by the
Chief of the Third World Division. Contrary to his alaim, I do
not think that Mel Goodman Himself was in a job that would have
made him a natural person:with'whom to'ooordinate. °

“7. I regardéd and continue to regard the writing of a
paper exdmiring the case for Soviet involvement as a legitimate
undertaking., I shggestéd at the Terms of Refdrence meeting that
the paper might providerarfuller assessment if other' hypotheses

were examined. But I tHink the argumént is valid that sinze the

“Impértant issue for the US was whether the Soviets (and

secondarlly, the Bulgarlans) ‘were invelved, it“made sense to
organize analysms "around this questlon. ‘If the Soviets were not
involvéd, it 'di@ not matter a great deal “to US policy whether the

Grey Wolves, Mafia elements, or Agca alone was responsiblé for

‘the crime. Mew information that has surfaced since 1985 about

past Soviét use of political violence reirforces the view tHat
the possibility\of Soviet involVvement in the papal assassination
attempt had to be thoroughly examined.

- 8. The paper did fot simply make the case, but weighed the
case, ‘concerning Soviet irvolvehent. Certdainly in the sova )
cootribﬁtioh flo relevint data thit I know of bearing on the pros
and cons of Soviet invbivement were suppréssed, contrary to Mel

b : - oo . s, . [
Goodman's claims. For example, Soviet incentives for involvement
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, were mentioned but so were disincentives. Past Soviet

involvement in assassinations was described, but so was recent

- reluctance to engagé inrsgch?pfaogices except in wartime

conditions--as in Afghanistan:’ The paper concluded not that the
soviets were involved--to this day.I am qgnostic on that
quesgion-;but that their ;nvo;ggmont was highly plausible.
{Since the paper itself is classifieg, i reéer you to tée
response Beth Seeger and I preparoo to John Hibbits's memo, which
makes this point clear, )

i 9 I was also 1nc11ned to believe it would be a good idea
to put a scope note on the paper, expllcltly stating the range |
and purpose of the paper. In faot I dld draft a preface to the
SOVA contrlbutmon before it went to OGI that explalned what the
50VA contribution did and did not cover. At the same time, I can
see a perfectly reasonable a;gumentlagainst ineluding a scope

note. The title, after all,'could be seen-as conveying that the

paper was assess;ng,thencase for"soviet involvement. The

—conditlonal tense was used approprlately throughout the paper.

Most intelllgenoe assessments are based on mnoomplete ev;dence,
and ifra paper is qq?11fied tog'muc@, or labeled conjectura}, we
are criticized for analysis that i;iombiguous anéodoesnf; point ,
in any particula;hdiroction. - a i 7 r
10. TLance Haus the OGI Division Chief, who was the lino
manager, ovsrseoipg producticn of the p?pal‘popor, has given me
permiofiop}to quote from a statement helhas‘g}ven the’CommittegL
First Lance explﬁins that the preface SOVA offered in its

contribupion was the now famous scope note. Then he states:
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Mr.’ Gates did not drop any scope note...bécause I a;d,
. after consultatzon with Kay Oliver, during my, first
“reView of the pdper. I thought it was wishy' washy

and redundant. Mr. Gates did, not draft the key

-

juddments==I did, with help"fror Beth Seeger and T

ce e Kay Oliver. Flnally, Mr. Gates did not draft the,
transmittal” notes-—although He' certalnly ‘reviewed
themn. Agaln, I did.  This was standard procedure...
and T kiiow for sura Beth Seeger saw them. -
Eance beliétéd the'Rey Tudgrients faithfully Feflectea the paper!”
I was leds sufe ‘o6& this myseif,:bﬁé 1 ceftaiﬁif aid sigﬁ Off of -
them. ‘The key point is that the drafting of the ‘Key Judgnents,
the removal of the prefatory scope note, and the drafting of “the

cover ménio were all done at'leower levels of CIA; and absolitely

not at Gates' initiative. e I
ntelligence Siecesses ‘and Failures

~ 1371 would now like to EhiTt Jears 4nd say a féw words on
the subiedt afwintelliéence’éﬁccééseéqanaffailurésl Tn view of
Mel Goodman's refefeﬁcé to Gates' haviné'allegedly "missed"
prééi&éing’the historic changes in the USSR, I think it should ke
noted for the rekord that Gates has had his share of successes in
this ared-—some &£7Which I have personal knowledge about. Long
beforé the davh of pérestroyka, et %xaﬁblé,‘Gateé'waQAVery

sﬁﬁpoi%iﬁe:ef ahalysis that hiéhiighted éreﬁiﬁg tensiofs in

So&iet’sociEEé} Yot in Soviet elite institutions, widespread

political alienation and consumer distress--phenomena that pushed

+

the system toward refori.

"12. To cite bﬁeﬁiiius%réfioﬂa on the éve of Brezhnev's -
death I drafted a paper on Soviet elite uncasiness about societal
problems and sense of foreboding about thé future. T included a

prief section on éofruption, which I had great difficulty

gbrainating with Mel Goodman's Division;  In particular, I "
?él%;a §;nglepeentence.that gaused ;cne;oqersy: .The éen;enee
fated,sinply that corryption in the USSR had grown during the
rezhnev, years. I was able_to,ge; Mel's Division to sign off .
nly after I lncluded a lengthy footnote acknowledg;ng that
corruption had always been present in the USSR and of course.
existed in other countries as well, When the paper .1nally went
to Gates for rev;ew, he approved 1t but ralsed a questlon about
why I had not paid more attentlon to corruptlon. Soon Andropov
was in pover; h}F g%{$? pol;gx &nztlatlve was an attack on

corruption, accomganiednby public disclosures of its vast extent.
LRI -

9‘13. As the prlnclpal analyst coverlng the successxon to

‘Brezhnev, I can vouch for the fact that Robert, Gates vas among

i

the few who read the tea leaves correctly and predlcted early on
thet,kndropuv‘weqld beegyeghnev shsyccessor-flong before Mel

Gooqug‘s Division was prepared to make such a call.

N .k

14. As the Chlef of SOVA's Domestlc Pollcy D;vmslon from

1987 to. 1939, I can attest that Gates did not jJoin those in the
Intelllgence CQmmunlty who predlcted that Gorbachev could develop
support for a centrlst pos;tlon and thus brlng ahout moderate
reform w1thoutf%n§tab1}1ty. GateeAthus foresaw that a polltlcal

cpnfron?agion=between the fqrges.gﬂ reection and reform would

S . e . .. L

probably take place, as recently happe

[ i

i5. a1l thls is not to say that I thlnk Gates has been

right about everything. I believe he did underestimate the

extent to which the dpmesticudilemmas he correctly identified

were also exacting a.brgking effect on Soviet foreign behaviqr.
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But to read today's Soviet policies and motives back into thosa
of even the mid-1980s 'i5 mistaken too. A% the Soviet media now
indiéate, the impuiééé téwﬁtd'éﬁ#aﬁéioniSm; nili¥arism, and
suppa;t‘fbr raéfééi'aibéafofshipb have rémaiHEd strong in
influential guaiters 6f the Soviet elite until very receﬂtly=

indeed.”
Intoleranse of Diversity

16. Now I-would like to look at sdme of the broader
impiications of Mel Gbodﬁéﬁ‘s‘chgrges. I worked with Mel for
many years. I know him to‘be a serious student of Soviet
afféiis, and a vefy engaginé person in soﬁe ééttihgs. But I also
know that Mel shows a different side in dealing with substantive
confliét_on=thé_job.'yﬁothihg is more poisonous to the atmosphere
at CIA, more déé%ruciive to the process of debating issues on the
merits,.thania;cusing cEileagﬁEs of conspiring iﬁ'or being duped
into "politidiéing“ intélligehcé. Tt is imperative that our’
suﬁsthnti%é‘discuséiéﬁs'fake place with an understﬁnding that
honest péQéle can disagree, and a realization that few of us this
side of‘heiéeﬂ ﬁave a monopoly dn trath. Unless these basic
ground rules of'civilized discourse are acéepted, substantive
conflict can éasily escalate into ad hominen aﬁtacké on thé
character and competence of thése whom othe;s‘beiieve are on thé
"wrong" side of a.given issue. 3 ' o

Zif. The comments Mel has made ﬁ; this cummiétee on the 1985
pépal paper ape‘a case in point. The Cowey Report, produced by a
panel at CIA ‘that reviewed thé Agency's track record in deaiing

with the papal assassination attempt, while critical of some

7

- assassination.attempt." . Now, considering that information of any
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iaspects of the record, found. the 1985 paper to be "by any .
etandard, an impressive™ work.  But Mel found the paper not
, simply one with which he disagreed-but one that was "abominable,n
wabsurd,” and "tendentious," written by authors whom he strongly
suggested were lacking ‘in intellectual integrity and inclined to
pander. - -
- The_Issue of Evidence . LT
18. -‘Let me deal now with the issue ‘of evidence. Mel's
,chérqes.highlight the question of what constitutes good
."evidence.“ Let me illustrate once again with the papai case.
Mal claims: that +"very good-evidence from very sengitive

“sources...explained the Soviets were not invelved im the

Soviet .involvement would have been ‘very 'tightly held, 'what kind
of evidence would be reguired to support Mel's. claim?” iet'S“say,
purely hypothetically--just for the -sake of the logic'of the
arqument—-that CIA had reliable:- sources within the KGB who --
reported.that they.never heard anything about Soviet involvement,
or that their superiors had told them the $o;iets were not -
involved. Would such reporting suffice to support Mel's cldim?
Of course’not. The KGB officers, no -matter what components they
were in, could ‘have been out éf the information loop 'or lied: to.
- 19. Let us suppose--once again purely hypothetically ‘and
for -the sake or argument-—that a source had direct access-to KGB
Chief Andropov himself. oOnly such reporting of Soviet inrocence
would have any credibility. The effect of such reporting on our

thinking would be guite powerful. But even then, we would have
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expected Andropov to deny Soviet involvement to almost all of hig

associates. .And, there would have been the possibility that
Andropov himself might not have known, that for one reason or.
another operatives in the XGB were tapped to work with the
Bulgarians without his knowledge, .or that Soviet elements other
than the KGB-~perhaps in the nilitary--were conspiring with the
Bulgarians. The point is simply that s£andards of evidence have
to be higher to prove a-negative than to prove a positive. 3
report of non~invelvement from a source may simply indicate lack
of Knowledge. : L -

20. This difficulty is one reason that the best .
intel;igencafanalysis:is based on much more than a totting up of
intelligence reports. Clandestine reporting is only one .category

of tevidence, ;albeit an important one. Analysis of any country's

. Foreign policy behavior should be informed by histeriecal

perspective and by an appreciation of psycholoyical, ideslogical,
and internal political.factors. In ny view, a tendency to
dismiss the validity of these factors, a tendency to take a
nafrow view of what constitutes "evidence," was a major reason

that :Mel reacted..so harshiy to analysis that attempted to

Jevaluate intelligence reporting within a broader analytical -

context. : (I would note parenthetically that-=-contrary. to Mel's

assertions——intelligence=reporting itself has provided plausible

‘evidence for as well as adainst Soviet invelvement in the papal

assassination attempt.)

.7

-

T

khpervision of Analysis
=21. This:-brings me to the question of the proper role of
ilioke wheo supervise analysis at CIA. It needs to'be recognized

shat supervisors—of analysis are not simply bureaucratic

'ﬁrabegsors but substantive pYeople, essentially senior analysts

~ themselves directing the work of other analysts, many- of them

younger and less experienéed. T6 ask these managers to stop
ueing their thought processes, and to put in abeyance:
perspectiGes they have develdped through long -study of a given
world area or discipline, would be to rob our assessments of
&Elvable input. Moreover, since the product CIA puts out. ’
potentially ififlvences important policy decisions,“and the’
information used is sometimes obtained at the risk’ of human life,
the, institution a2 a'-whole has to be able'to stand by papers that
have the CIA- seal.on them. Thus, although there should always- be
a free interplay of ideas, CIA  cannot be a "free university."
=CIA managers have a legitimate role to play in the production of
iﬁteliiéence. © There is inberent tension between theiinte&lectgal
auteromy of‘the %hal?st and'thé instituticnal responsibility for
the product. Conducting our business with civility and in good:

faith can reduce but never eliminate this tension.

A

Dogmatism’

¥+ 32, What 'is ‘dangerous to CIA is not managers who have views
but managers whose views are rigidly held and not susceptible to
modification in ‘the face of ‘strong contrary evidence or

argumentation. WHat is to be’avoided is not the holding of views
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but dogmatism at any level of the hierarchy--from analysts, +p

mid-level managers such as Mel and- myself, to top’ CIA officialg,

-I-submit that dogmatism was responsible for the failure
of the Soviet foreign policy~shop-—during'the Period when Mel wag
in leadership positions there—-to undertake a serious examination
of whether the Soviets could.have been involved in the Papal -

assassination attempt - This. failure went a long way toward

justlfylng the production- finally in,1985 of a paper. that dealt

exclusively with .this question--years after -the -assassination -
attempt.. ., . -

DI

Flawed alytical Appreac

+24.; I.believe the tendency for so.long to dismiss without

cofiprehensive examination the notion of Soviet involvement -also

reflectad a fundamental flaw in analytical approach. For many-

Years analysis, of the Soviet foreign policy shop at CIA. was
dominq;ed by a:school: of thought that focusged almost exclusively

on Soviet relations with-other:countriesxat the.level:pg.

diplomaey. and»military.suppozty:and treated dismi;sively;that'ﬂ_
important stratum. -of Soviet foreign policy .Hehavior orehestrated

by-the Cenfral Committea's International Department and the KGE.

These 1nst1tutlons of course attempted to influence foreign
developments through espionage, propaganda, influence operations,
active measures, clandestine ;support for Political violence anda
assistance to various groups -working to undermine governments

unfriendly to the. ! _.R. - There is-room for legitimate debate
~about how to weight these activities; but Moscow attached much

importance to them, and they ecould not be ignored. I mean it as

1z

Teflectlon on. anyone's dedication when I say that, as a
” ticipant in discussions of this subject in SOVA ln the first
azf of the 1980s, I detected little enthusiasm in some quarters
or analysis of the seamy side of Soviet foreigquehavior.

ore was reluctance to,monitoz closely Fhe covert:instruments

wTzed to. advance, Soviet global objectives——instruments that only
‘uow ar; being fundamentally reformed. Mel Goodman as,muc? as
. ne personified this.approach in analyzing Soviet foreign

.anyc .
i1icy, an approach that I believe Gates rightly §ought to
~pOLL1CY r - . v A

broaden.
¥hat is “politicization"? . .- . . . 7 .
25. ;. Mow let me take up the issue of vhat constitutes
npoliticization.®. Common sense would sqggegt a gim%le, ' )
definition--namely, the deliberate suppression or d;;tortm?n of
intelligence information and. assessments te serye some Qo;%?y ‘
agenda. (Such.a gefinition--by the way-fincludes not only qggloq
along these lines by..top CIA managers,. but-also by m:.d—levelt
managers and analysts, who may sometimes be tempted to lean o .
one side or- another to, counter percelved .policy fe{;ors“ of‘the,
administration or intelligence assessments from other quartsrs.)
Members of the Committee may wonder, then, why}Mel‘chose to offer
five such elaborate cri;e:ia=o£v"politiciz§tion.“ While thes:
criteria are unobjectionable taken literally, in the‘re?l worl
context they beg some big gqestiong apd.prqvide the rationale for
a narrow, -proprietary appreach_to in;gll}ggncguanalyfi;. ..

fad nd : d have the
Basically, Mel's.definition of peliticization would e

an - ! ~ ¢
h " -
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effect of giving particular grolips of analysts honopoly Control -

ovéfjkey sets ‘of issues. o=
36, First, Mel would constrain higher managers from
effectively reviewing the érdhﬁct“by’raisThg=tﬁb‘spectre of. ¢
"pol;txclzatlon“ Should they aﬁtempt to shape 1nte111gence e
3udgments. Secon&, ‘he would endourage analysts. o’ cry “foul" if
papeis dh Subjects they thought "beIonged! to their unit were . -
assigried €8 other components: “Thus, although expértise on .
foreign‘intéillgeﬁce dctivity afid“on terrorism -&iisted in OGT.and
in other parts of sova, calling on these components rather thap
the-Soviet foreign policy shop to assess the papal assassination
attempt was,"ackérding tb Mel, "finding someone to do-your
bidding," a' form' of politicization." Third, there ie ag
iﬁ%li&h%idﬁ:fhatffhézni§ectbraté of Operations, a repository of
consggé}aﬁib“kﬁéﬁieaﬁe and on-the-ground savvy about the' Soviet
ﬁhi&ﬁj1Eﬁ5ulazbe"éxclﬁﬁéd from =ny réle whatsoever in formal -
intefiﬁgﬁnég hEsessmént. Apparently, ‘this exclusion would extend
to Gentds that. bring Do ‘opersticns ‘6fficers and DI dnalysts-. .
toégthér‘fo“wgfi on ‘such topics as terrorism, narcotics, -and
couﬁtéfintefliééndéa Fourth, it would seem that Natiomal
Intelligencé Officérs, senior substantive experts, would be.under
pressure not to put out interprétations at variance with those of
the DI analytlc unit controlling the "turf.
27, I am not* Saying thatfi disagrke’ with each particular

Mel mentloned.ln“1ay1ng~out‘hbW“he"thiﬁks”théiérganization:should
=cogdﬁ5% ﬁts"bﬂélhes%:"?br*é&émpleﬁ I don't’ think' Estimates ' -

should be reviewed by the DCI or DDCI before community

13

= ginatich. - But thére is also clearly a dangér-that by loading
e;ﬁefﬁhitibh-bf "politicizéﬁion;"Téne can &dhtrol thé analytie
‘;ine and anathematize dissenters. TAnd I believe' that whatever '
rocesses we develop in tﬁe future should give play to a
yiversity of views from a diversity of components within CIA.
28.-«In=conc1usion I would like to‘say~§or the record that

nobo&y--upstalrs or downtown--asked me to make this statement. b

have prepared it with ne advance plannlng. Aslde from defending -

my own work, I wanted to counter a parochial view of how the

' agency shoul@ operate that, if not directly addressed, could make

‘it difficult in the future for managers at CIA to conduct the

sort of rigorous review of analysis essential to a quality
intelligencé proﬁuct. The environment at CIA is not one in which
truthseekers are pitted against politicizers, not one in which
analysts seek to get brilliant papers through managers driven by
a political agenda, not one in which a single orthodoxy is
imposed from on high. Instead, analytic insight and flawed
vision are found both within the managerial and analytical ranks.
There are wmany ortheodoxies at CIA, as various small units gquite
naturally develop their own analytical lines and vesteﬁ interests
in them. On important issues there aré almost always elements of
ambiguity. And managerial insistence on addressing guestions
asked by policymakers can sasily be misconstrued as a desire to
Aistort analysis. In this complex envirenment, our Job as
managers and analysts is to work together"to produce the best

possible analysis for policymakers--through fidelity to the data,

14
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vigorous. intellectual debate, the provision of channels for the

. - . - s - ,ﬁ .t
statement of John Hibbits before the Gates Hearings 3October 1991

-

expression-of dissenting dnterpretations, an effective quality

control process, and respect for one other.

5 g J
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| ain’here to-testify about my'role-in‘the préduction of the CIA
paper linking the Soviets to the plot to kill the Pope. InMay 1985 |
‘wrote a critigue of that paper. At that time | was Chief, Foreign
Activities Branch in the Office of Soviet Ana1ys¢s(SOVA) Currentiy”
1 am. Deputy Chief, Russmfumon Division.in SOVA, . .

o .
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5 [ have spent some-30 years of rhy life In government sérvice, over
: : " Cor ¥ ten with tbe’N‘a‘vy and almost 20-with the ClA. | started cut in the
C e . . | L " inteliigenCe business in the 1960s with the Navy as a junior officer.
T After completirig a year of Russian language training | served as an
_ , "= . operational intelligenceof ficer in Japan during the Pueblo Crisis and
= ' T T T ‘ . 'the'shodtdbwn of a navai patrol-aircraft of f the coast of Korea. In.
o 1969 | Teft the Navy and came to-Washington to werk as-a civilian
arralyst 'for the Director, Naval iritelligence at the Pehtagon, and to
~ earn a graduate degree in Soviet affairs from Georgetown University.
| 8id my undergraduate work at Fordham University before joining’
e Navy. In the Pentagon | observed the tough bureaucratic-and
-politicai pressures invoived in producing national and departmental
intelligence.

wf SIEEE W dunite 5, 10y

© - 1 joined-ClA in 1974. i was a naval arialyst in the Office of
Strategic Research under DCls Colby, Bush and Turner., and Tater
spent two years in the Directorate of Operations on:the CI Staff. in

- ‘ , 1981 I’ received the DCI Gértificate 6f Merit for my service there. . -

in the éérly 19805 ! retzurn'éd to fheﬂD’l as an:analy'st and iater a
branch chief working on Soviet issues in the D} and the Naticnal
Inteliigence Council. | worked closely for Boug MacEachin and Larry
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Ger'shwin, bth exceptional leaders in intelligence. | observed during
those years, however, that relations between SOVA and both Gates
arid-the NIC Weére advérsarial’fathér thantollegial; the DDI was
highly.critical of the SOVA product and papers regularly came back
from the 7th floor with strong correctives of substance as well as
style that seemed to.go beyond what would be expected in a "tough
review." - . ) o .

.

. Over time managers and eventually dnalysts in'SOVA Understood
what would and would not get through the front office and there
developed within the office, divisions, branches, and minds of the
analysts a self—censorihg atmosphere. Some reaction was subtle
and gome more gbyious. . In pianning.our research program, for. -
example, -a paper on Soviet use of. chemical agents in the Thirg. .
World was.rejected at-the middle management level because. it .
would have-no payoff; it would net show clear Seviet use and. ,
therefore would, likely only-upset Gates. So | had-to tell.the. analyst,
who.had -proposed the subject.in-hgpes of clarifying the record that -
he should work en-something elserAt the same time, offices outside
SOVA, knowing Casey.was consumed by the Sov1et probiem, began . |
writing about Seviet activities, often duphcatmg effort and wasting
resources,. L : .

How well agency managers could craft intelligence that would
keep criticism from the DDI to a minimum became a measure of ¢cne's
value-and there.arose a danger of being out of the loop if you were
not responsive. Many professionals adjusted without serious]ly
compromising the-essential integrity of the product in their own
mind, but it;became.diffiguit to remain completely objective. As -,
professionals, many began to ant1c1pate criticism and write papers
that Gates would Tike or at least find convincing. Even with these
cons,t[;ai‘nts, many o( us were able to jav‘ri te and manage a number of

R . T
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what | believe were sotid intelligence-analysis, but the process was
very difficult. Others simply sought jobs outsice SOV A or.the

Agency:

1t was this atmosphere,that prevailed when | was,Chief, Foreidn
Activities Branch in SOVA and Doug MacEachin came into my office
in May 1885 with some special tasking. As [.can best recall he told
me that:a coropartmented paper-had been drafted-on the papal
assassination attempt of 1981, and it-was-about to be disseminated; -
Fre asked that [ do a quick assessment of: the paper logking: critlcal.ly-
at the case being made for Soviet involvement. | was told it had to
bé done as soon 2s possible because Gates was anxious to get the
paper out. My’ impression at the time was that Mackachin initiated
the. cr1t1que and was not enthu31ast1c about the thrust of the papa’
assassmatwn paper As. | read jtfor the, f1rst tzme 1 saw it as an
effort by Casey, using Gates to push the case further than thé .
ev1dence would take us, | feared that the. most, semcr pohcymakers
in Washington would quu:kly read the key 3udgements as their busy
schedules usually dictate, and corne away with the view that CIA as
an agency believed that the Soviets were behind the papal

assassination plot.

tae . . Les . T
: K * Sy . IR : e - o

| can remember havmg jUSt a couple of days and mghts to put my
comments together -coming in the of]ce early one morning to finish
1t and send jt to MacEachin. | distinctly rerhember him coring down
to my ofﬁce with paper inhand, highly satlsﬁed with the cr1t1que
and recommendmg ]USt a few changes falso remember that | was
rewewmg ‘what we call 2 dy lux copy of the study Wthh is the prmt—-
ready copy of the paper just before it goes to press. | was told that °
the paper was not yet disseminated. One of my criticisms of the
paper was that 1t was speculative and did not make clear to the
reader that this was so. 1t did not méet ‘the usudi’standards for 2
SOVA paper *it-did not ‘Contain alterhative scenarios, analysis or -
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views, anid the key judgements were not fully representatwe of the
body of the paper.

Mactachin immediately. hosted a meeting in his office with all
involved-and.a rebuttal by the authors was-attached to my Critillque', [
was.{old that. Gates wouid decide on what to do next. | was.not
permitted to keep 2copy of the paper and was not tol¢ of its
dissemination: Several weeks later 1 was interviewed by the panel .
of three senior DI officers that wrote the post mertem in July 1985
That was the laSt ! heard of. tne incident until now: -

s - 3w C [ 3 . N

A sensitive NIE wﬂtten in 1987 m'ade it clear that we stﬂl had no=

concTUsive e\ndence of any Sov1et involvement in‘thé assassmatron
attempt Whether o not the Sov1ets were invoied can still be -
debated We have had new evidence on both” sides of the issue. “We™
may never know the answer for certain even though access may be B
given to KGB mes -

" To me, the more important issue, however, is not who was right
or wrong on the call, but how the game was played. Did the
intelligence process in the ClIA prowde policymakers w1tn a
balanced and d13pass1onate anaTysls of the event’ with uncertamt;es
and altemative analysrs appropm’ ately rendered j thought this was
not the case. Reading the Gates cover memo on the study sent to then

. Vlce Pre51dent Bush, my reservahons about the assassmatmn study
and how it would be presented to tod off 1cia!s appear to have been
warranted o

- s m o4 o b
~ B R et i oye

L . - .
Senators You are hearmg two different weWS of how weH Bob
Gates managed mteulgence production..| know Mr.Gates on]y froma
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distance professionally. During his tenure, however, | have seén
severé problems develop in the Office of Soviet Analysis, Some
changes.prebably were needed in the 1980s to put the DI on a steady
analylic course and a new manager has the responsibility to |
implement hard choices. Analysts will grumble about change, but
they usuaily adjust and come to accept new guidelines and standards
if these are clearly stated, consistent, and unbiased. But |

. respectfu]iy submit that the policies | experienced were of a.

different nature. °| beheve the people who worked Erere then --the

vast majorlty of both analysts and managers--believe that Gates
‘subverted .the intelligence process. It is difficult t0 know the truth

from. 1stemng to & few of us here during the confirmation process
But [ hope that you biacome concerned enough to contmue :
investigating these reports.

Major analytu: differences.on pohtical mtelhgence often stem _

_ from differences in. poht\cai phﬂosopny 1t.is essential that we

develop an analytic process where opposing views are-encouraged
and serjously weighed with the goal of producing & balanced and

useful product. In rnany mstances fine mtelhgence analysis hag-

and is'being produced at the: Agency Some credit must go to Mr. .
Gates, but more, | beheve must ‘go to the professwnaI mien and
women working there who-always have had high standards-of - °
academic excellence and integrity. Thank you for aﬂowmg fhe to
speak betore you.
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STATEMENT TO SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON IRTELLIGENCE

SUBJECT: CIA POLITICIZATION
FROM:  Carolyn McGiffert Ekedahl'

DATE: September 30, 1991

The bias 'Built into CIA reporting during the Casey/Gates era
continues to undermine the agency's ability to produce quality
intelligence.  While the issue of politicizatidm is difficult %o
confront, the-problems created by flawed intelligence are -
significant enough to, reqiire seriocus and concentrated attention.
I believe that, given Mr. Gates' past performance, his -* ~
confirmation as Director of Central Intelligence would send a
strong and demoralizing message to intelligence analysts--and
would be' a disservice to.the very real need-of U.S. .policymakers

for objective intelligence analysis. .

TOFPIC 1: Soviet-Third World Relations

The committee has requested a copy of a paper on the Soviet
position‘in the/Third World, written by a colleague and me in
1985.. There is no copy of the paper: it was killed and never
published. "I believe the paper was killed for political reasons:
it did not support-the views .of the. 7th. Floor. .- . ;

- Wheén I wis first-asked to write thé paper, by my deputy
division chief (Robert Korn) in late 1984 or early. 1985, Korn
told mé that Doéuglas MacEachin, Director of the Office of Soviet
Analysis (50VA). had requested an assSessment that. would provide. a
"balance sheet" of Soviet activities in the Third World, I
reguested that he go batk to MacEachin and make sure he wanted
such a paper, because mysexperience was that nothing we cguld
write on that particular subject of an analytical nature would ke

. 1 -

' I currently am CIA's Officer-in-Residence at Georgetown
University., I have been an intelligence officer with CIA for 29
years and have worked on Soviet foreign policy for most of that
time. In September 1985, I left the Office of Soviet Analysis
because of issues involving politicization'that I will discuss in
this memorandum. I have subseguently worked on the Naticnal
Intelligenceé Council's Analytic Group (1985-1986) and the Office
of Near East and South Asian' Analysis (1986 to date). I have
continued during this pericd to work on Soviet foreign policy and
have writteh a book, several book chapters, and a number of
journal articles.

ceptable to the seventh flcor.z Forn told me several days
et that he had.raised tHe subject with MacEachin, who had. said
“to'go ahead.” My division chief, Melvin Goodman, subsequently
also agreed that'we should write the paper. . . . .
"7 After collecting a considerable amount of data, Raymond
puncan, & visiting scholar, and I began to draft an assessment;
“by March 198 e had a rough draft prepared. Material compiled
by 0GI and S >t revealed that most .indicators of Soviet Third
world activity vere either leveling off or declining by the mid-
‘1980s--after increasing rather rapidly in the 1970s. - Given the”
fact that the Soviets were centinuing to put large amounts of
‘material assistance into various beleaguered client states
(Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Angola, cambodia, Cuba, Vietnam), the
data suggested that Soviet expansionism in the Third World had

. peaked -and that.the costs .of an expanding empire could not be

sustained.

Following the purge of SOVA (a major recrganization
involving the replacement of various managers) that occurred in
March 1985, Ray Duncan and I yere asked teo submit our prelimindry
draft to the new management team and were then .summoned toc.a -
meeting with those officers. We were told that the. paper was off
the mark, .that it.had no particular relevance -or utility, and
that it should be published on the outside--not inside the CIA
where it had nothing new te offer.® I agked. why MacEaghin had
asKed for the paper if.it was irrelevant and was +old that ¢
MacEachin.had never heard of the paper-and didn't even know it
was on .the research program. The paper was killed. Shortly -
thereafter, I leff SOVA. T i - T e

TOPIC 2: Soviet Involvement -in.International Terrorism °

i I,wﬁs,the drafter of the original,estimate on Soviet. i
invelvement .in international terrorism in February 188l. Robert

¢ "

z,By_:hat—;ime; we: were exercizing a considerabile amount &€
self-censorship. There seemed little point in spending :a lot of
time .on a préject that had no-chance of moving through the
system. - ‘ . L . A
. . . . ‘ LI

31 emphasizing these exchanges because: MacEachin
subsequently denied that he had ever asked for such a paper-—or,
indeed, even heard-of it. Co s

4 Subsequently, over a three~year pericd.and im our spare’ °
time, Ray and I took the theme of .the.draft and .wrote 3 book. e
was published by Westview Press .in 1990 and is titled, Moscowjand

the Third World Under Gorbachev. = . -- -
-

2
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Gates. has claimed that the drafters wanted to-"étick- the:r finger
in the- pollcy'maker .5 eye " Thls ;s totally false. °

3 State Department requested a’ spec1a1 éstimate on’ the subject
after Secretary Haig made a speech_in late January 1981, charglng
thatthe Soviets were behind“much*&f the terrorist actxvmty in
Eurcpe. -I was informed.by a.State Department official present amt
the meetlng that.the Director of State Department's Bureau for
Intelligence and Research)-Ron ‘Spiers, had ‘told Hiig: thaE'there
-was little.evidence to support his charges and Had ther’ requested
an Interagency effort to address the issue. Tle CIA's National:
Intélligence:Council” (NIC) was tasked to prepare a spec1a1
estimate, and I was asked to be the drafter. e
. Because of the lmportanoe of the request and the volat;llty
of the issue, exceedingly high prlorlty»was giving to collecting
and evaluating all available information dealing with SoV1et '
involvement, direct and indirect, to anvy group deallnq in
terrorist act;vities. I worked extremely closely with the
Dlrectorate of Operat;ons*(DO) 0 make sure- it provided ‘every
piece of information it - had, -as weéll as with the State Department
and the Deferse Intelligence Agericy (DIA); we' discarded no plece
‘of evidence-and, wher I .wrote the draft, -T 1ncluded an ‘annex ‘with
all the ev*:.d:ehoe, good and bad . careful:l.y' descr:.bed and m
J,QS I'ﬁraﬁtedfthe eatimate, 'L malntalned close contact with -
my colisagues; ‘and when T ‘fin{shad the first draft in late '
February, I- informally ‘cocsrdinated it with then. We agreed thd:
the sSdviets consistently stabed, publicly and’ prlvately} that
they considered international tefrrorist activities -
counterproductive and advised groups they supported not to use
such tactics (we had hard evidence to support this cenclusion) .
We emphasized, howéver; that tHe Soviets. had little wdral
compunction about the use of terrorism, made little if any effort
to prevent- its wuse, ‘and:furnished- assistance to” various groups,
such-as the-PLO,; thecANC, and ZAPU, which -used terrorism as one
‘of thelr tactics. . We reported that we had found no persuasive
evidence of Scviet support for those Eurcpean térrorist groups
(the IRA,- the Red Brigades, and the-Réd Army Faction) about which
Secretary ‘Haig had specifically dsked. There was no effort to
"stick -our finger in the policy-maker's eye." ©n tHe contrary,
we had expanded the scope of the paper to include groups in'which
Haig had.expressed no interest so that we could point out that
the Soviets djd support militant groups and dig Pursue
destabilizing policies.. .

I sent the draft to the Acting NIO (Jeremy Azreal) on’ .
February 25, 1981. It drew a strong reaction. The Key Judgments
were rewr;tten by .Azrael and Gates (at that time the- assistant to
,Wllllam Casey) to suggest greater Soviet support for terrorism,
-and-the text was altered by pulling up from the anhex reports

that e*quosato%—taSTextent=-t Soviet :invdlyvement. - The rewriting
OVErLER _

5

o

85

was done in ong’ day and the drdft.'vas prepared to ‘be Sent out for
1nteragenCY'coordlhatlon. My Branch Chief (Richard Fogers) and I
protested the chandes to the draff: At this poxnt, the DO also
1nterVened: 6h behalf of “his officersy Jolin' McMahen protested
that DO infofmation was being misused in the new tekt. ©On *
February 28, a meeting of DO, NIC, afid NFAC {now DI) ‘officers was
held and the draft was returned to me. After further
coordlnatxon and d;scussmon, 'draft-was sent out for 1nteragency
coordlnatlon on March 6. .

From Marcﬂ 9 through ‘11, coordination meetlngs ‘'on the draft -
were held; “they proved very difficult. - A11-the DIA analysts-who
had been involved originally had® ‘been replaced by -pecple new to
the,subject who insisted on 1anguage empha51z1ng Soviet control
of ‘internmational terrorist activities.., When-the estzmate, ‘ricw &

lacking much analytic input, was finished
on March 20, DIA submited alternate judgments.

Director Casey read the estimate on March- 24 and rejected
it; he asked DIA to prepare a new draft. The second draft,
completed on April 8, asserted that the Sovist Union was dlreotly
supporting and controlllng most "internaticnal terrorist activity.
Casey liked the draft,’ but was coénvinced by thé . irector of WFAC
(Bruce Clark) dhd the’ Dlrector of the“NIC™ (Richard Lehman) that,.
if issued, the drafi would undermlne the' credibility of the-
1nte111gence communlty .

A completely new team- wis then” selected to try a third
draft. It wés chaired by Ambassador Lincoln Gordon, newly arrived
at cIx as a member ~of the’ senlor“Revaew Panel; .The new drafter,
Richard Mansbach, was a v;s;t;ng scholar from Rutgers U&lversaty
who had artived at the ‘agency in Januaty. “A new NFAC "~ °F
representatlve ‘was chosen and NFAC was- 1nform?d that it would not
be allowed to note its dissent from the text.” Instructions wers
given to start again, but Mr. Iehman emphasized that the paper
was being written "under constralnts » . .

I was the only one.of~ he'nrlgana1~group of analysts tall’
with ‘experience in Soviet Belicy] who attended the woordination
meetings on the third draft. I Wwas told that I could not speak
unless I were asked a direct question; Ambassador Gordoh was
graclbus, however, and T did speak when what I considered to be
serious mrsuse af operatlonal mater1a1 occurred.

A nev draft_was completed by;mld-max. ;ts basi& approach

y . . . - . BT

5 Intelligence estlmates usually represent the concensus’ of
the communlty. When an agency differs from the agreed text apd
no compromise language can be “found, 'a "footnote" may be taken.,
Ina footnote, the dlssentlng agency 1s identified asnd makes its

case. . -
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was to, widen the. scope .of the.papexr .and to avoid definitions

and to awvoid, definifions of .
terrorism and: terrorigt tactics,  ‘Rathér, the draft, subsumed. . '
terrorism into a, broader .Gategory of revolutiopdry viclence .and .
emphasized that the Soviet Union, by providing support for .
revolutionary viodlence, supported ‘international,.terrorism. I '~

considered the approach misleading.,

s P s A B SR e N P
. . My division chief, ‘Mel Goodiian, and I wrote & memo.to ..
bizector Caséy, protesting the convelited natuie.Sf the astifiate
and its implicit support for conclusions that could not he ~ °
supported:by evidence. We argued that .such an estimate did a
disservice to our policymakers by givirg, theém a misleading .
picture 6f Soviet activities., We argued thit this could distract
attention from-threatening.(and.real) aspect§ of .Soviet policy. .
and. rRat it would undérmine our crédibility on. dther isstes.’ We

dot'mo. respomse. | ., PSSP

§

i

R

TOPIC .3: -Manipulation o telligence Process - L

. I'belidve that tHe experience with the estimate on Sovigt
involvement in international terrbrism &onvinced Casey that.he
needed better. control ogerhtheuestimagivg.proqessiu With ‘its’
emphasis &n’-coordination,,ifstitutional independence, and "~ .
analytic objectivity, the process was not sufficiently responsive
to Casey's intérests.  With thie 'help of .Bob Gates,.lasey took a.
. number of institutional steps designed to insure bettar control.”
The first was to, stipulate.that.terms of referenge and estimate
drafts.bBe. gleared, by the, DCI!s., office before goordinatitn. The.
second . vas ;the, appointient "of .Gatés 4s, DI, giving him the ability
to clamp,down. on.intélligencsd productidn. During the peripd eof,
cates' tenure,.‘thé DI.was effettivély prevented from dissenting.
when its analysts disagreéd With estimates of intefedt . ta, .
Casey/Gates.®’ The third, and most effective, agtion wds.to - -

: - s r - e
e LA ) T E LR

5 The most damaging instance of this occirred in the May
1985 estimate on Iran. OyA_analyst participating in that
exercise,, Brian McCanley, ; = i cBntribution, to
the. estimate. The NIO for the Néar East, Graham Fuller, wrote
his own.version.. According to Brian, Fuller announced at the
coordination meeting that Gates had chosen hig version. Although
the Fullér version. was not acceptable to Brian, he felt that
there was little point in pursuing a dissent because” the DI’
(Robert Gates) had already, pronounced judgment. At a subsequent
neeting of the DI's Manadement Advisory Group with Assistant
Director of Intelligence Richard Kerr, I raised the subject of.
Brian's dilemma -on.this estimate in the gontext of a discussion
of intimidation in SOVA. . Kerr resporded that, even if the. .
aralyst had Been told that Gates, then the DI and Chairman of the
NIC, had rejected his language, Brian should have pursued the, -~
issue. 1I'donsidered such a respdnse ‘totally inadeguate,se e

Lailel 4o A"svfc.o:.a.“'ft the lone Bl»-cl.s d.".'?-gml"r @osH—{m—fﬁu a.Kh.L.a;-{-'ww.w\..
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appoint Gates as Chairman of the Nationmal Intelligence Coundil:
He thus had control of the two most important producers of
intelligence analysis and was.able teo exert pressure on both.

. Casey and, Gates used various management" tactics ta get the
line_ of intelligence they desired and to suppress unwanted - -
intelligence. The-latter]is relatively simple because & given -
report or estimate.can be dismissed on a variety of grounds ‘
{insufficient-eyidence, irrelevance, poor analysis, ete.) not.#:i-
clearly traceable-to:politicization. Direct pressure to. produce”
supportive analysis, on the other hand, is risky becauze it .- :
requires open flaunting of the basic professional ethic of
intelligence-—that is the pursuit of vbjective reporting and
analysis. - - f L. e . .

 Personnel management is the most effective way toc ensure
consistent production of the:desired -line. ’. Replacing experts .
with people willing to. cooperate became a central.velsment in thé
Casey-Gates- approach to intelligence management,.und:'the.effects
of. khis-policy: continue to . hinder the production of quality
inteliigence.. + .- R . EL T .

I ot R . Cen
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TOPIC 4: Willjam Webster's Efforts to 6ea1 W:thw oliticization |

. When Judge William Webster became DCI in 1987, he brought
with him several aides. One, Mark Matthews, was interested in
the issue qgigkn'ticization and, on Judge Webster's behalf,
conducted anpinvestigation. I have no idea how many pecpie he
talke§ to, but I talked to him for several hours, trying to
explain the culture. and the corruption of process which had
occurred under Casey and GatesS. On my way in and .cut of his
office, we were both careful to prevent my being seen by Bob
Gates, who was then Deputy Director. This reflects the
atmosphere of parancia that pervaded the place by that time.

In subsequent telephone conversations, Mark told me that the
Judge was very aware of the problem of politicization, that the
Inspector General had included a paragraph .on that subject in its
report on SOVA, and that the IG personally had met with Judge
Webster alone (specifically without Bob Gates) and had informed
him that the inspection had yielded results even stronger than

.these found in the written report. I never saw the report nor

did I have first-hand knowledge of such a conversation between
Judge Webster and the IG, but I have noc reason to think Mark
Matthews was not telling the truth.

v,
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(=} clusions - Lo .

The-culture in-the.intelligence direttorate changed
radically.during the Casey/Gates years, and that culture
¢ontinues to-define'the process. Whereas the pre=-Gates ethic
?mphasized analytic -independencve and objectivity, the-new culture
is that of the "hired pem," loyal to the¢ current leadership and
its views...Whereas intelligence production should ke based on
informed and objective analy=is of the available evidence, in the
Gates'. culture it is based on the.anticipated reaction of senior-
nanagers and officials. - . : e

There is no 'question that reasonable people can differ—--and,
certainly, reasonable analysts can differ because evidence is
always subject to interpretation. That is why the intelligence
process was structured to ensure the ajring of these differences
and -the-necessity of dealing with them. fThat was the reason for
competing .offices, for coordination requirements, for the right
to, express dissent. .That is .also the foundation of the ~ - .
professional. ethic  of the intelligence analyst——the commitment to
search for truth in the labyrinth-of evidence, to pursue renc
compromise where possible but to express dissent freely when
compromise is not possible. -

., I T .o Lt
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. STATEMENT OF
b
CHARLES E. ALLEN.

3 September 1991

Ehis sﬁéfément responds to éilegations’made by Mr. Mel Goodman
to the Seriate ‘Select Committee on Intélligence on 1 October 1991.
Eiam Pleased to do so because Mr. Goodman's statements about my
actions during the White House~directed ‘Iranian initiative are h
some cases pléinﬁwrong'Sf in others highly distorted. It iz easy
fgk him %b ‘make élrégations;'it is another matter to provide
eéi&éncé"that:suppbrts such 511é§ations. The fatal flaw in Mr.
Goodman's ﬁeétimony is ‘that the allegations concerning my actions
are not true. Mr. Goodman has violated the professiondl
intelligence officer's first principle--do not drdw conclusions

unless you have reliable evidence and do not——repeat do not--rely

. S R : o s e,

First, I believe f miist "defénd ny institution—the CIA——from = '
particularly pernicious Statement by Mr. Gbodman, namely his -~
assertion "... that the actions and the policiés of a4 very £éu- -
people in goverfment| includirng the CIA, led to the sale of arns
to the same frdnians who held US &iplomats hostage for hore than
a y;a},‘aha were linked--and we-khow this from intelligence -
sources——té the Turder of mére than 2007 Mirinés in Lebanon,’ the’
savagé’ﬁbmbiﬁg'bf;thé U.8" Embassy in BeitbE'.:U" What is-
imputed here is CIA was ak advocate from-the o?tset‘in the 'sale~

of arms to Tehran. This simply is not true. Froh every adcbunt
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that I have heard, including Mr. Casey's, the idea originated
with senior eofficials Of.ﬁﬁé:échIHEBnt of Israel, including the

Prime Minister. This is’'an indisputable fact. Mr. Casey told me

that he was first informed in August 1985 by Mr. McFarlane of the

fact ap initiative had been agreed. upon between the White House

and Israel. CIA never--repeat never--encouraged the White House

in this initiative, anﬂ'qéhp McMahon spoke strongly against it in’

December 1985 in a, meeting chaired by President Reagan. After
the ﬁéaéco of the shipment of Hawk missiles to Tehran in Noveg?é}
1585 and after the failﬁre gf the nch;lané trip to Tehr#é in May
1986, it .was the government of Isr%el that coqtinued to push the
.Anitiative~-not the CTA. Israel's central role in this sad
affair must be kKept firmly in mind ag:yqu.reflect upon Mr.

Goodman's statements. -

w3 -~ -

Secqn&, Mr. Goodman has spoken with such great assurance ab%qt
my role in the Iranian initiative, that of Mr. George Cave, and
CIA;g.Cgpntggﬁerrrorist Center.  As far as his tomments on my '
role is éoncerneq,ﬂI am amazed that he %s s0 ca;egorica},
especially because.his assertions are so deyoiﬁ_ofjsupporting
eyidence, .We mpst;s@grf with one basic ggestigg;_ where did Mr.
Goodman getwyis informgtigp? I have never--riot qnce--djécpssed
international. terrorism ox. Iran|s role in it with Mr. Goodman.
In fact,-I have:not.had.a substantive discussion on an -
intelligence?issue.withlnr.‘gopdman singe‘the 1970s. IXf he is
relying, as is implied in h§s“statement, on hearsay from a

disgruntied senior analyst from tpe"Directorate:of Intelligence

e

who .worked on Iran during the 1985-1986 timeframe, then I am

-deeply disappointed in his lack of professionalism. Engaging in

- ad hominem attacks is easy, but this is no substitute for sericus

analysis and goed judgment.
Let us look at Mr. Goodman's assertions about me and evaluake

them one-by-one:
a. Allegation:

Mr. Goodman has asserted-—-without prbviding'any evidence——
that T sent a. memorandum té the NSC that said ¥ ....that
modgrateé [in Ifran} were éager for improved relatiopns with the
United States, and-that they were' in sufficient charge+to

carry this policy out.m" - o

oo T L e o B : *

To the 'best of my knowledge, I never.wrote ‘such-a
memoréndum._ Further, I do know-that at ne time did I.tell
anyone'at the NSC that there were "modérates“ in the Iranian-
Government who could-ensure.that relations with 'the United
States would be -improved; I.could riever have given ‘such
assurances. In fact, I told the NSC (Lt. Col. Oliver North).
that individuals with whom the -United States.was .in contact

‘appeared ko he extremists.and ‘radicals and that they had been

associated with anti-U.S. terrorism.
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b.. Allegation: * ,--: . -, . L. . ¥
L - Co —_— R il
"The NIO. for Counterterrorism briefed the NSC on’-Iramian
attitudes towards the United States. &again, the analysts of

the Directorate of Intelligence were not consulted.h

. P . P P .,

Pact:

I kept the NSC (Lt. Col. Oliver L.=North).informed'of the
sensitive jntelligence collected during the White House-
directed Iranian initiative as well as on contacts ° with Mr.
Ghorbanifar and Mr. Nir:* The intelligence collected focused

. upon the Iranian- intermediary involved and the. Iranians -with
. whom-he~was:in-cohtact. - only-rarely.did the intelligénca .o -
contain anything that could be construed’ as reflecting Iranian
attitudes towards the United States; the NsC received its own
copies of this intelligence, although usually several.lours
after I. had received it. While Mr. Goodman is correct in
asserting. that the analysts of the-Directorate of Intelligence
were not\consﬁlted, I had-'no authority to share the
intelligence with.these analysts. “In fact,; I explicitly was
told .by Director. Casey not.to do'so. -During my tenure as thé
NIO for-Counterterrorism, -T manaéed the preparation of .15.
estimates.and interagency memor@nda on interriational
,terxorism,.includingLassessﬁents'oanranian“invclvement ine-rs
terrorism. ‘I alsoc chairdd monthly "and ad hoc warnihg meetings

- *

B
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!
. on terrorist thieats wbrldwide.' The sbnior analyst'in the
pirectorate of Intelligence on Iran contributed heavily té a1l
- assessments invelving Iran's role;in'teriorism, and KHis views
were reflected in numefous papers. T wish to streds that T
interacted with him and other colleagues in his branch .,
frequently on the political dynamics in Iran and Tehran's role

in terreorism.

-

A5 to Mr. Goodman's assertlon there viere ho "moderates" in
Iran at the time of the White House-directed initiative, the
" senior Iranian analyst within the Dirsctorate of Intsiligence
produced a still-classified memorandum on 14 November 1586
atter the initiative had betome public knowledge that "three '
broad categories of Iranian leaders" had emerged since the
revolution of 1579: ‘radicals? pragmatists; and "a modérate-
conservative coalition." I find it iromic that Mr. ‘Goodman
insists- that sich a factioh did not exist and that & small '~
group ‘of peoplé (réad Charlie Allen and George Cave} -
misinformed- the NSC and the-Presidént. The weidht of”
evidence-+something that this cumﬁittée values—-indicates ‘the
facts aré otherwise; the Directoratée of Infeliigence clearly
recognized that a Jmoderéte/éonéérvative coalition" existed in
Tehran and preoduced dnalysis on it, its cdomposition, and

outlock.

c. Allegation:

e
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That the NIQ for cognterter;orism and CIA's Counter-
tgr?orism Center“b;iefed to the WSC that Iran's support for..
terrorism was down (apparently in the_1986 timeframe).but that
neithgr t&e PI, nor any otheruin;el;igencg agency, agreed,with
these viéW§z:

Fact:

There were, in fact, fewer international terrorist
incidents that gould be traced to Iranian support in 1936;
this indisputable fact was reflected in Patterns of Giobal
Terrorism, 1986,.which was published in January 1988.by the.Us
Department, of State., In particular, there was less terrorism
by Iran agéinst American.interests. e

woedn & RIS

. :At.no.time, however; did I or any other Community . ..
in@qlgiggngq officeg:agtgibutqrthis decline to any decreased
willingnessupn_tbe,pa;t,oszehrqp to.use terrorism--quite.to
the contrary,. A still-classified interagency memorandum on
Iran's rgle-}grtgrrprism was prepared under.my aegis in
November 1986 and coordinated.at the Community level before
Mr. Casey's testimony of 21 November 1986 to the Congress on
the Iranian initiative, :-This memorandum zéflectgd the sense
of the Community on. Iranian-terrorism and "pulled ne punches."
Tt took a harsh view of Iran's involvement in terrorism.and ..

the intense hostility of Tehran toﬁards Washington. Under my
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leadership, Community assessments of Iran's terrorist
activities consistently carried this conclusion. There was noc
neooking of the book on terrorism." I believe both Ambassader
Robert Oakley and Ambassador Paul (Jerry) Bremer (former
Ambassadors-at-Large for combatting terrorism), will attest
strongly to my objectivity when assessing Iran and terrorism.
poth incidently were aware that an NSC-directed initiative
towards Tehran was-occurring at the time and they disapproved
of the effort. 'This.notwithstanding, they have attested on
numerous occasions to the excellence of my work on
counterterrorism and on.the cbjectivity of my analysis: There
was no "swerve'.in the Community under my leadership on

Iranian terrcrism.

- d. Allegation: .

.~ Mr. Geoodman alleges that "Charlie Allen and George Cave,

then working for Lt. Col. oliver:North on the shipment of
missiles to Iran "... trangmitted misleading and inaccurate
information to the White House ... the action was one of

serious misjudgment and corruption of the intelligence process

"
"

!
|
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Fact: Lot .

+Thig is the most seriocus allegation made by Mr. Goodran and
goes to the heart of the principles of intelligence and
intelligence ethicsss I have been told that Mr..cave has
respondeduseparatelyjto the Committee on this .allegation and
thathe has.asserted -that -thisg statement is untrue. In ali.my
Years as.an intelligence officer, no one has ever questioned
my integrity. Mr. Goodman, Yelving on hearsay, has done so.,
I understand “this allegation stems--at least in part (it is
difficult to determine from Mr. Goodman's statements on-what
.his allegations are based)—-from.a couple of -intelligence
cables prepared by Mr. Cave as a consequence of his work in
the Directorate of Operétions. 1 was recently shown copies of
these cables ang vaguely recall reading them in the 198¢
‘timeframe. The cables were interesting but were not important
to my analysis of Iranian terrorism., I never used them in any
discussionrwith anyone “in the NsSC. Mp. Goodman's. comments ars
soltangled and enigmatic.in this part of his statement that' T
find it difficult to even follow hig train of thought. No one
has ever accused'me of a lack of integrity in intelligence
analysis, and I challenge Mr. Goodman to-provide‘thé evidence
to support his allegation.

In sum, Mr. Goodman's testimony is fatally flawed in regard
to my activities as the NTO for Counterterrorism as well as to

my intelli ce collectio tivi in support of the NsC
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initiative. His statement contains serious distortions,
misperceptions, and plain inaccuracies. He has made serious
charges without providing evidence. I regret that Mr. Goodman
has resorted principally to ad_hominem attacks and hearsay--

and has avoided dealing with the facts:

I wish to make one further point——and this is my opinion
but which is based on years of observation. There seems to me
to be another explanation for the unhappiness of the political
andlysts with Bob Gates--one that has not come cut before.
Admiral Inman pointed out that there was unhappiness that
Cates was pué in charge at such a young age, and without
experignce as a mid-level manager and that, he "broke scme

china.® Biat there was more to it.

The production of naticnal-level intelligence has alway%
been a competitive bisiness. In my opinion, what Eocb Gates
did--much o' the consternation of'many‘veterans--was to change
the rules of the game.  Based on his experiences in the White
House, ' Bob Gates saw that” intelligence reporting, especially
political reporting, was a mixture of fact and analytical
opinion that left  the reader fregquently unable to deciph?r
which was which. ~He changed that. He insisted that the data
bé presented and the source of' the date identified. Then
analysis and conclusions could be drawh}‘but they had to be

logically drawn from the fackts--zomething Mr., Goodman has

failed to do.
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This was 1n,stark .sontrast to previous procedures,.

senjor analysts! views toqk_prgcedenpg_ovgg Juniox analysts!

views,

where

Rank then meant something in an argument. Now senzor

analysts were challenged as to the basisz of their arguments,
and a statement that it was based on their many years

experience went on deaf ears., Their many years of experience

dida not count .for anythzng Af they could not defend their ¥iew

accordlng to rules of evidence and based on facts.

»

With. this, the production of intelligence became much more

competitive. The whole structure of“a;guments changed. ‘Those

that couid not compete,. and who lost out in the fray, seeing

results come out d;fferent from thelr‘preconcelved views, saw

this change as a palltlclzatxon of the process, rather than a

more open discussion, founded on definite rules of evidence.

e <.

This .also explazns why the techn1ca1 analysts, ag
represented by Larry-Gershwin, neyer felt the sSorcalled

politzc;zation. Casey and_ Gates had every bit as much

interest 1n Sovlet mllxtary force developuments as they did in
Soviet pol1tlcs.: The d;fference _was, that sclent;sts and .

engineers, bxffraln;ng, are accustomed, to pgzngdchallgnged and

to defending their:conclusions;accorgigg,to Tules of evidence.

It was never. thought to.be a challenge to their manhood, as it
was. seen to the longrtime)pqlitigg}qanalystg.ai
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Bob Gates' change has been good for the Agency and our

+omers. The format of our publications still reflects
cuies' directives. Agticles%in thg3Na§ional'Intelligence .
i:ily,(NiD), for .example, still. begin with the facts, followe

oy L .
distinc £l Y identified "commen 1 section where resu t= of
by a 1 2

i ed.
analysis and opiniens can be presentec

-

Chadies E. Allen

UINTJ%FE%HE@X,tOﬂﬂI: v e
Subseribed and admowledged to beforeme this nd day of Oc \
1991 by Charles E. Kllen,

My ccmssmn expires: 31 July 19%4

L
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STATEMENT OF LARCE . HAUS -~
’I‘O 'I'I-I'E.’ SENATE SELECT COM'MIT'I'EE oN INTELLIGENCE

oAt e .

"IN THE MadrER op e
THE ?ONFIMTION.HHEARINGS‘oﬁ"noéé:R&‘ M. GATES

1. MR. CHAIRMAN, DISTINGUISHED MEMEERS OF THE
COMMITTEE, STAFF, AND COUNSEL, I THANK YOU FOR 'I'HE
OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE THIS. NOTARIZED. STATEMENT TO YOU | MY
NAME IS LANCE W. HAUS. I AM CURRENTLY CHIEF OF. RESOURCE
PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT' FOR CIA'S DIRECTORATE OF
INTELLIGENCE T JOINED CIA EN 1976 AS A SOVIET MILITARY
ANALYST IN THE OFFICE OF STRATEGIC RESEARCH, ONE OF Sova's
PREDECESSOR UNITS. 1IN 1981, I WAS ASSIGNED TO THE NEWLY
CREATED OFFICE OF GLOBAL ISSUES (OGI), WHERE I SUBSEQUENTLY
SERVED IN.A VARIETY OF BRANCH, DIVISION, AND GROUP
MANAGEIMENT POSITIONS. ' MOST RELEVANT, HOWEVER, IS THAT FROM
1983 TO 1985, I WAS IN CHARGE OF OGI'S TERRORISM ANALYSIS
EFFORT. SPECIFICALLY, I WAS THE LINE MANAGER WHO OVERSAW
THE RESEARCH, WRITING, AND COORDINATION OF THE 1985
INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT OF THE POSSIBLE SOVIET ROLE IN

MEHMET ALT AGCA'S ATTEMPT ON THE POPE'S LIFE.

2. LIKE THE OTHER AGENCY OFFICERS WHOM YOU HAVE
INVI ’
TED TO SPEAK TO YOU OR OFFER WRITTEN TESTIMONY, I AM NOT
’

" SROVIDING THIS STATEMENT XS AN ADVOCATE BUT, RATHER, TO SET

- FORTH' WHAT FACTS I°CAN TO HELP INFORM YOUR DELTBERATIONS .
IN THIS ROLE' T BELTEVE I HAVE ONE ADVANTAGE OVER SOME WHO ’
HAVE ALREADY TESTIFIED' TO YOU OR OTHERWISE SFOREN BUBLICLY

fﬁs‘bUT THIS REPORT: - I°WAS PERSONALLY INVOLVED Iir ITS

% GASKING, DREPARATION, AND REVIEW. IN OTHER'WORDS, I WAS

¢ THERE. -

&

. 3. T WOULD LIKE TO DESCRIBE BRIEFLY, FIRST, MY

*, pERCEPTIONS OF HOW THE REPORT IN QUESTION WAS HANDLED IN THE

TNTELLIGENCE DIRECTORATE, AND, SECOND, MORE GENERALLY MY OWN

PIRST HAND EXDERTENCE AS A LINE MANAGER OF INTELLIGENCE

ANALYSIS WHILE MR. GATES WAS fDDi. LET ME UNDERSCORE THAT I

BASE MY- OBSERVATIONS GNLY ON INFORMATION OF WHICH I HAVE
¥ BHIRECT KNOWLEDGE. I THINK THIS IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE,
SECAUSE A FAIR AMOUNT OF THE TESTIMONY WHICH I HAVE HEARD TO
DATE BN THE SUBJECT OF POLITICIZATION OF ANALYSIS, THOUGH
GINCERELY OFFERED TO THE COMMITTEE, APPEARS TO COME SECOND

-AND THIRD HAND AND INVOLVES FREQUENT CCNJECTURES.

4. REGARDING THE PAPER ON TEE PAPAL ASSASSINATION

- apTEMPT, T WANT TO SAY UP FRONT'THAT OUR INTENTION WAS TO
PRODUCE AS ACCURATE, ANALYTICALLY SOUND, AND HONEST AN °
INTELLTGENCE REPORT AS WE COULD. THAT WAS MY GOAL; I RNOW

IT WAS TEE GORL OF THE PRINCIPAL AUTHOR, BETH SEEGER, AND

THE PRINCIPAL CONTRIBUTING AUTHOR, KAY OLIVER; AND I HAVE NO

REASON TO BELTEVE IT WAS NOT THE GOAL OF THE TWO MOST SENIOR
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T
- MANAGERS INVOLVED, MR. COHEN AND MR. GATES. AT THE TIME wp
DID THE PAPER, NONE OF US. EVER IMAGINED THAT IT WouLD
PROVOKE THE KIND OF. CONTROVERSY THAT WOULD CAUSE US TO WRACK
OUR BRAINS NEARLY SEVEN YEARS LATER TO RECALL INTERNAL
DETAILS OF THE CASE AND HOW.WE DID OUR WORK. BY THE SAME
TOKEN, HOWEVER, T FIND IT NOTEWORTHY THAT- BETWEEN COMPLETION
OF THE REPORT IN 1985 AND THE ONSET OF THESE HEARINGS THIS
YEAR, NO ONE AT THE AGENCY EVER MENTIONED THE REPORT OR THE
CASE TO ME OTHER THAN.TO ASK WHETHER WE EVER GOT FURTHER

. EVIDENCE ONE WAY OR THE OTHER. . MOST CERTATNLY, NO ONE EVER

SUGGESTED OR EVEN HINTED,TO ME THAT.I AND THE OTHERS HAD
ENGAGED IN WHAT SOME MIGHT NOW LABEL--INCORRECTLY--AN
EXAMPLE OF POLITICIZED ANALYSIS,

5.. T WANT TO STATE VERY CLEARLY: MUCH OF WHAT I HAVE
HEARD RECENTLY CHARGED ABOUT HOW WE DID THIS REPORT IS,

BASED . ON MY. PERSONAL EXPERIENCE, JUST FLAT WRONG . . THIS IS

WHY I THINK, SO.,

6. FIRST OF ALL, WE DID NOT DO THE PAPER IN SECRET.
BETHSE;?.‘GER WAS AN EXC?;.':PTIO_NALLY"’ WELL QUAi-IFIED_ANALYST N
OGI.. SHE HAD THE LEAD ROLE‘E‘OR 'I'I:IE]?IRECTORATE ON THE CASE
SIN@E l9_Ei_3—TL2:\RGELY, IMIGHT ADD, BECAUSE NEITHER OF THE
REGIONAL OFFICES .SAW IT AS A:I('YTHING OTHER THAN AN ISOLATED
IﬂNSTANCE_OF TERRORISM. , FOR TI-EE NEARLY THREE YEARS LEADING .

- UP.TO TEE WRITING OF THE PAPER SHE CONSULTED CLOSELY WLTH
.OTHER ANALYSTS. THROUGHOUT TRE DIRECTORATE. SHE CONSULTED
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‘WITH THE KEY REPORTS AND CASE OFFICERS IN THE OPERATIONS
.DIRECTORATE.  SHE HAD ACCESS TO ALL TEE INFORMATION
— AVAILABLE IN THE AGENCY. IT WAS WELL KNOWN THAT BETH WAS
WORKING ON THE CASE, THAT THERE WERE MANY INTERESTED
.~ CONSUMERS FOR WHAT SHE MIGHT ‘TURN UP, AND-THAT SHE

P

APPROACHED EER TASK AS AN HONEST INVESTIGATOR. SHE WROTE
EXTENSIVELY ON THE CASE--MUCH AT OUR OWN INITIATIVE. NONE .

OF THIS WAS CTONCEALED FROM ANYONE.

- 7. IN EARLY. 1985, IT BECAME CLEAR TO BOTH BETH AND ME

. THAT WE HAD ENOUGH INFORMATION TO SAY SCMETHING LESS
EQUIVOCAL THAN OUR EARLIER -PRODUCTION. JUDGE MARTELLA HAD
FINISHED HIS. INVESTIGATION, AND WE ALSO HAD SOME VERY
SENSITIVE HUMAN SOURCE REPORTING THAT ILLUMINATED THE CASE
IN AN UNEXPECTED DIRECTION. I.MADE A RECOMMENDATION TO DAVE
COHEN THAT WE WERE FINALLY IN A POSITION TO WRITE A FAIRLY
COMPREHENSIVE: REPORT ABOUT WHETEER THE- SOVIETS HAD BEEN
INVOLVED. THIS, I MIGHT ADD, WAS REALLY THE KEY
INTELLIGENCE QUESTION--CTHERWISE, ALL WE HAD WAS AN ISOLATED

TERRORIST INCIDENT. AROUT THE SAME TIME--AND I JUST DON'T i
KNOW WHETHER OUR RECOMMENDATION STIMULATEb TEIS OR WHETHER ‘
IT WAS JUST COINCIDENCE--MR. GATES INDICATED TO DAVE COREN
THAT WE SHOULD WRITE A PAPER ASSESSING THE POSSIBLE SOVIET i
ROLE IN LIGHT OF -TEE FACTS OF THE CASE AND THE LATEST . ‘f

DIRECTORATE OF OPERATIONS REPORTING.
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8. MR. GATES MET WITH ME, DAVE COMEN, AND, I BELTEVE,
BETH SEEGER. WE GAVE HIM AN OUTLINE FOR THE REPORT, AND Hg
ACCEPTED IT. HE INDICATED. THAT HE WANTED IT TO BE A JOINT
PAPER, WITH SOVA EXPLORING THE POSSIBLE PRECEDENTS AND
MOTIVATIONS FOR MOSCOW. HE SATD HE WANTED NORMAL REVIEW Amp
COORDINATION TO TAKE- PLACE--AND I AM VERY SURE ON THIS
POINT. HE DID SAY, HOWEVER, THAT WE NEEDED TO LIMIT
DISTRIBUTION TO INDIVIDUALS IN THE VARIOUS OFFICES WITH A
NEED TO KNOW BECAUSE OF THE SENSITIVITY OF THE HUMAN SOURCE
REPORTING AND THE POTENTIALLY VOLATILE IMPLICATTIONS FOR OUR
DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH THREE COUNTRIES. I DO NOT RECALL
HIS SETTING A SPECIFIC-TIMETABLE, BUT WE INFERRED THAT HE
WANTED: THE REPORT~COMPLETED: EXPEDITIOUSLY. - -(DAVE COHEN AND
I SUBSEQUENTLY SET A SCHEDULE THAT PRODUCED AN APPROVED
DRAFT IN ABOUT A MONTH--FAST, BUT NOT UNUSUALLY SO FOR A
HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT. IN OGI.) BY THE WAY, NONE OF THTS
SEEMED ABNORMAL TO ME AT TEE TIME--NOR DOES IT SEEM SO NOW

IN RETROSPECT.

-9. THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT THERE WAS NOTEING INVOLVED
HERE FROM MY PERSPECTIVE THAT WAS HMIDDEN bR DONE TO AVOID
SCRUTINY. AT NO POINT DID MR. GATES'SPECIFY OR SUGGEST WHAT
OUR. FINDINGS SHOULD BE. ALL OF US KNEW THAT MR. CASEY WAS
STRONGLY INCLINED TO BELTEVE THE SOVIETS HAD PLAYED A ROLE.
MR. GATES REPEATED THAT. HE WAS AGNOSTIC ABOUT THE ISSUE--AND
I HAD NO REASON NOT TO BELIEVE HIM. 80 IN THIS SENSE, BOTH
1 AND, 1 BELIEVE, THE AUTHORS SAW THIS AS A NORMAL PROJECT.
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“NONE OF . US FELT ANY PRESSURE TO HAVE THE REPORT SRY ONE

THING OR- ANOTHER.

10, SECOND, THE PAPER WAS FULLY CCORDINATED. I CAN
PROVE THIS BECAUSE BETH SEEGER KEPT SOME OF THE COORDIMATION
COMMENTS, AND I NOW-HAVE THEM IN MY OFFICE. SHE AND KAY
OLIVER COORDINATED IT AT THE WORK'.I_ZNG LEVEL 1IN BOTH DI AND DO
AND ALSO WITH THE NIO FOR THE SOVIET UNION. AT LEAST A
DOZEN--AND PROBABLY TWICE THAT MANY--EXPERTS READ IT. WE
MADE A LOT OF CHANGES, BUT THE FINAL VERSION WAS CLEARED BY
VIRTUALLY EVERYONE WHO KNEW ANYTHING ABOUT THE CASE. THE
REFORT ALSO HAD NORMAL REVIEW: BY ME, DAVE COHEN, OUR )
COUNTERPARTS IN SOVA, AND MR. GATES, WHO REVIEWED ALL
DIRECTORATE PRODUCTION. MY POINT HERE: WE WORKED TO
EXPEDITE THE REFORT, BUT WE ALSQ FOLLOWED STANDARD
PROCEDURES. "~ AT NO TIME DID EITHER MR. GATES, MR. CUHEN, OR

ANYONE ELSE SUGGEST WE NOT DO S0.

11. THIRD, THE ENALYSIS WAS.BALANCED AND SOUND, IN MY
JUDGMENT, AND ANCHORED IN THE FULL EBODY OF INFORMATION
AVATLABLE ON THE:CASE. THE REPORT WE DRAi"'"]IED ACCURATELY
DESCRIBED BETH SEEGER AND KAY OLIVER'S BEST ASSESSMENT OF
THE FACTS AND INFORMED COMMENTARY BY EARLIER ANALYSTS' OF THE
CASE. IN QTHER WORDS, THOUGH THE AUTHORS WERE NOT OFFERLING
A "TEAM A/TEAM B" KIND OF TREATMENT, THEY HAD WEIGHED ALL -
THE MATERTAL. AT HAND AND BELIEVED. IN TEE ASSESSMENT THEY™

WERE DRESENTING. INDEED, I FOUND THE PAPER TRUE TU THE
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INFORMATION AND CONVINCING IN ITS ARGUMENT. THE: FRESENCE of
A SENSITIVE HUMAN SOURCE WAS A KEY ELEMENT IN OUR
CONCLUSIONS, BUT NOT THE ONLY ONE. I WOULD ADD THAT THE
OPERATIONS . OFFICERS INVOLVED WITH THE SOURCE'S REPORTING
WERE' FRANK. AND FORTHCOMING ABOUT THE LIMITATIONS AND
CREDIBILITY OF THEIR MATERIAL--AND WE QUALIFIED OUR
DESCRIPTIONS OF - THE SOURCE IN THE PAPER EXACTLY AS THEY
SPECIFIED. IF THEY. HAD “SERIOUS DOUBTS ABOUT THE SOURCE,
THEY NEVER ‘VOICED THEM TO US, > ; --. =

i12. FOURTH, MR.- GATES MADE NO ‘CHANGES. TO THE DRAFT
SUBMITTED TO -HIM OTHER THAN FAIRLY MINOR EDITORIAL ONES.
INDEED,..I BELIEVE BE ALSO ADDED . FEW ADDITIONAL CAVEATS .
HIS CONCERN, IF I REMEMBER CORRECTLY, WAS THAT WE NOT GO
BEYOND WHERE THE INTELLIGENCE:-INFORMATION WOULD CARRY us.::
LET ME ‘BE VERY CLEAR ON THREE RELATED POINTS: M&. GATES DID
NOT DROP ANY SCOPE NOTE--I DOUBT HE EVER SAW THE PREFATORY
PARAGRAPH OFFERED BY SOVA TO ITS INITIAL DRAFT CONTRIBUTION.
I ELIMINATED IT"AFTER CONSULTATION WITH KAY OLIVER, DURING
MY FIRST REVIEW. OF THE PAPER. I-‘THOUGHT IT WAS WISHY WASHY
AND REDUNDANT. "THOUGH HE REVIEWED 'I:HEM, MR. GATES DID NOT
DRAFT OR .REDRAFT THE KEY JUDGMENTS-=I DID, WLITH HELP FROM
BETH-SEEGER AND KAY. OLIVER. 'FINADLYQ, MR. GATES DID NOT
DRAFT THE TRANSMITTAL NOTES-<+ALTHOUGH HE CERTAINLY REVIEWED
THEM. AGAIN,. I DID. . THIS:WAS STANDARD PROCEDURE. - MY .
SECRETARY 'TYPED-'THEM, " AND I KNOW FOR SURE BETH SEEGER SAW

THEM. -"SOME "SUGGEST' THE NOTE"IS AT VARIANCE WITH .THE -

REPORT'S FINDINGS. I THINK A CLOSE READING OF BOTH WILL

i07 » j

SHOW THEY ARE CONSISTENT.

13. FOURTH, AT NO POINT IN THIS PROCESS DID I FEEL

THAT THE AUTHORS OF THE REPORT OR MYSELF WERE BEING

MANIPULATED TO A PREDETERMINED END. LET ME BE BLUNT:
FRANKLY, 1 DID NOT GIVE A DAMN ABOUT WHAT PRECONCEPTTONS ANY
POLICYMAKER, INCLUDING MR. CASEY, HELD WITH REGARD TO THE
CASE, BECAUSE as FAR 24 WAS CONCERNED THE PAPER WE TURNED
IN REPRESENTED OUR BEST ANALYSIS OF THE INFORMATION |
AVAILABLE. I-STILL DO. SIMILARLY, AT NO POINT IN REVIEW OR
COORDINATION DID I GET ANY SENSE FROM THE READERS THAT THEY
FELT COMPELLED TO GIVE US A GREEN LIGHT. IF THEY HAD $O
INDICATED, THEN I WOULD HAVE GONE IMMEDIATELY TO DAVE COHEN
AND, IF NECESSARY, MR. GATES. T DO NOT DO CONTRIVED
ANALYSTS, 2ND T Do NOT WANT TO GET CONTRIVED COORDINATION.
14. AFTER THE FACT--AND AT LEAST PARTLY IN RESPONSE TO
PFIAB CONCERNS THAT WE WERE NOT DOING ENOUGH ON THE POPE
CASE—-MR GATES COMMISSIONED A PRODUCT EVALUATION STAFF |

REVIEW OF THE RECORD. BY AND LARGE, IT STRIKES ME AS A FMR

TREATMENT, BUT I ALSO BELTEVE THAT IT IS MISLEADING IN
CITING PERCEPTIONS THAT WE HAD NOT PLAYED ENTIRELY BY THE
RULES IN PREPARING AND COORDINATING TEE REPORT., I WOULD

UNDERSCORE THE WORD "PERCEPTIONS® BECAUSE I THINK MOST OF

THE PROBLEMSVWBRE PERCEIVED RATHER THAN REAL ONES. IN
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RETROSPECT, I, CAN!'T THINK OF ANYTHING I WOULD HAVE DONE
DIFFERENTLY. ' : ; o

IS. PERMIT.ME TO CONCLUDE WITH A FEW MORE GENERAL

- COMMENTS, I HAVE BEEN A CIA ANALYST FOR ALMOST SIXTEEN

YEARS. THERE .IS NO CONCERN .MORE CENTRAL TO .THE INTEGRITY OF
A WORKING ANALYST THAN ‘I‘O AVOID POLITICIZATION THERE IS
ABSOLUTELY NO CHARGE MORE INSULTING OR HURTFUL TO AN ANALYS‘I’
THAN' THAT HE OR SHE ENGAGED IN POLI'I‘ICIZED ANALYSIS.“”_ THUS,
IF IN MY REM.ARKS I APPEAR TO HAVE TAK.EN OFFENSE FROM WHAT
SOME HAVE SAID ABOUT HOW WE DID OUR BUSINESS _IN CERTAIN
REGARDS IT IS .BECAUSE I Do, TAKE OFFENSE

: _- Jl_S_._", DURING THE PERIOD MR GA‘I'ES WAS DDI, I HAD A,
CHANCE TO INTERAC‘I‘ WITH HIM RELA'I‘IV'ELY OFTEN ON ANALYTIC
ISSUES RANGING FROM SOVIET OIL 'I'O MIDDLE EASTERN TERRORISM

TC THE PAPAL ASSASSINATION A‘I’TEMPT A5 HAS BEEN STATED BY
OTEERS, HE IS AN INDIVIDUAL OF STRONG VIEWS AND A FORCEFUL
ADVOCATE OF AN ACTIVIST ROLE FOR 'I'HE INTELLIGENCE ANALYST
HE IS ALSO A VERY DEMANDING AND AGGRESSIVE INTELLIGENCE L .
MANAGER oF BO'I'H PEOPLE AND H'I'HEIR PRODUCT HE FR.EQUEN'I'LY ‘.a
PUSHED ME_ AND MY ANALYS‘I‘E TO WORK HARDER TO WRITE MORE TO
ARGUE MORE C‘ONVINCINGLY AND TO BE MORE RELEVANT TO THE
CONCERNS QF THE POLICMKER--EVEN IF 'I‘HESE SOMETIMES SEEMED
SOMEWHAT ILLOGICAL OR FRIVOLOUS TO U’S WEAT HE DID NOT DO
HOWEVER IN THE CASE OF OUR ANALYSIS OF THE PAPAI..

ASSASSINATION ATTEMPT OR IN ANY OF THE OTHER INS'I'ANCES IN
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WHICH I DEALT WITH HIM DIRECTLY was. =TO. POLITICIZE OUR
ANALYSIS OR TO PoINT OUR ANALYSTS TO ANY POLITICALLY
DETERMINED LINE OF, REASONING.- -.IF HE. HAD TRYED-TO Do 50, ¥
WOULD HAVE PROTESTED. IF HE HaD INSISTED, I WOULD HAVE
RESIGNED. AS YOU Can SEE, HOWEVER, I AM STILL WITH THE

FAEY

AGENCY TODAY.

T swear ‘that " the above
statement is true and
omplet:e

Lancenw Hausa—zh
) LS Ger

CO‘LNI'YOFFAIRFAX to-wit:

My cobmissicn expiires: 31 July 1994

)
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’ associated research, Mr, Lance Haus, the first line manager who
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' STATEMENT OF DAVID CouER

-

- it
- -

TO THE SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE-

1. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am offering thisg
sworn statement to answer questions regarding CIA analytical work
on the papal assassination plot. Most of my career with the
Agenty has been spent 1n the Directorate of Intelligence, where I

have held.pos:tlons that Included Director of the Office of Global

e

Issues (0GI) and Deputy Dlrector of the Office of Economic 7
Research. I am currently a division chief in the Directorate of
Operations. Altogether I have been with Centrail Intellmgence
Agency almost twenty six years, joining in 1968,

2. I was one. of: the Intelligence, Directorate managers most
directly inveolved in the production of the April 1985 1ntelllgence
assessment addressing p0551b1e Boviet involvement in Agca's
assa551natxon ettempt on Pope John Paul II. As Deputy Dmrector of
the Offlce of Global Issues (OGI) from 1981 through 1985, I was
the senior Directorate manager and rev:ewer for that paper and
oversaw the research and Preparation of that report and who is
here today, repot%ed to me both in gemeral and for the purposes of

the study.

el
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3: I offer the’ folloW1ng facts concernlng the preparatlon BE

the papal study der1V1ng from the position I held.

that has been razsed znvolves how and why the study was

commigsioned.

o Q}rectly or indirecgly the stpﬁx‘was initiated as a

One.question

- result of new information that was coming to us in late

. 1984 and early l§8§, iﬁcluging information involving

possible foreign involvement in the assassination attempt.

o Although we never hag 1ncontrovert1ble ev1dence.of
foreign 1nvolvement the cumulatlve effect of the
_additional 1nformatlon meant we needed to take‘stock of

__what we knew regar&lng these POSSlbllltleS. -

\

=] As a result of dlscu551ons hetWeen OGI management and
Mr. Gates and others, 1nclud1ng the Dlrector of the .
Office of Soviet Analysis, the decision was made to go
ahead with the preparatlon of the study. The decision
coincided with ap independent recommendation from Mr.
Heus and the OGI anelyst workjnq on this case that a

. report should behwritgeg_

. 4, The paper we_ prepared was a 301nt study 1nvolv1ng the
Cffice of Global Issues and the Office of Soviet Analysis. O0GI,

which had been handling the Papal case since 1981, had the lead.

- —— e
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‘0 - There was a solid cdnsensustamong the senior managers as
" well as first line officers and énalysts that the report
shduld examine the plausibility of Soviet invoivement in

the assassination attempt.

o We ‘agreed not to try to prove or ‘disprove Soviet
responsibility; the paper that emerged instead weighed
the case for théir involvement based on the evidence

. - available.

'

5. Brém my perspective as one of the senior managers in the
Directorate of Intelligence responsible at that time Eor the
Agency s analytic work on terrorism, this was a iegitimate and
responsible question’¥5 pursue, Thé committee should be aware
that at no time in the discussions did I or anyone above my level

encqﬁfégb or ptressure anyone implicitly br explicitly to ignore

any evidence regarding any aspeets of the case.

N 3 « .
B . 3 - \

6. Regarding how the baper was §;oauéea:
o It was not prepared in secret -- or in camera -- as
alleged in earlier testimony;t All the people that had a
_ need to know were engaged one way or another. The only

1imiting f£adtor was the sensitivity of some of the source

- . a .
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materizl. My, analyst and first line supervisor knew they
shou%d involve anyone they felt zppropriate and, based on

my conversations with Mr. Haus, I believe they did.

Normal procedures for review and coordination were
observed.. This was the instruction Erom me: to my people
and from Mr. Gates as well. Mr, Haus, I believe, can
comment on the issue of coordination and has copies of
cogrdination comments from numerous people who reviewed

the report.

Highly gualified analysts were responsible for the

study. The principal OGI analyst -- Ms. Beth Seeger --

. had Go;ked on the Papal case full time for about three

years“at the time of the study; she was. among the. most
knowledgeable persons anywhere regarding the details of
the case. The principal Soviet analyst —— Ms. Kay Oliver
-- had many years experience on the USSR and.is highly
regarded for her professionalism and, . know-how. " The £irst
line manager =-- Mr. Lance Haus -- was among the
Directorate's best senior reviewers with threg_years
experience on terrorism and pefore that seven years’
worth of experience on Soviet military and Soviet

economic security matters.
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7. 'There has"been discussion of a scope note. Earlier
testimony alleéged that it was removed prior to publicatidén by
Mr. Gates. - 'This is inaccurate. The so-cilled scope note was an
introductory paragraph appended +o the S0VA contribution to the
paper. Mr. Hauws consulted with Ms. Oliver and they agreed between
themselves that é scope note was not needed given the title of the
paper. - Consequently, one was never forwarded to me or to Mr.
-Gates as part of the reviewiry package. Tt has also been alleged
in earlier testimony that Mr. Gates rewrote the key judgments,
rewrote the summary, and added his own cover note that no one
saw. All of these allegations are false.
a The key judgments were prepared under the auspices of Mr.

"Haus not Mr. Gates. Moreover, except for a few editorial
changes in the seventh floor review process, the key
judgments’ were ‘left as prepared.
=] The summary constituted a road map to the paper and was
prepared by the OGI analyst and Mr. Haus with no
substantive guidiance from the sevenﬁh‘floor.
[} Regarding the cover memo sent.by Mr. Gates, Mr. Haus
remembers drafting it at the request of Mr. Gakes., For a
‘papér as important as this oné, such a request was

neither unusual nor unexzpected, The letter would not

RN
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have been produced without my having seen it first.
JAlthough I d¢ not remember the specifics, I obviously saw
nothing wrong in the language of the cover note. If i

had I would have acted on ik. . 3

8. I have been asked'yhy thg re?ort was apparently rushed.

My recollection is. that I was eager to see the report put together
and brought to fruition as guickly as possmble. A great deal of
work had already been done on the case in OGL, we had the )
avallablllty of a top notch SOVA analyst -- Ms. Oliver -- and we
had working level access to people in the Directorate of
Operations, We had not done a full scale assessment of the

evidence since 1983 and it was time %o get on with the jo£ of
putting together what we knew. I was never given a fized deadline

to work against,

9. The attempt on the Pope's life c¢learly was =z cont:oversi?l
issue. from my perspective no one made an attempt to igfluence,
slant or bias the analysis that was contained in the 1985 repori
one way or another. The analysts were asked to assess the
evidence of Soviet involvement in the assassination attempt, the
officers best suited to do the report by virtue of their knowledge
of the case did the report and they did an excellent job. I found
the seventh floer involvement in the paper appropriately detached

and the questions asked by Mr. Gates probing but not pointed
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toward a particular outcome.

violations of truth or pIocess.

I swear

Fo
i bszrived before me :his‘_.ﬁ':.é._._._..
’ NIgL

In fulfilling our reSpOnSib: 3ty1
. i
‘take q si o v e
on controver51al"1ssues I db(not belie e that ther

ere

. z
) that the lnformatlcﬂ Provided abDVe is fully ace
| Uraghe
and complete to the besthﬂf m? knowledge

/// Gw .a private citizen,
e

David Cohen g .
oodman and others regarding this case.are ‘
rsonally insulting to me. . I therefore, wish to set the record straight based
on my unigue vantage point. , - . " - S

3k

atement . By Elizabeth . T. .Seeggr,Fnr,,Senétor David Boren .

. and Senator Erank MurKowski, of ihe Senate, ., .

. Select, Committée” On Intelligence . . . -

e e . A - o Lo L L per aa
‘ tes M ¢ W : L N B -

' Ibelieve Iam uhiguely qualified to comimht on'charges that Mr. :
ert, Gates

politicized intelligence during-his tenure as CIA's DDL Iwas
pal. author of the 1985 inte]ligénce assessment on the question. of

&t involvement in the atfempt to assassinate the Pope: Unlike Mr. Mel

ed the Commitiee on this issue, T have firsthand
ind production of this assessment. In addition, I’

having resigned from the Agency. earlier.this...
Ltherefore have no vested interést in providing

an, who has,address

f the researchs

¢ a homemaker.

& written statement. The assertions .of ‘manipulation made by Mr.

both without foundation and

M. Gates never attempted to manipulate me or ray analysis on thié
apal case. He nevertold e what or how to investigate the case, nor did
o1l me what to write or what conclusions to reach. He'never expréssed
or gven hinted at his own personal view on the question of alleged Soviet
involvement, frequently characterizing himself as "agnostic" about the case.
rding to all the evidence available to, me, Mr. Gates never engaged.in

mpe of mdnipuldtion or politicization : -
“hedl my sense’that I was a "frée agent™ as I went about the. fask of

f this issue. . His attitude

examining the multifude of information on the case. .. . -

M. Gates-did fiot direct me to find 2 "smoking gun™ of Soviet .
invélverient'in the Papal attack. T tested the hypothesis of Soviet  ~ ”
. complicity and presented the results in the ‘study:” Th final report was a
thorough and honest treatment-of the ‘subject. ‘Indeéd, even critics agréed it
was well-done and comprehensive.’ I wrote the Yssessment—with
contributions from two SOVA analysts--after having examined all of the
available evidence, and after levying requirements on the DO for additional

information on the case. In the paper.reporting was carefully used, and
DO guidelines were strictly adhered to in characterizing DO source
reliability. In contrast to Mr. Goodman's recent statement on this subject,
the DO never expressed-any:hesitation in the use of its sources.

I can recall instances when Mr. Gates made specific efforts to ensure
that the analysis was ot misrepresented in any way. Prior to publication .7,
of the paper, for example, an individual on the seventh floor urged that the’
paper's title be altered to strengthen the link between the-assassination
attempt and the Kremlin. Mr. Gates refused to change it. He clearly did

et e RS
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not waiit the title to g6 béyond what the p: gy
: h at the paper cotild honestly s: -
M&nt to misrepresent the conclitsions '01? the aESéss;I;istt‘lyﬁiy- He gj;
er atterpted 1o efisure-the quality and objectivi - Mr. Gates

analysis by periodically requiring internal critiques of work pertain

the case, Ican recall three such critiques having been done ing to

, ‘Assertions by Mr. Goodman to th trary tudy w

. ‘Assertions to the contrary,

prepared secretly. No relevant offices or analysts \iiesexdg{uggi'sg
- > m

participating in the examination of the case or

ggglsli_cri;%;eg the case to be of historical intérest--because the event had
"hot" cuﬂem??’ {{:1611!.8 earlier—but ot of intelligence value. It was Ia‘lO 2
many. of in;.clguea?&‘;ﬁ;%%%?nﬂéﬁige%enﬂy not of great intére-stta .
Al erred the dynamism of |
gétfelileieq?e' DW e were discreet in Preparingyt?le s;u?yofag:xge?n i
concern(;etlt:lot ﬂ? coneerns about source sensitivity, but also b\rlsj'cal.?;‘:’1 of
Soneoms & a i e U.S. not be seen as interfering in matfers under *
PTOCEdureso':'e rZ ;2{131 gtallgq _]udlcéary. Nevertheless, standard Agency
B wed in produci ' 3 .
oifices signed off on'it, ixicluc%)ing Sglgfifh:ngaggbagd 21l appropriate DI

fo

I would like to conclude with my personal impressions of M. éates

g?lsﬁigtftn irrlltlgut;xpeﬁeﬁce w1th the l?apal case. He is an innovative leader.
seeks credibl genee official, a serious individual who is a quick study ar 3
of th ‘;'l' ¢ intelligence analysis, and a person with a razor-sh J oo
mfaidly at-ltﬁnsmp of intlligence to policymaking. He has been afiacked
was thg X;en;gsafci;op?s case,ﬂ; c;n state this unequivocally bécaicls:c}
e 2 A TSOn O.n e apal case for years and .
ggzrl::;)endtoﬁn%v whether manipulation or politicizg'tion of ing?li lgn?:
S, Mo S e T
: . : .\ 1€ an Mr., F
intelligence community into the next éerfmll?.bm Gates to lead the U.S.

I swear to the accuracy of this account.

—

Dcbdoar ?ﬂl | ﬁa"&éth ‘ " %U
cHoar L iz T. Seeger '
&@H b :?t c Mﬂ;mlu& . October 3f 1991 r
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ty of the research and ther--c'iuésti '

#n BOREN. ‘Senator D

ort. 'S , Lo W in the producti i <
report.. Some self-scréening may well have occnfred;l)a)f i:lldg.f?guzgsmﬁhﬁnﬁl
o

e will not go pas

wn closed do
ving Congre _
e will stand in Tecess o

ereupon, at 12:42 p.m., the Committee was recessed, to recon-

ne at 2 p.m. the same day.]
AFTERNOON SESSION

<Chairman Boren. We will come back to order.

'« If we could-clear the well; please. - e

We are now in the process of questioning the nominee by Mem--
1 indicated before the recess, the next round of

g

~ pers in rotation. As t
estions will be asked by Senator DeConcini. And 1 would again

remind“the nominée that this testimony :c_:.ontinueéi to be under-

which your statement this
- Let me;just lay, out wh
Mi. Gates. One’o

tion in the’ ,
towns, here i politiizati

it. . . i .
. What.troubles. me, and 1
any: agency, is wheth
participated
. I guess one. of the pr
when: you.were the. Deputy
left-with you and you have. &
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res. Mr, Chairman; could I have copies... -
“rrman BOREN. Absolutely. Copies will be made available to
sominee. That's-only fair,‘and we-will make sure that you re-

from M;a-mbé‘rs-of the Committee? ”
tor CHAFEE.Could you give the batting order for this afters

eConcini’ will begin, followed by the
hed Senator from Rhode Island, Mr. Chafee. Senator
n; Senator- Metzenbaum, {
:Gorton, Senéator Bradley, Senator Nutitt, Senator Cranston,’
> ator Hollings and Senator D’Amato. N ] ”
t the hour of 6 p.m.; having gone so late last
r We will resume zgain in the morning if we have not com-
d the qiiestions. We will' also’continue tomorrow if we have
d questions to be asked of the nominee and to finalize our
or meeting on the matter “of intelligence collected in-
essional staff and Members.'.. .
until 2 o’clock.

Senator Danforth, Senator’ Warner,

o Following Sendtor DeConcini, the next questions will be’ 'as;l-;ed“hy,
Senimtor Chafee, and then Senator Rudman and then Serator Metz-

Senator DeConcini, you are recognized. ~*

_ Sehitor DEConcmvt: Mr. Chairman, thank you.
.-(66d afternoon; Mr. Gates.
that you have testified toda
the allégations. presented to th
can and that you have an absolute opportunity to respond fully,
morning ¢ertainly aigf:ergipted to do..

“Thank you for the long period of time

It is quite important that we review

ie Cominittee in as much detail as'we

erée I'm coming from so you undersfand,
# the problems I have here is that'T don't believe.
Mr. McMahon when he. says there has never been any politiciza-
CIA. T dofi't think too many people believe that. In this
.in every Tacet of life here, as 1 interpret

R b T T T B ;e F R -y
understand that some politics goes onin;
_ t you.or anyone else there, knowingly”
it to satisfy your,superiors.. .. - '~ o
oblems -here;, the man that you worked.for
uty Director.is, of .course; .deceased: Sovit is:
aid out your-contradiction:

to the alle-

]
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gations that you did politicize an ’ i
ﬁ%: s h7 P d we've got to make a Judgmepy
_ Let me just go into one area. There are several that I ma .
time to address here, and T don’t pick this one because it is%fh:;e
greater significance than any other analysis of the Soviet Uniog
but T pick the Papal assessment, done I believe in 1985, Let me just
asl]g ‘3:-1011{/[ son(lje prehmlinary queisltions. ‘
id Mr. Casey ask you to have an asse i :
thﬁ coarect? ’yr ¥ as ssment of this draft?
T. GATES. I don’t remember. specifically, Senator. I know th,
Casey was very unhappy that we hadn't sk
ey was Y PPy done more on the question

IS\Enato;t DECOltvcn\n. That'’s good enough.

My next question is, according to Mr. MacEachin, you came 4o
him and asked him to put together that assess t. i
that, that you did ask him? = ment. Can you verify

. Gates. Yes, sir. I have no reason to quarrel with that.

Senator DeConciNI. And that you told him—I don't know the
exac’:t term, but to keep it close to the chest is the best I can say,
don’t share it with everybody in his area and to restrict it. He said
that last night,

Do you recall that?

Mr. GATEs. 'Ith'at it was a close hold estimate, because it involved
some.very sensitive resources.

Senator DEConciNI. Mr. MacEachin said last night that was cer-

y not common, and Mr. Ford said that was not common. And
others have_ said that was unusual.

My question to you, given that I Just laid out, that it is uncom-
mon and that you asked him to do if and not to make it known to a
lot of people, you don’t remember who asked you or what prompted
you to go get this assessment?

Mr. GATES. I know that we had received a new body of informa-
; }_«?I:; qgrer th:_ cougetglf; the v;:iﬁ';texi all'.;d it r}?lay have been my-idea

at it was time e another look at this issue in Ii
infs'orm%tiorrx) t(l;at had come in, : . ght of the

. Senator DEConciNT. You just might have decided after all the ad-
ditional information that had come over your desk, that we should
do something else? o

Mr. Gares. I did that often. I would ask a question or ask
people—— ’

Senator DEConcini. That's fair enough.

Why would you consider it so sensitive that you wouldn’t want
all of the resources tasked and find out that you could, third world
or otherwise? That troubles me. '

Mr. Garrs. Based on the recollection of those involved, I 'said be-
cause it involves a sensitive human source, it should be handled on
a fairly close-hold basis. I think the sworn testimony that the Com-
mittee has from Kay Oliver and some of the others indicate the co-
ordination process involved all of the appropriate elements of
SOVA, including the chief of the foreign unit and so forth. ATl of
the appropriate bases were touched in the coordination, ‘

Senator DEConcIN. Mary Desjeans has- indicated something to
the effect that she was told not to tell anybody she was doing it
and not to talk to anybody about it. That's what I was asking Mr.-
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¢Eachin and he said, that is uncommon. I said, unusual, and ke
“it is uncommon.. - e .
e very agency of which you are the Deputy Director, if some-
didn’t ask you, get me some information on.this and-I want to
what you can.develop,.if :vou can develop an association with
‘Soviet Union and the assassination attempt. I have a problem
why you were trying to zero in on that in such a secretive

fr. GATES. I put a limit on the number of people that should be
ed. I just told MacEachin to handle it on a close-hold basis.
hat didn’t indicate that people who should be involved should
uded in any way, and those who were directly involved in

Senator DECoNcINL. Mr. Goodman said he was cut out of it, and
ere he was head of the third world division or section, whatever
you call it. He was left out of it. And now I kind of understand
why, because he feels that you were responsible for some of his
oblems there, and Mr. MacEachin.said he was somewhat of a
s¢ cannon, so he left him out.. .

It just doesn’t.seem very logical-that unless you had some burn-
g desire that you had developed over a long period of time, or Mr.
asey .said, hey, look, I want this developed in this manner, why
this had to be done in such secrecy. L :
-Let me ask you this: Were you provided a copy of the 85 esti-

mate during the drafting stage?

i

;i

as completed. . . B :
Senator DECoNcINI. Do you remember if you were? Did you look
the draft? ) : L L

Mr. Gates. I'm sure I was. ) .

Mr. GaTes. I .was probably provided a copy when the drafting

;_‘;. Senator DeConciNL. And when you saw that draft, as-completed,
“was the famous scope note of Kay Oliver and‘Mary_Desjeans, Was

it-on that?

_© Mr. Garss. I.don’t recall v;}‘iether‘ii:wwa's or not. I think, based on

the. testimony of these others that it probably was not. .-
" Benator DEConcinNt. You don’t think the scope note was on the
. “Mr. Gatgs. - When .they married the Soviet and the Office of
Global Issues elements of the paper, that was the point.as best as I’
can understand from- the statements of Mr. Haus and Ms. Oliver
that that was the point at which. Mr. Haus decided to——

. Senator DeCoNcINI. You, never saw.the famous footnote?

~Mr. GATEs. I don’t remember, Senator. : : .
. Senator DECoNcint. That is hard to believe, Mr. Gates, that you
wouldn't remember whether or not you saw this footnote because,.
let me just read a little bit of it to you. N
*This paper; was written for the purpose of settinir forth the basis for believing the
Soviets may have been involved in the Papal -assassination attempt. It goes further:
It consequently. makes the case for the plausibility of Soviet complicity but dees not
elaborate fully the countérargument that the Soviets may not‘ been i.nvol\ved.. ‘

- You don’t remember reading that? You saw this draft, you were
interested. in it, you.told Mr. MacEachin to keep it close to the



chest, it was very sensitive material because you didn’t want i ex
posed to everybody, and you don’t remember the scope note? :

Mr. GaTrs. That is correct, sir. .

But I think it is important to keep in context here that, agaj
the testimony of those who were involved in drafting the Daper wyg
that the analysts prepared the scope note for their part-of the
paper and when the two parts of the paper were married togethe,
by the principal drafter, it was at that point that the project man.
ager decided that the scope note wasn't necessary.

So I can’t testify here urder oath whether I saw a specific Dpiece
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of paper or not. I don’t think I did, because of the way the Paper

came together and then came to me. Based on the testimony of

those who were involved in preparing it.

Senator DeCoNcmt. The Cowey report or review, you indicateq

you instituted or asked them to do that?

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir.

Senator DEConcINt. Dated July 1985. What prompted you to do

that?

Mr. Gares. I had been dissatisfied in general with our treatment
of the whole issue. Mr. Casey was unhappy because we had been

unable to come up with a

definitive answer and he was getting all

of this information from Claire Sterling and others that made the

case that the Soviets had

been involved and he couldn’t figure out

why the clandestine service couldn’t collect more on that and why
the political people couldn’t do more on their side.

And so it seemed to me
hensively since 1983. We
the winter of 1984-'85 an.

that—and we had not treated it compre-
had received the new information over
d so I wanted a new paper done. But I

still wasn’t happy with the basic quality of the work we had done,
And that's why I asked the Cowey report be done. And also I think

T had grobably picked up
been a

some of the unhappiness that there had

out some of the aspects of the coordination of the paper.

So I asked them to go back and take a look at the whole thing
and our whole treatment of the issue.

Senator DECoNCINI. As

Deputy Director, were the President’s

Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board studies available to you?
Mr. Garss. They were doing a study and I knew that they were
doing a study, but I don’t think I had seen it, no.

Senator DECoNcINt. That's my next question. When the Cowey - |

report was transmitted to

you, it said, “With regard to the PFIAR,

President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, we have addressed
approximately the same points mentioned in Ann Armstrong’s
letter that have not explicitly referred to the PFIAB efforts.”

So there was obviously s

omeone else who had asked her or some-

one in the agency to review this Papal assessment besides yourself.

And my question is, why

wouldn’t you have locked at the Presi-

dent’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board’s problems they had

with this?
Mr. Garss. Well, my im

pression was that'the—and still is—that

the PFIAB study was basically of the agency’s entire coverage of
the Papal issue, of our handling of the attempted Papal assassina-

tion. And frankly, they

were very critical of everything the

agency—I later learned, very critical of everything the agency had

done on the issue up until

the April 1985 paper. They found that a
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.commendable effort. We provided a copy of our study to the
pan of that board. And. I gather from what you are referring
the chairman, Ann Armstrong, must have sent Mr. Casey a
setting forth some questions or asking the agency to respond
art of their own Jook into our handling of the effort. .- I
riator DECONCINL Just for the record, the agency will not let
4 se that report, the- PFIAB study, on, this,-for. reasons that go
nd me. ~ - - o i .

7 back to the actual sssessmient, Papal assessment, who au:
d the dissemination to the President, the Vicé. President,
Secretary of State and, Defense, do you know? T
Gatgs. 1 don’t remember specifically. I think there was gen-
sgreement that it ‘ought to be very limited because of the sen-
ty because of the Italian case under way in Rome. )
ator DEConciNI. When you read that report, you authorized

u knew it was disseminated, you were satisfied at the time

Eg,t it was a pretty good report? “ .
“Mr. GATES, Yes,sir. 7 0~ ] . Co
enator DECovevi. That’s right. And it wasn’t until a couple of
miths later when you asked Cowey to do an assessment of it that
i had some problems with it?- = e ot )
. GaTes. My probléin was more on the overall agency handling
e -attempted assassination and that's why the Cowey report
glly ‘addressed, to a considerable extent, all of the work -the
- agency had done since 1981. . P
=Senator- DECoNciNt. When you read the Cowey report, were you
upset about the initial assessment that had been ‘sentout to alt-of
these policymakers? L R
Mr. Gares. Well, I think I have a note that was dore by one, of
the members of that panel in terms of my ‘reaction to the Cowey
report: And:her nhote suggests that I was very surprised by some of
the~conclusions of -the report, but I thought that it was a hard-hit-
ting, good report, but that I was surprised at the bureaucratic prob-
lems that have been involved-in our.-handling of the issue. I was
surprised at how great the problem:of mindsets ‘was.ag-peoplé ap-
proached the issue, and I was troubled by the concerns that people
had responded in ways that they thought Were responsive. to the
seventh floor. - Tl sl ; s SN
:.All of those things were. of condern to me: At -
Senator DECoNCINI. Were yoir.concerned by:the statement out of
the-report-on page 14, the-coricern: about balance: and about ‘readers
misinterpreting the paper might have been eased by the inclusion
of a.scope note saying that the.paper del—xberatelymt.loes not-try to
mzke the counter arguments against Soviet .compli¢ity? Do you re-
member reading that? = =~ . . . : Ce

-

4. Mr, GATES.Yes, sir, I do. . < o L

- Senator, DECoNCINL. Did that.jar your sense of what is going on
here? . =, . i T T S S
- Mri GaTes. It ‘'was a part of the broader issue of the deficiencieg
of the paper. o I
7 Senator DECoNcINI: The fact that they: called your attention to
the fact.that the scope note had been taken off? S
. Mr. Gatss. Yes; sir. And the fact that there had not been an ade-

quate weighing of alternative scenarigs.
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Senator DECoNcINI. Mr. Gates, I really have a problem :
someone who is touted as being an expgrt, havinl,c;r read tﬁrikﬁgﬁ
which I now have, and not seeing the reverse side of that, and yo
being an expert. And then agreeing or not objecting to its disse .
nation to policymakers. .

ISVIr. (Eéwn]:g é’VeH, Senator—— .

enator DEConcint. Maybe you can clarify. I know that is m:
years ago. How you rationalized that, how yfgu should go ahlesafin %ﬁ
make that happen, given the fact that you don’t remember wheth,
er or not there was a scope note on it. )

If there was a scope note on it and you read it, then I can’t up.

.
-

derstand, no matter what you say. But given the fact that yoy

don’t remember whether a scope note was on it, we will just s
argument’s sake there was no scope note on it, ’you readjit an%ysgﬁ
no other point of view there; and in your judgment saying it's okay
to disseminate. Explain that logic to me, will you, please?

Mr. GATEs. There was an intermediate step, Senator. And that
was that I, according to the testimony of those who were involved
in the paper, I was the one who then sent the draft back and said
you need to deal with the inconsistencies, the gaps, the anomalies
in the evidence here. And it was at my suggestion that they put
the section in that dealt with those problems. And there is a sever-
al-page section in the body of the paper that deals with all those
problems.

Sqnatpr DeConcmvi. Well, the Cowey report came before the dis-
semination went out. ‘

Mr. GatEs. No, sir.

Senator DECoNcmv. It came after?

Mr. Gates. By a month. ‘

Senator DEConcINL -So the dissemination is: out there of the
%ngmal report. And then you say, gosh, I don’t like this; I better do
When you got the Cowey report, did you send that to the Vi
President and to the President, to the Secretary of State pointizfg

out the problem? . :

Mr. Gartes. No, sir. I sent it to the office directors of the offices
that had been involved in the preparation of the paper. I asked for
their comments on it. And we addressed the problems of process
that had been identified as being deficient. .

_But the Cowey report also said, as I recall, that it was the most
comprehensive effort on the problem yet done.

Senator DeConciNt. Hindsight is 20/20. Doesn’t it now make a
Iot of sense that you ought to have sent the other side of this to the
people that were relying on the original Papal assessment?

Mr. GATEs. Again, I would say that what the paper-did was not
so much the case for Soviet involvement as it reviewed the evi-
dence of Sovmig involvement. And the covering note, the transmit-
tal note, as I indicated earlier, said that questions remained and
probably always will. ’

Senator DeCoxcint. Then the trouble that I have, of course—and
the Cl}au-man.ramed the issue of the letter of transmittal saying to
the che President of the original assessment, which you say you
didn’t write but you signed, so I am sure you read it—it says this ig
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e first'comprehensive examination:that.you feel able to present
ar findings with some confidence. - T g

“Mr. GaTes. Yes. I R
Senator DeConciNi. And then a month later you decided you
on’t have that confidence, I guess. .

Mr. Gares. I had concerns about the process, Senator. e
.Senator DECoNcINL. The process. If that isn’t confidence, Idon’t
ow. But let's say—let’s use.your word. You had concerns about
e process, it wasn’t properly done or everything wasn't included
the process. So you-asked Cowey to review it. Cowey reviews it
‘and tells yow.a lot of things, and we can read it for half an hour
here. But I think any reasonable person would say, gee, I.sent this
-off to-the Vice President over my signature. I better send him the’
.other side of it real quick before he makes some policy judgment

| +"- that is only based on what ke has. And that’s niy editoriatizing, hot

! woul. N . :

, ¥ How do you resolve the fact you didn’t take other: actions? The
*. problem with that.is, how many other times when you were the
 Deputy Direétor that you didn't take other actions. It is very trou-
¥ bling, Mr. Gates.” -0 oo e

+ Mr= GaTEs.” Senator, I know that the’ iﬁéluéioﬁ ‘of th_ls Séctionﬁﬁof

- the ‘paper pointing ‘out the deficiencies in the evidence, the gaps’
- gnd inconsistencies that we had, -had put the policymakers on

notice as to the concerns that we had. The transmittal note talked
about questions remaining. I think that ‘it is the view of some

- people out at-the agency:that it still remains. the most comprehen-
~ sive and best look at the problem that the agency.had done. ,

- ‘The fact that— R T
Senator DEConciNt.. You mean the transmittal -note, the letter:
signgd by you written by somebody else? Is that the transmittal
note? Lo - e S
Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir. .
Senator DECoNcinNi. Do you have a copy of that? .
Mr. GaTes. No, sir, I don’t think so.
- Senator DEConcENI. Maybe you can tell me where it says that. It

says, well, question remains and probably always will.

- ‘Mr. GaTEs. That'is my reference. : g :
Senator -DeConciNi. We have worked this:problem ‘intensively
and will now be able to present our finding with some confidence.
Iy that what you mean? That was the qualification in your mind?-
‘Mr. Gares, Yes, sir. o ' Lot
+ Senator DeCoxcint. And. after Cowey came forward expressing
the process was flawed,.you didn’t feel it was necessary to proceed
any further? - - AN : =-
Mr: GatEs. One of the basic focuses of the Cowey report was the
bureaucratic tangle going into the ‘entire effort over the preceding
four years. It also talked about the difficulties of mindsets within
the agency of some offices, including those in-the Soviet-office re-
fusing to contemplate this seamy side of the Soviet Union.,
Senator DEConcini. The Cowey report, I am just reminded, lists
a number of factors there, key factors that anybody :who would
read them would conclide. You must have concluded when you
gent it out that the Soviets were deeply‘involved in that assassina-
tion plot.-I can read them to you.if you want me to.« : :



_ Mz .Garss, T-think those wer .i:hefcanﬁiu’s_ioﬁs” of the analyst ang

-, . they were coordinated throughout the arand
e DOLL : ug] SREAgENCY, . Foaw D LD
Senator .DECON(}I.NI.‘ Were they 'icoord’igfated throughout the .

Mr. GATES. That is the testimony of ; i
they have the coordination commeﬁt: i;hf?ﬁ:ifl&(fegmte lut- T‘hey i

Senator DeConNcrnt. y was it held to one or two or three

nated them, but the right institutional ele i
i ments were- lved, -
I%Letflator DeConcini. And yet the process bothered yoll?‘;o ved
Seﬁ;%(?'r%s. ghe process bothered me—— . . :
r at i :
noﬁ deren dixlfg.ON..cm'. {&nd that l.‘lS exactly_ the process that you're
I GATES. The process bothéred me becéuse 1n 1981
(I)xad noéf;l had sufficient effort focused on the problem. .V?Tg(‘ihgi%ﬁ;
ne analyst working on it for the first couple of years. The Office of

kinds of.problems that I was having diffi i
cult th,
S:E:Egﬁ ﬂ!;?&Ncmx. ]’.:gjc me focus“iou on an%tﬁr onacf.l1 ong othfars.'
itor OWSKI. -time i ‘

modate he Sansor fhom A > W 2100008 T vt (0 accor
>enator DECoNciN. I have two times now when I ha ‘
stricted to 15 minutes and the . youl e pepn I
Clxsilpz%an.i\[/IGeneral Teiahior y were "bot?whenyou were Acting
nator MURKOWSKL, I'm sorry you feel that tor, -
Senator DECO_NCINI. I feel it is unfair and I W‘lyléla,{g’lggll;rag%%e agam

time, The time still refnaing 20 ‘minutes. I do i
I . not keep ¢ ]
the $enat9r from Arizona knows. It ig kept by an inde%ellggeﬁn ?foiﬁ
g;a_(x)‘gizn aﬁgggkee%.sﬁ- Jtn the ]:{)acé{' We are simply trying to move the
so-that eve :
enéihof_the dalj?’r S0 th: o’clocll;y. 0dy gets a.chance to talk before the
airman' BOREN. ‘The -Chair isnot trying to in ide
I . The Ch ; g to get in’ the middle of
1:?.hidlspui“:e "!here :and L. do=n! t think theﬁre s one. But let me say
--v[SGengal ];aughter.] E -
ena Cone i i i
latéihterj' EGONGINI I think fhere Is one, Mr. Chairman: [General
. Chairman Boren. I have been liberal abou%-allo ing 1 !
) wi
;}hggegﬁ%ﬁrg ;;1 _glge couz:?;}e1 of a question,.in the midﬂ%goi%aﬁsé
€ on with a question or-two t ‘
we will come back' to another. round anyway. Tlfat(:: %{Egcleegfﬂll)elfg gs}:
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tended and since we are doing this on a.Thursday afternoon and

~ we have to come back in the morning, I think we should allow you
to- go ahead and finish. 1 know: you were in the midst of a line of
" questioning. : : u

1 Senator DeConcini. I am, Mr. Chairman. . .

. Chairman Boren. We are not going to let people go on- five or

ten minutes longer. But a reasonable amount, just as.we did with:

Senator Glenn. . e ' oo

" Benator DEConeNL. Senator Glenn had more than 25 minutes

and P'm not-asking—more than 30 minutes—and.I'm not asking for

30 minutes. But I do_have a line of questioning here. It may take

lopger. - .. oL S .

My point is, for- some reason, maybe just circumstances, when I
get my time I am called .at 15 minutes. If everyone else is called. at
15 or 20 minutes, I.would be glad to.abide by it. .. - . .

" Senator Murkowskl. In all fairness. to the timekeeper, if.you
ga:ft sworn testimony, we can get it. It was 20 minutes that you

ad. e
Senator DEConecmv. I'm not questioning the timekeeper.-I am
questioning the Vice Chairman. = 7 . S

Chairman BoreN. The Chair will exercise the Chair’s preroga-
tive. The timekeeper gives signal to Members which: Members are
honoring. Although 1 would say that no one has stopped in. mid-
sentence. I think that evervone wants to be-fair here. The Chair is
not going to pound the gavel on Senator Chafee if Senator Chafee
goes for 18 minutes or, something. If he goed for 25, the Chair will.

““Senator DECONCINI. Let me finish this litie of questioning . . .

Chairman BoreN. The Senator from Arizona should complefe his
line of questioning. . ‘ ‘ o

Senator DEConcINI. Mr. Gates, and this will be the last question
on the Papal assassination assessment, and I have some other ques-
tions on ‘highly sensitive reports. that I will come around to the
second time. In the Cowey'report, and if you want to, I will give a
copy for you to read, let me read it to you and if you have any
questions I will be glad to.supply it to you.

Part of it on page 14 says:- - . )

In our view, the fact that we found no one at the worling level in either the DI or
the 'DO] other ihian the two primary authors of the paper who agreed with the-
thrust of the TA. Asgif turns out, the coordination process was essenfially circum-
vented in both the DI'and the DO by either the press of time or the actual circum-
vention of the chain of command. - Coa - s

Now; do you believe that they felt the process that you had ques-
tioned by asking for the Cowey and a few minutes ago.were defend-
ing that it-had been widely circulated, do you feel that the Cowey
report substantiates that it had been‘widely circulated through the
agency to all of the appropriate agencies, the original assessnient?

Mr. GaTes. I don’t know. the basis for that -conclusion on the part
of the Cowey report, Senator. I.do know that the two analysts. who
were involved and the project manager, Mr. Haus, say that the
proper- coordination process, both in the Directorate of Intelligence
and Directorate of Operations, was carried out and. that is.the mes-
sage.that was conveyed to me when the paper came to me..

Senator DECoNcmvi. The original paper? :

Mz. GaTes. Yes, sir.
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r.Senator DEConcinN. But-Cowey says otherwise, wouldn't ou
ut-Co wise, say?
gIr. %ATES:C-:»'I?at e’ertgmly is-what' he is saying. - d : v
enator DECONCINI. So you were misii ' “th
oni\%ina(l} g ¥ misinformed when you had the
., Mr. GaTEs. I took the Cowey report very seriously’ I also supplied
it to the offices for their comments. I am not sui"g I would Egcept
QVe;'ythmg in the Cowey report as gospel, but if there were coordi.
nation problems, that paper certainly indicates that there might
hag_e“heen. se¥ : B . S
enator DEConcint. The fact that'it says here that nobodyv
?}%;::% 1\:r.lf:h it;ﬂd(iidgft you ~feteldsome obligation to convey that ‘s‘g
0 you had disseminated it to, i i i i '
Viggrpresident? R : " pari_::'m.ula:t‘* 0. this cae the
- Gatrs. What I did was send the Cowey report a
: port around to the
offices that had been involved to get their react: i
haéi‘ 39?9 %Oglem"ﬁth it. - ) g e react10n= o 1t and they
enator DEConernt. With the Cowey report?
g/lr. (t:‘rﬁm]g Yes, sir. Ve TP
enator DECoNcint. Obviously you didn’t feel the necessity t
inform those policymakers that had the original ? v
‘Mr:GaTEs. No, sir. § rginal report L
. Senator DEConciNI. Thank you. : '
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, L
) Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator DeConcini.’
‘Senator Chafee is now recognized. S ' -
Senator Cuares. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And indeed I would

like to be remifided when 15 minutes is up and then when 20 min-
utIe\Z is élptso vge ‘céin mové on here, : o '
Mr. Gates, I must say that I didn’t set_a great deal of store
the testimony that we had yesterday from'"tg}fé two principal WE‘.Z
nesses, Mr. Goodman, Mr. Ford on the subject of your . having
skewed intelligence analyses or politicized the efforts of the ana-
lysts. I.,thoughﬁ 1‘;hose were unsubstantiated charges and in the case
of Mr. Goodrian’s charges, to a considerable extent, they.are flatly
contradicted by Mr. MacEachin. In Mr. Ford's evidence, he flatly
said that when he werked with you, as you mentioned in your
gsnténfilgemwks, 'heéfpunq ygu aé)ove board, a straight arrow, and
stimony against you is base ¥ '
gy estimor e)crl r?:%at.‘ ¥ I base on, what he hea1fd ’subs_?quently.
_ But I did find a more serious charge from Mr. Ford, in which he
in effect. alleges that-you-weren’t: very good-at your.trade. And he
goes on: at page 7 of his remarks, his testimony, that you have been
dead wrong in the central analytic target of the last few years. :
‘:-_Sof.we discussed with him—we pointed out ‘Admiral Inman’s .tes-
;’ﬂ?ﬁa?ﬁ you_zh}id be%]:l rcilght *03 a lot of things. But Mr. Ford
ing right on Honduras doesn’t e i i
on what he:considered the Soviet Union: eauate with being e
tilgﬁ olv; g lgqow,thatgthﬁr"g is }?,con(siiderabie'body of opinion recently
-gomg around. It is phrased as fi H -of -
mum'_f"ml“--1 was inevitable.. p olﬂlowg ?he col%apse of Com
This has come up since the collapse—of the Berlin - i
down and the fragmentation of ‘-thepSoviet Union that?y\:zg tg:klgﬁ
place, and the withdrawal from Eastern Europe. s
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But I must say that I believe the actions.of the United States and:
its allies during the postwar period and in the 1960s and 1970s and
1980s were of great consequence. ) .

- But we get right back to this charge of Mr. Ford’s and I would
like to hear what you have got to say about that charge.

Mr. Gartes. I think that there are two responses to the question,
Senator. First, I think that the October 1986 memorandum that I
submitted for the record. this morning makes clear that by -the
middie part or fall of 1986, a little over a year after Mr. Gorbachev
came to power, I was concerned that there were a lot of things
going on in the Soviet Union that collectively represented a major
shift or a major change in what had happened in that country and
we had not been taking it seriously. ! oo

Now, I think that plus the record of the Soviet office during

" those. years. indicates ‘that, in terms of addressing problems that

were going on in that society and weaknesses and so forth, I think
that that work illustrates that we were onto, the-nature of real:
change in the Soviet'Union at an appropriate time. e
The second concerns my own forecast and my basic approach to
the Soviets, to Gorbachev and his reforms was that he could not
carry:-out a process of democratization -and leave the Communist
Party structure and the national security structure, including the:
KGB, intact. And that those fwo were incompatible. And further,
and perhaps the source of my great pessimism in:terms of the pros-
pects for his reform over time, was my. belief that his economic.
reform program was deeply flawed and -contradictory, that.in-fact

"he remained a Communist and was unwilling to take the kinds of

steps toward a market economy and take them in a timely way
that would allow some promise of:success. And I believe that those
assessments of the flaws and the contradictions in Gorbachev’s
reform program were.in fact borne out.- .. PR
I also stated a number of times that Gorbachev was going for-
ward with Soviet strategic programs and deployments in R&D atsa
pace that, while at a lower rate' of growth than- before, still repre-
sented: a significant continuing expansion of Soviet, strategic capa-:
bilities and it has only been within the last.couple of years that
there has been any-significant ¢hiange in that. - R
What: has changed in, the Soviet Union-is, as a result of the:.coup,:
or - the failed .coup, a change that will bring about the changes in
the KGB and. military programs that are needed, both for them to
give evidence that: they are.changing their overall intentions, but.
also to repair their economy..~ .. . .. - .o
So I think that those assessments were pretty much on the mark.
And 1 think that the documentary record showsit. . .- -
One of the criticisms of the Agency is that it failed to forecast a
collapse of the Soviet system. And I have responded-to this in brief
in_an,answer to Senator I’Amato two weeks ago. Butb I think that:
one of the things that people have to bear in mind is that while the
Soviet economic System was under enormous stress in the mid-
1980s, it was. still declining. at a relatively. gradual rate. What hap-
pened; was you had a misguided reformer -come into power .that
took an economy-in-steep decline and turned it into economic. free
fall ‘because the old system was. destroyed before a new system
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g‘é‘:&d be but into place. And so nothing worked, not.the old, not the
Senator Cmaree. I think it is fntére ; ' think i just
» : sting. I think it was.
la{}:;out%wo years'ago now that there was a ﬁ%mt page articleafnqi?lfg
ew grk T.1;mes detailing how. Mr, Kryuchkov, head of the KGB.
was going- to-.make: it & much more open organization. They were
ggrlggggﬁléﬁggﬁvv%mlght 'sufpi]i;ar to that as in the CIA. And vet, this
v /Was-one “pih i "Kry
Ko %, "% 10 the ime eaders 1 the coup el
g/Ir C;ATZECfS.‘YeS'} sir. . ’ - T
wenator CHAFEE: I-wduld like to draw your attention to a ks
a c;:i:?fm_ent that was ‘made in the Coweg report, 11; Whib;}x;zn;zp;sg
a?f "rtSCIteFl this before but I find"iit of interest, déspite DDI's best
efforts at -the tul_nerfyou‘-:'werjen'at the DDI; there was a perception
.among daq#ys% oﬁ«upper.:;leve - direction which- beéame more Pro-
ESTI;&? afte_r the,.new.'ewdqnce:of- Soviet complicity was réquited:”
i SIevept,‘however interviews suggested it was not so much DGI
or DU as 1t was the effort on the part of some’ DI intelligenice man.
agers at:t}ge next one or two layers down to be responsive to ‘the
recNewetii:}leJregtor or D1r.elt):tor of Intelligence desires.
~Now-there 13 a recentbook out; gtleast: that has | :submitt
tf@"fthls::Gpmm‘ ittee"and it is: by -analysts, and ar’?S alfa?;ssttslbﬁggg
g%ln .Geni_;z.'y. for tl;e.f CIA. The book-is called Cheat Books, how
{ d1 =ana1y51s- ‘misseryes tht? natioh. And this is what he says, which
ind pgtgs—fghnsa'boqk hasn’t .even been ‘published yet. It is ‘much
tr?ore‘commop,';lze(sa ‘the alteration of drafts during'the produc-
bop= and rejziew.‘.prom%fSS either directly by managers or-indirectly
k y,:a%alysj:s or subordinate thanagers. trying to-win favor. by adopt--
Ll'fa%ig r:' p?rsgwed» or explicitly stated political positions of -their su-
Now ﬂI guesé my pt;mt here is nothm | it seerns b
Ne  point ] g changes. And it gsee
me if you were going out to that organization, if confirmed, ollr::: g?"
y%ur Jobs,"as you yourself have mentioned, but I think it is a bigger
Je(;;pl?gfﬁll‘lyp:&agﬁ you ‘foﬁefﬁg, is trying to change this perceived or
] ed view of thist perced i ir' i
o vy o oy DT i, that thel speriors
. one of your problems, I-have got here from that book
glggram o; what it takes for an-analyst to'get hig paper to lthg fo“pé
a a;d{sa}gybodyrwho.ha's“gotx the ‘patience for an analyst, there he
starts: own here-and. it goes.up'.to his branch chief and then to his
dimci:on chief-and then to the office director and then to the deputy
rde or for intelligence. And then it goes over-to an office editor
anal1 then over to nthe;offaipen of carrent.-production andlysis,: and fi-
i; ugjlrl ti;l;?]_;cust;g{ngr gegsia!:, ‘if the customer is still alive. [General
-Senator CHAFEE »—Noovv:-:if pointé out I';ef 7 ~ irector
i " CHAFEE. Noy e that an office d
1%1;: igl‘itfle ttogl;-:%ﬁﬂ%ays to" return-a draft with mini eal‘lzfggge%f
(o at-par.for the course over there? tell us 4 little
bﬂlz\fboat‘;how Sth—at system worls? © »~e Could 7 o4 rt?l-l- e httlg
“Mr. &ATES. Senator, one of the measures that T'introduced. 6
Tth of iJa.nuary: 1982 was-aireview process. . The purpose of it x?vg:'-]%ﬁ
ensure that a paper was carefully reviewed by managers for con-
sistency to-ensure that the ‘right questions' were being addressed,

.
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that the evidence was laid out, that the most persuasive possible
case was.made. - S A .

One of the greatest sources of frustration for me as.DDI was in
fact the delays-that you described. One of the things-that I commmit:

L ted to as DDI in that original speech and that I think people would

agree I adhered fo was that I promised as DDI reviewing all of the
papers of the entire, directorate to return every paper. within 48

"hours., And I think that on probably 95 percent of the occasions L

adhered ‘to that, I met that deadline. And I never could figure out
why above the branch chief level, if T could do it for the entire di-
rectorate,. people 4t the office directorate level and division chief
level could not.do likewise. e .
-Now I could see whyd:branch chief- would take longer. That is
the first level of review and’that is where papers would often re-
quiré the most help. " oL . 0 _
One of the things that I did was require having a cover sheet put
on ' the paper when it came to e ‘that wolld show 'me how long
each level of review had held the paper. It took ‘me a while; but T
finally figured out.that it was not just a little fudging goirig on in
terms of when ‘they ‘would put the date down as to when they
would receive the papef arid when it was-gent out of their offices
sometimes. * - - “ - o LT
But I would have to acknowledge to you, Senator, that the length
of time involvéd in the review process, particularly at the division
and office level throughout the directorate, was a continuing frus-
tration for me. There is-no excuse for'105 days.. * ks ;
‘Senator”CHAFEE. You list a series of proposdls for reformis that
you are suggesting for the ‘agency. -Ahd may I suggest one otheér?
And that is,-to the greatest extent possible yotr ifivolve the analyst
with!the customer, take the analyst along. . ~ . .~ _ ,
~-Now.1 suppose that you don’t want to’fill a Foom with people. I
suppose the.division chief frequently comes along.-Bub it seéems to,
me that there is a constant morale problem. Now it is easy for
someone to sit up’here and say there is-a morale problem. And Ms.
Glaudemans, while she was severe on you, also points cut many of
the things that she discussed-took place long after you had left,"had
nothing to do with you. -~ - -~ . f. .
But it seems to me that if the analyst can go see the final deliv-
ery of-his or her product and support it before the customer, it will
be a great boon to that analyst. . :
Is that a possibility? )
-What are some of the flaws.in that? . @ IR
~Mr. Gares. It -is moré than:a possibility, -Senator, Lithink .it is
very: imiportant for analysts te see the users of 'intelligence.. But,
more importantly, vice versa..And I encouraged strengly in the
past analysts:talking to the policy consumers -and going with their
supervisors, or their.officesdirectors, or with the Director to meet-
ings because, frankly, I think the people are so good that they -have
a tremendous imp&ct on. people. . : - :
Now they are senior people, but I think that anybody who would
talk-—whether they were talking about strategic programs, and
would ‘have.a Larry Gershwin. or someone like that- come dowm, it
would obviously have an impact. - : R
But I think it is not only-possible, I think it ought to be done.



W
[
4
b
1

132

It has been donw, but not perhaps as much as it should. -
Senator CHAFEE. Now I would just like to point out here that
there ‘has heen ‘4 unanimous claim for the direction ‘that Judge
Webister has given to the Ageney, and I concur in that a
I will now read from Mr. Gentry’s-book: L
Ma.ny employees believe ttiat DCI Webster has one - prithary objectwe, the, av01d-
ance of controversy and criticisin that marked'the-Casey years, and the mainte-
nance. of the Agency's organizational interests.:Aware that senior Agency officials
want smooth relations with Executive. branch Departments, aware that potentially
controversial material would be excised during the review process in.support of
these objectives, and aware that their performance evaluations were dependent
upion the smoothhess of the review process and their ability to satisfy theéir seniors,
branch chiefs and analysts simply stopped writing thé-judgments they really held.
- These lower-level individuals have resporided fo Treasury’s reactions, even as re-
ported in the newspapers. More generally, analysts and even middle mansgers
argue they cannot change the reVview procéss in fighting for obJectlves because it
Would simply be ineffective or career damagmg .

Now somehow you cannot, Wm out there..If there is a lot of con-
troversy and strongly held views at the top, that. promotes pollt1<:1~
zation, so they have said. e

On the other hand, if there i is somebody Who is percewed to want
to.avoid. controversy, then that upsets the anglysts. -

What is your reaction to all this? I hope you will be a turbulent
force over there, and probably you will be.

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I think that neither charactenzatlon is accu-
rate.

As a rec1p1ent of mte]hgence over the last two-and-a-half years, I
can-asgure you that.the Agency has not taken the “safe” course
and: has continued. to provide intelligence that.at times challenges
policy in the sense of the analysis that comes down, and there are,
still policymakers like there were 15.years ago, who-think that: the
Agency is-out to. stick a thumb in their eye 1h this Administration
just like in the past ones, and I mlght even include myself in.that
number occasionally. .

So I think that that aspect of it, and that a characterization of
Judge Webster’s tenure, is maccurate -

I think.that.the problems. on the other side, when there isa lot
of substance involved, are overdrawn, as well.

-This is a turbulent busmess Thls aun’t beanbag. These issues are
important.-

People are going to argue, and they are going to fight and they
are going to debate.

And frankly, one of the thmgs that 1 think has been m.lscharac- ‘

terized is the contentious nature of most of the analysts out there.
This idea‘of these people sort of sitting down behind their desks

scared to.deathrto move istotally contrary to my experience: .
T'11 tell you, these people are not afraidto speak their minds. - .
They'll 'speak their'minds in front of Directors.. = S

- ‘They'H'speak their-minds.in front of Presidents. -
They'll 'speak their minds in front of any audience they can get
In-fact, you-have seen a few of them up here the.last Week

. ‘Senator Cmaree. Well; 1 think
¥ Mr. GaTEs7So I think thet this idea of all- these people out there

mtnmdated and afraid‘to express their views is a dlssemce ‘to

‘thent and it is a disservice to the Agency.

oy
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Senator CHAFEE. Well, I agree with you. .
Falso share your "thh opinion of Judge Webster
1 toerely read from this perspective of this book to show that in-

dividuals are critical under one activity or another type of activity
at the top of a heap, or whether it is ‘somebody with strongly held

o views, or somebody who is allegedly trying to. avoid controversy

which I do not believe,

‘Now I would like to stress one pomt, if I might, here. There is a
tendency: to say that the CIA missed everything in connection with
the Soviet Union and what was taking place over the past 20 years
and that somehow everything that we did was wrong.

I just recall to the Members of this Committee instances that we
all were involved in as Senators. That is, the actions the United
States took leading up to the INF Treaty.

. It .wag there said that if—the President wag saymg if we de-
ployed the Pershings and the cruise rmssﬂes that wé would get an
agreement. .

Now that was hotly debated.

T can only assume the President wa$ operating on some support
he was receiving from the Intelligence Community.

I.do not know that for & fact. ‘All'l know is, the Soviets as we all
kriow were deploying the SS-20 and we went ahead with the Per-
shing and” cruise ahd we got-an INF agreement. -

So I think it is time that’ we saluted some of the achievements
that took place during those years

The suggestron that the United States was hlundermg about
without any successes is just way off the mark. ~

My time is up. I will adhere to the rule, and’ thdnk you, Mi.
Chairman.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Chafee. . =

Next to ask questions is Senator Rudman, and he will be fol-
lowed by Senator Metzenbaum. Senator Rudman. - .

Senator RupMan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, it has been a very difficult several cfays As one
who always is known for lightening up heanngs, I thought I would
lighten this.one up just a little bit.

A senior member of the faculty at the National War College,
fact the Director of Soviet Military Studies—that is not Mr. Good-
man; that is another person—sent over to me this morning “Per-
ceptions of Politicization in the Intelligence Community During the
19803 ag Seen By Themselves.”

I thought it would be very instructive, so I just would like to read
it.

It will take about a minute:

The State Intelligence and Research Bureau does not believe that the Russians
ar%ﬁgrrg& thinks that the Russians may try to come, but isn’t sure whether or
when they'd like to arrive,

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has found the real enemy, and it is
the United States of America.

The National Security Agency is confident that only its special sources can give
the answer, but no one else is cleared to even ask the gquestion.

Tl!'r{e DIA knows the Russians are coming, but probably won't arrive until next
weex,

And the Department of Defense knows that the Russians are already here and
probably have taken over State and the CIA.
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{General laughter.]

. - Benator. Rupman, I just theugh:t that was, woz:th readmg into-#
record, since we have had, so far, 100 views of pohtlcmatwn m
three days.

Mr. Chaurman, yesterday was a very djfﬁcult day, and Mr. Gates
has gone a long way in straightening out some ewdentlary miscon
ceptions.

You may recall that late i in the day-—not the night—but late in
the day yesterday there was a discussion with Mr. Goodman about
the cover note that went with the non—mfamous Papal Assasgina-
tion Study. :

Under questioning, and’ bemg shown the evidence—you can
check the recoid on this—the witness answered that it was a d:lffer-
ent cover note that went to Anne Armstrong. .

It was really a remarkable display of instant recoIlectmn of an
obscure document from 20 May 1985.

The thrust of it was the accusation that somehow the cover notes
were specially tailored, the one to Anne Armstrong was the smok-
ing gun, and it was different from all- the others.

- Mr. Chairman, the Committee has now been furnished a copy of
that cover note with the same redachons ds the one fo the Vice
President, the redactions have nothing to_do’ with -what we are
talking about they haveé to do with identifying certain people 1
would like to make sure that it i is in the record, because there is a
memorandum. to Anne Armstrong ‘and. it does not contain the

" words that Mr. Goodman alleged it contained. Just another exam-

ple of the kind of evidence that we were fed yesterday.

Chairman Bogren. It will be received for the record

It ig in an unclassified form; correct?

Senator Rupman. Yes.

Chairman Borexn. It will be recewed for the record and released
to the public.

Senator Rupman. It does not say “Unclassxﬁed” Mr Chairman,
but I believe it is. .

Chairman Boren. I am told by staff that.it is so it will be re-
leased. It will be made a part of the record and released to the
public. - .

[The document referred to follows.]
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- UNGESFIED

20 WAY 1985
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Senator RupMan. I just wanted to clear up a smalil evidentiary
point—I think Mr. Gates went a long way with his 20 points’this
morning—but certainly that was a remarkable display yesterday.

] commend anybody who wants to read the record to evaluate
that testimony, look at how.quickly the response-came: “Well, it
was a different cover note.? - - B

. Well, it was not a different cover note. *~ - A

Mr. Gates, I was struck by something you said this morning, gnd
it may be the genesis-of some of what we are hearing here.

You read from a document that you had. It is not quite the same
one I have here, but it was to the Director of SOVA concerning Af
ghanistamn, and it explored options. e T
- It says:. e e
_In short, 1 find the paper superficial and unpersiasive Jargely because the de-
tailed digging -which has to be done to provide a factual base on which o make
some-judgments about Soviet perceptions of howithe war is going has not been done.

‘Now-I think you characterized that in a rather colorful way
about getting your hands or your feet dirty, or-something, that"you

v

said.: —

D¢ you recall that? -
Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. ; -
Senator Runman. It is pretty blunt. Would you agree with that?
Mr. GartEs. Yes, sir. - . ‘ .
‘Senator-RubpMAN. Were you in the habit of writing notes that

were this blufit to people? ’ T :
Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.” ' T .
Senator: RuoMAN. What was the general reaction you had-to

- - L .

" these? ‘

I am told that this'is not atypical of your communications back
arid forth: S E s c [
* What kind of reactionis would you' get from people &t the
Agency? That is a pretty good-assault on-one’s intellect. =~ -

Mr. Gares: Well; Senator; the troth of the:matter is, aftér 1 had
been reviewing papers for a couple of months, a:couple of people—I
do not remember who—carne to see me and told me I ought to tone
down’my remarks on the-papers, and’so I did, and that is what you
have. [General laughter.} - oo T o
- Senator RupMan. That is toned down? .

- Mr. GaTes: That is the téned-down variant.. -~ Ce

I think it is both an asset and -a liability that I'am a-very bluiit-

spoken: person. I'will tell-you exactly what I think, and I won't

- mealy-mouth around about it. -

1l be:honest:: - : : c :

It: is-something that,- as & management problem, I think I am
more sensitive to now than I was then. And I think particularly as
one. contemplates a time of:great thange'and turbilence, as I think
inevitably is toming ‘in-U.S. intelligence, I think there is géirg to
have to be-more sensitivity to people’s feelirigs:and so on,and how
we go-agbout this protess of change, and so on. T T

But I was pretty blunt. But-I will say, most of my comments on
most papers—I didn’t do-menios on most papers—most of the-time,
my.comments in the margins were very straightforward., * -

What is the evidence for this? . -

L
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.*Why do you say this? .
How do you support this?
. Is this evidence; or analysis? - -, A S
-Support this assertion. - - : : Lo e
- Have you. considered this alternative? : .. ... e s
Most of the comments that I would make: on papers were in the
form of questions for people o consider, rither than saying. “this
stinks,”-or.something like that, - - ERC R AP
And T also would try, when I had-real problems with the paper,
as I have on two.or three different oceasions where I-have -spelled
these things out here for the.Committee, and in memos that have
been released, T would try to lay out-my-reasoning for my-concerns
with a paper. I would sometimes do it in a paragraph, -and -some-
times I would take Several pages. . a R ;
_But I saw the analytical: process, and- I still do, as an iterative
dialogue between those who have had a lot of experience in govern-
ment, a: lot.of experience in:intelligence, and may be less expert on

the specifics but able to put that.into context, T
One of the problems that T had was that I would have two offices
write on the same ‘subject, looking at it from a. different vantage

point, and:coming to completely different conclusions, . ,. .
Well, now if somebody at-the DDI level weren’t locking at, those
Papers, what would the policymaker think? . . f
. He would -get.something from the Near East office that said (a),
something on ‘say Afghanistan, and something from the Soviet
Office that said (b). Which is the more authoritative? .. -
S0 it was important that somebody :bring those offices.together.
So what I would do in those memos and notes was try to bring.co-

Senator RunMaN. I got the impression yesterday—you tell me if:I
am right or .wrong,. from your own knowledge of when you. were
thére—pax-ticql;arly from Ms. Glaudeman’s testimony, that the kind
of correspondence and comment -that is contained here- that went
down to, some of these diyisi ons within the.CIA probably was fairly
offensive to some of the young- analysts who- thought -that they
were being put.down. ‘Many of them were .young, very bright-aca.
demically—you know, great achievers, probably not a great deal of
real-world experience, but nonetheless . bright people—and feit
somewhat intellectually assanlted by, that and maybe' did not quite
have the maturity.to handle that kind of criticism, N
. Mr. Garss. I was very.careful-—and I won’t say L was 100 percent
personalize my criticisms. I think if you look at the memos that
have: been released hqre,--thai;__\ they are based -on -analytical con-
cerns.., .. .o . - IRTEN ST PR S . N
:And; frankly, T, think that:it.is not asbad thing for analysts to.be
s_ubje__cted..j;o‘»rjeaiaw()rld—criticisn; ‘of-their. papers. Again, this is seri-
ous ‘bissiness. We would: have analysts come back up-to us and com-
plain that they disagreed with our view, -and I described that this
morning: . - coe S T '

- S0:some may have been intimidated by it.. That is something that
I think I have.to be sensitive to—— L ’ .
Senator Rupman. Well, I would agree—
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"Mr: GAres -{continuing]. ' But the others, there are also a lot ‘of

i i i thé fact
i tor, who I think were stimulated l?y, it by t
gﬁﬁ%férg:ﬁiiy--cafed enough-fo réad their paper careﬁzlltyzt‘to com
 ment critically on it, and engage them in a'dialogue about it. "
- - Senator Rupman. Well, I will tell you, Mr. Gates, T agree wi

have just said. Certainly- you were not being persona
g&? EI?gI::pe?t" sgme= young, relatively mexpenenfg%clln %Eﬁ%sosli%ng_}
bright, seeing a response fro; 7
person, no matter. how , Se 2 P hom mene o
-stature sa; that what they did was sup 1
gﬁﬁiﬁé?t‘ﬁ?t mg;rn Eot be personal but they could have taken it very

P ald:you not think that maybe that is much of the discon-
" tent that we have heard about the atmosphere? C

: 24D
ou-think that could have been part of it?
ID gnyl just trying to.get my hands around it.
Mr. Gares, Sure it could be. . .- - -

" ..Senator RUDMAN. But you do-not really think so. - -

Mr. Gares. But again, I don’t—well, I .think it clearly was m
: he Soviet Office. .. - . L R
‘Ifaéglg.ggl %.U(I))M&Ne That. is-what 1 am directing my attention -to.
Mr. Gates. But my reaction I%s_., ax;d af I anldlggﬁfgeﬁlé:és In;%x;mx_lg:
there are 8 or 10 offices in the Directorate of In I tam.th
i i ] bably had a harder time wi
ly did not single out SOVA. They pro o B e s s
me.because of my own Soviet background, bu h yI ainly were,
b si out for especially harsh treatment when I would
?hogiilggi;gso% c%?trgst, sa;, to other offices \'rvhere I Wpuld have,_ a

i . er, as well. ) . y
prggifgtlo;wg:}%ﬁfiz%. Well, I just get the impression that on this

TS ‘ ey
. - of politicization, it geems to me that there were some p
. g&rﬁ% esec;ls’iﬁiiw'diies involved. Some people felt that they were being,

i t, wanted to ac-
of shoddy workmanship and, to some extent, wanted to a
ca;gg}llxs;fcgig{es tﬁaf?éhargé byb be]ievmg,t, i}ﬁe?i%htt;s, ﬁ:gnl':f vtv};:m?lré{
being politicized.- Maybe it is not that their - : g,
lv;rt?s i%?]rm.%o%x}hientg did not cause the result that you wanted.
"T think that is a reasonable analysis of some of this. . a
Mr. Gartes. I think that is a geasgﬁlab}el ﬁﬁl?%ié%ugﬁey%%led
; Senator, that I think.if they fe at, that they
i}ﬁf tz(}ig?iys,su: 1zs}ith it, to ‘get’it out I\?In tl\hde I{ﬁla;ie}l to bring it ta, me,
ing i to take it to' Mr. Mc o . oL %
to'll?;iliggisltﬂtlo I}g‘lg{ c?fr,l'f ssue that 1 don’t think somebody sllliolzgl;d J_u}?::;
sort of nurse qutietly and bitterly. It's the kind of 1ssuett a,rg:ﬁ%m
to be throwh out on'the table gﬁ{d Sbald%ul‘lfy, we have got a problém
‘s’ ith it. Let’s talk about it. . o _ 2
heégﬁ%%rs S%M‘zlizhiet “me go tﬁ a qﬁfc_astion, follgw:l_neg 11131211 ;)x;:e x?yf
L b Pl T ™y L over ;
Sénator DeConcini’s questions.” Both of you wen Over. thus, very
quickly. But in- to 'one of his questions-as to’ why tk
grkly. But_1_n ol Study . held so tightly it the Division, you
Papal assassination study was held s _tg htly 1A the Divisi
'said it was on close hold because of sensitive e e -
just went by that in a hurry. Without r li )
th'irnhgegoiqlslﬁz)lllﬂd not—I underst&pd what g;%l;n ?egﬁz]ig;et}izﬁ &s 211
vy Il n for utting something on -c .
z:gmlff {igii::?gf? til;_{ez?gs) are co;ll)lpeirtmenté& within the Agency on a
-hold basis for that same reafon. i
clci\s{[er.h(c;lilms- Let me give you an example, Senator Rudman.
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13?1?11;%2;11 IE,:UDMAN unjd you do that for us? Because I.think tl;:g\t

.‘Mr-)“GATES. W . . s . L
historical so I think eceived .durin

| during a -period of time—and it 4. poc
there is Tittle danger. . ‘ g-—and it is. now

ports usually have a blue border down the side.- § 4
referred to.collectively as “bly b e side. So they. are just
especially sensitive soﬁrces. & ?rder documents.” They are from

Now beginning tomorrow they will .prob. it- |
border é)r somﬁtliixl‘:xﬁ; [General la::;ghtefrlir.o 2bly change nlt' to a red

T. GATES. But the point is that in fact on these iti -
sources there: are .compartments within CIA, andsiﬂziévgrgﬁﬁ
partments within say. the Soviet office, and.for years we would

sitivity, but only the analysts and their i ing’
) ) su :
that narrow subject covered by those reports’.pemsors’“ qul_{;ng >

hai?lzto;‘l_iunm. C{in the Chairman. tell me how much_time I

[Pause\] s
el e A,
Aegor o find out. [Gomeral Taughor] -+ ¢ " Obelr vill o
Chsa?i'lrant:nr?RUDMAN_: How longaé&ldﬁné;eygi%nelﬁge;zgt&u;issing, Mr,
. ag%igf;?sfﬁgm We -v!vﬂl‘"\hwatch the clock and‘see how long she
ggggggg Iﬁlg};zms&r U&Eﬂ the end of your remarks.; -
ot Dok T sy Pl i Soc s Tound

told. .
. Senator Rupsran. Thank you, sir.

I address some of it t6 my friend * Ohi ator ML
en}_ﬁil;;m; iél}‘la \fez‘ylfriendly.fa's l)irionl'..l nd from’ Ohio, Senatér 'Metz
. o 10w that we had an event here a few'nights ae:

%is‘ie' vt:é;h a Sit;ateﬁeﬁt' of the Senator’s, énd% nzt?gq "ere L took
aat statement, which is his right and his opin; :
SOI%%HY “tlgbte‘lous'. I did not take Embragé alésigpnuog. 1t was not per-
1€ statement was that somehow on this side of this tab i
ﬁormally nonpartisan Committee, we were being very,pe:lrtligalf t\}iflg
7 fri n?ii%zl&tﬁ% Mrd Gates, al?l% g there was evidénce that he had
omicide, we wo: nd a justi -
The Senator did not say that. Y o Justify that, -
Isaid that. =~ ' . -

“Senator MerzENBAUM. I séaid ;mutirde_r.” {General latighter.] ‘
enate o Tecord should reflect that the Senator fro;
Ohslp said “murder” as opposed to “homicide.” [General ?aughggxf.r]l
- wenator Rupman. Mr. Chairman, that opinion is untrue, The

Senator is entitled to his opinion and I respect it. But I want to just

g
g
g
g
g
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Our especially sensitive, CIA’s ‘especially sensitive cla.ﬁdesti;a;e m:
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that .when I went back to. my .office last night, my staff, who I
ery close to, said to me: el e :
{S;énator;:we“,héw never seen you so- angry.:We have séen you through Iran- -
Contra. We have seen you through -contentios hearings. You were truly angry yes

rday, and the press reflected that this morning. S e e e
teraay ' ) . _
# And you all were right. ) ,
t is true that this is not a murder trail, as some sugfested yes-
féerday. But this Cd'mmitbee,,djgi witness yesterday, as far as I am
oncernied, an attempted assassination of'this man's character: - ”
- We have had three wiffiesses' testify thi§ week ‘in oppositiots to
Ir. ‘Gates’ confirmation. T' havé reviewed that wecord.’ Mr. Ford,
“Whio I respect, stated that one ‘of thé réasons he came forward was,
“guote—and these are all direct quotes from the record:
As I am prepared to discuss at greater lenith, it is.my view, based on the confi-
dences of CIA gfficers whose abilities and character I respect, that other of Bob
~{lates’ pressures have clearly gone - beyond professional bounds and do constitute a
-+ dlaiting-of intelligence. R o e T

- Last evening, in response to a question from.Senator Nunn,

- which Senator Nunn repeated several timeés, and I could see what
" he was getting at"1I could see that he was just not understanding
~ the answer in.light of that previous testimony. Mr. Ford testified:
| - that he had no direct knowledge and specific examples; that, in re-
. ality, 16 or 17 people were just slapping him on the shoulders.and
" encouraging him to, quote, “go for it.” : '
~ As far as I am concerned, that is an astounding change in testi-
.. mony, with all due respect to Mr. Ford. . . :
5 Mr. Goodman's testimony lacked credibility in very critical re-
~apects. His story changed betweenhis interview with the Comuirit-
«, tee staff and in his closed testimony.- See o .
" . It. changed- again ‘when’ he testified: in public on Tuesday and
= Wednesday. He eould nof support his accusations., Most of-his al-
“Teged supporting facts were fiction, and most:of his: quotes "were
either . inaccurate or takén out of context, and. the latest i the
.. Anne Armstrong cover sheet which he ghibly said was different.
~ ¥In response to, I-thought, very good questioning from my col-
league from Missouri, Ms. Glaudemans—who'worked for Mr. Good-
man of course—conceded that none of heér testimony was based on
any direct communications, but it was “impressions” and “atmos-
pherics,” to use her words. . . L :
* All three witnesses referred to sécond-hand hearsay from anony-
MOous S0uUrces. A . ) o
'Mr. Chairman, it may come as a surprise to some ir this' room,
but-1 do not bélieve that opponents to a nomination need to meet
the beyond-a-reasonable-doubt Standard .of a .criminal law trial-to
justify their opposition.’But tb leével the.most serious, charge of pro-
fessional misconduct at Robert.Gates requires some evidence, some
reasoned analysis., . M .
© To make such a chargé without any. supporting evidence, to man-
ufacture facts—and I believe some were, manufactured—to, indaccu-
rately quote individuals and docuinents, and to cite anonymous
hearsay, is;. and I choose my words carefully, McCarthyism, pure
and simple, and that is what we viewed with these witnesses.

w
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" T was angry last night. I have never been that angry in a hearing
before this Senate. But I believe that we, of all people—knowing

what we go through-every-six years voluntarily, willingly—ought-

to pay some attention to the integrity and the character ‘and the
%OOd name of public servants who serve this Nation as Mr. Gates
Mr.,Gates persuasively refuted those allegations today. And I am
interested in the questioning tonight and tomorrow to see if anyone

can score a decisive rebuttal of that incredible analysis that we.

heard this morning, one.of the most remarkable presentations I
have heard in 11 years here. It was reasoned. It was analytical. It
was based on documents. It was based on sworn statements. And it
is there. ' .

One can only wonder if those three witnesses were perhaps some
of the very analysts about whor Mr. Gates spoke this morning,
when he recalled that some of the analysts were not challenged by
the changes he proposed, but became disgruntled and ultimately
vindictive. :

- There are legitimate issues over which reasonable people can dis-
agree, and we do it-all the time here. But whenever a person at-

. tempts to rob another public ‘servant of his integrity, his honesty,

his reputation for seeking the truth, then he ought to.not come
before me or this Committee with hearsay, or jinnuendo, or atmos-
pheric, which is what we heard.

He had better come with facts, first-hand information, or direct
knowledge. S

When 2 man’s honor is at stake—and it is more than whether he
becomes the head of the CIA, it is this man’s honor and integrity

. which is under assault—we ought to take care because, in the final

analysis, our reputation for honesty and integrity is the most
prized possession we can hold.during out lives, be we public citizens
or private citizens. We want to leave a legacy of that at least.

So that, Mr. Chairman, is why I was angry yesterday, and why I
will always be angry when I see attempts at character assassina-
tion based -on innuendo and hearsay: ‘ .

I think Mr. Gates is probably not a perfect individual. Very few
are. But if we are going to assault him, let us assault him based on
proven, known places where he was guilty of misconduct, not by
{&he kind of innuendo this Committee has heard for the last two

ays.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have done great damage to the CIA in
the last two days. 1 think it was unavoidable. I joined the Chair-
man in asking for the public statements, but frankly what hap-

petied in public went way beyond what | ever dreamed it would,

and I thank the Chair. _ o .
“Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Rudman. Our next ques-

tions will be asked by Senator Metzenbaum. Senator Metzenbaum?
*.Qehator MeTZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1 appreciate my colleague’s eloguent statement, and I think it is
an appropriate place for me to speak to this point because he has
not changed what I have to'say, but rather caused me to feel more
strongly about it. n ‘ ‘

I could not agree more strongly that when people submit them-
selves for high public office, whether it is a political office that you
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_qun for, or a matter of being up for confirmation, those %ho sit in

e

judgment have a strong'responsibility and, I would say in;the latter

e T

case, even stronger than in the former.. . = NN
“.1,do. not-take lightly 'my, responsibility :as. to whether to ‘confirm
g“"' n,oi‘;,i g:gt confirm an individual, because I understand the implica-
jons of it.. : ‘ T R !
““Frankly, M. Gates, I think it is fair to say.that you got off on
the wrong foot originally when, $0 the. Cor’xin:%i:tee’é S&uesgtioﬁnajre,
you told us that you could not recollect the answers on 33 séparate
gccasions, and, told us—and my numbers may be off one or two—
that you did not know the answér in 40 other instances. .

You had some strong charges made against you, and you went
out and did some excellent research in a very ‘short period of time
in order to attempt to.rebut those charges. Had ‘you done that in
the first instanée, when out questionnaire went to-you, I think
many of us would have been a bit more comfortable. ..

. I think many of us felt that for a man as brilliant as you; with as
good ‘a mémory as you Have, with the kind of training you have, to

say that_you could. not. recolléct or did-not know did not sit that
well with us. o o ‘ -

Now that is not enough reason mnot to confirm you. But I have
been through a lot of confirmation hearings, and I am frank to say

that F do not know when 1 have ever heard so many people who

. weré ‘willing to come forward tnder most 'embarrassing circum-

stances to speak ‘out against'a.nominee. Oh;.we heard ‘many with
respect to Clarence Thomas, but those were- professionals. Those
were people who had organizational positions. I am not taking
about that- -~ - - - ° e T : Co
'These were personal. e BT T . ‘
We had Mr. Goodman. -~ - -
We had Mr. Ford. - . L
‘We had Ms. Glaudemans. ' P
- One of the’ things that -affected 'my thinking’ early .on in this
liearing was when Senator Danforth -asked Alan Fiers somme ques-
%{;g? é lthiggthélan., Fﬁﬂis made .a- good . witness. Then Senator
orth -agked him—and T am trying to.recollect. the.lang
but I think he said: -+ = ;gmg HTReoZEE e e
“Whag Bob Gates regarded as a straight-arrow?’ -
. And Mr, . Fiers hesitated.d.long time before he-answered, and
themhe said:. -~ o .o - . - .o o BN
+“No, he was sort of ambitious, on the make.” ot e
*“Then he was asked: whetliei® the ‘President.erred in choosing Bob
Gates to be head for the CIA. In that instance, he refused fwice.to
answer, first .when, he. was asked the question broadly,.and then
when' asked about his’ own ‘personal view. In neither mstance did
e come forward and indieate in-the Hffirmative, and. it is fair to

9.

[

_say he didn’t answer in the negative.

" Then there was the testimony of Mr. Polgar. Mr; Polgar-is a-man
Lhave never known or heard of before, but it:certainly had to take

‘4 lot of courage of his part to come forward and make such a
{ strong.statement in opposition to your candidacy. ‘

1 .. Those are not easy things for a person to do. -

1 =Now today we have some

4 .have few questions of you, Mr. Gates, and maybe none, because I

v L

‘somé, new statements in the record. I will
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am bothered by the fact that so many people are willing to stang
up and take an oath and come out against you, and to indicate
their reasons for being against you. ’

That is not the normal thing to happen. But instead of there just
being-an avalanche ‘of support coming forward—and there. is S0me
support, there is no argument about that—but more people keep
coming out 'of the woods who indicate their opposition by sworn
stateménts, and we are told of other analysts calling to indicate
their opposition. o -

Here is a statement of John Hibbits, prepared for presentation to
our hearing, under oath: :

I am here to testify about my role in the production of the CIA paper linking the
: Soviets to the plot to kill the Pope in May 1985. I wrote a critique of that paper. At
that time, I was Chief, Foreign Activities Branch in the Office of Soviet Analysig
(80OVA). Currently, I am Deputy Chief, Russia/Union Division in SOVA.,
I have spent some 30 years of my life in government service, over 10 with the
Navy and almost 20 with the CIA. o
I joined the CIA in 1974, T was a naval analyst in the Office of Strategic Research
under DCIs Colby, Bush and Turner, and later spent two years in the Directorata of
Opegati::ll:s on the CI Staff. In 1981, I received the DCI Certificate of Merit for my
- service there.

I am skipping,

I worked closely for Doug MacEachin and Larry Gershwin, both exceptional lead-
ers in intelligence. 1 observed during those years, however, that relations between
SOVA and both Gates and the NIC were adversarial rather than collegial; the DDI
was highly critical: of the SOVA prbduct’ and papers regularly came back from the
Tth floor with :strong correttives of substance as well as style that seemed to go
beyond what would, be expected in a “tough review.”
Over time managers and eventually analysts in SOVA understood what would
and would not get thought the front office and there developed within the office,
divisions, branches, and minds of the analysts & self-censoring atmosphere. Some re-
action was subtle, and some more cbvious. In planning our research program, for
example a paper.on Soviet use of chemieal agents in the Third World was rejected
at the. middle management level because it would have no payoff; it would not show
clear Soviet use and therefore we would likely only upset Gates. So I had to tell the
analyst who had proposed the subject in hopes of clarifying the record that he
should work on something else. - - ‘ b
As professionals, many began to.anticipate criticism and write papers that Gates
would like or at Jeast find convincing. Even with these constraints, many of us were
-able to write and manage a number of what I believe were solid intelligence analy-
ses, but the process was very difficult. Others simply sought jobs outside SOVA:-or
i, the Agency. It was this atmosphere that prevailed when 1 wag Chief, Foreign Activi-
o r tigs Branch in°SOVA-and Doug MaéEachin came into ray ‘office in May 1985 with
L i some special tasking. As I can best recall he told me that a compartmented paper

-
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had been drafted on the Papal assassination atternpt of 1981 and it was about 40 be
disseminated. He asked that I do a. quick assessment of the paper, looking critically
at the case being made for Soviet involvement. I was told it had to be done as soom
as possible because Gates was anxious to get the paper out. My impression at the
time was that' MacEachin -initiated the critiqie and was not enthusiastic about the
thrust of the papal sssassination paper. ‘As’] read it for the first time, I saw it as an
effort by Casey, using Gates, to push the case further than the' evidence would take
us. e . .

T e B

It goes oz -i - oL, ‘ .

One of my criticisms of the paper was that it was speculative and did not make it
clear to the reader that this was so. It did not meet the usual standards for a SQVA
o paper: it did not contain alternative scenarios, analysis or views, and the key judg-
w ments were not fully representative of the body of the paper. o
Reading the Gates cover memo on the study sent to then Viee President, Bush, my
' reservations about the assassination study and how it would be presented to top offi-
cials appear to have been warranted. T . 2
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_-;!—;:believe the people who worked there then—the vast majority of bath dnalyst
and managers—believed that Gates subverted the intelligence process. It is difficult
to know the truth from listening to a few of us here during the confirmation proc-
35, But.I hope that you become concerned enough to eontinue investigating these
reports. L e

.Jt is an, unbelievable statement—signed: by. John W. Hibbits
under oath—unbelievable for 2 'man still working at the Agency.
. Another statement that came in came from a lady by the name
f Carolyn McGiffert Ekedahl: ‘ _ )
The bias built into CIA reporting during the Casey/Gates era con_f:_iyleg to under-
fine the Agency’s ability to produce quality intelligence. While the is8ue of politici-

"fation is difficult to confront, the problems created by flawed intelligence are signifi-

¢ant enough to require serious and concentrated attention. “I believe that, given

“Mr. Gates’ .past performance, his confirmation as Director of Central-Intelligence

would send.a strong and demoralizing message to intelligence analysts—and would
'be a disservice to the very real need of U.S. policymakers for objective intelligerite

© gnalysis. | _. o o
L4 Th_)c;s Comimittee has requested a copy of a paper oh the Soviet position in the
" “Third World, written by a colleague and me in 1985, There is no copy of. the paper;

it was killed and never published. I believe the paper was killed for political rea-

- sons; it did not support the views of the 7th Floor.

s:Now I would like to ask my friend from New Hampshire to give

. me his attention, if he will.

When Judge William Webster became DCI in 1987, he brought with him several
gides. One, ‘Mstk Matthews, was interested in the issue of politicization, and on
Judge Webster's behalf, conducted an informal investigation. I have no idea how
many people he talked to, but I talked fo him for 'several hours, trying to explain
the culture and the corruption of process which had occurred under Casey and
Gates. On*my way in and out of his office, we Wwere both careful to prevent my being
séen by Bob Gates, who was then Deputy Director.-Thif reflects the atmosphere of
paranoia that pervaded the place by that tirme. = - S
. In subsequent, telephone conversations, Mark told me that the Judge was very
aware of the problem of politicization, that the Inspector, General had included a
paragraph on that subject in its report on SOVA, and thét the 1G personally had
met with Judge“Webster alone (specifically without Bob Gates) and had informed.
him that the inspection had yielded results even stronger than those found in fhe
written report. I never saw the report nor did I have first-hand: knowledge of such a
conversation between Judge Webster and the, IG, bit I, haye 'no, reggon to think

. Mark Matthews was not {elling the truth.

* 8ignéd, under oath, by Carolyn Ek’edalﬂ.‘ [

. Senator RupmanN. Would .the Senator from .Ohio. just like to
refer—we do have :in, thé record now. Mr. Matthews letter,
which—— . Coe - ,
"+Senator METZENBAUM. I am aware of that. I can-only. tell_you
what this Iady said, and I am well aware of Mr. Matthews’ letter in
the.record.. oL s o T

~ Now,. then, there is another statement—these are.all under
oath—submitted by John E, McLaughlin who says: .

I was one-of three officers asked by Mr. Gates in:June 1985 to review the Agén-

¢y's analytic record on.the attermpted assassination-of Pope John Paul o ..

- Before beginning the study,.we, gave Mr. Gates an outline of the subjects we_ in-

tended to cover and ihié questions that we intended to ask people. _
; It'goesontosay: - ... -

LI

i He agreed to assist us in getting’access to the right people and to certain sensitive
reporting on the case. The only limitation that he placed on us was a request that
we not interview outside reciplents ofithe product. We then worked for three ?veeks

without further consultation, with Mr. Gates.
I am skipping:
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.- We told Mr. Gates that we saw serious shortcomings in the Directorate’s analysig
of the assassination attempt, and we regorted a widespread view that the analyeig
had been handled improperly.

First alternative explanations of responsibility for the event were not adequataly
examined in the Agency’s published product.

There are a second, and a third, and I will skip to the fourth, so
as not to take all the time just reading these documents:.

Fourth, there was a pervasive perception that top management was convinced of
Soviet culpability and that this had led to the removal of some caveats to the con-
trary that mang would have preferred to see in the 1985 assessment. In particular,
there was a widely held view that the shape and tone of the paper’s key judgments,
and the delétién of a scope note explaininig the paper’s limited focus, had been in.
spired, if not directed, by the 7th Floor. '

Now I want to say to you, Mr. Gates, I'do not know these people
at all. In fact, every single person who has been a witness in this
hearing, every person who has been ‘talked about, whether it is
Polgar, Ford, Glaudemans, all of them, I do not know them. I have
never met them before. I never saw these documents until they
were put in the record. :

It is true, as Senator Rudman says, that it is a very heavy re-
sponsibility that we bear as far as the confirmation process is con-
cerned and as far as your reputation is concerned. .

. But I think we bear. a far stronger responsibility than that.

1 think our responsibility is to the people of this country. I think
the responsibility goes to the efficacy and to the integrity—and
rhore the integrity, even, than the efficacy-—of the CIA.

I think the question that we have to.think about in our own
mind, and I ask my colleague from New Hampshire, who has been
so able in his attorney-like questioning, to think about this:

What will the people of America think if we confirm for this po-
sitioh 2 man against whom so many have been willing to come
fdr;:h and testify, to question his integrity and question his reliabil-
ity? . ,

What are we doing to the CIA? .

What will people think of the CIA in the future?

Will this help the CIA to re-establish its reputation, or will it
hurt in re-establishing that reputation? ‘

“Will there be negatives? Or will there be positive results from it?

There is not any question that the CIA is under a cloud by
reason . of these hearings. By confirming Robert Gates, do we
remove that cloud? Or do we only make the cloud a little bit thick-
er? "~ ' : ' . :
I say to you, Mr. Gates, that I think each of us on this Commit-
tee bears a heavy respohsibility. I do not really believe anymore
that the question is only: ‘Should Robert Gates be confirmed, or
should he not, based upon. the record? : .

I think that is a very, very difficult question. But I think the real
question is: What will be the aura? What will be the attitude of the
American people towards a CIA headed by a Robert Gates against
whom so many have been willing to come forward to indicate their
concerns, to puf their reputations—and in some instances their
jobs—on the line? . : : :

My colleague, Senator Rudman, has been apt to criticize Mr.
Goodman. Mr. Goodman has a hell of a lot of guts. He works at the
National War College. The War College is not something a million
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es away; it is part of the 1.8, Government. It is part of this

titent and all the rest. T ) )

1 think it. took a lot of courage for him to do what he did.

“Mr. Ford had a Iot of courage to come forward. He says he is

ihder contract. This man I'just quoted, Mr. Hibbits, also has a lot
f courage. - ” . ;

I say to you, is your confirmation really the thing that.we should

bé doing? You can say “yes.” You might get 51 votes. You might

~1get 65 or 82. But I say that no.matter how you skice it, this entire

-matter, the fact that so many have come forward with so. many res-

-yervations a.nd S0 many concerns, I believe has put the image of the
- CIA in question; and I am not sure that we help that image by con-

firming you for this position. S
Mr. Chairman, I guess I.have some time left. I will reserve it for
ra-later point. C e L
», Senator DanrorTH, I wonder if Mr. Gates might respond, .if you
still have time left. You have made a lot of comments, and maybe
he would-like to respond. : - '
Senator MeETZENBAUM, I certainly would not deny him that right.
Flease do. I am sure he will do it at some point, if not now. ..
Mr. GATES.. Senator, I would respond in this way. s
You have indicated that it is' not rormal for people to come for-
-ward—and I guess including the people who have appeared and the
people who have:submitted those statements, we are looking at six
or eight people—it is not normal for people to-come forward in this
way, I suppose, but it is_also'not normal for the-President to nomij-
nate a career officer to head a department or agency of the govern~
ment. T - ) _

- It has been. 18 years since ‘a professional headed CIA. The last
one was William Colby. No" Director 6f Central Intelligence has
gone through the kind of confirmation process that I have gone
through of having his entire career laid out, of having memos that
he wrote and comments'that he made on papers or issues laid fully
bare before the American people. - T

The last time a careerist was nominated to be Director of Central
Intelligence there was not ‘even an Intelligence Committee. I think

“if you read the proceedings of that testimony, it is a very different

‘kind of situation from 1973, -
- So 'the first point I wotild make is that it is not normal for the
President to nominate a career professional. . ' -
The reason that he did that, that this President did that, I be-
lieve, is that he did not want the appointment to be in effect a po-
litical appointment; that he wanted the integrity of the process pro-
tected; and that, knowing that great change is coming and must
come to the Intelligence Community, he wanted ssméone in whom
he had confidence in ability and in skill and in integrity to manage
that process of change; and to be able to make the intelligence
‘product relevant to the policy process itself.” . .
.. It has caused me somie real pain that old friends like. Hal Ford.
-and Mel Goodman have come forward. I agree with you. I think
'fhat takes some courage. But it has causéd me great pleasure that

the most senior professional intelligence officers this government
1

1e Governmient of purs, along w;th the CIA. and the Defense De-
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has known in a generation, the likes of a Bob Inmann and'a John
McMahon, are willing also to come forward and be heard. ;

The fact is that there is a confirmation ‘process, but the selection
of the head of Ametican intelligence is not & popularity contest, I
sure as hell would not win one at CIA. But the President thinks
that I am the right man for that job. - _

I think the rest of his national security team believes that. And']
honestly believe that there are a number of people at CIA who he-
lieve that it would be a good thing to have a professional heading
the Agency again. ‘And that with the President’s confidence and hiy
mandate, we can make this change into the future. .

* So I will stop there. - :

Senator NUNN [presiding): I believe that Senator Danforth is
next on the agenda.

‘Senator DanrorTa. Thank you, Senator Nunn.

Well, I must say, Mr. Gates, in response to the final comments of
Senator Metzenbaum, like Senator Metzenbaum 1 have lately
become something of an expert on the confirmation process.- '

I think that a strong argument can be made that the problem is
in the process not.in the nominee. We have created a situation
now, and I have seen.it twice in the last month, where a nominee
who has any record at all is at a very sévere disadvantage.

The clear message to any President is that if he wants an easy
confirmation- process he darned well better nominate a total non.
entity, somebody.without:any record, somebody who has not made
a lot of speeches, somebody who has not written a lot of articles,
and certainly-somebody who has not-managed a lot of reople who
might have bruised feelings over a period of years.

To say that we, through our confirmation process, can feel free to
make a total mess out of somebody’s life and out of an agency, and
then to say, well, how do we clear this mess up? We cannot do it
with you..Let us get some zero, some cipher that nobody has ever
heard of, to me is putting the blame in the wrong place. ‘

I believe that the number of analysts at the CIA is not a public—
1 think it is a classified number. Is it fair to say that there are hun-
dreds of analysts? : o

Mr. GaTss. There are several thousand people in the Directorate
of Intelligence. .-

Senator DANFORTH. There are several thousand. Does it surprise
you that, among several thousand, a half a dozen or so could be
found who might have some sort of complaints, or have gotten
cross-wise with you over a period of years?

Mr. Gargs. No, sir. ) . C

Senator DaNForTH. Now Senator Rudman asked you about the
response that people had to criticism. You are, by your own state-
- ments, a tough. taskmaster. You are a person who is demanding.
Your first speech when you becdine Deputy Director for Intelli-
gence to the analysts was a very demanding speech requiring a tre-
méndous amount of rigor from those who worked for you. o

Senator Rudman asked the same question, but I want to put it to
you also. From your experience in working with people, is it not
true that some people respond to toughness and a demanding boss
in a vely positive way? They rise to that occasion? It makes it at
their very best? - o '
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And,.other people get their backs up -and: they are offended, or
hey gei":l lﬁlrt feelings, or they are offended,-or maybe every crawl
ato-a shedl. -, -

Different people react different. ways to toughness, do. they not?
Mr. Gargs. Yes, sir. . - . . R .

i* Senator DaNrorRTH. I think it is true for students relating to
‘teachers. I have never been in the newspaper business, but I would
" guess that reporters respond in different ways to a tough editor.

Pl

g l.am sure that in Senator’s offices staffers respond differently to
“besses. Some bosses might be quite jovial. Others might be very de-
manding. I think that is human nature fo respond, differently and I
.. just wanted to make that point.. .. "~ .. . o .
- Do you know Jennifer Glaudemans? = . - . ) '
Mr. Gates. No, sir, I do not thinkso. .~ . ..
Senator DANFORTH. You do.not.remember- éver talking to her, or
.calligxg her into your office, or calling her on the carpet in any
way? L ST :

- Mr. Garzs. I do not remember. I may have met, her once, but I do
not: recall doing that. Usually my response on papers and so on
would be to send my reactions back fo the office director first. .
., Senator DanrorTH. Well, her statement is the .same,. that she
had no personal relation other than she participated in maybe a
cotiple of briefings of you, and that in no personal connection that

- she had with you did she feel i any way intimidated by you. |

3 But she did say that she prepared a briefing memo for you to
brief you for an appearance before the Senate Foreign.Relations
Comimittee, and that you did not use that briefing memo.

; Do,;you remember that? _; .

" Mr. GarEs. Yes, sir. I was Acting Director. I was alone in manag-
ing, or.1 had no deputy.as.the Acting Director, and I had an ap-
pearance before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. e
- They had sent me a”or they had told our Congressional Affairs,
Office that théy had four issues that they wanted me to address.

One was the intelligence underlying the Iran initiative.. s
. Another was on the internal Iranian political situation.
Another was on the Soviet threat to Iran. S .
And 1 thirik the fourth was something to the effect of the conse-
quences of the Iran initiative on our relationships in the Middle
East. . . , L
I do not remember how the testimony .came together, but my sus-
picion is that it was prepared basically by the Directorate of Intelli-
gence and the Office of Congressional Affairs, e
- Her . memo may have been attached to what I.received, I have re-
-freshed my memory of it, and I will be honest. If I had wriften the
statement myself, I probably would.not have included it, because it
seemed to me to be rehashing a bureaucratic¢ battle that that office
had lost, or that that set of analysts had lost many months prior.

I had not recalled that it ‘was an issue at the time the estimate

was considered for the reasons that were expressed by Mr.. Fuller
Yesterday and me today. , : )

Also it seemed to me that, with all due respect to the Committee,
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee was not the place to start
laying out bureaucratic differences within CIA. . :

Senator DanrorTH, Had you——— -
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Mr. Gares. But fundamentally it was teally just not responsiv,
to the four issues that the Committee had asked me to'address,

Senator DanrForTH. You did not see it as part of an effort to po.
liticize the Agency to simply ignore a staffer’s memo, or not use it
when you were testifying before a committee? -

Mr. Gares. No.~ - . ’ . .

Seriator DANFORTH. -Now you indicate that there wére bureay.
cratic differences within the CIA. Is that characteristic of the CIA
and other government agencies, to your knowledge, that there tend
totdevelop perhaps groups, or subgroups within various divisions
and agencies that develop a point of view, and-they become embat.
tled with other groups, or maybe the central office? T

Is that something that occurs? .

Mr. GarEs. Absolutely, Senator. - ‘

Sendtor DANFORTH. Was that true of SOVA?

Mr: Gates. Well—— - : ok '

Senator DANFORTH. Or of groups within SOVA? - T

‘Mr. Gartes. I think groups. within SOVA, We had a lot of—Mr,
MacEachin referred to it yesterday—ve had a lot of issues go back
and forth in the Soviet-ared.. = : . '
- I mentioned- earlier today, I had all kinds of problems Wwith-the
Soviet office’s analysis of Sovist military spending. I thought that
their dollar costing of Soviet defenses was a waste of time. = "

_Senator DanrForTa. T do not want to—— S
- Mr:-GaTEs. I basically just wanted to say that there were parts of
SOVA that we fought all the time, but it was part of a dialogue.

I guess one of the things that has become clear to me in these
hearings is the degree to which this area, workirig on the Third
World, kind of closed in. - o R

Senator DANFORTH. There are bureaucratic battles, though, and
sometimes maybe people get their feelings hurt, or they get offend-
ed because they might be on the losing. side of bureaucratic battles?

Would that be fair to say? - ’

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. : , -

Senator DANFORTH. Now I am going to send up a memo that you
may or may not have ever seen. It is by a man named Gray Hod-
nett and it was written on-the 29th of April of 1986 to members of
the Third World Activities Division. ‘

I am nét going to ask you much about it except that it has vari-
ous comments in the margin, and they were written by Ms. Glaude-
mans. - - ' ' } -

If you will, turn to page 2 right at the bottom. The general
thrust of the memo is to people in the division about how to put
together analyses and how to prepare papers; and soon. .

* If you will, look on page 2 right at the bottom. Thetd is a para-
graph that begins: - : s

'Achieving greater acknowledgement of uncertainty
and it says:

* % %

omniscience is not a requirement for employment in TWAID nor, given the
information resources at our-disposal, is it a state of being we are likely to achieve.
Unsophisticated customers should be educated in this home truth. .

Does that strike you as an especially harsh thing to say?
- Mr. Gates. No. I think it is fairly obvious.

3

N

i to T ) org, 2
A man, sould be included i the record.
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: i i ian. I{am just
ator DaNFORTH. Fairly obvious and pe_destnan _
Sen ead into the record, and I hope this whole memo, Mr.

Senator Nunn. Without objection, it will be part of the record.
[The document referred to follows:]
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TO: Senlor Members of the Divizion

I would like to usa the attached memorandum as an agenda of
our gathering on Thursday. The purpose of the memozandum ig ko
stimulate discussion both of principles and of practieal

_—
questions of npezationalizat;:;T‘\Bb will meet in Ben's office at
-__.._-——--—"-“
e
ﬁ 10:00. .Place you: sandwich crder with Gloria Asap,

Q/M

Grey Hodnett

"
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29 April.lssg

MEMORANDUM FOR! HMémbers of the Third World Retivities Division

PROM: Grey Hodnett .
. Chief, Thizd World Activities Division, SOva
SUBJECT: TWAD Objectives and Questions of Implementation

s 1. This mem¢randum expresses my gense of the,éi:ectlon in
which higher msnagement would like TWAD to mave, and of where
Ben, .Craig, and I want to steer the Division as it is buffeted by
the dally crogswinés of shiftring internatiomal events and
unanticiépted demands on TWAD'S resources. The purpase of this
review of priocities is to encouzage dialogue on how. the Division
can best cope with tasks that stand before it--some of these
quite specificy such sz-formulation of the .research program for
next year, introductidn;of changes in the handling of current
reperting, teallocation of coverage of nongovermmental activities
in view of the &ugménted :esponsihility"oi Lhe Fo:eign~3=tivities
Branch for power pro:ect;on,,or cnntinuation of work on data
gollection, _and others more diffuse in natu:e. .

2. TWAD is the busiest and perhaps mogt prassurized
division in SOVA. Ws have the largest burden of current
reporting, and must respond to constant demands for
hyiefings and parsieipation in liaison {c;%vi}ia:. we do
not have as large a staff or ac adequate working space as we ﬁ-JlAi

ij would like.\ More than most divisicns, we are involved in
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time—consuming daily interaction with other offices of the
DI. Cur responsibilities make us a magnet for seventh floor
Vgt:engion, pq? the judgment;uwe reach are cextain o distyrh
one faction of another in the polioy community or attentive
public. Hore than any other ‘division, our activities are
driven by the flux of externil eventé and pricrities we
cannct control. These constraints and demands are unlikely
ta change in the foresedable future. Given theiy existance,
what the Division ackieves ‘week-in and woek-out iz a tributs
te the commitment, ability, and hazd work of ‘everyone in it.
3. "NeveTtheless; we tan and must Build on the
nivision's past achievements to Improve our performarice at
the m;rgin~-in matters wWhich are subiect to our own
‘control. * Obviously, we can always do better ofi routipe
dperations which' are vival to godd performance by the
Division. Beyond'these, and in addition t¢ them, aze thet'
longer-range strategic objectives we Have been pur!u;ng and
"will continue %o pPursde. As I see them, these are:

1.' Achiaving Greater Acknowledgement of '

5“ﬁ} Oncextainty. Omnisciepnce is not a reguirement

i th %Luv for éhployment in TWAD. Nor, given the

- 2 e G 3 .

LSt and L WL g information-resources at our disposal, is it a
alh F.),__ B PE R .

_ /JQ;},:(J— state of being we are likely to achieve.

17 : N

zszJbS At Frend Orsophisticated customerz should be educated in
Z. bdqcihwﬁZJ"h this home truth:bsophistieatod cugstomers are
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turmed off ‘by-writivg that dwells enly on the
wnalyst's "bottom line™ and ignores . -
intelligence géps and uncertainties. Strong
analysis iz likely to give rise to strongly
held views--this is natural and desirable;
however, it also gives rise to preconceptions
that, if net challenged, lead to premature
analytic closure--and this is not desizable,
The point i not that we must constantly
proclaim our ignorance. What we should strive
for-—especially where space allows--is egpiicit
identification and reazoned assessment of
alternative explanations of what has already
happened - or of alternative future seeqar;os.
The aim is not proliferation of alternatives

merely as an exercise in imaginmaticn.

3
A

Alternatives should be keyed to atrategic gaps +&JE
in availablie- information or to future

cnntingencioy that could produce fundamentally
different outeomes=-including uniikely
@ontingsncies that would neverthele;s have 2
majer Sonseguences. - bwfc M 5‘;5’ %
bndereaking Mor.uécis-aenerated.Lnalgsis. Huch
of+our writing Is and will continue to be a

gloss on unfolding events--this ia both
3
R . ;
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* .necessary .and inevitable. We should zeek,

: nonetheless, .to produce a higher proportien of

- papers in which we - frame the problem rather

- than act :as passive exect{to:s of projects
-dictakted by external ,cir:nmstancei-&Ee TUSE
identify and grapple:iwith key unresolved

intelligence issues; which means, among other -

Cus

-things, that we must engage in hard 4’{?7"{5 iﬁ?”‘j I-

cintellestual labor-over what it is we don't OV

know but.need to know, and over how we.can go ¢er
about reduszing our igno:an:gz:iwe should deqote

- fewer resdurces: to:papers that update a

" "story,". reproduce judgments .of current
conventional wisdom, 'or cover so bzoad a swath

that sobstantiated.analysis is-impossible.

C. Containing cﬁrrent;Reportinu. Current

Teporting is # vital function that muat be
atcompiished by IWAD; and its-energetic
pe:fo:maﬁca migt b rewarded--and be seen to be
roewarded—--no: Jess than self-generated.
™ . analysi®. But, to expand the scope for the

“latter {especially in-the two regional i

- branches ) we must- attempt beth te :gduce“;he
proportien of the Division's resouzces
committed to current reporting and to. foster a=n

4

Waad

environment in which the apalytic agenda, not iiékxvx
tourzent intelligence,™ sets the téne. ALl o ’
solutions here involve tradeoffs and none are

cost free. We aze now experimenting with a
congolidation of the reporting function, and at

the end of two months we should be in a better

position to assess the zelative costs and

benefits of a frontal attack on thisg problem.

Integrating Levels of Eoviet Behaviot Bettex in

gur Analysis. Soviet Dehavior, we all know,
combines formal government-to~government
relations with complex networks of Bub-state
and supra-national or regionmally-oriented
activities, all of which ars "pulled" by
opportunities on the ground and "pushed” by
petceptions &nd goals in, Moscow. The ains, .
-wime horizens, and vardsticks by which Moscow
measures "success™ are not necessarily
congruent in different arenxs. rTEaditionally,
our analysis’ef guve:nment-to-goﬁe:nﬁent
relations has been far stronger and more

* sustained than our analysis of other types of
networks; the Poreidn Activities Branch was set
up precisely to help.remedy this deficiency.
Now, with the assusption by this Branch of
‘pOwer’ projection responsibilities, it is even

more essential that the regiocnal branches take



. a comprehensive approach in-thelr analysis. At
. . present,.ve engage in a limited amount of
broader regional analysis and virtually ne
serious glbbalranalysis. In the latter two
cases, it is possible, ko take an additive
approach, in which the whole (i.e., Soviet
regional or global Third. Werld policy) is seen
to be the sum of .policies toward the individual
-countzies, or a deductive dppxogch-in which
postulated regiomal.or glebal strategies
influence Soyiet policies towarxd pa:ticulnr'
:countzries. We neead to explore both approaches,
but especially the latter which~-without a
~ conspious effort—-will be ignored.
: Presenting the Results. of Analysis More
Convincingly.  We.disregard prasentational
style at our own individual and collective
.—peril-,[}w:y time we ignore or treat.
dismizsively possibllisies that our.
interlocutors think-are "live,™ every time we
disparage the viaws. of others whe think
differently (for example, at estimates

mestings), and every tize we implicitly call on AT

aj ¢
vonsumers o scwept our judgments on faith we wi
- cit e

undermine our credibility£] There may have been Wa%b

Lo
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a day when such falth éxisted, but that day is

s

long gone, and unsupported pontifical asse:ticn .
of opimion ["WE BELIEVE . . .") simply hurts gﬁk» zﬁ:ii
us. We are performing for an cfren skeptical t:id htgi
atdience that in many instances receives much 4a§*t; aﬁ
the same xaw information we do and is basically '*bﬂ
not ‘much interested in our opinion. Only
cazeful marshaling of evidence and persuasive
argumentation will have an impact on the
fhinking of our Sonsumers on issues that are
{mportant and sontentisus.

Developing thé Division's Human ReSources.

among long-term tasks facing the pivision, none

ls more imporkant than éevelop;ng the human

capital that will he available to the Agency

over the next 10-2D:yea:s to address the &h%

eritical issves we deal with. We have a 5°1id¢;q;

wore of exﬁéziencéd hands .complemented by andﬂ&inﬁﬁ;&“
* able group of younger and relatively (}5 .
inexperichced analysts. MHanagement has the :zﬁ”
responsibility for dispensing formal training; in R H
it has a key role to play, in setting the ﬁ¢A4)J€?
professidhal vone of the Divigion; and 3% has}u.L 'a§¥
an impertant opportunity te foster self- ;?; ;g; v
development on the part of amalysts. The laif L:N‘ )
—————— g5~
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factor--the drive for self~improvement-is
undoubtedly the mozt important .of all, and
there are outst'afnding exa.mples of it in the
.Division whieh we all could enulate,

; G. Beveloping the Division's Informational -

rinput.™ We should make sure that we are ,,.J(
.generating the bese "hzstoncal memery” we can, - [L'}L

39
in the optimum hard cepy 2nd electrenic mtorage ?//

. combination. We need to move ahead and

complete the first phase bf th; data bank begup
last fall. There are additisas to this data
bank we s‘hogld consider, within the limits of
. time we can a!fp;a,. l rov
- . keeping up w.i;g:h the serious unclassified Sovie:
;d:‘.scusg_i_on” of _';'hixs! Hg-x_ld- issues, Our
. i "library" e¢f Soviet jc:::nals, in Russian or
.Q !1_51 translation, is trnly pathetic and would=-if it
were known-~open us to the charge by academics
ef lagck of se:iqgsnes:.jﬁe also have
i con_s-iaera}:le te gain frem e&panding aur
: Ufblf pezsonal contacts with the DO, FBIS Dad, and
%‘M State. ’ ' . - o
/w 4. '

ones the Division hag bean pfursu‘i"ng‘ £or the Past yeaxr. A

The priozrities and objectives sketched abeove are

the present junckture, how fan they be further

B

By and la.';ge we are not E’/

oo
W€

[ PR

operationslized? Specifically, how can we:
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.

A, Encourage more openness to alternatives ip
analysis?
’ B. Identify t.h.e intelligence preblems we should .
. really foeus upon? . ’ .
' - " &, Go aheut formuia;ing ané implemgnting a
| ’\,(L :eséarch program that facl :I.i;catus the treatment
W" v of key jssues rather than locks us into sterile
\;'\1’ ‘? ’ cave:age" of of:-tazget p:edete:mined topies?
N M p. Economize on resources being devoted te current
é‘:ﬁ reporting? - .- y
+E. Enzich“ou: a,n.alys-_:‘ns of the means bjr: which, and
cbjectives toward which, the Soviets seek to T,
. ' influence Thizd Worlé countzies beyond o oL
b:.lan::al off.mial contacts" A
?. * Captuxe soviet regzonal and global ohject:vu uﬁ‘ .
- x " better? o H SRS ” gy
- E: Improve on the pzesmtat;on of our wozkj J Gk &
H: TFoster pl:sopgl sel!—dlo_go:":q‘p@nt ameng membezs
._A =of the Divigion? - .
T ] ‘1.0 Hove fo:wa:d on "data "input," broadly >

-

conceivgd?

..MLI? f
%j .nc}
Lhkee oger q‘bmaaz
Fitn
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Senator DANFORTH. Here is the comment that Ms. Glaudemans
adds. She writes, in her handwriting: ‘ a
What kind of person would say this in our business? We are all professional intel-

ligence officers and know this uncertainty factor is the.basis of our work H
¥ou say (imply) we consider ourselves omiscient. 19 of our work. How dare

Or again on page 4, if you will Jook five lines dovn on page 4, the
sentence that beging “we must.” It says: '

We must identify and grapple with key untesolved intellizence issues whi,
means, among other things, that we must engage in hard intgllectual labor ovgl;

what it is we don’t know but need to know, and over how i
ik Is we don't § : : 10w, V. 0 we can go about reducing

Does that strike you as a pé.rticularly .Harsh- st-.;ttement or one
that? attacks or puts on the defensive or poiiticizes peoplé in the

gdr. %qmsi Notat ec_llI,'sir.' S : 2 :
enator DANFORTH. It is a fairl i i
statement, and ordinary, isn't it.. y o’gwous, pedestrian type of a
I will read her comment. She writes: “That is so insulting I will
not even comment” - - = s
I just restate the fact that it seems.to me that some people are
very easily offended and very easily feel threatened.

Now I would like to ask you about Mr. G odman, because you .

have described himt as an “ofd friend.”> - ¢ - ‘
You and he went to the CIA at the same time;-did you not?
dié\t[r. Gates. 1 think he -arrived there a couple of years before I

Senator Danrorre. T tHought you both wernt in 1966, but you
were approximate—— - -

Mr. GATEes. We didn/t~I'm sorry, we did. I was at the Agency for
a very short time in '66 and then went into the Ajr Force, and I
first encountered Mr. Goodman in the summer of'68.

Senator DanFORTH. And he had a Ph.D. at the outset, and you
did not; right?

Mr. Gares. I think that is right.

Senator DANFORTH. You later earned one.

Mr. Gates. That is right.

Senator DANFORTH. So at the beginning, is it fair to say that he
was somewhat senior to you?

Mr. GaTEs. By having been there a couple of years, yes, sir.

_ Senator DanrortH. But you were generally colleagues. He was a
%I{?tll;;‘?lt sentor, and I think paid a little bit more than you were,
ight?

Mr. GaTes. Probably.

Senator DaNFORTH. But you were in the same office?

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. Is that correct?

Mr. GarEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. Now, then, he later became-—I have got
charts here somewhere-—he later became a division chief. And,
while he was a division chief, you were the Deputy Director for In-
telligence. )

Is that not right?

Mr. Gartss, Yes, sir.
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-Senator DanForT®. Now my organizationsl.chart indicates that
Division Chief-was about five.rungs below Deputy Director-of Intel-
ligence. . Lo - ,
Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir; four or five. - o _
Senator DanrortH. And then my understanding is that Mr.
Goodman had certain problems in managing 'people, and that he
was moved under Mr. MacEachin as a kind of an adviser to Mr.
MacEachin in the Office Director’s office,. but out of the chain of
command. - . . .o S
Is that a fair statement?
Mr. Gares. Yes,sir.- - . R
Senator DanrorTH. And, furthermdre, that Mr. MacEachin then
had to, I think this was part of the testimony yesterday, move Mr.
Goodman out. And he then found a job, or a job was found for him
at the War College. ' Lo .
. Is that right? . R Col o
-Mr. GaTEs. I am not as familiar with that next step. * o
Senator DaNrorTH. But when he was transferred from Divigion
Chief to within MacEachin’s office, he was moved out of the chain
of command? u L -
Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir, out of the managerial chain of: command.
" Senator DanrorTH. Was there surrounding Mr. Goodman—we
talked earlier.about the bureaucratic battles that sometimes went

M
N

on—did he have ‘a kind of a little circle-aroind him?"

‘Mr. GaTes. Well, F really wasn't aware of that certainly at the
time, you know, I mean other than the people who worked for him.
But in termis of a group of people -that kind-of felt themselves
bound together, no; I was not aware of that at the time. - :
b Senator DanrorTH. But he did have some people working for

im? . CEEEE T . PR ’

- Mr. Gates. Oh, yes, sir..-. . _ . . - . - ... 3 [
Senator DanrorTH. Was Ms. Glaudemans one of those people? -
Mr. Gartes. I assume-so now. I do;not think I was aware of it at

the time. R . S »

.. Senator DanrorTH. I think the answer to that is, yes, that she
did report to him. . . . )

Thank. you, Mr. Gates. = - . -

Senator NunN. Thank you, Senator Danforth.

I believe that Mr. Warner is next. -

.Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ) ) '

" Mr. Gates, each of us Kas our hefoes in life, and ‘my favorite hg}-:o
is, Harry Truman. He had that immortal statement which says “if
you can’t take the heat, get out of the kitchén:”- ) o

.1 think you have today fulfilled whatever obligation you:m;glat
have had to come. back before the Senate and in a very calm and
dispassionate way, and above all factual-—you Lave been very fac-
tual—you have given your side of the story. o

I think it is now time for this Committee to consult among our-
selves and begin: to reach a decision. We have had seven days of
testimony, six sworn &ffidavits, and if we do not ‘get on with' ‘our
businesg we will be awash in these assertions and denials and opin-

iong and hearsay and the like.- L
I am afraid that our ship could be steered more by publicity and
politics than by the facts.
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ILwant to say -a word.about politics. I woke up. this- morning and
was greeted withi our local paper, which:I respect and read; and
there on the front page is what I would say is a little gratuitous:
advice and consent given by 2 Member of Congress who occupies a
very important position as Chairman of the House Intelligence
Committes; ‘in which He said the following: - o

I he [and Tie is referring to you] puts the interests of the Intelligence Community”
first, and if he'éannot with absolufe ‘tertainty disprove.the charges against him-of
slamigingti intelligence reports, the noble thing for him to do is withdraw from the.
nomination. - .

Well, I have worked with McCurdy through the 'yvears, and that
astonished me. I think you have answered him today with dignity
and with calmness and with the facts. B ’ o

It seems to me, it has been my ‘observation in working'in the na-
tional security arena in this city for two decades, that the
heavyweights, the big men that are given the responsibilities of the
House and Senate Committees that relate specifically with national
security, they are usually quite capable of resisting the temptation
of politics. o o ' ‘ _

And, if they had that type of deep-seated concern, certainly they
would have waited until you have had the opportunity today to
make known your case in rebuttal, but most likely they would
have quietly talked, with the President of the United States, or
in_cllji‘tied some of the Members of this Committee, but not have gone
pubiic. tonE o ..

. But perhaps it is for the best, because I think you have answered
it. You have stayed in the kitchen and taken what little heat
others can dish out. L .

Much attention, and I think far too much attention, has been
given to this panel that appeared yesterday, and indeed it was
their second appearance.-T was. present:én the night on which they
gave basiCally the same testimony in closed session.-

Our job is to weigh all of the statements, facts, opinions, asser-
tions, denials and the like that come before us. I respect those indi-
viduals. I think they came here with a sense of coramitment and
conscience to tell their story, and we listened. We had the opportu-
nity to crogs-examine, ) ’

And if you are going to be fair about this, you take it into consid-
eration and you rebut it with what we regard as evidence or facts
which are more'credible. ~ © " -

Take Mr. Goodmian. He taiked about Director Webster. My col-
league from New Hampshire brought the letter in, which I think
went.a very long way fo disprove those assertions’ about Webster.
- That, was.followed up today by a letter from Mark E. Matthews,
one of the two individuals. that Goodman indicated were directed to
conduct this inquiry. - : 7

-1 think -it is important, although Senator Metzenbaum has de-
parted, and the letter is in the.record—we have a namber of view-
ers and others following this proceeding who should be given the
opportunity to have the benefit of what this man said, dated Sep-
tember 30th of this year. . .

He replies:
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" - This first two Tull pgragra}i)hs on page 35 of Mr. Goodman’s testimony appear to

7 imply that anothér special asgistant and I were brought to the CIA by Judse Web-
. ster for the purpose of conducting’a sectet investigation df the DDCI Gates.

In fact, Judge Wehster never in any way at any time asked me to conduct an In-
vestigation of the DDCI and, “ecordingly, never asked me to keep any such investi-
gation secret from the DDCL T . ‘

My sexvice as Special- Assistant to the DCI was_simply a continuation of the-same
pogition that I had held with Judge Webster at the FBI prior to his nomination as

‘Jn.lmed—iateiy prior to discussing: my aﬁeged role, Mr. Goodman also stated that

.. “Webster was quite aware, I believe, that the CIA was being politicized.” I wish to°
" jnform the committee that Judge Webster never, repeat never, expressed any such:

Hawareness” in my presence. .
" And he concludes imr a very thoughtful and dispassionate way:
In summary, my two relatively casual meetings with Soviet analysts should not

e be misconstrued. as- a secret investigation by Judge Webster_ through ‘me of Mr.

Gates, This sifaply is not true. :

‘We take this type of statement and put it side by side with those
of the panelists of yesterday and weigh it, as’you said, together
with the statements of other careerists—Innman, McMahon, and
Kerr—and then reach our coné¢lusion. :

I am’ confident that this Committee, under the able-leadership of
our Chairman, will do just that'in a very fair and sn objective way. .
I must say about our Chairman, we came to the Senate together.
We have served together ini many capacities, and never once have I
seen hini in this Committee try'in any way to inject a note of parti-

sanship or a note of dissention. - L S

He has always made his managerial deécisions, except fimekeep-
mg—- : - .

[General laughter.] . : .

In the best interests of our Nation and its security. , :

I would like to pass it on. That is the way this Senator will deal
with yesterday’s panel, except I must say that Mr. Ford’s tom-
ments will remain in my mind. ’ T

You touched on them today I thought in a very caréful manner.
You said you were disappointed. You did not indicate any vindic-
tiveness against him. But I am just wondering, had he tried to con-
tact you, would you have responded? And how would you have re-
sponded? As one old colleague who worked side by side, he being
your deputy in one segment, how would you have responded had he
come to you and said, Bob, Iook here, I am troubled. .

- He seemed to have gone through a transformation. He came in
to visit with our staff, I went through all of the background. I did
not’ detect’even the foundation for the assertions and the conclu-
sions he reached some two months later before the Committee.

How would you have reacted, had he called you? - ) ) L

Mr. Gares. Mr. Ford is, to my way of thinking, a gentleman and
a gentleman of the old school. I enjoyed working with him and
have high regard for him, and I continue to have high regard for
him. And if I am confirmed and he wants to keep being a contract.
officer for CIA, he certainly would be welcome to do that,.from my
standpoint. .- . . N Y
" I think that if he had come to mé, T would have tried to dissuade
him of his views in terms that I did with the Committee this morn-
ing, and to counter what he had heard with what information or

4



evidence I had. But 1 have, 1 $hink, taken the same analytical-]
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know it sounds self-serving to say this, but 1 think it is honest—]

‘think T-would have taken the same approach to him that I*-h-a‘ve"

taken with others in the analytical process. | L

-And that would have been: Well, if that is your conclusion, then
you do what you have to do.

Séenator WarNer. Well, let’s pick up on that note because in

many ways the impression gained from this hearing——and I think:

this hearing has been good, good for all of us, those of us here in
the .Seﬂige, atnyfl t%oi)d 1f;or ahettl)lverall CIA. Tt has enabled us to ha\lflé
an opportuni ook into that agency in a certain way that
nof Bfen ava;.}?ble before. ageney ' Y that has
ways take the view that people can learn, and do 1
tryMand do better. . ” B p) rn Fne o Jeamm, and
y association with the cross-current of CIA employees is that
they are patriotic, dedicated people. Most of them-could go else-
where and earn a higher salary. They are not a bunch of—certain-
ly the analysts are not a bunch of —tenured professors quarreling
In a faculty meeting. . o - L
How do you propose as Director to reach down and tap this re-
source of brain power, and energy and draw out in a more produe-
tive way and make available their assets in a more efficient and
productive manner? - . ) : o

Mr.;GarEs. Senator, I think there are several things that. can be-

done in this respect. | think that the idea that was advanced earli-
er by Senator Chafee about more frequently bringing analysts
beé‘oxje policymakers and the Congress for testimony or for brief
mgs. '

., At the very first hearing—I will come back with some other
ideas in a minute—but at the very first hearing, one of the Mem-
bers of the Committee asked mié about morale and I said that I
thought the most important element of morale in CIA was. the feel-
ing on the part of the people there that their work was recognized
and valued and important in the process. '

I think that to the degree further steps are taken to make that
work more relevant and moré a part of the policy process, it will
have a ripple effect throughout the Agency, T '

I think that theré are some measures that can be taken. I know
that when I was DDI and DDCI I did not hesitate to ask the office
d1rect0rs_to have analysts come up and brief iné, and inforfn me
abot;ﬁ; things. That is a practice I would ‘continue if I were con-
firmed as Director, i o L ‘

. I think 'that, taking some of the steps that I indicated this morn-
ing in terms’ of encouraging more openness and more encourage-
m%nt of th%v analysts—- . ‘ :

Senator WarNER. Well, Jet me just sort of summarize.- £
benefitted from the hearing, 1:hen.J rize. You have

Mr. GAtes, Yes. ~ = o = . :

Senator WARNER. You have heard this cross-fire, and you are
going to take a new approach with that subject. Am I not correct?

Mr. Garss. Yesg, sir. - . ¢ -

Senator WARNER. Let us turn to an area in which the ‘Armed
Services Commiittee has direet’ jurisdiction. That is, the oversight of
the DIA'and ifs relationship to the CIA. '
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I listened to your testimony this morning, and I am not sure I
fully understood what you project as your view as to the relation-
ship of CIA in the future should you become Director—and I Hope
you do—and the DIA., - - - 7 _

-, What i3 ‘the role, -the future role, that you believe CIA should
play in military intelligence? ‘ .
“Mr. Gares. I think CIA has an important role to play, but I think
that inthe new environment in which we find ourselves around
the, world that CIA ought to take a hard look at the work that it

does across the board on military issues. T

When I was DDI, I was prepared to hand over to DIA the main-
tenance of data bases on.Third World militaries, except for a hand-
ful of countries such as those in the Middle East where there might
be a war and so on. But.in ferms of Latin American countries, or
{5 African countries and-so on.. . . )

{ -. So I have always felt that there was room for a greater division
of labor between the CIA and DIA. I have always promoted a close
relationship between the two. It was at my behest that-the two
agencies appeared here for the first time on the Hill several years.
ago for:the Joint Economic Committee. - : .

It. was at my:behest that the - CIA and the DIA did the:first ever
annual production estimate on.Soviet weapon systems. .

So I see a very close relationship there. But I think it is even-
broader than CIA .and DIA. I think if there are-to be some real
budget savings along the lines that the Chairman was referring to
earlier, you cannot have a situation that has existed up to this
time of a“half a dozen major intelligencé organizations m which.
the DCI essentially sits outside them and approves their top-line’
number, and perhaps specific major investment programs in their
budgets, but essentially leaves alone the way all of théit assets and
capabilities are managed. ‘ )

We are going to have to look at the total pool of those capabili-
ties, have some division of labor, and have some efficiencies that
enable us to cut out some duplication and so on.

I think, therefore, that there is going to have to be, from-a man-
agement standpoint, 8 much more tightly knit Intelligence Commu-
nity in all igssues, and especially in military intelligence because
that is where most of the money is, like the banks. .

~ Senator WarNER. Correct. But in your capacity, you would have
direct jurisdiction over those budgets, and you should, I agree with
you, get more involved in their work product and how to remove
the redundancy. Lo }

1 What about the redundancy in the three military departments,
] the Army, the Navy, the Air Force? Therein, éach has its own sep-
‘ arate intelligence. - -~ S : Lo SRy

Mr. ‘GaTEs. I very much applaud the measures that Secretary
Cheney has been taking with his  Assistant Secretary Andrews to
have some control inside the military. The service organizations
were supposed to go away. They not_only didn’t go away, they got
bigger."So you ehded up not ‘only having DIA; but thé service intel-
lizence organizations, and then intelligence organizations in all of
the unified specified commands.
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And what Secretary Cheney and Duane have been working-on i
the fact that in all of that triple redundance, if you Will,,theri ha\g
got to be the opportunities for some major efficiencies. ‘

Senator WARNER. I think my time is up, Mr. Chairman.

I thank Mr. Gates for his contribution to this Committee’s Work:

today.”

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Warner.. We
have had the witness testifying for some time so I would suggest
that we take about a 10-minute break and then we will come back
and Senator Gorton will begin the questioning at that time. We
will stand in recess for just about 10 minutes. ’

[A brief recess was taken.] :

Chairman Boren. We will come back to order. :

As a matter of information, again, for Senators and other inter-
ested parties, I have determined that there are sufficient additional
questions that Members wish to ask, including a few questions in a
Ee;ﬁtrpund In open session that we will not be able-to complete
0 Lt - ‘

‘We -were ¢ ng to determine if we went on a few minutes later
09u1d we compléte tonight. We cannot do so, so we will stop at six
o’clock. We will come back in the morning at 9:30 for an hour or
two in open session, followed by our closed:session on classified
matters. And we will undoubtedly be able to complete our work
before the close of business -tomorrow. That will be the schedule.
- And I now turn to—- :

Senator Murrowsk:, I wonder if the record would note that I

have in Alaska an investiture of federal circuit judges as well as

. other commitments. In view of the fact that it takes me some 12 to

14 hours one way, I plan to leave tonight at eight o'clock a

all night and make those commitments.g g # nd fly
_ So, with your indulgence, I would like to be not excused .but I

guess advise you that unfortunately I will not be here tomorrow. I
will be returning to the votes Tuesday. -

Chairman BoRreN [continuing]. The Chair certainly understands.
We know that he has a long standing commitment. Those of us
who have the burden of flying four or five hours to get home can
only have sympathy for those who have to fly 14 hours. And we
certainly understand the problém. '

- I'will say to the Vice Chairman that we know how to reach you
in Alaska. If there are matters that require joint deliberation, I
will citrack you down and we will have a consultation. We'll go for-
ward. . oo E

Senator Murkowsgl: You might dust your snow- shoss off, but

you can track me.
. Thank.you: '~ . - .. P :
+Chairman BoreN. Thank you very rauch. i L

Senator GorroN. Mr. Chairman, in his testimony yesterday and
earlier, Mr. Goodman alleged that Bill Webster asked Mark Mat-
thews, one of the assistants, to conduct an investigation of the poli-
ticization of intelligence-under the aegis and supervision, as it was
prepared under the aegis and.supervision of Mr. Gates. : :

Yesterday evening: Senator Rudman-read a letter from Bill Web-:
ster-denying that any such investigation had ever been asked for
by him or, indeed, conducted.” o

- yeah, I have seen that.”
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' Nevertheless, this afternoon, Senator Metzenbaum repeated the
allegation, as far as T know ignoring completely or almost com-
pletely Bill Webster’s statement, citing not only Mr. Goodman but

. another undisclosed or unknown individual for that. Senator Metz-

enbaum ignored not only Webster’'s letter to’us; but another one

from Mr. Matthews himself, digmissing it with the reniark, “Oh,

.1 find all of this somewhat troubling. ... . . :
- Senator Warner read two paragraphs from the letter from Mr.
Matthews, but I believe that this i§ an issue’ important enough so

.that 'it’is appropriate that not only the Committee but the people

who are wafching these hearings know exactly what -Senator—
what Mr, Matthews said. - :
We now have a letter from the DCI, Mr.- Webster, who is sup-
posed to have authorized the investigation, and one from Mr. Mat-
thews,  the individual who was. supposed to have. conducted the in-
vestigation. One would think that that would be enough. Evidently
it is not. , o, L ‘
‘Therefore, I would like to read My. Matthews’ létter in its entire-

ty. It was dated September 30th and it reads:

Dear Mr. Chairman_and Mr. Vice Chairman, I have been provided with four
pages of testimony by Mr. Melvin Goodman before the Committee and I have been
asked by the Select Committee staff to comment about certain passages relating to
my position as Judge William A, Webster’s special assistant at the CIA.

. The. first. two full paragraphs on:page 35 of Mr. Goodman'’s festimony appear to
imply that another special assistant and I were brought fo the CIA by Judge Web-
ster for the purpose of cohducting a secref investigation of DDCI Gates. In fact,
Judge Webster never in-afny way at any time asked me to coqduét an ‘investigation’
of the DBCI and; accordingly, never asked me to.kesp any:such investigation secret.
from the DDCL. B ) . S R TS

v services.as special assistant to the DDCI was a continuation of the same posi-
tion that I held with Judge Webster at the FBI prior to his nomitiation ag DCI. Im-
mediately prior to discussing my alleged role, Mr. -Goodman also stated that “Web--
ster was quite aware, I believe, that the CIA was being politicized.” I wish to inform-
the Committee that Judge Webster never expressed any such awarenessdin my pres-

ence. , . - o ) , o
~With respect'to the alleged investigation, I believe that Mr. Goodman is treferring
to an incident'in the late spring or early sumimer® of 1988, when 1 met a Soviet ana-
lyst named Jennifer Glaudemans. I recall our first meeting as a social lunch at,
work, arranged after we found out that we both had attended the same graduste
program. During that conversation, the said subject of the DDCI caine up and Ms.
Gldudemans related some concerns aboutthe DDI's objectivity within the Sgviet an-
alytical division and alleged pérsotinel thanges designed it further fhe DDCI's ana-
lytieal views. My recollection of the allegations is that they were directed primarily
to the period prior to Judge. Webster's arrival at the CIA. .~ . .-
Neither prior to nor durihig my meeting with Ms. Glaudemans did I consider the
mieeting an investigation of the DDCE However, becatise part of my respbnsibilities
for Judge Webster included keepifig'm¥ ears open to potential probleins, I heard Ms.
Glaudemans out. I simply wanted to determine if these complaints needed to be
raised with Judge Webster. .o T . L N :
" T also recall another brief meeting'in my office on the same topic,"to which Ms.
Glaudemans brought another Soxﬁet analyst. I do not recall whether Ms. Glaude-
mhiang suggested this meeting or whether she produced the other afialyst-in response
to an inguiry by me as to whether her views were shared by others. - s
During that meeting, the other analyst expressed concern about the DDCT’s learn-
irig of the-meeting. And I agsured her that I would keep their name§ to miyself. Per-
iaps this is the’genesis -of Mr. Goodman’s ‘téstimony about something being kept
from the DDCL - . : Lt
Mr. Goodman algo states that I made calls, including one to him. I do not remem-
ber making any.such calls or ever speaking with or meeting with Mr. Goodman. I
suppose that it is conceivable that T had a very brief conversation with hind if a par-
ticugb.r"iallegation needed to be clarified or if Ms. Glaudemans or'the other -dnalfst



170

indicated that he wanted to speak with me. To my recollection, I only spoke'wjth
Ms. Glaudemans and the other Soviet analyst for a brief period simply to determine

the nature of the complaints that they were making in order to decide what, if any.

thing, to.tell Judge Wehster, -

Shdrtly after the two conversations above, the Inspector General's report on the
Soviet .analytical division arrived at the DOI's office.and it contained a section-op
thé perceptions of the politicization. I'noted the report to, Judge Webster, but nevay

had a conversation with him about it or the conversations due to my departure from’

the CIA shortly thereafter. . } d

My primary concern had been alleviated, however, in that the-report had detected
and investigated the issue. It-was my opinion that the Inspector General had inves.
tigated the essential problem, communicated to me by Ms. Glaudemans and the
oﬁher. analyst on the subject of politicization and it made the findings, containgg
therein. : ‘

In summary, my two relatively casual meetings with Soviet analysts should not

be misconstrued as a secrot investigation by Judge Webster through me of My,
Gates. It.simply is not true: - : -
.. Lastly, I am not aware of any facts. or allegations concerning the politicization
Issue'not already before the Committee. If the Committee requires any further in.
formatiot, I can be reached at the above-address at the United States ‘Attorhey Gen-
erdl’s Office’in the Southern District of New York, Mark Matthews. R

So t]ie«_ investigation, the secrecy, the keeping it from Mr: Gates,

all of it seems to me irretrievably and incontrovertibly are the fig-.

ment of the imaginations of Mr. Goodman, Ms. Glaudemans, and
the other analysts it this case. o '

With that, Mr. Chairman, maybe I can share a couple of percep-
tions from a different perspective. " :

-As the Chairman well knows, of the 15:Members of this Commit-
tee, this' Senator has far the shortest and least exposure with and
work with the Intelligence Community or the CIA. All of the other
Members have either served: longer on this Committee, were in-
volved.in the Iran/Contra hearings, or have had other experiences
in the Senate different from and more with respect to the CIA than
has: this.Senator.. So. perhaps that does something to these recollec-
tions. . - .

But I must say as one whose previous knowledge of the CIA
came mostly from reading newspapers and spy novels, that these
hearings have destroyed the credibility of a,thousand spy novels,
perhaps even those of Senator Cohen. [General laughter.] )

Senator GortoN: The CIA is quite evidently not the monolith we
were fed' fo believe, aimed at a single goal, one thousand minds
workingas one in deepest secrecy. No, it turns out that I think we
have a véry different CIA, much .more similar to hundreds of orga-
nizations with which all of us are all too familiar. L.

I believe to the contrary of the expressioris of alarm over these
hearings that that is a very healthy situation and that it is wonder-
ful that the people of the: United States have been exposed to it.
Imagine analysts in the CIA differ from one another on the way in
which they, approach particular -issues. They start from different,
philosophical bases, they read facts differently, they weigh .them:
differently; some are more willing- than others to take leaps'of
faith: They argue with one- another bitterly. .and deeply on a
numbber. of issues. They are annoyed when their views at one level
iare 1ncnt instantly and completely heeded by others on some higher
eve . . e R Y ‘. = H =

It sounds exictly like almost every other organization in Amer-

ica. And. it sounds to me like a damn good idea, Mr. Chairman. L
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slieve that we are much more likely to get the truth, the DCI i
3 eélcelremore likely to get the truth, the President of the gmtfed
fglﬁﬁtes is much more likely to get the truth when there has been a
&l of -a.fight in the CIA over what the tr}lth is b%fqre somga_{;l.;m‘g:
delivered to the - President. SR R
gih%’ﬁi other hand, no organization not our own can-delx,ver 4(1)3
:fferent opinions and then say pick the oneyou want. They've tf;c:
16 come up with the view of ghﬂ)&n?mmty 2r ?f ﬁswor%hamatz? ;E
4 they report it forward: suspect; I*kmow, that I
bgfoxgléeto f?ér lg%re rather than less comfortable in dealing with thg-
L%}IA and with its Director in the future, because I will be co_nFnc_e
that there-has been a real si:imgglhef‘3 :lii rt%al Sﬁt fdf_ dlffergnces of-opin-
jons in-arriving at the opinions which they hold.. .- "~~~ ‘
1?}%851111;1?:;;1, infidently, also I will'be perhaps a little bit more likely

to say that I'm not sure that you're right. And I am going to con-

tinue in the views that I already hold in spite of what Mr. Gates or

7 erson tells me. . : oL - A
S‘Om?t%%'zgppecta to this nomination, however, that leads me to g_ne
“other observation. Mr. .Gates, the nominee, has spent his ﬁn_ére
career in or around this organization. Given the nature of the de-

; : from-within-
% # bates within it, I am astounded that only three people from-withir
' ‘?ﬁzeir‘fggnh};;tionuhave come -up to. protest bitterly about his tf‘yé
)‘ pointment, and- that only three or four others have even-submifte

written and sworn-statements expressing the same views. I can

. Sven perhaps agres with Mr. Ford and others to say that'they may

represent double that number of those who wdor‘1’1; want to 'com‘eﬁfor-ﬂ
" tes, to 1 . 4 person’ ‘ d as rapidly
t, Mr. Gates, to me, for a person to have move Dy
th]z?c]):lgh that organization as you have, and to have madeg 80 zfev&zl_‘
" enemies, .is something I ﬁndfrgm?ﬁk{?hle, fiatdhelja?;aélo ht‘fé fnof}::i
“whelmingly disturbed by the fact, that you had ma 1 \
Ifﬂ?:glj? ]I?Edygot%en‘ to th?:-rz fop without doing so, 1 would have been
much more likely to find something wrong with you. oved. 1
‘Anyone in an organization like that who is universally loved,
suspect, is not particularly effective ?t asserting his or her views
i€ ich are very important tous. _
ngsi%I;ﬁ;tSS‘g}égtorarMetngauﬁ' a little earlier in the day quptggi
another t;ne of our witnesses who accusqq you of being an ambi-
i . That is a terrible—— . - . . ,
tloslltfngli:ancr MerzENBAUM. I didn’t accuse him of that. Yo did
Senator Gorrton. I think you quoted someone else whio did.
enator MerzENBaAUM. I'm sorry. _ _ o
'ggi:%g?(}gmom I find t}_la&:' 'Eerriblly désturlzntgf. t’il;a; éfn %éﬁrg}
" that might possibly be applied to at leas f*,fxzflf f the members of
‘the’ panel who are judging hiin here today. In'fact, to be a, :
113‘3::3 I%g'?etibu's, I think that'is a very important qualltg for ﬁonéie??ne
vwho is—has been selected for the positién which you have here. ”
So I simply repeat, I think these Hearings have been. %gt]zf-leme- g
e e o o B e Thit pouple of the United
' vho have comne before us. But for 7 thie’ Unite
gg;g::, v:v}lll%- have had the CIA to gtcertmnldeglreiodfﬁﬁléﬂ;gﬁ:g;
who are likely to be able to relate it more closely e o
i than I suspect they have in the past, an :
hmo;éteafgﬁgr:dth this Senator, will regard the process we have gone
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through to have been a healthy one and who will make their judé:e

nients accordingly. I S
After going through all of the allegations, but most, particularly
this-one about: the secret investigation of you, I am, left with only
one thought. There is an old adage: Through jaundiced eyes, every.
thing. looks yellow. In my view, however, looking through' clear
eyes, we have seen a better CIA, a healthier CIA, and an individua),
who, in the view of this Senator, deserves confirmation. -
Senator MEerzENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I came over promptly
when’ I.-heard my friend from Oregon speaking about the Maf.
thews’ letter. . . CL e S
Senator GorToN, You still don’t. get the state right, Senator
Senator MetzENsauM. Why don’t you move? I .have made the-
same mistake 107 ‘times. I am a slow learner. [General laughter.]
But the fact is, apparently you were not listening carefully when
I was -speaking, because while. I was speaking, Senator: Rudman
said, “Have you read the Matthews’' letter; it is in the record,” to-
which I responded, “I am aware of the Matthews’ letter. I know.”
~You said in your statement earlier that I was quoting-some un-
named source. I was quoting a woman whose testimony is a part of
this record under oath, and is part of the record by agreement of
the Republicans and the Democrats of both sides. I was pointing:
out that there are two sides of the question as to whether Mr.
Goodman is right or wrong. This lady seems to support his point of
view. Mr. Matthews does riot. -
But I didn’t want the record to reflect that I was quoting some
unnamed source. It is in the record. It is available for you to read.
Senator Gorron. In fact, I just read it myself in reading Mr.
Matthew’s letter, which speaks of speaking to two women analysts.
‘The point that I'was making, Senator Metzenbaum, is that it
seems to me that one has absolutely direct evidence from- the two
principals as to what they did and what they thought. That is not
only more significant than the impression of two people who they
thought they were interviewing casually, but is overwhelmingly
probative evidence. . .
If you are unwilling to believe the man whio is alleged to have

caused the investigation to take place and the man who is alleged
to have conducted the investigation, I dori’t know— — o

Senator METZENBAUM. I don’t know whom I believe. This woman
said she spent several hours speaking with Mr. Matthews. My Mat-
thews said hie didn’t spend any time investigating the issue. One of
them is wrong. I don’t know which is wrong. I don’t know either of
the people. . ' . u o )

‘Chairman BoreN. I am going to rule that this is getting into
debate. This is'a question period and we have Members, some of
whom cannot be here in the morning. I want to be sure to get
through the rounds of questioning. C ’

Senator Bradley, will be recognized next and will be followed by
either Senator Cranston or Senstor Nunn. We are determining
whether Senator Nunn wishes to wait until the morning and have
Seniator Hollings proceed. i . - ~

Senator Bradley is next. Senator Bradley. :

Senator BRaDLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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i 1 territory
. Gates, if I could, I would like to go back over some Lt
We%é" been over before, just so we have the record straight.

%0n.November 25, 1986, you gave a speech on.SDI..
Ir. Gates. Yes, sir. .°© .
eﬁh%cﬁ-T‘EBSRAgisimsn In that speech you said that a groundﬁ:ased
or device ‘would be tested in the 1980s. We had an. exc anii
out that during your last appearance before the Committee. ¢
at time I asked you if there was evidence that there was ‘_3 tes
or a ground-based laser device, to which if I recall you Zaxid’= no.
'then asked you if you would make the speech again. And you
5id; what? The Chairxi’:taut:’f went over the territory today. :
‘Mr, GaTES. That T would not. ~ . . -
’ﬂg{r ¥ %&%RADLEY. That you would not make this speech.again.
‘Mr. GaTEs. Yés, sir. _ _
Igigﬁamﬁmmm Because the speech tread onto policy, and polit-
1 activity, i8 that not correct? -

“Mr. GATES. Because it could be interprefed as advocacy, . -
%ﬂel;xegqr Braprey. And it was a very specific speech advocating
oL o e
‘Now, on, that same day, November 25, 1986, you ma e an :
splei?ﬁf It is a speech that has come to be known as the War-By
* Another-Name Speech.’”” Now in that speech, you say thai;. _
' i i i iew,’ ate
The Soviets’ aggressive strategy in, the third world has, In my view, 2ur ultimate
4 irst i die B hich is the lifeline of the west and Jap:
%a:;%itg. flll?ti’s%}ﬁ;?; sz"t:ﬁndfna? ',6?5 It’;’aganfa'between North and South America.
% And, tﬁii'd, the mineral wealth of southern Africa. o
E Now my question to you is what waPs the intglhge:gce backup for
ES i he Soviet target was the Panama Canal’
{ o Stal‘\?[lﬁgcfk'?;s? ﬁs.- I indicatgd at the outset of that paragraph, S_;aniaii
! 7. tor, I was careful in that instance fjc(% hsay thath this ;v?}ien;% igﬁzé g
" my view, in contrast to the rest of the speech, and the port of
|- ‘Ez,glﬁivspeech, Soviet/SDI speech, where I was citing what the in
1 telligence said. Here'I was careful to give my opinion. . vom b
' Senator BRaDLEY. So you didn’t-base this on any information
intelligence? This is your opinion? - .
o , Yes, sir. | ' )
gigggfﬁl ERASLﬂ. You were basically offering an ogm;c?? ghﬁ.t
had no backup; is that cor,lz‘*ﬁc::t? An ppm;:mi I;cgf;ts \tv}::gtngg d]tsmlﬁlg citz
v kind of intelligence.- There were no's t 1 ite
gllllgt kv:;gglgk’ chnfir]ilng your statement that the Soviets were targeting
anal?. - R . -
thl?ﬁlga]éf’?gs.c ?Iilshink what it was, Senator, and I will confess tg g
certain poetic license he;t_la, but Wha11:; I wglgﬁ’glzyuﬁx%i s‘u:of ;gléﬁgva;?ted
Soviet.interest in particilar in creating . ies for the United
i a and in Central America, that they were inte s
Sfla iﬁsbtﬁngaﬁﬁ?td deny the West the oil of the M1dd1¢ East "ﬁd u:tt
being able to deny the West access to some of the minera s"o
southern Africa. . .
I perhaps could have stated it—-— . | )
Senator BraDLEY. In fact, youhad no backup? L "
Mr. Gates. There was no specific intelligence reporting.. ur
= S’eﬁator Braprey. No specific intelligence reporf. This was y

belief? : )
Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.
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Senator BRADLEY. The same for the minerals of South Africa?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes; sir. B .

Senator BRADLEY. So one day, the same day you make a speach
advocating SDI, you make a speech advocating or expressing a seri-

ous- concern about Soviets targeting Panama and South African

minerals. But you have no backup for those statements.

So you were expressing your political view?

Mr. Gates. It was certainly my analysis. _ :

Senator BrapLEY. Now in that same speech, you have the follow-
ing sentence. You say a new approach to foreign military sales is
needed so that the United States can provide arms more quickly to
our friends in need, provide them with the tools to do'the job and
Eo do so without hanging out all of the dirty linens for all the world

0 see. . 2

What did you mean by military sales that could be provided
more quickly to friends without hanging out all the dirty linen for
all the world to see? : S : .

Mr. Gates. What I had in mind, Senator, was that we needed to
find a process by which the United States could sell arms to our
friends in ways that did- not—were not so politically damaging to

the recipient as to negate whatever good the weapons might do in:

terms of enhancing their security.

Senator BRabiey. Was there any reference there to Iran-Contra,

any thought in your mind about Iran-Contra? :

Mr. GaTes. No, sir. In fact, what I was thinking of were the arms
sales to Saudi Arabia. .

Senator BrADLEY: This morning-iii the exchange with Senator
Boren you said-or intimated, I think I caught a hint, that if you
had it to do over again, you wouldn’t make this “War-By-Another-
Name” speech. Is that right? ” ) :

Mr. Gares. That is correct, sir. : O

Senator BRADLEY. And you wouldn’t make the speech because it
is once again treading onto political waters? -

Mr. GATES. It could be read that way, yes, sir. ‘ :

Senator BRADLEY. Now you made both of these speeches on the
same day. Do you usually make two speeches on one day? '

Mr. Gares. 1 rarely give speeches at all, especially in the last sev-
eral yéars. But, no, I was in California and I had had two invita-
tions from two different organizations and tried to do them just be-
causeé I was out there on the West Coast:

Senator BrRADLEY. So that this was in an unusual circumstance?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. '

Senator BRADLEY. You have, on the same day, two major speech-
es’on-highly political issues in one place. Now what else was hap-
pening on November 257 i

On November 25th, as I recall, that was the day that Atforney
General Meese announced the Iran/Contra scandal.

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. '

‘Senator BRaDLEY. A couple of days earlier, Ollie North’s files had
been basically uncovered, discovered, right? .

Mzr. Gares. Yes, sir. ‘ :

‘Senator BraprLEY. You have told us that you did not know about
the diversion in August when Mr. Kerr mentioned it. You don’t re-
member hearing that, is that correct?
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 Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. -
“Benator BraDpLEY. But you do remember the early October meet-
ng with Mr. Allen, I think, right?. R

“Mr. GATES, Yes, sir. o - .
~'Senator BRADLEY. And you remember him telling you that there
as a diversion? : C o
Mr. Gares. I remember him telling me at the end of.a discussion
of the operational problems he saw in the operation that he
_thought that there was at least the possibility that some of the
smoney might have been diverted: He had characterized it as specu-
ation. : , . . :
Senator BRaDLEY. And - Mr. Allen himself said that he recalls you
ying, well, you have heard that rumor but you don’t recall ever

N

1.saying that to him, is thatiright? . Co e

My, GaTes. That is correct. . N

Senator Braorey. Qkay. .. . T :

. But on October 1, you learned according to-everybody including
 your own testimony that there was a diversion? p , Lo
% Mr. Gates. No, sir. I learned that Mr.-Allen was speculating
. about the possibility of a-diversion. ~ .. | - : ~

;  Senator Brapiey. Okay. And that was the
# heard about-it, is that right? T L
-+ .Mr. Gares. That is certainly the first time that I recall hearing

.

C o

first.time that you

Senator BrapLEy. Would that have been a serious matter in your

1 - mind, a diversion? .

. Mr. GatEs. The entire.matter was serious enough that.I told-him
_ that:I.thought that he should see the Director. R

. Senator BRADLEY.-So you knew somebody was going to be in trou-
ble; is that right? , oD

. Mr. GaTtEs.-No sir,. not necessarily. The major concern was that it
looked like the operation with Tran, the Iran initiative, was about
to become public. That was-the primary. concern. And it was clear-.
ly going to be a major foreign policy: embarrassment, if it did, for
the Administration. His speculation was a part of that, but at that

~ pbint, was not the major part. .. .

Senator BRADLEY. So no-bells went off in your mind, no concern?

" Mr. GaTes. 1 was concerned enough about the entire matter.

Senator BrabLEY. Including the divergion? - . = -
. Mr. GaTtgs. That possibility, yes, sir. . + - .

Senator BrapLey. That he should go see' Mr. Casey? - . -

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir, o ) o

Senator, BRapLEy. Now, you know I begin to see this coming a
little bit into focus and I.am.not sure I'm correct here, but I would
like you to help me clarify. We have you giving the two speeches,
on. November 25th. October 1st; you learn about them.,Earlier; sev-
eral weeks earlier, you learned for the first time that there was.a
dixﬁrsian. h 'b'l'ty" L
-:Mr. Gates. The possibility. - ... - o e ey

"Senator ERADLEE. “The possibility of a diversion. And you realize
that;there:is the possibility of a-diversion and there could.be some
problems? e I R

" Mr.. GATES. I wasn't sure of that.

Senator BrapLEy. Possibly. .

&
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Mr. GaTes. That's why I wanted others to look at what Mr. Allep
had tosay. - - : :
Senator BrapiEY. Now a couple of days prior to November 25th,

Don Regan visited Mr. Casey at the agency. Did Mr. Casey talk to

you about that meeting?

Mr. Gatzs. No, sir, he did not.

Senator BrapLey. Did you have any idea how he was affected by
that meeting? ' :

Mr. Gargs. No, sir.

_'Sen?,i;or.BRADLEY.'NOW, the circumstance is that the Iran/Contra
diversion is now known by a number of people including you. You
then go several weeks later on November 25th to San Francisco
and make two speeches on two highly political ‘issues in the same
day. Now, who was a strong supporter? Who was the strongest sup-
porter of SDI in the administration? T

Mr. GaTes. Apart from President Reagan? - -

- Senator BRADLEY. No, President Reagan, right? And who had the
strongest concern about the Soviet threat?

-Mr. GATES. Probably Mr. Casgy. °

~Senator BRaDLEY. Mr. Casey or Mr. Reagan. T :

- Now my question to you really is this: you saw problems develop-
ing. ‘You had done your best to maintain that you didn’t know
about things’developing in the agency or anything about the diver-
sion. But isn’t it possible—isn’t it possible—this isn’t anything new
irv this town—that you were auditioning in those two speeches for
the directorship, if Mr. Casey went? . '

-"Mr- GATEes. That is absolutely not the case, Senator.

Senator BRADLEY. Can you give u$ some reassurancé as to how
that is false? And I don’t assert’it. I am just curious-as to how you
might respond.

Mr. GaTes. First of all, I had only been Deputy for six months. T
assumed that: Mr. Casey would be around through the end of the
second Reagan Administration. And I assumed that being deputy
director was as high as I"would ever gé, and it was much higher
than I ever expected to go.’So I had no anticipation of replacing
Mr. Casey, and I didn’t have that expettation even after he fell ill.
It was clear that the 'Administration was looking elsewhere whén
that happened. . L . :

Beyond that, the two spééches that I gave in California were
scheduled long before the events of that preceding week. I had
given or gave those speeches in different places at other times, ba-
sically the same speech.

To suggest that a—that I knew there was going to be big trouble,
that T knew Mr. Casey was going to be a part of that trouble, and-
that T was anticipating the possibility of replacing him and there-

fore trying out, if-you will, frankly just doesn’t hang: togetheér, Sen-
- . : - L RPN B

ator.-- - : ‘
Senator Branrey. Okay. s
q W?hat, then, is your explanation for the two speeches on the sam
ay? ot oo ot
Mr. Gares. Tt'is simply the fact that I was in California, had re-
ceived two invitations, and decided to take advantage of being
there to give these speeches at oné time so that I didn’t have to
make two trips. It is nothing more complicated than that.

] mittee, I hope you don’t mind if I read it bdck to you again? -
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" Senator BranLEY. On those subjects. | :

+ 'Mr. GaTes. And I had $poken or would speak on those subjects
slsewhére as well. o o
: Senator BRADLEY. But now prospectively you think that it was a
nistake to make the speeches and you won’t do it again?

" Mr. Gartes. I think, as I indicated to the Chairman this morning,
he DCI has to be very careful to avoid speaking out publicly on
igsues where there could be even the slightest hint that he is advo-

.. cating policy. :

.Senator Brapiey. And would you apply that to the Deputy as

2 well? ,

-, . Mr. Gares. Yes, sir. ‘ . :

2 Senator Brapiey. All right. . - t

. wLet-me, if T can, turn fo-another subject that we touched on very

1 briefly in your first time here and that was our exchange in the
- Committee on the future of the Soviet Union. :

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir. . -

. Senator BRADLEY. Since we already went through this in Com-
~Mr. GaTes. No, sir. o : C o
* Senator BRADLEY. Basically, I am asking you to go against con-

~ véentional wisdom and sy that there might come a time when the

Soviet Umnion might be open for some kind of change. And what
kind of intelligence data, what kind of work should you be doing
now to"equip policymakers with the information they need if that
point ever came. That was my question to you. )

And your response to me gets down to, I think, we would be re-
quired to verify for them that such 4 change is in the works, such a
change was approaching. or possible, and then measure whatever
change there may be toward a qualitatively different system. .

And then jumping, you say:

Quite frankly, without any hint that such fundamental change is going on, iny
resources do not.permit me the luxury of sort of just' idly speculating- on what a
different kind of Soviet Union might Jook like. . .

Mr. Gares. What was thé date of that exchange, Senator?

Senator-BraprEy. March .16, 1986, which is an important point.
The date of that exchange is March 16, 1986.

The memo that you have submitted today to the record is Octbo-
ber 16, 1986. e = ]

So my questiorn to you is, what happened in the interim?

Mr.-GATESs. What happened in-the interim? First of all, believe it
or not, T-actually gave some serious ¢onsideration to-the questions
you ‘had raised: Events in the Soviet Union continted to lead me to

- believe, as T indicated in ‘the memorandum, that more was going on

than we might be seeing: I think that some of the work that the

. Soviet office had done on growinhg problems inside the Soviet Union

and the process of the reform process, the way the réform process
was going, all led me to conciude that we werent digging, hard

{ enough and that.we weren’t gdéing into some of the sources, such as
" defectors and emigres and others, that would give use a better i:eel

e

for what. was going on inside the country.
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So I think it was a combination of the discussion that we
events in the Soviet Union, analysis that our own office was dblifgd’
anéi S0 on. B &

Senator BrRADLEY, So, basically, this memo in which you sa
being creative enough, analyzing in terms of Soviet de{relopxgéi?tost
and so forth, indicated to you that you had a problem within the
agency. You tried to keep track of what was going on. The way
that you were going about it needed to be changed? o

Mr. GATES. In terms of the Soviet Union, yes, sir.

$enz:-1tor Braprey. Now, after you issued this memo, another
point in here, you say, I continue to believe that we have not paid
enough attention to emigre Soviet economists. And the question ig
what did you do then? This is a memo laying out your concerns
What specific things did you do to act upon those concerns so that
you would be better able to track what was going on in the Soviet
U111\1Eon, én particgla:a t(l;etdrﬁ,matic.changes? :

Mr. GATES, I tended to be pretty careful once I became De
Director of Central Intelligence about.looking over the shouldtlajr‘t1 g
my successor. I obviously had been a very strong minded Deputy
Director for Intelligence. Mr. Kerr had been my Deputy for four
years, a wvery capable man. And I did not want to give him the
sense that I was second guessing him or double tracking him, or
that I was trying to be DDI and DDCL )

So this kind of a memorandum on my concerns was fairly un.
common. And I thought that by sending him the memo and by
sending a copy of it fo the National Intelligence Officer for the
Sov1v_._at gmon that, in expressing some specific suggestions for how
they might go about working this problem better, that I probably
had stepped as far into his province as I should at that time.

So the short answer to your question is I don’t recall any specific
steps that I took. But, on the other hand, until a few days ago, I
didn't even recall the memorandum either. So there may have
been some things that I did but I just don’t remember.

_Senator Bl}ApLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have been told I have one
minute remaining. Are we adhering to the one minute?

Chairman Boren. Could you stay within two or three minutes?
Our problem is we have Senator Cranston and we have Senator
Hollings yet to question. Some of them cannot be here tomorrow.
We will have additional rounds beginning tomorrow.

Senator BRaDLEY. Let me get to the point here. This memo shows
that you had some concern and there had to be things done differ-
ently in the agency that indeed there were rumblings in the Soviet
Union that held dramatic implications for this country. We might
be spending less on defense, we might have a wholé series of new
opportunities. And then what did you do based upon what was in
thl.; memo? ‘ '

our answer is, well, you didn’t want to tread on the Deputy, the

Deputy’s territory. The end of Communism occurred in t}?e goviet
Union in August. '

Now the purpose of my question in 1986 to you was, was it so a
policymaker would have on his desk the day that happened, if it
should ever happen, some well thought out plans on how to deal
with that situation? Communism in the Soviet Union ended in
August., What did the President have on his desk the next day in

[,
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grms of giving him the counsel that four to five years of thought-
].analysis could well have provided him? - o o
Nr. Gares. Senatér, while 1 would have to refresh my memory
-fhe specifics, one of the things that,occurred in the wake of this
morandum, and my concerns, was a conference that was held, T
Hink, under the joint sponsorship National Intelligence Council
d the Director of Intelligence; T don’t remember specifically, but
n alternative futures for the Soviet Union. And papers were coni-
nissioned, a variety of essays were written on different courses
trat events mhight take, and so on. I would have to go back and get
“Tthe specifics of that. But I do recall that there was such a confer-
gnce and papers were prepared. And, in other words, there was
ome followup. B o .
i Senator Braniey. But my question to you is what was available
o the President the day the end of Communism' took place in the
Soviet Union? Again, the purpose of the questions five years earlier
was so that if the event ever took place, the Intelligence Communi-
v would have had a-chance to think through possible alternatives
7" and have them available for thé President. : ” o
“Mr. Gartes. I don’t think—well, in addition to the papers that
“were done about altérnative futures under fhe auspices of the

P ‘agency, in’ September of 1989 I asked that an interagency—when I
1 .was down at the NSC, I asked that an interagency, small inter-
{ ~-agency ‘group including infelligence -officials be put together to

" begin looking at contingencies for a variety of dramatically differ-

" ent outcomes in the Soviet Union. That work proceeded over a -

year-and-a-half period. And a considerable amount of work was

{ . done by the agency, but also by State and Deferise in-connection

. with that effort. - : ‘

" 8o I think that while I can’t point you to'a specific paper that

. the President said, here-ave the different ways this thing can go in
the Soviet Union, and here is a different kind of Soviet, Union-you
can see, I think that there weré-some endeavors. Obviously, you
can always do better. But several different’ endeavors to try and

_have -people thinking about what—exactly what you were talking

. about in March of 1986, what are’the different courses that this
thing can take, what are some dramafically different outcomes.
Afid 1 thirik- that people had given ‘a fair amount of thought to
that. " - ' . - SRS

- Senator Braprey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman; ‘
T hope-if you can elaborate on: that overnight for tomorrow I
" would appreciate it. T o

{* . * Chairman BoreN. Thank you; Senator Bradley. B

Let me say that we will have questions by Senator Cranston next
and then Senator Hollings. That will take us up to just slightly
beyond the six o’clock hour and then we will stand in recess. As I
indicated, in the morning we will begin with the questioning by
Senator Nunn and then we will go to those Senators who have a

. second round of questions for Mr. Gates in public hearing. Then we
will go-into closed hearing to take up additional classified matters
at that time. - e ' N

- Senator CraNsToN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Welcome back. :
Mr. Gates. Thank you.
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Senator CRANSTON Where the Agency has a significant volume
of reporting, both from human and technical sources, I assume it is
reasonably easy to reach a comsensus on what is happening..]
assume it is always harder to feach agreement or what is likely to
happen in the future because that is more judgmental and the ana-
I%Sts may be afraid of making prechctlons when predictions are so
chancy.

When you have Very little raw data, I presume that arg‘uments
tend to be much louder and combative and often ideological. Is that
a generally accurate appraisal of what happens?

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir, it is. And most of the ambiguities and most
of the areas in which we tend to have less information and knowl-
edge tend to fall info this entire world of political intelligence and
political intentions. ..

Senator’ CransToN. How much reportmg from either human or

technical sources was actually in hand in the areas being disputed.

regarding alleged politicization? If there was a large volume of re-
porting available, which was ignored or subverted, I would .be
greatly concerned. If, on the other hand, there was very little re-
porting from the ﬁeld then the arguments are over staked out po-
s1t10n§ and assumptlons rather than over what the facts mean or
mean

Specifically, what is. your recommendation regardmg ‘the amount
and quality. of so-called raw collection available to the analyst on
thr{ee?lssues ‘that we have been exploring, first the 1985 Iran esti-
mate

. Mr. Gates. I think with regard to the views of Iranian politicians
and with regard o the initiatives that the Iranians took during the
first part of the year to the overtures to the Soviet Union that tock
place in secret, I think that both our technical and human intelii-
gence was reasonably good. There was a fair amount of evidence, I
believe, on both of those issues, and including the issue of Iranian
attitudes toward the United States.

Senator CrRANSTON. Second, what was available in these terms in
regard to.the Soviet involvement in the alleged Papal assassination
attempt?

Mr. GATES. There was v1rtua11y no evidence that I can recall
And T would have to refer back to the analyst. But my impression
is that there was very little information available in the first two
or three years after the assassination attempt. As the Italian inves-
tlgatlon proceeded and various threads were developed back to
Agea’s relationship to the Turks and his stay in Bulgaria and so
on, I think that we began to develop some information. .

We then had a, as 1 recall, a defector that—and this is.one of the
problems that we had with a lot of their production on this issue.
The paper that was published in 1983, that said the Bulgarians
weren't involved and by implication: neither were the Soviets; was
driven very much by the reporting of this one guy.

Then we received some additional reporting over the winter of
'84 and ’85 that in turn I think played a major role in the conclu-
sions of the paper in April 1985. That was not the only body of in-
" formation, but it was an important one.

So I would say that we thought that we had reasonably good
human intelligence. But I think, in retrospect, we were too driven

s e ey
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fbg too few sources. And.so we kind -of went with the last thing that
e had heard, in. effect. So I would say I would characterize the
mformatlon that wé. had as based.on a very small number of
urces. And in facﬁ as to.the evidence of direct Soviet. involve-
ent, my recollectxon was . that other than. these one or two
urces, and some subsources, there was very little.. |

“Sepator CRANSTON. Thirdly, what.was the quality -and quantlty
: o-called raw .material“available.in regard to the Arab-Israeli.
1 cénflict that.was the “stibject of Ms. Glaudemans’s concerns and
| ,.paper, which she told us that you killed?

“-Mr. Gares. I am not. sure that.l.am faxmhar with that" paper,
{ - Senator. I would have 6 go back and.check.

! “Senator CransTON. Well, in regard to the Arab-Israeh confhct at
‘-f,hat time, which I'm really asking you about ‘how much was
fknown about that at' that time?

~Mr. GaTes..I think that we_had, agam, we had a great deal of
mformatlon on Arabic military. capabﬂltles and the Weapons Sys-
tems they had.and forces and so on.

1 think again, as I indicated at the outset, we were not. as strong
as we. could have been or should have been in terms of political in-
telhgence, in terms of their intentions.

- Senator CRANSTON. It seems clear that some of these battles that
ve on this Committee and the 'American people have been hearing
so much about these days are over ideological views when they
should be based on solid reporting from the field if that is avail-
able. And it obviously was not fully available in a good many cases.

.In the absence of such, reporting, shouldn’t the pohcymakers be
told that you in the Agency really,can’t answer the questions be-
cause you don’t have enough mformatlon to provide a useful or.re-
liable answer? If you feel you can 't give a solid answer; isn’ t that a
wiser course? .

« Mr. Gatgs. One of the thmgs that T mrhcated at the outset oF. my
remarks this morning was my belief, and it is a belief that I spoke
about widely. and.- frequently, as DDI and’ then as DDCI, was the
need for alternative views, particularly when you didn’t have good
ewdence 50 that you could array the poss1b111t1es for.the policymak-

And the other was the rieed to be more honest with the policy-
maker in:terms of our confidence in our sources and our confidence
in.our judgments. I would have to acknowledge to you, sir, that

" particularly in the.case of the Papal. paper as the Cowey. report
makes clear, we. féll down in not in fully exploring alternative
theses. So I think there was no-$ecret, it was far from a secret, that
I strongly stressed the need for these alternative _]udgments and
more honesty . about our confidencé in ourselves and.in our sources.

T, would have to say that it was often, difficult to get either or
both’ of those things.

Senator CransTtON. It is the case that Sometlmes judgments are
made based on. ~very few facts? And, if so, isn't it .pertinent to focus
on the need to identify where we need much better collection and
language capacity and so forth?

? Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. And in fact one of the things that I intro-

1 duced into national estimates after I became ‘chairman of the Na-

tional Intelligence Council, was often a section at the back where I
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required the NIQ-to prepare after the estimate was done a list of'

the gaps in intelligence that we could then use as a focus for the
collection effort, both technical and human, that would be guided
by those key areas where we'lack the information to make solig
judgments in writing the estimate that had just been done.

Senator CranNsTON. On a different aspect of all of this, is it true

. that the Agency teaches analysts to argue their views in special

courses and runs a -working group on ‘ethics and intelligence analy-
sis to?encourage analysts to resist political pressures to alter their
views?

Mr. GATEes. Yes, sir, T think that is the case. '

Senator CRANSTON. I have seen an account that one Dav1d Whip-
ple ‘a retired CIA official, Mr. Casey's chief terrorist dnalyst from
1983 to 1985, recalled attendmg a meeting which was a ‘congres-
sional br1eﬁng At the briefing Mr. Casey attributed many of the
world’s bombings ‘and assassinations to the KGB. Mr. Casey then
excused himself to go back to work. The Committee would ask Mr,
Whipple to stay on, and he would as tactfully as possible try to
leave the Committee with the right impression that you can't prove
Soviet involvement, although it is likely that the Soviets were not
involved.

Mr. Whipple, who is now head of an association of former intelli-
gence officers, said that several times he consulted you for advice
on how to deal with that kind of a situation, and you told him;
stick to your guns. Do you recall that, or is that an inaccurate ac.
count in your memory‘? -

Mr. Gares. I don’t remiember: that gpecific instance. But I know
that there were a number of occasmns when we Would pull Mr.
Casey back some.

Senator Cranston: But when people were trying to ‘establish
something that they felt was more accurate than the impression
that ‘Mr. ‘Cagey may have left and they consulted you about what to
do because it is a difficult problem, do you recall saying, stick to
what you believe, or what is inaccord with the general ﬁndmgs of
the Agency?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. -

Senator CranstoN. Last night I asked each of the witnesses a
question based upon the fact that the President has made ‘this call
for a significant reduction in our military apparatus, particularly
in ruclear weaponry in light of the collapse of the Warsaw Pact
and the changes in the Soviet Union and the move toward freedom
g.nd de_mocracy in that part of the World and the diminished threat
0 us.

- Obviously; the American people w111 welcome any reductions
that can be done with safety and that can ease the deficit or make
it possible to get funds -for neglected domestic purposes like educa-
tion, the environment, transportation, and so forth.

Do you believe that for the same reasons it _may be possible to
riake some reasonably significant reductions in the CIA budget?
Each of the witneésses that 1 asked that questmn all six last night
said yes to that question.

Mr. GaTEs. Let me answer your questlon in two parts. First, :

again, I think it is important to start with this view from the pol
icymakers of what they want intelligence to do in the future. And
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at may or may not lead to a significant reduction in the number
of missions being given to the Intelhgence Community. -

:zOne of the discussions you and I had in the first hearing a couple
weeks ago was whether the Agency ought—whether there was
ore the Agency could do to help our intelligence in terms of the
vironment. So I think that we need to hear:from the policymak-
ers what they want intelligence to do; the missions, the priorities

1 that they want us to tackle. And it seems to me that that, then,
il sets the frathework “in terms-of what . the: budget ought. to be.
~7The second point is that, in-absolute terms; it is obviously possi-

bIe to cut.that budget. It. almost certainly in political terms:will be
: hecessarys And I think that the key is to do so with a clear idea of
what makes-senise rather than just a kind of top-line number.

2:0ne of the risks that I see, Senator Cranston, is the way:that we.

have taken:budget cuts in the. past. And.partly it is an:internal
Jjnanagement problein. And that is instead of going to the policy-

‘makers and-saying, because of this cut I'm.going fo stop doing X,
they cut everything across the board by five percent. So you dd;ev-‘

erything a little less well. And it seems to. me that that is—if we're!
gomg to talk:about real reduction:in spending on-intelligence—

- we're. going to have to-decide. what we are going to-stop doing: We:

dan’t just.do_everything less well..

« Senator CrRANSTON. Different suh_]ect. As you know, the issue of
the collection of conversations between the Sandinista government
dnd Members of Congress and their.staffs has come up.:Some wit-
nesses have: said that youw probably-knew about this. And last
night, Mr. Goodman stated that you did know: about this collection
and S(iiated ‘that you-had mentloned a US Senator $ name in ;this
regard. .

:Did you - know about the co]lectlon" D1d you see transcnptmns
and reports? Do you recall mentioning any Senator?.

- Mr. (GATES. -Senator,. could I respond to your questmn in the
cIosed session tomorrow?

Senator Cranston. -Of course.

If you became .aware of any such.matter, what do you think
would. be the appropriate step to.take? Admiral Inman -testified
that ‘as director- of NSA, he faced a similar S1tuat10n and he took
the matter to the Ieadersth of Congress. B

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir, I think that is the appropr:(ate step to take
»»Senator- CRANSTON. Apart.from your haason, are there any CIA
agents. working on Capitol Hill? . o

Mr. Gartes. No, sir. Well,'1 haven’t been there for three years—-—so
I-assume there are none, -

Senator Cranston. Do you know who leaked the Carter,debate
book to’ the Reagan. camp-in 19807 Press. speculatlon at the time
was that it was someone on the NSC staff.: ..

%&r Gartes. No, s1r, I was not on- the NSC at that tlme I leﬂ: in
1979

-Senator.. CRANS:I:ON Have you hadrdmcussmns about that ever
talked with anybody who thought that they:knew who had. ﬁone it?

+ Mr. GaTtes. No, sir.

.+ I take that back. For the sake of accuracy, I'll have to say that 1
book a call.from a newspaper columnist one time who-accused me
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of doing it. I told him I hadn’t, so then he asked me, who do you
think did it? , . ) :

Senator CransTON. Mr. Ford suggested in his testinony that re.
gardless of the accuracy or inaccuracy of all of the charge§ and
countercharges we have heard, you would have difficulty in re.
cruiting the best and brightest people because of the controversy
surrounding your nomination.

What is your comment on that? )

Mr. GaTes. Well, gir, while I was there, Deputy Director for Intel.
ligence and Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, I certainly
didn’t have any difficulty recruiting people. I think that this ques.
tion ties into the question of morale inside the agency itself and ]
think that the perception inside and outside is that the agency ig
doing highly relevant work, it is doing good work and courageous
work, and it is being used by the President and by his national se.
curity team. : : ) _

I think that there are a lot of people who are interested in
coming to work for the agency, and I would just say I receive three
kinds of mail, Senator Cranston, since I was nominated for this job,
I have received mail from those who are against my being con-
firmed, I have received mail of congratulations, and then I have re-
ceived a third and by far the largest stack of mail, which are small
notes of congratulations with resumes attached. So I don’t believe
that that would be a problem. )

Senator CRANSTON. After you withdrew from the former nomina-
tion a few years back, Wh:ii:t didhyg?u do after that withdrawal?

at was your assignment after that?
Wll\.;Ir. GATJEZS. I remained as Acting Director until Judge Webster
was confirmed in late May 1987. And then Judge Webster asked
me to remain as his Deputy. And I remained as Deputy through
January 20th, 1989. . o

Senator Cranston. Did you have recruiting responsibilities
during that time?

Mr.gGA'I'ES. Not directly, no, sir. But the Agency had a great deal
of success in recruitment at that time. In fact, just to put in a little
plug, the agency, I believe, at the time that I left was receiving
something like 100,000 to 150,000 inquiries about possible employ-
ment every year. By the time that I left, the number was some-
where over 100,000, . ) -

" Senator CRANSTON. Presuming you were involved to some extent
in recruiting at that time, and acknowledging that all of the public-
ity that you got at the time of that nomination was not favorable,
it did not cause any difficulty for you in either the agency or in
recruiting, did it? Or did it not? .

Mr. Gares. It did not, none that I think anybody could tell.

Senator CransToN. Thank you very rmuch. -

Mr. GaTtrs. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman BorenN. Thank you, Senator Cranston. .

We will conclude today with Senator Hollings and go through his
questions. And then, whenever he concludes, we will go into recess
until the morning. . . .

Senator Hollings is recognized. i

Senator HoLLiNgs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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n reality, I don't have any questions; but it could be-that the
tleman would want to comment. .- .
There is.no one, Mr. Gates, that I have greater respect for in the
ited States: Senate than my colleague from New Hampshire,
enator Rudman. And he allowed, with one of ‘the witnesses here
grlier. this week, someone who had worked closely with you, that
4 ‘je. should have had the decency to go by and talk to you before he
§ -rame up and testified against your confirmation. e
{ i:And that, in the same way, ought to pertain to me. I'm going to
{ ‘iake:his counsel and state to you publicly what my situation is.
gcame to this hearing with a strong feeling of support for you,
aying seen you operate here before our Committee, watching your
{ :record, one of honesty and talent, one of hard work and experience.
§ %, But the testimony that has come out in this hearing, which un-
: gf&tlinately could well be. called a.trial, has persuaded me other
1 wise. I say trial, and let me get right into that. .
‘ ;For one thing, the counsel for the defense, all of them jump up
{ nd down over_ on’ the other side talking about direct evidence. I
think the witness Ford encapsulated that when in answer to the
giiestion, he said, this As not a court of law and the questions of
1 hearsay and evidence are of little difference. I am an intelligence
officer and for years people have been coming to me with com-
plaints from the DDL people whom I respect. I consider those in
{ my, calculus of evidence when people have come to me and shown
me Papers and drafts that they have written within the DDI that
they would kill; that to me is evidence. - :
~We trial lawyers know that in a criminal trial, you're not al-
Iowed to’test a person’s character uriless it is hearsay. The witness
doésn’t take the stand and say I think the follow is honest. The
witness is compelled to take the stand as a character witness fo see
what the reputation is in the community for honesty and irtegrity.
So it is basically hearsay. So'I hatéd to see my colleagues get off on
hearsay and opinions. I'was somewhat. guilty -of that myself,
coming with enthusiasm for you with witnéss Polgar.”

But then, when I saw them come with a letter before the witness
could even testify to refute Mr. Polgar, a letter incidentally from
the counsel from the Iran-Contra committee who couldn’t find if
| President Ronald Reagan knew about Tran-Contra, that didn’t have
any-credibility with this Senator; I-can tell you that right now.
“Otherwise, let me'continue and say that it is not a matter of the
{ iumber’ of witnesses. I just heard the distinguished Senator from
| Washington, Senator Gorton, say that just-three came forward. We
{ dlso know that the judge would charge if this were a trial, that you
{ cdn believe one ag compared to a dozen, or you can believe the
{ dozen asicompared to one. And it isn't a matter of three coming
4 forward. _

4 -+“What has-come out here is that, in essence, Bill.Casey ran an
opinionated intelligenee agency. And you had better conform your
{ Intelligence to his opinion or you-have trouble. You have trouble
{ perticularly with his right arm, you, Mr. Gates, who were. operat-
4 ing for him.-I don’t fault you for that. I-feel very strongly about
{ these " things. I have never faulted Ollie North. I don’t like him
4 lying to the Congress, but as you remember when he went back, his

f superiors said,Ollie, you done good..
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That's the way things have been operating.' And we .
change things around here. And i:hilsJ pomtgabout onl_*,}r1 ?I;ie}éad bo’
nesses, you hsten_egl to them. One was too talkative. Every time il
asked him a question, he had not only an answer, but he hag t youz
otléer qttzesti_llons for you. [General laughter.] ey

ena : ! im int -
oy T : O:ITLINGS. I wouldn’t take him into a court of law for my'
But in any event, they were meaningful, and th i :
cross-examination as to what they Wergeftezlking afgurlglﬁgosxithe
senators, have met in closed session as to whether we want tg t’ak .
the witnesses on both sides. We have got ready, willing, and w g
ing four more witnesses for you and four more against yéu Andalt‘
can keep this thing going on all week. We know that. ' e
I find it substantial. T find it, ds has been attested to not only i
one particular division, the Director of Intelligence side of it bn;
also the Director of Operations. And T find it unique not that yél
Xere Just the first one, as you say now, to come from within thg
h,g,nenc;sr, not the way these people are coming forth in what the
ave proved. To this Senator’s mind, we have got a substantiayi
{I-?ﬁg?l}?m ‘gf po%tlcmatlon of the Centra! Intelligence Agency. And
correci?s rought up a problem that I thought you were the man tg
I have grave misgivings about our intellizence
about the various courses we have ﬂunked.gWe ﬂlﬁﬁl{%dt h.:f%lil;g
stan, we flunked Iran, we flunked Angola, we flunked Ethiopia, We
flunked Iraq, Kuwait. We have flunked in the fall of the Wall. I
can see President Bush and Gorbachev down there bobbing up and
down in the waves at Malta. They really were trying to stay on to
on what the devil was going on. [General laughter.] P
And then, of course, the Soviet Union itself. We just flunked too
many courses. And I wasn't going to cross-examine you. I do not
believe that because you didn't give us the right advice on the Sovi-
ets, therefore I can’t confirm you. It is the reason we didn’t get the
g}_g{l_"ﬁa?d;c? C:ia:,sey “Lo%ldli’igllet it %ome through and you were part
\ east a substantial number withi

Tth C?ayshcgﬁﬁ?:ﬁ)d this Senator of it. thin the Agency feol that.

nd wi e fall of the Wall, I wanted to get better intelli

I was never more impressed than when Gene%r'al Schwarzk?)%}'gggxgi

to us and he gave the same feeling that I had stated in sessions

here, as a membe.r of this Committee, that the edges, the sharp
e_dges of facts and intelligence are so rounded and shaved, the intel-
ligence becomes, he used the word, “mush.” And so, in actual
gnmbsflc, he could not depend upon the CIA. It was mush, He had to
: fxﬂ:r?;r d.upcm his own field intelligence as to whether or not to go
. Now I wanted you to straighten all of that out an

that your experience is just exactly what has disqualifi(idI yfci:ﬁfi‘xgglt

did too good a job for Bill Casey and it was felt very keenly up

zggrg; ]ﬁlﬁ yei, I don't dou}:l;t 13‘.halt you have got the intellect and

ce to overcome, but it wi

W{-:'I céon’,t hﬁrrfkthat ercome, b it will take four or five years and

) on’t think anybody is indispensible. And the very idea

is needed has been expressed by yourself. You said tgt you ngav:lltlgg
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-and develop a wholly new environment. And that’s what I
king for. -0 U aml e e
‘Pt -recognizing that need ahd now ‘o, present this particular
% record that we have heard of, is really part of the problem
putup to solve the problem. And I just don’t think that is for
e.good of the government, particularly the good of the Central
alligence Agency. And it has strayed. I don’t know how it got
o the House now, but you're living in the real world. The
an of the House Intelligence Committee is saying that you
t to withdraw, and those kinds of things. So if you are con-
ed in the next 10 minutes,-you have a big job ahead of you. I
at the answer to your 20 charges, listened to it this morning.
fhat didn’t bother me. It was.the nine things, the improvements
it would make. You could be trying your case for a year or two
ars out.there. And I.don’t think that that is good. I don’t think
his trial has been good for the CIA. .~ : ,
We had this started and you withdrew before. You had a chance
hé 1980s. In this morning’s testimony you said the . analysts
’t do the job. You went to them, you told them that they had to
k hard and do a better job and everything, but now you blame
se.analysts. And when a commander blames the troops, he‘sort
ot disqualifies himself from command. - - -
:'That is the opinion of the field. And; yes, let’s call it hearsay,
’s call .it. opinion. But that is where a Senator has to make-a
dgment in voting what is the best for the CIA and what is the
best for this,government. And I want to express that to you, and I
would be glad-to yield to you on.any comment, anything that. you
rafl.say to refute what I'have said on the one hand or change my
‘mind on the other. I think you'are a very valuable individual. I can
e why Bush wants you up there: I can tell you right now, if I was
sh and -could get you.in, I would be in like clover. There isn't

{ ‘any question about that..You know the policy better than he does
1 Jafter two-and-a-half years. There’s no doubt about that in this Sen-
{ -ator’s mind. - . e :

{ - _You know the actual policy better than he does. And thaf, in and
1 “of itself, would-be a temptation for-justifying to yourself to try to
follow through with the policy. - - :

What I'm trying to.say, you are not the i‘ig__iit man at this p'a;u-“
ticular time to become the Director of the CIA. I hate to say it, he-
cause. I think you probably will prevail ;and we will have to work,

| “together and there will be no hard feelings. But a- fellow has got to

conscientiously vote his mind. And that is mine right now and I
would be glad to hear you, sir. oo a .

" Mr. Gares. Well, ‘Senator, whether I am confirmed or not, there
will be no hard feelings here either. But let me just say in response
to your comments, I think that the record. that has been introduced
over the last couple of days of the number of studies, the number
of analyses that were provided to the Reagan Administration that
conflicted with policy, that created problems for that Administra-
tion, that in an underlying way challenged their-policies, whether
it was Lebanon or chemical.weapons in the Soviet Union. or Soviet
defense spending or a.host of other issues, illustrate that we were
not doing Bill Casey’s bidding and we were-not doing the Reagan
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Administration’s hidding. We were calling them I -
they were and trying o do it with the bark off fike we thoughy

I think that the record of what the Agency did on the Sov; ‘
Union is clearly a mized one. But I think there are some sucma;:mat
there as well as'some of the failures. In terms of calling it, I thiseﬁ
they did a heck of a job on Eastern BEurope where in 1984 t’hey Sﬁllliti

there was going to be a crisis in Eastern Europe by 1990, and ap.

other estimate in 1987 whete they talked i ( ia an
H%ngtary aﬁld Sogrlé. ey talked rfzbout Czechoslovakia arg
ut my basic t point is, I think, that the record shows th
were nobody’s toady and nobody’s patsy in the 1980s. And theazr?:
lysts put out a heck of a lot of good analyses and a lot of coura-

geous analyses. I have to admit some of it was dead wrong, there is

no doubt about that. And we have to do better than that.

With respect to the feelings out there, I think that there are—
your point is a fair one in terms of let’s pay attention to feelings.
instead of perhaps proving a case in a court of law: Buf I think
that there are a lot of feelings on the other side too and a lot of
feelings that this nominee—that I'could help bring them through
what is going to be a difficult period of change because of my rela-
tionship with the Congress, my relationship with the President
that I could give them the kind of leadership and kind of suppOr£
that they would need and the kind of guidance. .

1 think that there are strong feelings out there and I think that
the views of Admiral Inman and John MecMahon, people who are

very well respected by this Committee, should count for something

in terms of both the honesty and integrity of what I did.

I-don’t think that anybody considers either one of them to have

been Bill Casey’s enforcement arm, if 'y i ’

) , if 'you will. I was only Case
deputy for six months. I was Bill Webster’s deputy for alm{)st thr}t;z
times that. So I think that there is a strong record there, too, about
a view on the other side of the issue in terms of what I can do for
the place.

With respect to the Directorate of Operations witnesses, I wish I
could say that all of the old concerns about DO compar:ed to the
Directorate of Intelligence aré gone, but I will tell you, Senator, I
heard just the other day one of the rumors going around that Di-
rectorate of Operations now is that that guy, if he is confirmed,
sure as heck all of the Chiefs of Station are going to come from the
Directorate of Intelligence from now on. Well, that is just obviously
dead wrong. But there are those kinds of concerns and uncertainty
ang aég?%l 1 tllinalk El};it it comes from being a career officer.

i ink that those concerns would quickly be all
deIgree ﬂfft theéy exist at all. 4 7 be allayed to the

[ would just conclude by saying that the last people—I don’t
think that we ought to be in the business of blamel.) 1 I()ion’t blame
the analysts for the assessments that we got wrong, When 1 signed
off on those papersifthose :issessments—one of the virtues of the
review process was if an analyst wroté a pape dj -
theB d;)orilthe Ianalyst is on his own. paper and fust sent it out

ut when I sign off on a paper, that was my paper, I thought
that that paper deserved to be published and it d%sle)rved to gogto
policymakers and, by God, once I signed off on it I was going o'

4 -

duct. - .

stution behind that stuff.
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tand behind the analyst and have the Agency stand behind the

Again, sometimes we were déad, flat-wrong. But the analyst is

o last one that I think should be blamed, because we put the in-

And so I think that, Senator, for tﬁﬁse reasohs, that you shciul& '

econsider and give some additional thought to it. And if you come
out where you are now then, like I said af the beginning, there will

e no hard feelings.

Senator Horrivgs. 1 appreciate that. On_the feeling that you
ere discussing, one of our big problems is that despite the feeling”
f-the White House over there and the President, things have
' changed. When you appoint the Secretary of Commerce, he is there
" as your Secretary to carry out business. policy, the Secretary of Ag-
culture to carry out your farm policy. But when he appoints a.di-
rector of the CIA, it is not a policy appointment now.. -

I served on a presidential commission investighting the CIA and
I know.how that White House crowd feels and I can bring it right
“up to date how they felt on January 12th. You can look in the Con-

" gressional Record. :

We have positive evidence in this Committee frc;m the Director

dent had been running around

And then on Thursday, before

" of the Central Intelligence Agency, Judge Webster, to-the effect
" that the sanctions and the blockade was working, -after the Presi-

all Christmastime saying-that he

" was going to “kick ass’” and he wasn’t needful of thé Congress.

we voted on-Saturday, when he fi-

nally sént up a request, then we got a letter from the Director of

the Central Inteiligence Agency

- weren't going to.work.

that, oh, no, _maybe the sanctions

The.Central Intelligence: Agency:does not belong to the ’Congre‘sé
and it does not belong to the President.

It belongs to both.

_This Cémmittee and the Congress is' looking to you for accurate,
responsive, and unfettered, unpoliticized regorts on intelligence.

And that crowd over there, Sununu, the

resident, everyone else,

think they own you, and maybe you will have to suffer on account

of it, but 1 am worried about that. )
I do not think you are the right man at this partitular time, but

I am listening.

Mr. Gates. Let me add just one other thing, Senator.

Senator HoLLings. Yes, sir.

O e Biret of all. 1 think that the President—I do.not

know—I will just speak for the
about this.

When 1 was up in Kennebunkport with him this summer I

President because we have talked

talked with him about all the measures that I had laid out in these
hearings that I wanted to take, and made.sure that he was support~

ive and prepared o back me up

on those.

e B th would fire me if he thought that T did an esti-

mate or slanted intelligence to support policy. ) )
Now maybe some of the others working for him might not, I will

not speak for them, but he would. :

. He wants it with the bark off.
As a former Director himself,

he feels very strongly about it.

———
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And T think that—and I have gone to him on other issu ‘
e
the past two-and-a-half years and, quite honestly, told him wi;ze§
thougl}t we were headed down the wrong track.
I think one of the reasons he appointed me to this job was that

~ he knows I am going to tell him exactly what I think and exactly

what CIA thinks and not shade it.

1 will just add one other little factor. °
no?t the end of August I became qualified to retire, believe it op

So it gives me no hearthurn to contem i i

] ! t plate a future in whi
lay my job on the line—I believe I would have done so be(tz"grg
ﬁ;:ldgu(sii; 29tf}‘1]—b.ut the f.ac}:;: is, Ihha;re no problem with the concept

1dea ot iaymg my job on the line to say thiz is th it i
%nd if you do;ll;t Iic}[:e it, that's tough. Y HS s The may 1t s
ou may go ahead anyway, but b 11 ! i
exactly what we think. ey v B0y were going to tell you

é believe that to the bottom of my soul.

- ﬁ;zzc.)r Horrngs. Mr. Gates, President Bush did not fire Judge

I 1%1}1% %h]ere is no _Ieducatlon in the second kick of a mule. [General
r. GATES. Senator, I think that there is so nfusi

w}ba_t hatppg‘%e% with Director Webster.. . e conflasion about

Lirector Webster testified before the House A i -
mittee in early December 1990. se Armed Services Com

_In that, he laid out his—the Agency’s views on whether the sanc-
tions were working or not. .

And what he basically said in that was that the sanctions were
having an effect on the Iragi economy and would have an effect on
the Iraqi military, but it would begin to have an effect first on the
Iraqi air defense and air force, and that would only begin about
three months or four months from that time.

That was a part of the Iraqi forces that our military had basical-

. Iy dismissed, anyway.

Where it would take the longest to have any effect would be on
the Iraqi ground forces, and that would take six months to a year
to begin to have any real impact on their ground forces.

Now ’I,‘he New . York Times, with all due respect, reported Judge
Webster’s testimony very inaccurately.

And,-unfqrtunately, I think a lot of people relied on The New
York Times’ account of it rather than on what the Director had ac-
tually said. :

. It was under those circumstances that Chairman Aspin asked Di-
rector Webster in writing to respond to several questions in order
to SCIaInfgl 1:111{& record. :

0 1 think T have to speak up on behalf of Director Webster.

I-don’t think he slanted the intelligence, and I don’t think he
caved in to Administration pressure.

I think that he gave the honest assessment that the Agency ana-
lyiniz_‘s prowcllgd to him. .

just, unfortunately, led to circumstances that sot

Senator Horrings. Thank you. got confused.

CI;lalrm_lan BoreN. Senator Nunn, I think, has some additional
clarifications he wants to make at this time.
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s, Senator Nunn. I will take just a moment. S
“Mr. Gates, on that last question I do not think that any of us
want to open back up that debate again, but the air defenses and
air force had not been discounted by the military. ) -
" In fact, they were at the top of the target list.

.The first thing they wanted to. do was go after the air defenses
and air force. - .
" They went after that before they attached the ground forces.
. Mr. Gartes. I did not mean to discount-them, Senator.

1 just meant that they did not believe that would be the most for-

midable part of the Iragi military that they would face.

" Senator Nunn. Well, I thing you pretty well summarized what
he letter said. But the same time Director Webster was saying
hat, which was before the War, our target planners were saying
hat air defense was our top priority because they could not oper-
ate and go after the ground units and other things until they elimi-
nated Tragi air défenses. T _

. That is why that letter was so misleading. n -
"But 1 went into that in considerable detail, and I think Senator.

. Hollings did, also, back at that time and there is no need in going

over that again. _
And I do not fault you— : )
Mr. Gates. And I do not disagree 'with your characterization,

gither.
Senator Nunn. Let me just make an additional comment. This is

- not a question to Mr. Gates: I will have some questions tomorrow

morning. .
‘Senator Rudman had a dialogue I believe today when I was not
here, but I heard part of it and I think it referred, Senator

7 Rudman, to some of the things I asked Dr. Ford last night about

whether he had gotten any other information. -

The thrust of my question was whether he had gotten any other
information from any of those people who had been calling him.

You were correct.

He gaid he had not, that they were simply telling him “right on,”
or “we agree with you,” or something of that nature.

But I do think, in putting his testimony in perspective, his testi-
mony was that he had changed his view and Had testified against-
the nominee based on not people who had called him after he testi-
fied, but rather the four decades of experience, the documentary
evidenee he examined that had been supplied after he prepared his
initial testimony, and including examination of some of the earlier
Gates testimony, as well as the letters and testimiony to the For-
eign Relations Committee in January 1987.

So I think all of that, in fairness to Dr. Ford, was what he had
said he was basing his testimony on. '

What I was asking him about was whether he had received any
other information that would be in the way of new evidence in this
overall question of politicization that we had not heard. - '

So I wanted to put it in that perspective.

Senator RupMan. I thank Senator Nunn. :

In fact, one of the staff mentioned that to me. I have looked at
the record from the closed session. I have notes of the other session
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and that ma:
di.?closes. y be what he meant. But that is not what the .
am h -
nato?%?g 1\17:; h%lt}}e Senator from Georgia clear it K
[ ator really. el think that is what he said in - |
) : ecall what he said in cloged session 011533?11{1; ieSSio
. thi

Chairman Bogran. D 7 ot ke
menta thet o - 0 any other Members ha
k _res"ponse.}]r would like to make today? Ve any foal cor-

Chairman Boggx, i ;
with u;ltﬁ day_ N Well again, Mr . Gates, thank you for be. ,
e will resume i ; e

recess until that tin;;l the morning at 9:30, and we will stand j
: in

ereupon, : .
vene at 9:38 at 6:26 p.m., the Committee was r

am., Friday, October 4, 1991.] ecssed, to recon.

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

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 4, 1991 " "

T T.S. SENATE,
SerecT-COMMTITEE ON INTELLIGENCE, :
Washington, DC.

& Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at ‘9:35 am., in
m SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L.
en (Chairman of the Committee) presiding. v,
fesent: Senators Boren, Nunn, Bradley, Cranston, DeConcini,
zenbaum, Warner, D' Amato, Rudman, Gorton and Chafee.

Also’ Attending: Senator Cohen.

= Also Present: George Tefiet, Staff. Dirgctor; John Moseman, Mi-

dority Staff Diréctor; Britt- Snider, Chiéf Counsel; and Kathleen
McGhee, Chief Clerk. v ' "
Chairman BoriN. Good morning. Could we come ‘back to order?
Could I have the attention of Mermbers? I feflected last night for
some time after hearing the comments addressed to the nomiree
by Senator' Hollings, and I décided that in some ways my failure to
make certain_statéments might hot have been. fully fair to_ this
norainee. So I'm going to make some statéments to ‘the nominee
riyself this morning and particularly share these comments with
my fellow Members of the Committee. e L
T From the very beginning of these, proceedings I Thave been abso-
Jirkely determined that they would be as thorough as they could be.
1 think, as everyone has reported, they- haye been the most thor-
gugh confirmation proceedings for ary noniinee to be Director of
Centtral Intélligence in the history of this country. That, has been
good for the country. As news report after news report has pointed
out, we have shared more information with the. Amerjcan people
about the operations of the Central TIntelligence Agency and the In-
talligence Community that has ever been done at any other time-in
Iﬁ?II,lOI‘Y- ’ weEe, T Co . }“ Sy e ;
I also gaid in the beginning I wanted. these hearings, to e fair.
That is why we have gone out of our way to invite, at.our own ini-
tiative, witnesses with varying perspectives about the nominee and
to' release every document that we could find that was relevant,
docurnents that were both fayorable to the nominee and critical of
the nominee. " . =~ '~ L Lo

T appreciate the fact that Members of thre Cornmittee on both
gidés of the aisle, have coibe to me -ard have. given. me encourage-
mént thréughout the process. ‘Senator Metzenbaum, Senator Brad-
1€y, Senator Rudman and ‘othiers, representing ah adequate spec-

: P <. RPN . &
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trum of opinion on this issue, have expressed their support '
Z]ﬁy to me in terms of the way in which I have triedpi% beljleiioil'
all ns11c:ilt:es t(% lﬁake surule that everyone had a chance to ask any ques?
o ! ;
sp%nsi I;ifli;ty. was relevant. I have viewed that as my Primary re.
ut after hearing Senator Hollings last ni ht, I felt that in 2
ilnhétltj:'[egostéépseign fullily faf;r,to the ‘nomhﬁee be%auée-I had no?siggg
1on some of my own insights into actions by thi ;
nee that I think should be consideredgby this Commlilft:g this nom-
_They are not de_terminative, I would say to you, Mr. Gates, As1
sit here this morning I have not fully: determined, in my own mind
how 1 will vote on this nomination. There are many factors to he
considered. There ‘are still some ambiguities in the testimony, some
;guwhlch I raised yesterday in some very pointed question’ing to
1 want to have the opportunity to sit down.and take the:
Iﬁajp]; pomnts which you made yesterday and compare thel;fblw %?Eﬁ
the record dnd determine in my own mind whether your presenta-
tion of them fits the record. I want to weigh the benefits of your
experience that you would bring to this job against the disadvan.
tages that that same éxperience also presents. There are two sides
to the argument. There are those that say experience is critical for
the n:sxt Director .to make. the changes that need to. be made
There’s another point of view presented by some of our witnesses,
And even though some of it was not based upon direct eicperiencé
with you, it is an important perspective that perhaps says that we
need soimeone who could make a fresh start to make all the
changes in the Agency. So,there aré many, many factors that have
to be weighed before I make a final decision mys&If.

But there is one other factor. Perhaps I am .in. some wayé the
best witness on this element that.should be before the Members of
the Committee. It is not determinative of how someone should vote
gﬂb}:ﬁg iI3 ;mll Yqﬁe.dB}Jj; ﬁi is gxaniden‘ce, in a sense, or experience that

weighed in ‘the i ith '
n;?k@ ” ’decisiog. I v ance with the other factors as .we
"ve fiow served longér than any other Member of Co

ever been privileged to serve ag Chairman of an Inte11if-:r:elx’cﬂ.:-gS(s)\}r::’;!f
sight Committee in either the House or the Senate. I'm going into
m{ g]fth yeail:r aéi C%iirman.of hihls Committee.

ame 1nto the Chairmanship of this Committee with Iittle -
ground or experience. I had been a Member of thistcimmittel;agclfr
only two years. Two days after I learned from the election returns
that I would become Chairman of this Committee, the Iran-Contra
affair broke!" It was a ver turbtilent period of time. The intelli-
g??ge‘ %\zﬁ?lghi process itself was in disarray. L

n addition to serving as Chairman of this Commift ‘

g%l‘;tzga_lt% sit &t}%_oﬂéérs fro;n this Committee as Memb:fs; gf ?:TI?:

' Iran-Contra Committee to investigate !
ocgt}é{ed it}xlring itlhose oot veghgate the wrongdoing that

Liting there listening to the expressions of distrust, wil

from the Executive branch and the Legislative branch'taviqktg?gtﬁ
how people within our own government had lied to each other. how.
people not’ elected by the people Were making policy decisions re-
served by the Constitution to the President, the Members of Con.
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gress and other people under our Constitutional system of govern-
ent, made a great impression upon me. ; R
-To view the cynicism that tHese kinds of actions and this kind of

-breéach: of trust:caused with the American people has left a lasting
- memory with me. ‘ S : S

.- I was determined that it couldn’t happen again. And especially I .

as*determined while Chairman of’this Intelligence Committee, we -
hould do all possible to make it unlikely that these kind of events

5 S
could happen agair.

- 'For the past five years I have made it the focus of my own per-
sonal legislative agenda and my own work as Chairman of this

Committee to.strengthen the'Congressional oversight protess. over

intelligence. T became corivinced that,if wé had true; credible; affet-
tive, efficient oversight, that could probably ‘do ‘as much anything

‘to prevent that kind of fhing from'happening in the future. It
wasn't ‘fool  proof. The fact that you have laws against bank rob-

bery, you have hidden cameras and you have bank guards. doesn’t
prevent. bank robbery, but it certainly reduces the likelihood thalt it
will happen.” . 7 7 ca el

"Bo we've tried to'change the oversight process and make it effi-
cient, make it effective’ and make it tough. And let people in the
Agency know that someone was watching- and.watching ‘more effec-
tively.than had been the case before.: L -

The other thing T was determined we should try to do is build
some relationship. of trust betweén the Executive and Legislative
branches so that we wouldn’t have to sit here as Members of this

# ' Committee-and. t¥y to. figure out.the right question to.ask:in exact-
- . Iy the right Way to get;the information that the elected representa-
* tives of the people deserve to have., That had -been the atmosphere

before, and quite frankly, that was the atmosphere during the
Casey tenure. I.think that.was his personal attitude because he
¢ame from a culture in the Intelligence Community that existed
before oversight was ever heard of or thought about. - - | -

‘We wanted to change it and build that-trust. Along with the Sen-
ator from Maine, who is sitting in on these proceedings today and
served as Vice Chairman .of -this Committee for four years, we
began in earnest that process. I dedicated myself to it, he did as
well, and other Members of this Committee, some of whom -are
here this morning-and were serving on.the Committee at that time,
did the same thing. Senator Murkowski has continued that process.

- . On one subject, I am perhaps the best witness. I believe I can

help give a full record to Members of this Committee. I am going to
say one or two things this morning for the record. Not in advocacy
of this nomination because; as I have said; this is only one factor
among many that we must weigh. It alone will not determine my
decision, Ecan assute you, as ‘an-individual Senator.”But I think it
merits being weighed. -: . o g

© We've had to fight hard {o get-these changes in the oversight
process. When. we -determinted to set up a process of-quarterly
review of all covert actions in force and to divide our staff to make
them ‘specialists in tracking various covert actions which has never
been done before on'd daily or weekly basis, there were those in
the Intelligence Commur.aty who resistéd that. There were those ;



quarterly reviews of covert action, he r d ' '
e then struggled 0 set up an indopanie o audi - '
) < D an independent i i
fﬁﬁt-?u?ﬁ _S]pce the General A'ccountingPOfﬁce ui?tilz;niﬁgtfog tht
I-?gus ?gcret programs, this Committee and the Commit%eeog
© Ior years had been dependent upon the CIA itself to téﬁ

us information or talk straight to us as we were tryin,

money was being spent and what was in the secret bank accounts?
The Members of this Com-

I can tell you from ;ny= i d
O] personal experience that th
E;.gcniqst %)rceful in all of the Intelligence Communif?yp:;gui;‘%g
utive é’ﬁnch in advocating fu]l cooperation and full access for

the new audit unit of th; i i i
wanted was the nomin ee,“1 f\&go(?;:légee.t? =y information we ever

audit unit uncovered things that absaolutely should not have been
gomg on. Th ggrisg;ﬁe ;;);hc%ﬁmsfnt with American values, They
) € honest expenditure of t
money. I am sure that Members of this Commij i1l remoobas
; mittee
at least two programs very specifically this Committewglsltgglxie%?ﬂ%?g

-And then we got into ile tiati i :
gotiations with the E i
gb:;t. Wélether or not there should be a statutory-}gggggggdggﬁ?
Pecior (reneral, confirmed by this Committee, and answerable to it
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with an obligat_ion' to report any differences of opinion in terms.of
f Central Intelligence so it couldn’t be swept under the rug.
y had to report any difference of opinion to us within a cértain
imber of days. I' won’t ask the nominee, because it wouldn’t he
ppropriate as a member of the Executive branch, for him to corn-
ient about internal debates within the White House. There was.a
ce debate. And some of the people that have been mentioned in
course of these proceedings, some that Senator Hollings men-
oried last night, were on the side of, quote, “Executive Preroga-
;\’r‘e,’" as a matter of philosophy-of law and urged the President to
eto that legislation. . S ‘ ‘ Ce e
enator Cohen knows from earlier experience .and Senator Mur-
ski knows from. the most recent expeériences in terms of very
ugh negotiating and strong fights behind closed doors, "that as
hairman and Vice Chairman of this Committee - we have been
forced, to uphold Congressional prerogative. We know who made
the forceful in-house arguments, taking on some of the President’s
adyisors to argue on behalf of the independent statutory Inspector
neral for the; CIA. I want the Members of ‘this Committee to-
know who it was because I had those conversations. I was in the
Toom-when some of those debates occurred with some of the other
advisors of the President. It was this nominee, Mr. Gates, who most
forcefully argued and used his influence to urge the President of
the United States to approve and. not to veto the independent stat-
atory-Inspector General. .~ . . .o o T
: For almost six years now, we have negotiated with the Executive
branch for. major reforms in the oversight process in the Finding.
process for covert actions, first with the Reagan Administration
and then with the Bush Administration. And, as you know, it took
wo enactments, one of them vetoed by the President, to get the
~ lessons learned from'the Iran-Contra matter written into the law
% so we could never again have retroactive Findings, verbal Findings
i. and. some of the things that we found w¥ong with the process
- during the Iran-Contra years. I know,'I think better than anyone
- save'the combined memory of Senator Cohen and Senator Murkow-
+ ski, because I'm the one that was asked by our Committee to go
- and fight this out with the Administration. They weren’t easy
fights. I know again who was the most forceful advocate for this
- Committee and for the oversight process; trying to explain, even to
{ - the President of the United States who was DCI before the over-
sight process was in place, why it’s important and why it s appro-
priate, is this nominee, Mr. Gates. R
I welcome Members of the Committee to talk with Judge Web:
ster about the briefings, given to the Chairman and Viece Chairman
which usually’ occur on a'weekly or biweekly basis, of sensitive in-
formation, some of it even compartmented information, nearly all
~ of which we have over a period ‘6f time been able to share with the
Committee in full, Ask him how many times he started a conversa-
tion with me, saying I wasn't sure whether we should come down
here and tell you this or not, and maybe we're not obligated to tell
you, biit‘my deputy, Mr. Gates, said I ought to come tell you this is
what's going on. Ask Judge Webster. This happened scores of times
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and these were things that I guarantee you we would have Nevey

even had hints about when Mr. Casey was in charge.

So I just put that into the record. T want my colleagues to knoy
that. Listening to Senator Hollings last night, I realize that he wag
thinking about this nomination without the benefit of what I knoy,

Now I don’t know what happened from 1982 to 1986. T'm going to
have to make my judgments about that based upon the record, |
wasn't acquainted with Mr. Gates. If I ever saw him as a witnegg
before our Committee, T apologize to the nominee, but your appegr.
ance did not register with me. So my acquantance with this nom;.
nee is on a professional basis of the regular meetings that we hag
set up with the Vice Chairman and the Chairman of this Commit.

. tee after he became the acting DCI and especially during the
" period of time of 'his being deputy for J udge Webster which, as he’s

pointed out, was three times as long as he was deputy for Mr.-

Casey. This continued even after he went to the National Security
Council in the sense that we've continued to have to litigate some
of these issues with the Executive branch and have run up against
the arguments of Executive prerogative. Frankly, we have turned
at times to the only strong advocate we knew we had for the over-
sight process, to talk the President out of vetoing legislation or to
try to get cooperation for things that this Committee wanted done.

So I do not mean to say that’s the sole factor on which we should
Judge this nominee. There are many, many factors which we have
to consider to ;]'udge this nominee. Mr. Gates, as I said in the begin-
ning, I haven’t made a decision about how I'm ‘going to vote on
your nomination. You were very specific in what you said yester-
day. I'm going to go back and - carefully look at the record. I'm
going o reach my own judgments about whether or not you were
right or wrong in your twenty points. o

I'm going to make some judgments about what you have lesrned
and what you have done since you made some of the mistakes you
yourself have acknowledged: of not being aggressive: enough about
questioning your superiors when Mr. Allen came to you; too trust-
ing of your superiors; perhaps rushing to make speeches that you
shouldn’t have made without really thinking about whether or not
an ideological position might have an indirect effect upon people
that were working under you, even if you weren't directly pressur-
ing them, We have to weigh where you are now compared to where
you were then. We have to decide in our own minds whether we

believe you've come far enough in the process to merit our confir--

mation at this point in time.

Il just say to my colieagues, I felt. I wouldn’t be fair to yoﬁ.

unless I shared my experience with you since, in a sense, I am the
best witness on this particular point in terms of Mr. Gates’ commit-
ment to the Congressional oversight process which I think is an im-
portant matter and one which certainly should be weighed among
others. I don’t care who the next Director of Central Intelligence is
but I want someone there who is not only not hostile to the over.
sight processs but who believes in the oversight process and under-
stands what it is at the core of effective checks by the people them-
selves on what the most secret agencies of government are doing.
It’s not that this Committee wants power to know what's going on
in the CIA, it’s that the people, through their elected representa-

g
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* : - - t
:ves, have the right to'know how their t;ax dollars are being spen‘
21? ?ﬁie Central Intelligence Agency. That’s why oversight is impor:

fag® ink i i i lose the public
.-I don’t think it would be fair to the nominee to close P )
féib%d without putting in this personal knowledge this morning. B
-~ Senator Nunn is onda Eight ,séc_:hegiule, so I'm going to turn now
-the first round of questioning. ) Co 4

'erflcg:br eWARNER. (.--30ult(11 I add, Mr. Chairman, on_ this __s1ng we
find your statement to be reflective of the fair leadership and oh;]ec{j
ive leadership that you have given this Committee _thrgug 03510
your tenure. And it sets I.think, again a fair and ob3ect1¥eh enaor;

he beginninig of this, Wh?t.ll\lilope will- be the last day of hearings.

ir ‘BoreN. Senator Nunn. . L L

g?iﬁa%nﬁn. Thank you, Mr,, Chairman. I, too, want to | _sag
hat, you have done. a superb job. I think the leadership of }_«)uuaznt
Senstor Cohen’ followed by Seéngtor.Murkowski has been eéice en
and I think the oversight has improved tremendously. So your
words are certainly something that all of us will weigh very care-

Mr. ‘Chairman, 1 have a conferénce starting at 10:15 and T am

supposed to have a preliminary ‘meeting before then, so I am not

oing’ to be able to use my time: I don’t know whether it Wog.ld be

- better to go ahead and begin or—— -

Chairman Boren. Why don’t you begin if there are any questions

‘s you want to ask.

Senator NUNN. Well I have a flow of questions, it is awfully hard

i now to do that. But—— :

e ) : . . . " l?
+ Chair Boren. Do you want to begin and come back?
fg?r?;g;all\ITUNN._ Well T.am supposed to be at a meeting right now,

that is my problem. I.thought we were going to get started at 9:30

i : ’ le
as going to complete-my questions by 10:00. 'l ask a coupl
g’lfnéée‘:t?ongs, bngt I guess I'm goiing ~t{)-ha}?§ze to- come back. What is
’s intention about how long?, -
th(e:}?a};;ann;nanB%g; .Let me ask, Senator Bradley has additional
ions for probably how long?
qugzgg?:r BII.?.E.DLEY. Well, it depends on the answers. ]
Chairman BozeN. Well ¢an y%g ggrg,Jus; Jll?:t a rough estimate.
: : v. Not more than 20 minutes.
girggﬁnﬁggm Alright. Senator DeConcini? About another 20
minutes. Senator Metzenbaum? Any additional questions.Senator
tzenbaum? So 40 minutes maybe. L o
Mgezggtor WARNER. I don’t know of any on this side. " 1
Senator Rupman. If I have any at all, Mr. C}}aeran, they wou
) 5 minutes. | L o
beé;;)ajn;g:nt%%nmm I have probably 10 or 15 minutes of adqltxonal
i be an hour or more. -
?‘ngﬂgﬁfé %)Elgggmm. Mr. Chairman, are we going to have a closed
essi ith Mr. Gates? " : .
sescsli(;grigllgg %:)REN. Yes, we will. So I would say an hour or mdc;ie.
:Senator Nunn. My problem ‘is, Senator ‘Bradley said depenmng‘
on the answers and I've got a conferengeii an;llrthere is no telling
¢ it is-going to last 15 minutes or 3 hours. e o
W}éitr}xl:goit gnﬁ%m%z. ‘Well, I have flexibility. I would be glad to ac-

commodate you.
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Senator Nunn. I will go ahead and get started for about 8 or 4 o
5 minutes here and see where we go—— :

Chairman BoreN. And come back when you can.

Senator NUNN. I will have to ask the Chairman to hold it open
because I really want to—— . ’

Chairman Boren. I will certainly hold it open. :

We will be continuing in closed session, so if the Senator wants

to go ahead and address those questions, I am sure we will still be
in closed session-through much of the afternoon.

Senator Nun~. Okay. : :

Mr. Gates, just to refresh my recollection, would you give ug
what you have been doing from 1980 to 1992, just your job posi-
tions, because I get confused about the various periods of time, and
I think some of the questions are posed as if you have run the
whole Agency for the last 12 years. I know you were in different
positions. So before I get started with my questions, how about just
refreshing my recollection on that? -

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT GATES, NOMINEE TO BE DIRECTOR OF
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE—Resumed ’

Mr. Gates. From January 1980 until October 1980 I was Execu-
tive Assistant to Admiral Turner, the Director.-.-

In October 1980, I became the National Intelligence Officer for
gléngowgt Union and remained in that job I think until March of

I then became Chief of the Executive Staff for Mr. Casey and Ad-
miral Inman, and ended. up doing several jobs at the same time
during the remainder of 1981. I also re-took my job as NIO for the
Soviet Union, and headed a Policy Planning Staff at the same time.
So there were 3 or 4 jobs at the same time. :

" In January 1982, I became Deputy Director for Intelligence.

In September 1983, I became Chairman of the National Intelli-
gence Council, coincident with remaining as DDI, Deputy Director
for Inteiligence. ’

I held those two positions until I was confirmed as Deputy Direc-
E’or of Central Intelligence I think on April 16 or 18th, 1986. Then

ecame——

Senator NunnN. December of 19867

Mr. Gares. April——

Senator Nuwn. April. . |

Mr. Garss. From,1986. ,

Remained as DDCI until I became Acting Director on the 15th of
December 1986 when Mr. Casey fell il

Remained Acting Director until the end of May 1987.

Then remained as Deputy Director under Director Webster until
i anrll.llary 1989. Actually I didn’t go off the Agency rolls until I think

pril. .

And then became Deputy National Security Advisor, which is
the position I currently hold.

Senator Nunn. In your speech of January Tth, 1982, and at that
stage you had just become DDI, is that right? .

Mr. GatEs. Yes,
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s Senator NUNN. You stated to the analysis and to the managens
ho were gathered on that date, quoting you, “While our list of
“successes is impressive, the list of our shortcornings, the events
- where we fell short, is in-some ways even more impressive. We

- failed adequately to predict the scope of Soviet strategic deploy-

_ments during the late 1960s-and early 1970s. We failed to antici-
»pate technological breakthroughs such as those that led to the de-
ployment of the ALPHA class submarine. We ‘missed ‘the revolu-
tion in Iran. We failed to-predict the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
.stan until they actually began their military preparations. We
failed over a number of years to identify for policymakers the mag-
nitude of Soviet efforts to acquire Western technology and the
nature of those efforts.. We failed to_anticipate the Egyptian deci-
sion to launch a war against Israel in 1973. We significantly mis-
judged the percentage of Soviet GNP allocated to defense. We have
repeatediy misread Cuba. We ignored Soviet interest in terrorism.
‘We have been far behind events in devoting resources to examining

- instability and insurgency, and that is 1ot an exhaustive list.”

Mr.. Gates, that sweeps from late-1960s all the way up to early

) 1980s with an astounding. numbes of what you pérceived to be, and
4 told your community were, intelligence failures. s

. Could..you fell us what your view is on intelligence failures,
shoricomings of the 1980s up fo the present time, and also any no-
table successes, if you.could just sort of do.that-in list form as-you
did here? , . A .

Mr. Gates. I think that among the failures-would be most recent-
1y the. failure to anticipate Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait.
It would be the Soviet recognition that they.could no.longer sustain
the level of defense spending that they had with the economic trou-
bles that they had. I think.that we did not anticipate—I am
stretching here—I think we did not anticipate the Israeli incursion
‘into Lebanon in 1982, : . .
" 1think some of our successes,; I think that the record on Eastern
Europe is good. There was an estimate done in 1984 that anticipat-
ed—that predicted major crisis in Eastern Europe by 1990. A 1987
Estimate that predicted that Czechoslovakia and Hungary would be
it crisis within 2-or 8 years.I think we did .a-pretty good job of
tracking Gorbachev’s reform measures and the problems in:those
reform measures. We did a-better job thaw I'rememberad yester-
day--I was doing to deal with this with Senator-Bradley—in look-
ing at some -of the alternative futures for the. Soviet Union in-the
event of major problems. I think they did a'good job of predicting a
crisis ‘this year in the Soviet Union. There is a very good memo
from April. C . "

I think another success—there are some shoricomings clearly in
performance on the Irag war—but I think that there -was-a very
good success’in the respect that they had a—the Intelligence Com-
munity had @ good fix on the ‘technological capabilities of Iraqi
weapons. I'think iritelligence did a remarkable job in tracking the
effectiveness of the sanctions and providing a basis for some 300
diplomatic demarches. - - 7 - D e

"“So just’ off thé top of my Head; those are some successes and fail-
ures that Ican think of. R -
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Senator NUNN. When i
: \ . you look at the central fail
}:1%211; lgﬁclg,kl{f you take your list as being accurate, ;rfgsiaﬁla ’
do a ! nd of historical analysis, up to the time of 1981_82Ven1;
aniln you look "at the criticisms of intelligence Senator Mojrnihand
ancé%rany others have had during the period of the 1980s, on ban
e 2 éAv;gSW%Iissizi':e% ?g_stle{p?ﬁaie iﬁltelﬁgen'ce agency?’ o Dals
Mz. . I think that the nation is, and I 14 give
you two reasons, The first is for the ve ot e A g
was créated. There still is a need to b e ot the Agency
under statutory authority, all of the i frmg e s, Place,
the elements of the gb%}elj'nment 4:111&1 ot v avatiable o all of
e e : he ( 5 that rem
the DCI did not have the kind of st athority e dogs o
ETa, Detng ohlo e penne of statutory authority he does at,
, ab] gether all of the informati 3
has, ‘and special programs and the Air Force and gggggggyli?:g‘

there would be no one place in’ the govermment where that could be

br%uhght’“togegher.
e second is, I still think that the nation i o
he second Is, 1 th is well
Ev%‘:?%hae cé?\i};ntgze;’]cl%sﬁe a'geng{l i;,:ha]i;1 puts tagether ii:r*vviiir };{"
_ s as opposed to having the Departm
Esfense d? tbaj:, and a civilian agency that cai evalui?é theeélf%‘ x
eness of diplomatic demarches rather than having the State Deg:

partment do that. I think that having an independent voice, ac-

knowledgingthat it’s ins an i
selévingﬁouxi\%:oli‘ _akxég;,:perfect, remains an important element in
enator NUNN. It seems to me after listening to thi i
?.nd gbstt(a)rvll)?gdgtcrgr ath:o years thit ﬁvhat We’veggot in Stl'fgsté?; %Bfr'
rvin mmon intelligence view, even with
notes—and I know you have footnot i i ot
—arn : : th certain oth i
certain times—but -the stru o produc T tellimanay
ertain . : ggle to produce a commo telligens
view with the kind of strong-willed, st i ople we have,
often brilliant - people, doing anal i ri)ng-mmded people e bare:
phen priliant people, g Iytical work, the managers who
‘ gs and their own analysis and fi i
seems that the kind of conflict we h Tt s o ety 1t
seems tha k ave seen that was very preva-
automatic? 1980’s and nfaybe before‘then to some extent is almost
Why is it necessarytocoméu' ith ‘ | intell
) ip with a common intellig iew?
R});jl;gtigsaar:; aan ﬁrtzgomn}ant view. gna a:second view i%gi?:ngfngiﬁé
a major issue ere is-a second view? Why squee
into ‘oné tube.in terms of a view? Wouldn* Y et reryhody
R s el vl P ouldn’t we be better served to
dissent, encourage .dissent %prcoac ond give beople every right to
g ey Qurage  disse t, n ourage- a second view, or even a
OnIet A Ay aﬁdaﬁi??akem tl;ose three views and say which
. It seems to-me-that we have got a built i kind i i
. & seems to ‘we ha 1 in of conflict that is.
'351 st g g <_afxp10de pericdically, no matter who the personalities
Mr. GaTes. Senator Nunn,, I couldn’ i L I
. r N s t -agree with
gg rglél:l iaff%rts I commissioned in the 1980’sg£vas an eg;rgixiotﬁh (})111159
boric y by t%e Senior Review.Panel of every major intelligence
fai ﬁ'aedg%na% t{iﬁz t_c;; the 1950’s. Alnd the one common thread they
1 was. that it was a single outcome forecast.. Eve
%?:eﬁaz;ti nt’lgehga&.n;e c\{ql:::* m}{lzo thfca;: narrow tube that fjroﬁ ]fl‘;esgibl?eddy
i e ) ce here to get much into de ne. of
the other notions that I have in terms of wherlg ft%ﬁhcﬁﬁgﬁig

d, yoy
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sérder’ if 1 were-to be confirmed.:But- the first thing on'the list
eyond the ones that I described in my opening statement would be
1o look at the estimative process, because it takes too long to put
thein together; too many policyiakers regard what they get as oat-
fiseal, " and “the -opportunity to sharpen the issues and {o expose
yhein to' the conflict that always axists in the Tntelligence Commu-
“ity -on these'important issues T think 'has beén missed. And I -
hink thiat ‘we need a fundamiental look at the’way these estimates
ie done ahd maybé even some structural change in the way they
'aye done and frankly, that is fairly high on’ my list for the very
isasons that you have described., " = "~ S )
‘Genator Nun~N.=Well, I certainly ‘would be interested in seeing
hat pursued. I just believe that “what we have here—maybe’ this is
6t the right analogy; but what e have here seems to be the way
the -Joint Chiefs operated for- years ‘and years, although in your
“community you have got a lot ‘more than four péople involved.
4" You've got miahy different speople. But -the -Joint Chiefs, for years,
q{° until we basicaily had the change—the Congressionally directed
.- ‘change—operated on the common denominator principle. They felt
. like'they had to get together, whatever their different views wetre,
* and present one view o the President. And the result-of that was
1 " months and months of delay, the lack of being able to_get a view
{1+ for timely consideration by the President and other policymakers,
“inclading *those on Capitol- Hill, and a watered-down kind of
coramon-dénominator apptoach-that really didn’t ‘help policymak-
ofs very mch. -~ - et ) : oo
" That's fundanientally changed now, with ore person being the
n, with every member of the Joint Chiefs being

4: principle spokesma r >
“able to give a view: 1 hope they assert themselves and will do that,

because they have that right under the law. We do not try to seek
an absolute corigensus. So I-hope you will take a-1ook at-that.
" Let me ask’a question~about” some -of the-details here, without
getting into what you did; Because that's something-1 hope the staff
“will be able to analyze. We have all sorts of conflicts on the issue of
Iran, includihg asséssrhents:of Tran. and, of ‘what the Soviet Union
may or may not have'been designing towaid Iran'in the "84 "85, ’86
fime frame, what Iranian terrorist activity was, all of "which was
very much a-part of the arms Sale ihitiative by President-Reagan
and the Adininistration.” <~ S P :
Without getting into"your activities—and this is not directed to
your persondl conduct—do you believe that President Reagan was
misled by intelligence in 1935 and 1986 on the assessment of what
was occurring in Iran and on the assesément of desirability of U.S.
arms'gales? F T Lo 5 -
. Mz, GaTes.' I do not believe he was ‘misled by CIA intelligence,
Senator Nunn. I:think that iﬁformationlWa"s"pfovided_my person-
al opinion ‘is that information was provided through a channel of
another country tg which the - White Housé paid more attention
thdn it did to American intelligence during that period. ~ - '
Senator NUNN. So“you don’t believe there was even inadvertent
mislead?ing’bf-‘blie President by the CIA or by the Intelligence Com-
munity? " . S o
% Mr. Garss. Well' we could have—we clearly erred in the: May

1085 assessment in saying that the Soviets—in our characterization
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of the degree of instability in Iran. But I guess what I'm' trvine «
say-is 1f he was, misled, it was because wiuwere' in.'erﬁr?mgﬁtq
calslze v:g w&re try%gl;to énlslead., : e
nator NUNN. The Congressional Report on Iran/ .
the following, and I think several of ug were rﬁemb(&)a(;?hc:)? ?;}al by
group that found.this—1I don’t know of any dissent on this 17”"i11'djnat
maybe someone-else would know, but 1 don’t recall any—”-quo{-,g’
‘The democratic processes are subverted when intelligence is mg’
nipulated to affect decisions by elected officials and the public Th%-
dcanger is magnified when.a Director of Central“Intelligencé 111{1:
asey becomes a single minded advocate of policy. Although
]ieputy Director of Central Intelligence John McMahon testiﬁ%d
Ehag %q such intelligence manipulation took place, there is evidence
th 181._ irector Casey misrepresented or selectively used available jn.
5 _1§<~:ﬁce ‘to support the policy he was promoting, particularly. in
¢ I;e:-ﬁ"an‘l&_rqﬁpgg. I\’/J!lerepresentatmn of intelligence also occurred in
ﬁnl\c}[i;:tg? initiative,” end quote. _D=o you agree or disagree with that
. GaTes. Mr. Casey would often. have his own vi
would express at NSC meetings. Sometimes he .would esmﬁelaa?:hgﬁ
Eﬁi{;rﬁge welxét down there and sometimes he wouldn’t. So the idea
that he wou glfre his own view at that table I think is probably
‘Where we had an-opportunity:to review what he was goi
say, there were often cianges made in an effort to ensure %ﬁlaggtﬁg
tle;stnélony reflected what the analysts believed. I don’t really know
thg egree tf)-whlch‘ he: ‘the_,n followed that script. But I know
enator NunnN, In other " i
doﬁt kcI}IOW W%happened?words, when he was on his own you
r. GATES, t's right, sir. I know that Secretary Shultz st
Iy believed that Casey’s representation of hi tews distorted
sogze 0)153' theN informgtign thag; was availab?g.hls own views distorted
enator NUNN. Do you believe that that Congressional Findi
based on- what you know, your personal view, w:fsr accura%eli;ls'lgr?;%:
curate in general? Do you believe that misrepresentation of intelli-
gence.occurred in the Iranian initiative? o u
.- Mr. Gargs. Well again, ] think that the record of the published
intelligence reflects no intentional misleading. I just am not cer-
tain what Mr. Casey-may have said in private to President Reagan
or Sson;% of. 1‘&%19 oth% slcizrlnpr people in the Administration.
- oenator NUNN. Well let me just read you a couple of
Secretary Shultz in his Iran/Contra tesytimony, ;f;ge 2&u§§i£:rmy
Shultz said: “There were two things that T objected to. One was the
intelligence analysis that was stated in it,” this is NSDD. I'll back
up. This is the question by Mr. Belnick. “Your comments on that
draft, NSDD appear at tab 7, June 19, 1985 and in those comments
you objected certainly to that portion of the proposed NSDD that
dealt with loosening the restriction on arms sales to Iran and you
recommended the President not sign the NSDD as drafted. As I
take it, as far as you know, that NSDD was not signed by the Presi-
dent? Am T correct?* “That is correct,” Secretary Shultz said.
Sh‘u’.ltz goes on to say there were two things that I objected to
and I'm quoting him, “one was the intelligence analysis that was

&
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tated in it because I thought that they were not reading the Iran
uation right and the.other was the suggestion. that basically
ed " from’ the infelligente estimate that, it was desirable to -
ge our policy on arms sales. So.the two things were connect-
¥ end quote. : o L .o

yw let me read anothér'Shultz quote. Sectetary Shultz—this' is
4hé same questioning by Mr. Belnick: “I devéloped a. very. clear
inion that the President was not being given accurate informa-
T was very alarmed about it, it became the preoccupying thing
at T was working on through this period. And I felt it. was tre-
dously important for thé President to get accurate information
e could sée and make a judgment.” He goes on' to say, “His
dgiment i exeellent when he is given the right information and
i-was not being ‘given the right information. And I felt that as
went on that the people who were giving him that information
eré, ini ‘2 sense, had I think—1I had even used the word with some
fny advisors, they had a conflict of interest with the President
and they were trying to use his undoubted skill§ as a communica-
ior to have to give a-.speech'and give a press conference and say
those things and in doing so he would bail them out. At least that’s
the way it was. I don’t want 0 try- to attribute motives to other
people, although I realize,I have but that's the way it shaped up.to
e. So I wag in a-battle to try to gef what I saw as the facts to the
President and.see that hé understood them.” ol
. He went on"fo say, on page 41, Mt. Belnick says,; *Mr. Secretary,
in that battle royal to"gét out the facts which you waged, which the

. record reflects that you waged, who was on other side?”

Secretary Shultz says “Well, I can’t say: for sure. I feel that Ad-

7 imiral Poindexter was ¢ertainly on the other side. I felt that Direc-
“ tor Cdsey was-on the other side of it and I don’t know who else but
{7 they were the principals.” . L . h

7 " Going on, he says, Secretary.Shultz says in"the Same series of
{: quebtions: “Yes, I think it ‘'was my—one of my regular meetings
{ - and 1 used
1- theeting thé President said t6 me you atre telling me things that I

‘the meeting to focus on this.and I think it was at that

don’t know, that are news to me. And I remémber saying, well Mr.

i: President, I don’t know ‘very much but ‘if Tm telling you things
that are news to you then you are not being given the kind of flow

of information that you deserve to be given or. something like
that.”‘ - a\: . B - : . 1 - , R 2 h, .

Secretary Shultz went on to say: “So’we—and then there were
things that were said that I was' very concerned “about. He was

i. being given information that suggested that Iran was no longer

practicing terrorism. That was wrong. And I don’t know of various

{ - other things,-but the gist of it was that there were things that ‘he’d

been given as information from the people who were briefing him
and providing him with informiation in the press conference pre-
paratory sessions that were not, i my view, correct. And I donit
think the people doing that wete seérving the President. In fa¢t
they weren’t serving the President and 1 was trying to get that
point across as strong a way as I could with not just listing the ar-
guments but saying look you have got to have the facts.” o

And this is another quote from Secretary Shultz. “I'mean the

battle to get the intelligence separated from policy and cbntrfil over
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policy was very much in play and the Director of Central Intehy:
gence wanted to keep himself very heavily involved in this police
which he’d been involyed in apparently all along. That's what j

meant. That's what it meant to me.”
I could go on about it but I know my time is running out. But |

would come back on this. Here you had a Secretary of State, one of ‘

thee principal customers of intelligence that basically was having o
fight against what he believed to be the Central Intelligence

" Agency or the intelligence product going fo the President. Now yoy

were, 1n that period of time, either head of DDI or Deputy, and vet
you say that you don’t believe the President was being risled. And
yet the Iran/Contra Conimittee found that the President was being
misled and people who worked for you believe that the President
was being misled. So you're sandwiched all around. The Setretary
of State, the findings of the Committee later on which was after
the fact, but during that time your own people felt that the Pregi-
dent was being misled. You did not. Is that correct?

Mr. GaTes. Senator, two points. First of all thére is no secrét that
Mr. Casey and Secretary Shultz disliked each other intensely. In
fact, I think during that fall period in 1986, that Mr. Casey even
tried to get the Secretary of State fired. ' .

Second, it’s also I think no secret that Mr. Casey did not draw as
bright a linre as he shouid havé in terms of this own role between
providing intelligence and trying to influence the policies. = .

. Senator NUNN. On that one, Mr. Gates, did ydu ever go and tel]
the President that. Watch out for Mr. Casey becauise—as you said
yesterday—we Hhave to pull him back all’ the time. Mr, Whipple
said he had to stay over here and correct after he got through festi-
fying. You were there with him for six years in one position or an-

" other. Did you ever go tell the President, watch out, the bosg

means well but he goes too far and he misstates things and he mis-
1zs-ic,;;:t_x"(?esez1‘1:5 things and he distorts the record. Did you ever tell him
at? - S LT ‘ .
Mr. Garrs. No sir, and T don’t think either one of my predeces-
sots did either. But the point I was—— i T
Senator Nunn. Should you' have, looking back at it, gone to
President Reagan in_this {ime frame to warht that he'd bettér be
cautious? , : e . '
" Mr: Gares.. What 1 felt was iniportant was ensuring that the
President’s Daily Brief that went to the President every day and
that the intelligence’ that was published by the’community and by
CIA that went to the National Security Council staff, to Admiral
Poindexter, to Secretary Shultz, presented as honest and forthright
an account, of what was actually going on as we possibly could. And
I think that record stands up well."And I cited some of 1t yesterday.
“And 1 think that there is—I know that some of the peoplé in the
Agency believed that thére was some kind of .a separate channel
there but the people who are accused of having been that outside
channel, I refer to you the sworn statement that Mr. Allen submit-
ted vesterday, in which he said he did not do that, and to what I
gaid yesterday about Mr. Cave not only having not written some-
thing for the PDB but having not gone down and given any brief-
ings to the NSC except on the one occasion 'of the 25th of Novem-
ber 1986. And therefore arguing that there was no outside channel
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vhat respect. So I think that. those of us who were in. charge of
i nalytical product were working very bard to ensure that the
t judgments that we could make Were in the hands of the policy-
{mkers. = . n o . S Ce
%?miv’, if Secretary Shultz felt that the President was being misin-
ed, thit the information was not getting through to him;, tradi-
4ally the funne] for intelligence information going. to the Presi-
+ has been the Natidial Security Advisor,.and at that timé that
Mr. McFarlatie ‘and- then ‘Admiral Poindexter! Those are the
tlemen who convey beyond thé President’s Daily Brief any
or intélligence going to the President and that’s where the re-
nsibility would lie if that channel of accurate information was

g-cut off. ~ A o o
‘. Senator Nunn. Did you ever express concern to Mr. Casey him-
<elf that he should be careful about what he was saying on this
ject? ¢ S L TR
Jf’."GATﬁS. I talked to Mr: Casey on several occasions-about er-
ing -that the views of the abalysts get repréesented when' he
1d go do his briefings at National Security Council meetings.
Qanator NUNN. In retrospect, does it seem cr_g’edfble-to you, when
‘you listen to Secretary Shultz’ testimony that Director Casey’s well
‘kmown'’ views'of Soviet involvement in the Third World, his.well
‘known views on the questions xelating to Iran and so-forth, plus
your understandable desire to assist Mr, Casey, do you believe that
4 Jooking back on it, the combination of his-strongly held views, the
17 fact that you basically had to hold him back on-a number of occa-
1" sions as you.said, the fact that people.in your office such as Mr.
1 Whipple, who-said in the New York Times that he had to come
i over and correct the record. after Mr: Casey got through testifying
1 because so many things had been- erroneously stated, do you think
{~ in:light of all that that basically it's understandable that thereis a
] strong perception of politicization: in the Intelligence Community
‘to%zi' GaTEs. Senator, Pm.not sure how strong that perception 1s.
_Senator NuNN. Well, without debating that, would you say that
there are a number of people who would have reason to believe
that there was a great deal.of policy driving sthe preduct in the
‘Ph" ’ H " ° - » N - - . "
1.918\/F[)I§.-:GATE81\I think that Mr. Casey’s strong views and-his inclina-
- fion to involve himself in policies, yes, did -contribute to that.im-
??%iigildm Nunn. Given the background and the record, Mr.
Gates—and, I'll close my questioning here, although I would like to
roserve some time at the end—given that background and the
record and so forth, do yoxéll'ﬁ?lieve that you are the best person fo
+ that perception at 7, . e ,
corﬁictézgisp I béﬁieve, that I can, Senator Nunn. I think that my
peiformance .as Acting Director and my time as Deputy Director
under ‘Judge Webster, the care and courage .of the product that we
jssued during the time’l was Deputy Director. for Intelligence, the
degree to which when 1 was in positions of :gsﬂpgnmbﬂlty in: the In-
telligence Coinmunity and would brief either at the NSC or here on
the Hill: T would eonfine myself to intélligenté issues and what, the
intelligence said, and I believe I was very careful about differenti-
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ating what the analyst believed and when I was giving my persona]
opinion. I think that plus the views of the analysts in.terms of the
changes in process that we made when Judge Webster arrived and
the kinds of measures that I described yesterday in my opening
statement to try and reinforce some of the messages we want to
send, I think all of that combined with the knowledge of the ang.
lysts in terms of their morale and so on, that the relationship with
the President and with the Congress and so forth is such that they
would feel that their products are going to be more relevant, more
used, more involved in helping policymakers make.up their minds,
So I think that for all of those reasons, that the President cer.
tainly feels that I'm the best person to lead that change, and I be.
lieve frankly that I am, too. ,
Senator NunN. Thank you. : ,
Senator RupmaN. Before the Senator from Georgia leaves, could
he. yield to me for just thirty seconds because it’s a very interesting
line of questioning, but just one comment I'd like to address to him.
Senator NUNN..I'd be glad to try and listen as I'm walking out
the door because but.I've got a bunch of mad conferees over there.

- Senator Cohen’s supposed to be there himself.

Senator Rubman. I'd_just like to point out to Senator Nunn a
very interesting line of questioning, that all of Secretary Shulty
comments-—if you go back and look at the record—were not relat-
ing at all to National Intelligence Estimates out of the CIA. :

They were all related, and I will give the Senator the cite, to the
National Security Council Directives, NSDDs. And the Committee
found that it was atrocious misrepresentation to the President of
the United States by the National Security Council, headed by
then-Admiral Poindexter, of what the real facts were. And I don't
know what relation this witness had with that. ’'m going to ask
him, but it’s interesting that the Senator is absolutely correct on
his characterization and in fact we all agreed—the minority who
had their own report as you recall, I joined the majority report—
the section the Senator read was absolutely agreed fo by everyone
as to the Presiderit being badly served. ‘

But in fact it was the National Security Decision Directives that

‘were the distortions. I have never seen the wording of some of

those which we wanted to see. But what Mr. Casey said within
those Council meetings and what misrepresentation was made, we
will never know because they've never been unclassified. But I just
wanted to make the point. I don’t know what Mr. Gates' connec-
tion is to that. I have no idea. But that's what Mr. Shultzis refer-
ring to. : -

Senator NunN. I could just only say in response to that on page
48 and I read—I probably didn’t read as much as'the Senator did
on all of this—but I read all of this Shultz testimony and it’s clear
in here that he’s talking ‘about Mr. Casey all the way through. And
on page 48, in quotes that I' did 'not he said, quote, “I meant that
the battle to get irtelligence separated from .policy and control over
the policy was very much in play and the Director of Central Intel-
ligence wanted to keep himself very heavily involved in this policy
which  he’d ‘been involved in apparently along. "That's what it

meant. That's what it meant to me.”
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He goes over on page 57 and he says, quote,. “So. these are some
of my reflections, intelligence separated from policy. Leét the ac-
countable people run things. Be sure.the accountable people are
tied to the President.” He goes on to say on page ‘53, “But I think
it’s a very profound thing and is very éasy to slip and I hate to say
it, but I believe one of the reasons the President was given what I
regard as wrong information, for example, about Iran and terror-
ism-was -that the Agency or the pevple in the CIA were too in-
volved in this. So that is one péint and I felt it very'clear in' my
niind about this point and I know that long before this all emerged,
Had come to have grave doubts, great doubts rather, sbout the ob-
jectivity and reliability of some of the intelligence I was getting be-
cause I had a sense of this. So that is the point.” So he was making

47 a pretty broad sweep as I see it. But' I appreciate the Senators
e point. . ) : : .

+ Chairman BoreN. Senator DeConcini is next. Senator DeConcini,

i Senator Warner said he has to go.to the same conference. Could he_
“ask one question before you commence? . . . . )
17 .Senator DEConcint. Tl be glad t6-yield to the Senator from Vir-

1 - gthia for as long a time as he wants. - = -

Senator WARNER. Thank you.-I just have two quick follow . up.,

{1 - questions. I have to join the same conference as Senator Nunn. The
{ . roleof a.Deputy is to try and support his-boss and not end-run
1 him. In this instancé there were many times that you went to
‘Casey and expressed your own views which were strongly divergent

from his. And let’s just take a tough example, and that’s the arms

- sale to Iran. How did. you treat that subject in your private counsel

with your boss? -

{ . . Mr. Garss. Both Mr. McMahon and I had objected to it.
1 . Senator WarneR. And you told him on more than.one occasion

.-your objections to it?

. Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir, : ) ) )
“Senator WarNER. Your expertise is in the.area of Soviet affairs.

" From the period of the early beginnings of glasnost and perestroika -

on through the coup, we've seen ‘your work product, to a large
extent here in the records of the Committee, but will you tell us
your own thought processes? The extent to which you were. able to
forsee,the events as they occurred and in some instances that you.
were not able to forsee those events? . : g

' Mr. GaTss. I think two errors in analysis that I made during that’
period were first, I did not believe Gorbachev would go as far as he
ended up going under pressure in terms of political democracy.
And second, I did not believe that he would so easily let go of East:
Germany. Those are two areas that I can think of.- -

. »On what I believe is the broader-point I believed from fairly

early,on ‘that his' effort to try and.make a gradual shift from a

. Communist totalitarian system to.something else, whick was never
4 . quite .clearly ‘defined, in destroying the old-system. would bring
.about a tremefnidous crisis and that there would be—that a huge

power struggle had been ufidertzken. And that the economic

J  refdrm, program in-particular was doomed to fail. .

q " T used.the expression at one time that his approach to it was like
1 a gradual transition from driving on one side of the road to driving
{ - on the other. And that-the consequences would be similar. That it
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couldn’t be done that way. And therefore something had to g
And that the only way that the system could be chaﬁged woul%}n‘;e'
through a revolution in which things really all changed at oncee
And if fact that’s what happened after August 19th and the at.
tempted coup.

. But I basically felt that his reform effort was doomed to fail par-
ticularly in the economic arena because it was so contradictory ang
so flawed. And I think on that score, and the fact that it also hag
political ramifications and that he had not weakened the instry.
z?lents of repression, were all significant flaws in his approach tp
change. o

Senator WARNER. I thank the gentleman. - o

Chairman BoreN. I've consulted- with Senator DeConcini and
Senator Bradley who have follow-ups in this round. They're will-
ing, Senator. IYAmato, if you wish, for you to proceed now with
your opening round. Then we will proceed with Senator DeConcini
followed by Senator Bradley. .

Senator D’AmaTo. I thank the Chair and my colleagues. My
Gates, I have a statement from Elizabeth T. Seeger which was sub-
mitted to this Committee and sworn to. Who is Elizabeth T
Seeper? - ) '

. Mr. Gares. She was the author of the—the primary author, I be-
lieve, of the paper on the attempted assassination of the Pope.

. Senator D’Amaro. I'd like to take time to share with the Corm-

mittee and more importantly with the media and the public this:

statement. There are two pages but it is rather cogent because ‘it
seems to me that it goes to the very credibility of another witness
who testified with & great deal of credibility having been given to
him, who testified with seeming precision and accuracy. It would
seem that his testimony is at great variance with the testimony of
the person who was primarily responsible for the Papal Assassina-
tion Report of 1985. As I've indicated, this statement was sworn to
by Elizabeth T. Seeger, on October 3, 1991.

1 believe I am uniquely qualified.to comment on charges that Mr. Robert Gates
politicized intelligence during his tenure as CIA’s DDI. T was the principal author of
the 1985 Intelligence Assessment on the ‘question of Soviet involvement in the at-
tempt to assassinate the Pope. Unlike Mr. Mel Goodman, who addressed the Com-
mittee on this issue, T have first-hand knowledge of the research and production of
this assessment. In addtion, I am now a private citizen, having resigned from the
Agency earlier this year to be homemaker. I therefore have no vested interest in,
providing this written statement. The assertions of manipulation by Mr. Goodman
or others regarding this case are both without foundation and personally insulting
to me. I therefore wish to set the record straight, based on my unique vantage point.
Mr. Gates never attempted to manipulate me, or my analysis on the Papal case. He
never told me what or how to investigate the case, nor did he tell me what to write
or what conclusion to reach. He never expressed or even hinted at his own personal
view on the question of the alleged Soviet involvement, frequently characterizing
himself as agnostic about the case. According te all the evidence Available to me,
Mr. Ga};es never engaged in any type of manipulation or politicization of this issue.
His attitude affirmed my sense that I was a free agent as I went about the task of
ex&mn}}m%e:hg_ crlnult;t:{:lde of information on this case. '

r. Ga id not direct me to find “smoking gun” of the Soviet involvement in
the Papal attack. I tested the hypotheses of the Soviet complicity and presented the
results in the study. The final report was'a thorough and honest treatment of the
subject. Indeed, even critics agreed it was well done and comprehensive.

I wrote the. assessment with contributions from two SOVA analysts and having
examined all of the available evidence and leaving requirements on the DO for addi-
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fional information on the case. In the paper, reporting was carefully used and DO

mijdelines were strictly adbered to in characterizing DO sources reliability.

bl

~;pressed any hesitation in the use of its sources. I can recall instances when Mr.

Gates made specific efforts to insure that the apalysis wags not misrepresented in
Yany way. Prior to the publication of the paper, for example, an individual on the
sevenith floor urged that the paper’s title be altered to strengthen the link between
sthe assassination attempt and the Kremlin. Mr. Gates refused to change it. .z

» Is that true? Do yod recall somieone suggesting that the title be
thanged to strengthén it ‘and that you refused to do that? -
Mr. Gartgs. No sir, I didn’t specifically. . _

Senator D"AnaTo. You did not specifically. _

Mr. Gares. I do not specifically remember it. No. - |, -

Senator D’Amato. Okay. “He clearly did not want the title to go
seyond what the paper could honestly say.” How would you brand
Mrs. Seeger's—how would you characterize it, do you recall any.
discussion about changing the title of the paper?

Mr. GATES. No sir, I don’t. . '

& Senator D’AmaTo. By the way I think that’s refreshingly honest,
“because if you said that you can recall that you did hear someone
“attemnpt to strengthen the title, the author of the paper indicates

p: A

Y
o

would be an edsy, positive thirig to claim credit for.

7.+ He did not want to misrepresent the conclusions, of the assessment, Mr. Gates-fur-
~ ther attempted to insure-the-quality and objectivity of the research and the analysis
» by periodically requiring internal ¢ritique of the work pertaining to the case. I.c¢an
+ recall three such critiques having been done. - . * - N B 5
¢ “Assertions by-Mr. Goodman to the-contrary, the study was not prepared secretly.
.. No relevant office or analysts were excluded from participating in the examination
of the case or in the production of the final report. Some self-screening may well
""have occurred by individuals who considered the case to be of historical interest be-
* cause the events had occurred some years earlier. But not of intelligence value. It
" was not a “hot”, current intellizence topic, and consequently, not of great interest
+ to many of my colleagues who perform the dynamisms of current intelligence.

i g

cerns about source sensitivity. But also because of concerns that. the US not be seen
» a5 interfering in matters under consideration by the Italian judiciary. Nevertheless,

standard Agency procedures were followed-in producing the paper and all of the ap-
_propriate DI offices signed off on it, including SOVA and the DO.” : :

" She concludes:

- "Pd like to conclude with my personal impressiens of Mr. Gates based on my expe-
rience with the Papal case.” And I think it’s important. So much has been raised
, about the politicization of the Papal Case and here is the very author going through
' it in extreme detail to talk about the objectivity which Mr. Gates attempted to bring
“about. © ' - <o - : o
He's an innovative leader, & brilliant intelligence officer; a serious individual who
is a quick study and seeks credible intelligence analysis and a person w,lt}}~a razor
sharp sense of the relationships of intelligence to policymaking. He's been attacked
unfairly withiregard to this case. I'can state this unequivdéally because I'was the
Agency’s key persen on the FPapal.case for years and was in_a positicn to know
. whether ‘manipulation or-politicization of intelligence occurred. l\_Teﬂiher did.
.Based on my ex¥perience, I ean think of ne individual more highly qualified than
Mr., Gates to lead the U.S. Intelligence Community intc the next ceritury. And I

“swear‘to the accuracy of this statement. Elizabeth T, Seeger.

- ports of 1983 did you have? .
. Mr. Gates. Only in reviewing the draft. - - i
" .+ Senator D'AmATo. What did you think of the 83 draft? |
Mr. Gates. I signed off-on it and approved it for publication.

n contrast ‘to Mr. Goodman’s recent statement on this subject, the DO never ex- -

sthere were those who wanted to and you &aid you would not, it.

* “We were discreet in preparing this study, principally in deference to DO con- '

Let me ask you what involvement in the Papal. Assassination ré—;,
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Senator D'Amaro. What do you think of the 1983 draft at this
%;i‘?t in time in terms of its accuracy, its reliability, its dependabi.
ity? : .

- Mr. Garzs. I think that the 1983 paper and the 1985 are boty
flawed in that they did not comprehensively address some of the
alternative scenarios. The 1983 paper came down very conclusively,
or fairly conclusively on the nofion that neither the Bulgarians nor
the Soviets had had anything to do with the case. .

The 1985 paper weighed the new evidence and came down more
on the side of the Soviets. But neither one fully explored the alter.
natives and I think that was a flaw in both.

Senator D’AmMaro. Let me ask you, do you know Kay Oliver.

Mr. GaTES. Yes sir. e
o Senator D’Amato. What is Kay Oliver’s position at the present

ime. ;

Mr. Garss. I know only that she is an analyst at CIA. _

Senator I’Anmato. She’s Chief of the Counterintelligence Analy-
sis? Do you know that to be the case? .

Mr. Gartes. I just haven't kept track sir. |

Senator I’Amaro. I have a very comprehensive statement of Kay
Oliver who also worked on the '85 report. Let me just read part of
it

Let me-briefly state my credentials in keeping with practices of others not well
known to the Committee whe have given testimony. I have a PhD in Russian Histo-
ry from Indiana University, and like Mel Goodman, have many years of experience,
13 working at CIA as an analyst and supervisor of the analysis in the Soviet area. 1
am a member of the Senior Intelligence Service. My current position is Chief of
Counterintelligence Analysis.

It goes on to talk about various. areas—and I am not going to
read all of it, She raises the question which I think is important to
the Committee, and to the public. What is politicization? What is
it? _ ‘

Now I would like to turn to some of the broader implications of Mr. Goodman's
charges. Members of the Committee may wonder why he chose to offer such an
elaborate, five item definition of politicization. Common sense would suggest a sim-
pler definition, namely the deliberate suppression or distortion of intelligence infor-
mation and assessments to serve some policy agenda. Such a definition includes not
only along these lines by top CIA managers, but also by mid-level managers -and
analysts, who-may sometimes be tempted to lean on one side or another to counter

perceived policy errors of the Administration or intelligence assessments from other.

quarters.

While Mel's five criteria of politicization are unobjectionable, taken literally in
the real world conflicts, they may beg séme big questions and provide the rationalé
for a narrow, intolerant, proprietary approach fo intelligence analysis.

She goes on: _ ,

Intolerance of diversity of work. I worked with Mel Goodman for many years. |
know him to be'a serious student of Soviet affairs and a very engaging person in
some settings. But I aiso know that Mel shows a different side.in dealing with sub-
stantive conflicts on the job. Nothing is more poisonous to the atmosphere at the
CIA, more destructive to the process of debating issues on the merits than the
casual accusing colleagues of conspiring in or being duped into politicizing intelli-
gence. It is important that our substantiative discussions take place with an under-
standing that honest people can disagree and the realization that few of this side of
Heaven had a monopoly on truth. Unless theses basic ground rules of civilized dis-
course are accepied, substantive conflicts can easily escalate into ad homonim at-
tacks on the character and competence on those who find themselves on the wrong
side of the issues. o

The comments Mel has made to this.committee on the 1985 Papal paper are a
case in point. The Cowey Report produced by the panel at the CIA that reviewed
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e agencies track record in dealing with the Papal assagsination attempt found the
5 papet to be, by any standard, an impressive worl. -Bit Mel found the paper not
imply one with which he disagreed, but one that was abominable, ‘absurd #nd ten-
entipus, written by authors whom he strongiy sugpested were lacking in intellectu~
a};}integrity and inclined to.pander. L - .

et me go on.-In‘paragraph 19, she-says: "
1 believe that the tendéncy for so long to'dismiss without comprehensive examina-
brr the notion of Soviet involvement also reflected a fundamental flaw in analyti-

approach. For many years, analysts of-the Soviet forsign policy shop at the CL&
ere;dominated by & school of thought that-focused almost exclusively on Soviet re-
tions with other countries at the, level of diplomacy and military support, and
eated dismissively that impoertant stratum of Soviet Foreign policy behavior or-
estrated’ by the Central Committee’s International. Department and the KGB.
jese institutions, of course, attempted to influence foreign policy developments

; th:mugh espionage, propaganda, influence-operations, active measures, -clandestine

; gepport for political-violence, and assistance to various groups working to undermine
" yovernments unfriendly to the IFSSR. | :

"7 A certain intellectual fastidiousness was at work at the CIA’s Soviét Foreign

4 “flolicy Shép reflected in a feeling ‘among some arialysts that“delving into the seamy
1 ‘#dide of the Soviet beliavior was somehow in bad taste. There was general reluctarice

“o.mionitor clesely the covert instruments used to advance Soviet global objective in-
“gtruments that only now are being fundamentally reformed. Mel Goodman, as much
. 45 anyone, personified this approach, in analyzing Soviet foreign policy, an approach
{thgtI believe tl'gat Bob _Ggaf_.e§ rightly ought tqf)brpﬂden. ‘ . B - )
“.Let me ask you, were you responsible for asking for a review of
‘the 185 and '83 reports? . .~ - . - :

o Mr.-GaTes, Yessir. . TR o

- Senator D’AmaTo. Why did yoi ask for .a review? If mdeed~yo_u
‘had politicized the 85 report, it-would seem to this Senator that-it
would be highly unlikely that, having achieved whatever result you
wanted’ that you -would- have ordered these. reviews: I find the
‘author herself and a supervisor's statements that flatly contradict
those .that were given. wide publicity -and wide veracity in” Mr.
Goodman's charges. They say'it did not-happen;-that you certainly
did not engage in politicization and that if anything: you indicated
repeatedly that you took an agnostic view -of this and said let it fall
out where it is. How i$ it then that you -camie to order the '85
review? © - o - -

¥ Mr. Gates. T-don’t remember exactly what prompted me to order
the review, except the general sense that we had not done a good
job in Iooking at the overall Papal assassination atterupt. I think I
probably had had some people come to me-and express concern
about the paper. I think I had also asked Mr. MacEachin to have
Mr. Hibbets, who's statement was read yesterday, write an att?ck
on the paper from the standpoint of those who believed-the Soviets
weren't involved, and I think it was in the wake of perhaps seeing
My, Hibbets® paper atid perhaps comnments that others had made to

e iri my ‘own toncerns about the overall thing——

% Senator D'Amarto. Well, let 'me sdy this to you Mr. Gates. It
Seems 'to me that it's ineredible to believe that you should be ac-
cused of politicizing the "85 report when you indeed are the very
person who brought about an_analysis of the report that if any-
thing brought up some of its deficiencies. I find it hard, to believe
that people can support that theory. It is absolutely. not supported
by fdet, it i not supported by your actions, it is not supported by
zth,e people who wrote the report, and to give Goodman any cre@1t
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whatsoever as it relates to his statements just flies in the face of
fact and reason and logic. It is just not there.

By the way, I think the 83 report was a travesty. And T think
the Agency was more inclined not to be seen as meddling in ang
the investigation that the Italians were conducting, and for what.
ever reason, they fook.a very back-off stance. And we go back oy
that. Agents that I met in the field back in '82 and ’83 would have
led you to believe there was no atternpted assassination of the
Pope. And to actually believe ‘that Agea, a lone, crazed gunmanp
could escape from the Turkish prison, come back and forth over
the borders, stay in Sophia, spend $50,000 to $60,000 that we know
he spent, and find. himself in the company of Bulgarians who he
identified with specificity, and not think that there was a very
close relationship between the Bulgarian agents and that attempi.
ed assassination and Agca, that is not credible either.

But that is for another time, and that is what T find absolutely
unacceptable. . : ) .

Let me ask you this. As you know—and this relates to the Pan
Am flight 103—there were a number of people killed on that plane
who were students at Syracuse University. The families have con-
tacted me to express deep concern because this whole area of politi-
cization of intelligence casts doubt in many areas of this country,
not only as it relates to some of the Iranian situation with weapons
sales, the Papal assassination—the attempted Papal assassina-
tion—but it casts doubt on what they have been told in other areas.
As it 'relates to Pan Am 103, they are concerned, and in fact some
believe, that the CIA was aware of a terrorist plan to attempt to
bomb the aircraft before the event, and failed .to warn the FAA or
Pan Am. - . . o e
- Let me ask you, to your -knowledge, did the CIA know in advance
of the bombing, that Pan-Am 103 was. going to be the target of a
terrorist attack? :

Mr. GaTes. Not that I am aware of, Senator. o o

Senator I’AMaTro. To your knowledge and within the limits of
classification necessary to protect intelligence sources and methods,
is the intelligence information that has been made public about the
attack accurate? ) =

Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir, I think it is. ‘

Senator D’Amaro. So it is not politicized, distorted or otherwise
wrong or misleading at this point?

Mzr. GaTes. No gir, not that I am aware of. .

" Senator D’AMATO. Let me say Mr. Chairman, I have concentrat-
ed my efforts as it relates to the charges that have been made
against Mr. Gates in that area of the Papal assassination, because I
have had an interest in the attempted assassination, and I find
them absolutely, totally inconsistent, the charges that have be:en
made against Mr. Gates, with politicizing particularly the '8
report. Gates was the very man who brought about a critique of
the report. The very people who wrote and authored and super-
vised the report say it never happened, that Gates never 111,terfered,
he never attempted to steer the results. Now darmn it, that's wrong.
When you publicly take a man and just hang him up and rip him
to shreds, by gosh, we ought to have enocugh courage and eno:.zgh
guts to look at the facts. Goodman? How could you believe that

|

% the question of Soviet-Israeli relations became a
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4 ztock of nonsense that he put forth? And I have to tell you some-

fhing, if you read—and’ time doeésn’t permif~-Kay Oliver’s state-

~gfent In its entiréty, she tells you who the insufferable person
i} was—Mel Goodman. He couldn’t stand anybody who had anything

ferent td sdy about a subject that he may haye ‘worked-on. They
were idiots, they were incompetehts, or they were dupes, or they
were“politicizing’ their findings. If anything, Bob Gates wasn’t the
clow: who. politicized and tried to steer intelligence, facts'and in-
grination, it was Goodrnan, the very accuser who ¢omes up here.
We'are not talkihg about-people who just thought'it was happening
*who had-heard about it from others. No, théy #ctually tell you
hat this went on, wheir they disagreed with him, “ -

This nonsénse of saying, well, I-héard 4 rumor and we talksd to
gople and that’s the impression and that’s how they felt,’ that’s

] iflte Kind of thinhg we aré’betting hers. And it is wrong. It is mtoler-
q able and it is not fair to the individual and it is not fair to the

2

7:frocess and to the American people to lead them: to' belidye that’s

| them aiid whit I'gain from staff-is that the same kinds of things
{ Went on “there. -Vagde charges™unsubstantiated by the facts, I

‘been the case: _ _ :

Now-that is one ares that I have beert able to lock at carefull
id' examine. Time has not permitted this Senatorto go into each
‘#nd -every one-of fHe other areas with the kind of precision neces-
sary—and sbmeé of my other colleagues have—but what I hear from

intend to suppoit Mr. Gates’and I 'think we ‘owe it to him and to
the process to be more critical ‘of those who come forward with
charges that fail with specificity to identify the time and the place
ofthese alleged politicizations and these activities of politicizations
thiat they lay at his doorstep. : e
“There may have been gome by Mr. Caséy, but T don’t see where
that falls to Mr: Gates. =~ <~ "= = T ' o

I thank the Chair and I thank my colleagues also for having

{ given meé this opportunity at thistime.

 Chairman Boren. Thank you; Senator I’Amiato. Again I thank
oui~colleagies for allowing us to proceed in this fashion. And now I
recognize Senator DeCoheini. e

Senator DeConcini. Thank you. Good morning, Mr. Gates, Mr.

§ Gates I want to take up where I left off on some of these reports. T
q realize‘that as'Deputy Director and -Acting Director you have hun-
| dreds of these reports that come across your desk and you read
{ them and you make comments on them and many never change or

are never sent back.. However, T still have some problems with it.

| ;. What I want to refer to is Ms. Jennifer Glatudemans’ statement.
4 Ebt me just-read:it to you so you will'’kniow what report I'm’ talking
§ 8bout. It's on page seven of hef testimony of her diréct statemment:

P September 1985, theré was an estimate on the Arab-Jsraeli peace process and
disputed issue. The NIO for the

4 NESA. and eventually. the NIO for the U.S.S.R. were the dnly two participants .in
4 e estimate who supported a conclusion that the U.S:8.R. was likely to reestablish
it diplomatic relations with Israel within the next eighteen months. Everyone else, in-

cluding SOVA analysts, argued that it was ‘indeed unlikely, citing Soviet concerns

i dbout angéring Arab friends™and not getting anything in' return’ from Israel,
i (ramiely-agreement to aninternatiénal peace conference). Ultimately the fest $n-

cluded both views. But the estimate cited no evidence or support for either case.’
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Simultaneously, I and a collea iti ini

L ously, I a gue were writing a pape

of Soviet-Israeli relations that included a large bcily c?f gﬁ%::«?:u nl;g::% t}fl‘e
not before been published, Mr. Gates’ response, however, was that though
was good, it should not be disserninated. ' sht

I just want to ask you a few questions about it. Mr
when agked about it, agreed with Ms. Glaudemans’ tés%x?ia{:hm’
agreed that he reviewed her paper and sent it on to you. He ay. He
that a memo came back with your signature killin Ereed
Graham Fuller, who wrote the first estimate that listed as op

t1:1e alberpatlve scenarios that the U.S.S.R. was likely to reestab?i of
dlplpmatlc relations with Israel within the next eighteen monﬂf;l
testified yesterday or the day before yesterday that he could p i
fqnder_stamf{ why laudemans’ paper would have been killed innt}(:
t:arlfltls %1:3& ]13 lgpte 1:ha::1 i_:iw Soviet Union and Israel have not ree:

: relations and it is now i
as%assmep&: A at least seventy months since the
ou said in your opening remarks, Mr. Gates, that in 1

you set out to improve analysis, you listed as one of yougggﬁizvzv]hen
points, to make b?tter use of evidence, It appears to me that af,?{
said one thing in 82 but followed something else in '85. 1t semsy to
me that policymakers here, who received the first estimate done by

Prospecty

Mr. Fuller, that listed as a possible scenario the reestablishment of, -

Soviet-Israeli diplomatic relations, was reall i
S ) X y based on no evid
1?}'}3: E;)algcymz:kers were deceived in light of the draft memo?an?lf;
that Wroi%% up to you fro-m Mr. MacEachin and Ms. Glaudemans,
Mr. Gates. Senator, when I went back to the A
: s L ency a fi
ago to get documents addre_ssmg some of the issuegs anﬁ th(ia v;le(}lagz
tions that had been made, it was because I had no direct recollec-
glorlz ug;f}; exactly Wlﬁf we hgd said about what issue. And only
reviewing the recor i
fa:it,dthat eviewing i myself could I put together what, in
I don’t remember this specific paper by Ms. Glaude:
wevyed seven hundred to seven hundred and fifty papell'];a;m};eirl.‘ei
don’t know whether_lpy motive was the fact that a National Intelli-
gence Estimate had just been issued that addressed both sides of
the issue and, therefore, it was unnecessary. I don’t remember
;)hﬁg}é?{r I I&aii slgmg oi‘iileg'e problem with the paper. I would have to
and look at wha i i j !
relélember d ver comrients I wrote on it. It just don’t
ut I don’t think it was fair to sa i
] y that the policymaker was de-
gelved because as apparently the record that you hygge there gays,
oth points of view were represented in the National Estimate.
Senator DECoNCINI. According to her, and 1 didn’t get into de-
tails with her, both: points were represented but there was no evi-
dence to support either case. The evidence in Glaudeman’s paper
contradicted Mr. Fuller’s estimate, which you disseminated. My.
quarrel, if it is a quarrel, is how responsible is it not to also dis-
seminate the other side? That's really my question. Whether it's
Ms. Glaudemans’ or anybody else. ) - .
alglfﬁ ﬁﬁ;ﬁ Wfsu’ fI think it 'is \éeryknimportant to make sure that
¢ o1nts of view are made known. And it i
was in fact the case in the estimate. . 1t sounds like that

hE paper .

ing the Paper,
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“snator DEConcinNL. Well then, how important is it that evidence
ade available as well as the point of view? Ms. Glaudemans
ates the. estimate cited no evidence or support. To get to the .
t, when evidence does come to you in the future, if you are con-
ed, would you think it was proper to send that evidence on
th the estimate? - .

Mr. GATES. I certainly .would, Senator. But, again, I have no

sson—I1 don’t know why that paper was rejected at this point.
without going back on the record, I don’t know whether it was
a matter of the fact that it presented evidence and perhaps the

imate didn’t. I would want to look at both documents to find out
at the facts are. But I certainly agree with.you on the fact that
o estimate ought to reflect both points of view. -

One of the things that I did after, in reviewing this record, going
tk to your original dialogue with me a couple of weeks ago was
k at the record in terms of Mexico and narcotics. And I've iden-
ed. 4 paper done in 1986 that goes very deeply into the very sub-
6t that you were concerned about. So, it's a matter-of just going
bick and figuring out what the record is. :

We published an awful lot of stuff during that time and a lot of
that T adduced yesterday, I'certainly didn’t remember and would
have without getting the documert themselves. S
Senator DEConcin.. Well, let me ask you this generic question. If

A e

b

{ Yessir. - : . L :
1 . Senator DeCoNcmI. Let me switch.gears a little bit and turn—

{ nia.- . .

1 Gike to.ask one thing.

%u are -confirmed, is your philogophy that evidence goes forward
% support-both sides to.the policymakers. Is that correct? ‘

YMr. GaTEs. That is absolutély correct.

. Senator DeCoNcINI. Some evidence would go forward, not just
‘dtie position is this way ‘and another position is that way, all evi:

T

‘denice’ you feel is necessary for policymakers to have?

“Mr. Gates. That's the way I think the analysis ought to bé done.;

R N

. Senator CransTon. Dennis?

* Senator DECONCINI. Yes. ‘ B

: Senator CransTON. Would you permit me to ask just one.ques-
tion at this point?. o i

“'Senator DeConcini. Be glad to yield to my friend from Califor-

..Senator Cransron: I have to go-to the Floor shortly and I would
-Senator DEConvecINT, Sure. . - .. . X ,

" Senator CrawstoN. I looked at the documents from the Iran-
Contra hearing that Senator Nunn referred to a bit ago in regard
to,Secretary Schultz’s testimony and his concerns about the quality
of intelligence. His main concern, among several perhaps, was the
importance, and I am quoting him:now; “The importance:of sepa-
rating the functions of gathering and analyzing intelligence from
the.. function: of developing and carrying out policy. If the two
things. are mixed in together, it is too tempting to have your analy-
sis-and your selection of information that is presented favor the
policy that you are advocating.” Lo e
" And then in summary he said later, “So these are some .of my
reflections. Intelligence separated from policy, that the accountable |
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people run things and be sure that the accountable people are tisgd
in with the President.” '

But what I wanted to ask you was, relevant to that, and consider.
ing the fact that when the CIA is running operations but also doing
analysis, there could be a tendency to tilt analysis to put a good

light upon the operations conducted by CIA because it is in. the
same agency and their colleagues, although I know you are sepa.
rated in some ways. What are your thoughts on bhow you build ap-
propriate walls between operations and analysis fo prevent any
such thing from happening? .

Mr. GaTes. I think more often than not the analysts reaction to
DO covert actions is a little bit like their reaction to policy in the
respect that the inclination, if it exists at all, exists in the direction
of skepticism. ) )

For example, I think that one of the sources of conflict during
the .early and mid 1980’s between the Directorate of Intelligence
and the Directorate of Operations was that the Directorate of Intel-
ligence was farily consistently downbeat on the prospects for the
Contras. And the Directorate of Operations took some offense at
that.

.1 think that there is a danger—there are two dangers. Well, let
me just say, there are three dangers that I think have to be taken
into account when covert action is involved. )

The first is the danger that you describe. And that is that there
will somehow be an agreement, a tacit agreement that what is
being done in the covert action is the right thing to do and se
what's the evidence to support that it is working. _

A second is that when the Directorate of Operations becomes in-
volved in a covert action in another part of the world, there are
only a given number of resources. And the real risk is that you will
have a decline in the amount of intelligence reporting coming in
because the officers in the region are involved in running the
covert action. So that you end up, when there is a covert action,
having less information independently to judge how well something
is going on. And that is a continuing problem. ]

And I think that then raises the third and broadest question, and
it’s one on which—where the President and I have had discussions
and frankly it was an area where I think Mr. Casey created some
real problems for the Agency. And that is I believe that the Direc-
tor of Central Intellisence should stay out of policy matters. I be-
lieve that the Director should not be a member of the Qabmet; the
Director should, as with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
be an advisor to the National Security Council and the President.
And I think that he should keep his hands clean in terms of
making policy recommendations or getting deeply engaged in
policy discussions. He should be there—his role in those meetings
should be to make sure that the information that they are discuss-
ing is as accurate as we can make it. And that they are talkﬂiﬁ

about the right facts. And that’s the role that the Director shouk
play. And if I am confirmed, that’s the role I would intend to play,

and I can tell you first hand that’s the role the President inte“.x.it'is.;‘

t the Director would play. ) e
1:h%hair?mar.l CRANSTON.pJust one more question on that point. 1
fully understand how the analysts might look askance at what the

0
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.operators were up to and perhaps vice-versa sometimes. But the
~head. of the Agency and. the Deputy are responsible for both, and
. are above and apart from both. Might not they have some desire to
“have analysis.show that the operations are being done well under
their direction and is there not a danger of that affecting the valid-
. ity or accuracy of the analysig? -
‘Mr. Gares. I thiok there is a risk of that. I think that there are

-some safeguards. When I was Deputy Director for Intelligence—
and this continued through Judge Webster’s tenure—the Director
never read the President’s Daily Brief before it was published.
Now, Admiral Turner did. But I felt that it was important that the
document going to the.President, the Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, the National .Se-
curity Advisor, be solely the reflection of the views of the analysts.
3o neither Mr. Casey nor Mr. McMahon ever reviewed drafts of the
President’s—well- I won’t say never, because -occasionally :there
would be controversial things:on Soviet military spending or some-
thing like.that—but as a routine matter, they did ‘ot review the
President’s Daily Brief. . v

Similarly, o intelligence assessments done by the Directorate of
Intelligence, very, very rarely would those ever go to-the Directoi
or-the Deputy Director in draft. I would say 95% of the time, those
were published without any—withiéat the Directdr or Deputy Direc-
tor ever having access to them. There were a few exceptions and
occasionally I would-send them a draft just because I thought they
would be interested, not for comment. o : o
.So I'think that’the degree fo which the work of the analysts in
these areas i$ done within the Directorate of Intelligence, I think
that it helps provide a safeguard that the finished intelligence “pro-
vided by, CIA' is' the work of the analyst, and does not reflect or
helps protect against the temptation to try to put the best face ¢n
something involved in a‘covert action or*something else. And I
must-say that if—when I was Deputy Director, I stopped reviewing
papers. I didn’t review drafts whefi I was Deputy Director, I didn’t
review the President’s Daily Brief. And I would, if I were con-
firmed, I would continue that practice in that position.

‘Senator CrAwstoN. Thank you very mitch. And Dennis, thank
you. o

Senator DEConcint. Thank you. T

_Mr. Gates, let me go back to Mexico, as long as you raised it,.and

Lam glad you did. You said you found a 1986 report that went into

{ some of the items that we talked .about that was not in the "84

i,

téport. 1 take it that was corruption” and drugs and the DFS in-

1 Volvement with this.
1. oMr. GaTEs. Yes. -

“Sénator DeConcin. Just to' reiterate my p)roblemr with that 84

estimate, Mr. Horton, who did the report, says that he went to you
4 ‘and “complained: about this not being in- there, and though:he

“doesn’t fault you—he faults Mr. Casey more than anything else—

{:he: said you didn't do anything about it. Do you have any recollec-

“Hon about the '84 report and Mr. Horton talking to you about it
-and its failure to address drugs and-corruption and the DFS in-

4 :%lvement? .

"
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Mr. Gares. T know that Mr. Horton had a number of Problemg.

with the process in putting that paper together. But I don’t recal]

him-ever raising the absence of the—or the treatment of the qyy.

issue as being ‘a primary problem. I think he felt—what I reCaﬁ.
him focusing on was his belief that the paper was t00 pessimistic
That it painted too dark a picture of the future for Mexico and did
not give enough attention to the underlying strengths of the PR]

Senator DeConcint. Did you get a chance to read the S6 paper or
review it?

Mr. Gares. I just glanced at it. I set it aside to provide to you
when we got an opportunity.

Senator DEConcing. I am told, and I have not looked at it, that it
does deal:with drugs and the corruption problems and the DF§
that has now been abandoned. :

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir. .

Senator DEConcINI. And of course, you know, in the 84 estimate
that was not included. I looked at that one myself, and it was g

clear to me that there was something lacking, Whether it -was per-.

petrated by you, I do not know, but there was something lacking in
that one. We lost 2 DEA agent, Kiki Camarena in 1985. The DFS

was as corrupted as it could be, that it finally was disbanded. I:
think it.is a real black spot on policy of the agency’s side for that.
"84 report, process or whatever you want to call it, not having that

information in it. . .

Let me turn to December of 1986 or January of 1987. Mr. Fiers
testified here, and maybe you saw his testimony, that in the time
frame . of the Tower Commission, the Tower Commission found that
a.Mr. Fernandez, who was an operative.l understand in Central
America, may_have perjured himself before the IG, the Independ-
ent Inspector General. Fiers was sitting in Clair George’s office dis-
cussing this and what a big problem this was, not only for Mr. Fer-
nandez, but for the agency, you came in and they presented this to
you and they said that Mr. Fernandez was going to have to get a
lawyer. And you according to Mr. Fiérs said that if he gets a
lawyer, he'’s outta here. Do you récall that.

Mr. Gafes. I have some recollection of that, yes sir.

Senator DEConcmNI. Can you tell us, is that your policy that if an

agent who might be in trouble or has a problem, gets a lawyer, he

is considered out of the agency for doing that?

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I think the lesson of that experience is that
one should never get angry in front of any witness.

I was mad. I was very mad. For several months, I had believed
that everyone in CIA had told the truth about what had happened
with Iran-Contra and Hasenfaus and everything else, and here I
was being informed that in fact that presumption likely was not
true. I was furious and I said that. Because in essence what they
were telling me was that it looked like somebody had lied.

- Now, the facts are that he did get a lawyer. T was under 2 good
deal of pressure to fire Mr. Fernandez forthwith. I looked into it,
and I found out that he had, I think, eight children and would
beeome eligible to retire on the 1st of April, just a couple-of months
from then. And I allowed Mr. Fernandez to remain on administra-
tive leave until he was eligible to retire. So it obviously is not my
policy—if any agency officer gets in trouble, he obviously will have

nt on to say that you said that you are on your own if you go out
there, and that was what he considered 'to be a policy. Was there
sdch & policy?- . : : . ’
Mr. GaTes. No sir. et ) . -
Senator DECoNcINI. That you-had instituted or anybody else,
hat if .you-get .called up for giving misstatements someplace, that .
ou are on your own? -

- Mr.‘GaTes, Well, to this.extent Senator: If somebody has—and
we have encountered this with ‘the Independent Counsel—if you-

|

i » would introduce speeches by saying that what I was about to offer

{.-are called'to book for lying'or for possible criminal activity, you are

equired to go out and get your own lawyer. The Agency cannot
rovide support. . o ‘ -
Senator DEConcini. I understand that. .

Mr. GaTes. So in-that sense you are on your own.. - o
Senator DEConcrng. Just to follow that up, that does not -mean -
hat you are on your own in the sense that if' you get a lawver or
ou take the 5th Amendment, you are out of here, you are out of
hé-Agency. - : T ' -
Mr. GaTes, No sir. - e . : : .
Senator DECoNCINT. What that means is that if you have to get a
awyer because of some action you took while you were an employ-
e of the agency, you're going to havé to pay for him yoursel?
Mr. GaTEs. Yes:sir. . - Ce L

Senator DECoNcINL. Okay. Let me just ask one last question then
. will.yield. to: Mr. Bradley and I appreciate his patience here. . .
i It deals with the questions that Senator Bradley asked you and I

§. think Senator Nunn did. I just want to discuss the now famous

speech of 1986, War by Another Name. Senator Bradley raised this
‘with you yesterday and I believe you told Senator Bradley that you

/ % tried to make it*very clear when you delivered that speech that
{7 this was your own opinion. .

Is-that a fair statement to Senator Bradley?
Mr. GaTes. The passage that he read, yes sir. .
Senator DeConcint. Yeah, that he read.- )
' _When you made that speech, were you mtrod_uced there as. the
Deputy Director of the CIA. Was there any qualification or caveat
» that this was your own statemnent, and not to be considered a state-
ment of Bob Gates, the Deputy Director of the CIA? Or just Bob
Gates, Mr. Citizen who wants to express a view here personally?
Mr. Gates. I don’t recall that there was a caveat. Sometimes 1

was my own view. I don’t recall whether I did in this case. , :
Senator DeConcvt. In this speech, you made some very interest-

| ing statements; that within the Soviet Union’s global strategy, its
{ ~ targets included .among other things-the Panama Canal, the miner-

al resources of South Africa, and the oil fields of the Middle East. I
believe you admitted to Senator Bradley that this amazing analysis
was based on no evidence. - :

Mr.-GATES. That'’s correct. It was my analysis.

Senator DeCownciNi. My question is, if you are to make these
kind of speeches and are confirmed, don’t you think it’s very im-
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portant that you clarify that this is your own personal view, pay.

ticularly when you are the Director of the CIA? It’ P
? It's not
me, because I have your speech and there is no place in it tl:;ia?:a;a

this is your own personal view. Now you might have said that nt -

the end as a caveat or a footnote or something, but i
. footnote or , but it reall
1in’t:le Mr. Gates, that politicization is what wég’re talking a%g)tf{? lﬁs
erlc?l when, you were the Acting Director you're out there makin;
:;gec 1? g;aglzt% spe::cl%gndtm ap;:iaars to me that you made the
‘Deputy Director an iti
WaMnts té) ? e De viegv ‘ not merely as a citizen whe
r. GaTEs. Well sir, first of all at the botto i i
thgt«seggloxb y%u’ll see that I do say in my view. m of page eight in
enator DeCowcmi Y } !
haﬁfael-'iiaunderlined. : es you do. That's correct. You do gnd I
- GATES. But more importantly to your point, I not onl |
that it's important to differentiate whether Igm o}‘fering “Irlhgtag ?n?
:gsence a summary of what-intelligence has concluded at a given
ime on a subject like proliferation or whatever, and where it's a

personal view. But frankly going back to the discussion of yester-

day and two weeks ago, as I had indicated r
t 0, eally on the first d
‘fshf Il1lea1_'mgs—.-and quite honestly before I Wasynominated fora{h(if
Job, having with where you stand sometimes depending on where
gggmgatTofrg: ; Ix:;;;pjob gsteDfeptﬁ;f g ational Security Advisor it
e ropriate for the Director to gi
cogld bf m}garggeted as. policy advocacy. - i ‘o give speeches that
enator DEConciNi. Certainl :
glr. %AT%S- o ‘ y yt?u aj’agree that that one could be?
enato: - i ! i ' i
if o =‘zonﬁrcglNeﬁ?' I takg it that's not going to be your practice
glr %AT%)S. CfYou can bank on it.
enator DeConcint. Mr. Chairman, I thank vou. I have i
I would to pose to Mr. Gates at a closed sessi%n some tiigg? ?111?111?
appreciate the Chairman and Mr. -Bradley’ extending beyond my

twenty minutes. And I appreciate the Senator:from New Hamp- -

shgﬁ not objecting. :
hairman BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator DeConcini
me just say for the information of members, Senaixz'or %1?(1111(1:;;1:1{ l%::
lfg;rlogofiyf 1f:llnuti?_ssof qlgestéons and then we’ll go to Senator Brad-
. ” ow
m%re don't enator Cranston or Senatc?r Metzenbaum want
enator DEConciNi. He did his questions. I vielded to hi
Senator BRapLEY. Senator Cranston had to g(l) to the Fléf)ti".
Senator CraNsTon. I don’t think I have any more. _
alIChmrman BOREN:. Okay. My plan would be that we would finish
! i,:he questions in open session, as I've indicated, from those
who've told me they prob’ably have some questions. Then at ap-
fggﬁtcég 1:30 Ci.:xl'l 2:0? 0 (élock, we will reconvene in our hearing-
take up the closed matter on Memb : '
staff and intelligence collection. emr ers of Congress and
I will put.the nominee on notice that approximately 30 to 45

~ minutes after we begin that session, we will then have -the nominee

come back in to answer any additional i ,
< . uestion
nature in closed session. d s of a classified

Senator CRANSTON. Any estimate how long that will run?
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Chairman Boren. I may have one or two questions based ‘upon

what we hear on the Congressional staff intelligence issue to ad-
dress to the nominee. Ingtitutionally, there are some guestions that

need to be addressed to him from a Committee point of view. And
then whatever other members have. ' -

Senator- DEConciNi. Mr. Chairman, you know I can see that
dragging into the late afternoon.

Chairman Boren. Oh no. I don’t think it will. ‘

_Senator DeConcint. Is it possible that we could do some of this
Monday if some of us can’t make it late this afternoon?

Chairman Borgen. Well, I'd prefer to finish it up and I think we
can. | think, in fact, if Members are willing to take even a shorter
lunch break, we could start in 456 minutes after we finish here. An
hour would be fine with me. Okay, we'll start our private briefing
one hour after we finish the open session, at first with just Mem-
bers of the Committee without the nominee present on the briefing
on the Congressional matter. I don’t think that will take more than
half an hour and then we’ll call the nominee in. As far as I know,
there are only two or three Members of the Committee who have
questions. So 1 would think this-would not go very long this after-
noon. Okay, Senator Rudman. L .

Senator Rupman. If Senator Bradley has a scheduling problem,
T'm happy to yield right now and come after him. -

Senator BRADLEY. As long as the Senator keeps to his four min-
utes, I have no problems. ’

Senator Rupman. Five.

Tharlk you Mr. Chairman. - ' '

Mr. Chairman, let me just say at the outsét that I appreciate the
way you’ve been running the hearings, and I think we all feel that
we've had the opportunity we need. 1 thank you for that.

Mr. Gates, one of the most revealing pieces of hard evidence
we've had in this has been this very interesting exchange between
Greg Hodnit and one of our witnesses, Ms. Glaudemanns. It con-
cerfis a memo that Mr. Hodnit wrote on 29 April 1986, which was
simply a memorandum saying that he wanted to stimulate discus-
sion of principles and practical questions concerning that division.

 He was her immediate superior.

In her testimony she—and I'll just characterize it, it's in the
record—but she characterized that memorandum as a further bit of
evidence. “This was a signal to analysts that our product was dis-
pleasing the seventh floor.” I think in her actual spoken testimony
she said it had a chilling effect on her, and I do not doubt that she
felt it did. ‘ . . .

What struck me in the memo of Greg Hodnit was that I thought
it was a fairly benign memo. So vbviously it had to be the straw
that broke the camel’s back and I'm going to get to just a few ques-
tions. But when you read this memo compared to a lot of memos.
that quite frankly I think we all write, this éne is pretty benign
and the reaction was extraordinary. :

Senator Danforth talked about it. But<for instance one of the sec-
tions.says, “Achieving a greater understanding of uncertainty, om-
niscience is not a requirement for employees, nor given the infor-
mation resources at our disposal, is it a state of being we are likely
to achieve.” -
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And she responded to that benign statement with, “What ki
a person would say this in-our business? We are all prﬁf‘els{.sl}li]oigf
intelligence officers and the uncertainty factor is the basis of our
work. How gare you say, parentheses imply, we consider ourselver
;Lnﬁrlusctlct)ﬂﬂ:z Ptz")et}izz tough reaction to a pretty mild memo. I’nﬁ
& arIf‘If;;gI’ll tellvsrou. careful of some of the memos I write to my

en there is another one here that says, “Undertaki
lsjelf-gwanerated analysis. Much of our writingyié and will cm?t%niozg
ea gloss on un:fold1_ng events. This is both necessary and inevita.
ble.” It goes on in that way. And she replies to that, “We call it
analysis. Do you want—underline Want—propagandé?” Again g
very strong reaction. I think an overreaction based on the letter
Btﬂ ;I.fl'mklfhiﬁ is more to it than that. ’
Inally this statement, “We must identify and i
key unresolved intelligence issiies which means gmongg;)rt?liglihimngg
I‘:;fo]s;lllnstftez?gadgi mk:sard, igtellectual labor over what it is we don't
eed to know i
o ot and over how we can go about reducing our

And her response to that was, “That is so insultine I won’
comment.” Now, those are really remarkable reactiois to ;1 gei‘{g
memo which is int the record, the public record. Now there had to
be a basis for that, and T don’t know who's right and who's wrong
But you know this is a whole separate issue. But it ‘really is the
essence of why the charges of politicization are being made. And I
want to go throug}_l a series of questions with you in the three min-
utes 1 have remaining. I think they're simple questions, but at
least they do characterize what people have told me was the gene-
sis of ali this. T think it’s important that everybody understand
reallydwl’lat was going on there, because it really is at the center of
W}iaﬁ we xlr)e beetn I%eaﬁing for the last few days. )

_have been told that some Soviet analysts—peopl -
tation, such as the two witnesses, Mr. G);odmgn grfdolt\‘di?oglztez%g
manns—believed in what has been labeled as the “‘rational actor”
method of analyzing Soviet intentions. They applied a kind of a
cost-benefit analysis in order to predict Soviet intentions. And
there is a school ,of very good people who believe that. I don’t take
issue with that. I'm just asking, is that right? '

Mr. Gatgs. Yes sir. I think that’s probably right.

Senator RubMan. Now, I think 'it’s also true from what I've now
been told that a lot of Soviet experts including yourself, objected to
the approach. Not to the analysis that resulted from it, but to that
approach. That your school of thought believed. that you should
consider ideological imperatives, historical willingness of the Sovi-
ets to use some pretty nasty methods and so forth. You thought
that it was very important to look at these issues separately or in
conjunction with the approach that the others took. So those are
the two schools. Is that a fair characterization?

Mr. Gartes. Yes. And my view was that both should be examined.

-Senator RupmaN. Well then the dispute wasn’t over the conclu-
sion. It was on the method of the analysis and the philosophy that
was followed in order to reach the conclusions.

Mr. GartEes. Yes sir. I think so. '
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Senator RupMan. Did you occasionally receive draft analyses
proceeded from the basis in which they believed and ignored the
basis that you believed? : . .

Mr. GATES. Yes sir. .

Senator RupMAN. And it's my understanding that you sent those
back and said, “Include the other approach,” which is the non-ra-
tional actor approach; make sure- both of.these streams merge
downgtream. .

Mr. -Gates. I think that’s at the heart of some of my comments
on the draft on the Soviets in the Third World in 1982.

Senator Rupman. And I assume that one of the reasons you

i wanted that done, is that you believed that the resulting analysis
~ would reflect maybe 2 less benign attitude of the Soviets than the
- other method by itself? Is that accurate?

Mr. GaTes. It’s accurate. As Mr. MacEachin said, a rational actor

- would not have invaded Afghanistan.

Senator RupMan. So you were trying to influence the conclusion,
not by slanting, but. by making sure that all approaches were used?
Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir. ) , -

_Senator Rupman. All right. | - a
Mr. Gates when did you acquire your view about how to analyze

Soviet intentions? Did you acquire it in 1981 when President
Reagan was elected and Bill Casey became DCI? Or had you. ac-
quired it a long time before that? And can you give us an example?
Mr. GATES. 1 think it came out of graduate:school and my own
experience in the Air Force and in my first years as an analyst.
The first time I really expressed it in writing I think was in a 1973
Studies in Intelligence article in which I complained that the work
we were doing on the Soviet political matters wasn't very good.
Senator RubMaN. What year was that? .

‘Mr. GaTsgs. 1973. . .
" Senator RupMAN. In fact, from what I have been told by some. of

the CIA people that have contacted many Members of this Commit-
tee during these hearings, that you have had that ongoing philo-
sophical—academie, if you will—argument with Mr. Goodman and
others for years. It was a major bone of contention—healthy, but a
major bone of contention within that division. ,

Mr. Gates. Yes sir. 0y
Senator Rupman. Now in 1982, the thing -that changed is that

you then become DDI. You had the autherity to exercise manage-
ment judgment as to what was the best method to analyze Soviet
intentions. Am I correct? ) . : .

Mr. Gares. Yes sir. 3 - . L
~Senator. RupMan. And do you sfand on your statement that you |
félt that you:allowed both schools of thought to be represented in
the analysis-that went forward in the National Estimates?
Mr. GaTEs. Yes sir.-I'think so. .- T
Senator RUDMAN. And I believe you would refer back to yester:
day to several of the documents you produced to prove that point.
Is that correct? T et o Lo
Mr. GaTtes. Yeg sir. R : S
Senator. Rupman. Well; I am now ‘done. .And I will simply say
that I think this is important to get into the record because I'don’t
think the CIA s different from any other place in this town.
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People in management have to etercise i ’
€ ) eXercise jud t.
how people whose views differ can critici%]e -t%r;f ?ud?ml@lgn%. (ia?hisﬁﬁ

the sad revelation to me has been that not only has the judgment

been questioned—and in Mr. Gates’ i i
en ) . Gates’ case, his position iet i
tentions has been known for a long time—blilt his rggtg%‘sn%gx}é

been questioned. They argue that he differed with them not be.:

cause he differed academically, but because he w: i

m&% please people and he was slanting. Not I?Zci?a‘;lg 1];% }}::dwﬁ

make becatse, Mr, Chaitman, 1 foing & v mportant point to

W}ﬁ we heard in the last tv%lc:’day's. * 16 underlies 2 great deal of
A :ix!xﬁlgfzn}l?.{othe Chair and yield back to Senator Bradiey.
< REN. Thank you very much, Senator Rudman.

enator Bradley, you are recognized. T =

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

Mr. Gates, have you had an opportunity to refresh your mermory’

and reviéw the record of the scopé ivities, i i
i 1éw the r pé of CIA activities, includin
own activities in t; to i qi ior in- & your
gfIr. GATI':éS. s gfrljng o influence IrS:QI behavior in 19862 )
enator Brabiey. Do you d i in% i
inflizence naq;gehaﬁor%“mg‘&%’ having been inolved in trying to
Vir. (sATES. The Directorate of Intelligence and i
Iy é];;glt\éidBlgA%rovidiﬁig information to J‘:}raq. Cth viere cer=ta-un-
ehit\:; th(g T oI RADLEY, Ir?a %ou dgny l{emg involved in trying to influ-
. .Mr. Gares. I think. we were not_trying to i i :
103&1& (i):g %nhance ‘thSir ability to bursug tﬁeuég?ence ther behay-
- RADLEY. Do you believe that you took
thet ot X | : 1 ¥ 0X care to ensure
iml\%ose& by h JVI?TSS é‘t;lly compglant ‘with the constraints that were
r. GATEs. I had delegated most of the—when I w:
g{eé;ga}:eg .mm;laég%mezég 1?1% t‘?%hlraqi -liaison -relat%izh]:i)l? Ii,soI Ilb?_t('i
: hm‘ k as testifie a4t as DDCI, T was ev is-
1(',)a.nt from it. And I relied on'Mr. Kerr and on the "D‘ie:}efgslgl}.aetedlosf
_%eratlons to ensure that those guidelines were followed. - u
tionesn?ﬁgg Eﬁé}lﬁ]{{. Sobdo ﬁrou or do you not believe that the ac-
conMstraints? en by the CTA were fully compliant with NSC
r. GaTes. I have—I believed that the i ‘

1 belis ) y were compliant,
mSI%IéaBtor Brapizy. Do you deny that the chahges i% CIA activities
in 1 the}iv‘::gn?‘:l%gjﬁg%nt at t£1_e ti’r;:lﬁ"and not just in hindsight and.

th opera olely '

prgividlgg n_ecei%sl?.ry ad o lliigen]ézl'l?s at are solely fq;' the purpose of

Mr. GATES: T believed at the time that the activities-
fggs%:;iﬁ%egge E&Ie?s%ndl;?g ang practice of the ﬁuglf;:-ﬁ;gg'

.-Ard as it pertained to Haison relationships.

Senator Bradiey. And t ” ithin the constran,
tablished by the NSG? - - r.peY were within the constraints es-
“Mr. Gnss. T had no reasori to doubt that, '

r DRADLEY. Do you believe that the ch i
tlilov?rglzz(}i{%e Sﬁnﬁcant at t_};e time, not just in hnfds?gllgi:g o 1936
g"iir‘éﬁ?? A ES, ?,Ch?l}igeszu} t‘he_z?ratUre of ‘t}ile:_i%lfon;hatioun that was

‘Senatot BRADLEY. The-change in the nature of the activity.

!
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Mr. -Gates. Well, I think. the activity basically remained the
same. There was a change in the nature of the information. .-
Senator Bravrey. And would you consider. that significant? .
Mr. Gates. I think it.was judged at the time not to fall within
;g:};;)ric of a significant intelligence activity that would be re-
portable. . v e . .
B “think that given the fact that the original 1984 NSDD was
signed by the President, that in this evolving oversight relationship
that we have all had for the last 15 years, that that kind of activity
would now be regarded by CIA as a significant intelligence activity
and presumably would be reported to the Congress.
Senator BrADLEY. Did. you ever disclose the full scope of ‘these ac-
tivities in 1986 at the time they were taking place? . . = .
*»  Mr. Gares. The—] have been informed that the staffs of-bhoth
# this Committee 'and the House Committee were briefed in 1986 and
'97 on that information béing provided.” oL
‘Senator BrapLey. Would you say that your testimony of January
- 17th beforé the Foreign Relations Committee in 1987 revealed the
full scope of the activities? ) : . .
* Mr. Gates. That testimony talked about the provision of informa-
tion to Iraq up through and including an offensive on the Fawl Pe-
ginsula. It did not go forward—— : .
.Chairman BoreN, We've got to be very careful about going into
any details about—— T . S
Senator Brapiey. Mr. Chairman, this is just the end. 1 don’t
think he has fo go into any details in order to answer this. -
“Chairman Borex. Please do not go into details in answering. You
can generically talk about the kinds of—--
Mr. GaTes. I did not give all of the details to a non-intelligence
Commitiee, No. - _
1% Senator BrapLEYy. OK. Now I'd like t6 move, if we could, to Iran
" and to the Iran estimate of 1985. We've heard a lot testimony
about it. We've had a lot of discussion about it. T
And, as you know, the question is really whether the Special Es-
timate was the strategic rationale for the Iran-Contra affair. And, I
mean, that's why we're interested in this. And not only because
we're looking at how estimates are done. S
And my question to you is-—do you recall getting a memo from
Mr. Graham Fuller on the Tth of May—the Tth of May memo?
Mr. Gares:. Yes, Sir. -
Senator BrabLEY. Do you recall what. it said?.
Mr. Gates. Not specifically. It was, as I recall, it was very much
similar to the memorandum that he did also on the 17th of May.
Senator BRADLEY. It argued that the U.S. should relax its arms

embargo against Iran. Is that not right?
Mr. Gatgs. I think that’s not—— :
Senator BRADLEY..In order to keep it from going to the Soviets?
Mr. Gatgs. I-think that’s not entirely accurate. I think what his
memorandum did was lay out in considerable detail his coficerns
~ that instability, particularly his memorandum of thé 17th—first of
all that the Directorate of Intelligence paper in March of 1983——
Senator BRaDLEY. But just on the Tth. I'm trying to establish a

sequence hete.
Mr. Gartes. Okay.
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Senator BRADLEY. The
but the miemo on the Tth.'

Mr. G

Tth.. The memo on the Tth. Not the.
arss. T think he was concerned by the DI, the Dipa.

of. -Iﬁte]lige_nce ‘paper that had been done in March of 1985?c 2B

Arabia. Another was removing some elements of the Sixth Fleet

from the Persian Gulf to

try and reassure the Iranians we had ng
aggressive intentions. : : ;

they chose to sell the Iraniang weapons. And that one possibil}
would be that perhaps we should have the—loosen up so that '‘the
West Europeans, and I think he specifically referred, I'd have to go

back and look, but I think he specifically referred to the West Eq. -

ropeans, not us, perhaps being allowed to sell weapons that would
not have any strategic effect on the outcome of the war. .
He acknowledged that all of those alternatives were flawed. But
I found that one less flawed than the rest. 7
Senator BrabLEY. Which one? '
Mr. GATEss. The one about letting the West Europeans perhaps
sell some kinds of weapons to the Iranians,
Senator BrRADLEY. So that you knew, based upon the Tth of May
I;memog that Mr. Fuller’s preferred option was to relax the arms em-
argo? . u
Mr. GaTes. For the West Europeans. Yes, sir.
Senator Braprey. Now, he was then put in charge of the NIO,
the 17th of May. Right? ) :
Mr. Gares. Well, he then wrote another memorandum on the
17th of May that-laid all of this out in even greater detail. And
then a National Estimate was undertaken and the drafter of that

estimate, as I recall, was the drafter of the March 1985 Directorate
of Intelligence paper on Iran. .

Senator BRADLEY. Yes.
- Mr. GaTEs. Not Mr. Fulier.,

Senator BrapLry. Right. But you—but Mr. Fuller was in chafge
of it, right? :

Mr. GaTes. He was in charge of it.‘ Yes.

- - Senator BrapLEY. I mean, Mr. Fuller was the pérson -i-?vho said no
to SOVA, right? :

" Mr. Gates. He told—— -
Senator BrabLev. When SOVA wanted to make its contribution,
which was ighly-skeptical about whether the Soviets were going

to make inroads in Iran, it was Mr. Fuller who said no?
Mr. Gares. That’s correct.
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1 ed statement yesterday,
1 E;:iipaIrm\'lst have made a
1" that we don’t want any

i that I wanted y};)u to (li'liscuss ?
: 0 + * - . X
{ %%ﬁ%t?tsoi%ggéglﬁave been significant or insignificant’
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” : is.di t on fﬁe

) D ou have this.document that you got

ato{hﬁﬁ LNE:EiEga% Intelligence Estimate that is p}xl'epaieeso}:)g:
and © eh'o ou know wants to \relax-—essentlajlgl assti’on -
eone “;a _Yg on the arms embatgo. And the re___,&quit on s
e r?\TIE was developed, the State Department ha fle halad b

1iﬁ}eﬁsnd’’"":'i)u ‘made the call, as you've testified, to t"'"‘{? e

i 3)v:;e him not to.put a footnote into-the estima fgz. hae
Kow, Iz:rg'séuﬁ%zefe a reason for your actions Which none of us

oW, 7 : |
g had been a great deal of discussion at the Na-
s gﬁg& %%%E%ilg}aelgcé Board meeting about this ;ss;lgaé[nf the
4 al focusggf debate in that meeting had ‘be.in' _q]%—a- 2d orhtlwn ko
ﬂ}igle tothe information right because I read i just Jog or o
55 s th Tromian Jeadeship had ¢ navionin repge of cnrons

i ituation. we . this_ 1

atnaﬁ.;ﬁgtos Tﬁgngé those words around. Aéldlltmallll had to do
£ o sroumesof e morgal spogge ot
o get%agﬁgdggzﬁﬁédzsté INR r’ight at the meeting. And I
0. -

sow that Mr, McMahon spoke out and General Odom spoke out,

i ' thought
‘ i t the time.I spoke out. Because we |
ithef?:ﬁ: ﬂ:lcx’;nogfér‘fsﬁ;e had ma%e accqm_ml?qlggsg Ilgds f};);lég &ﬁg
id not seemr nybody to be a major issue: ‘
iy “nc;)ith;s’?:egllﬁrk a1:1;13)(;'fogrtnote was necessary. A1]1)d thgeg?lal;él gl_f:
[NRple t at.the meeting. He was represented dy aﬂéxibility.
Hv{:\félngfﬁciél who basically hj{i calng,ttruc;tslolx;: snd no flexibility.
g i -And it w s :
. wes——as o mﬁmc(t}zcslege;e‘a%i‘ﬁfeiét him take the footnote. Z%:l.}tt 1%
tanceg —and ’tI}‘iat it was—the  differences were so ‘scalilzi}:ii fa‘; 1
come tortmﬁbramowitz and 1 said, look, take a lorﬁc 1;a.t essé oot
e« tE\éll,c'lvd'on’t remember exactly what 1 told h]méiffgr égée_ sence,
%i?eadl.lt& persuade him that there “};a; reAaIllgr aI;sOI litference there.
And 1 was successful in persualt\iﬂu(;.lgt A o e o it
fajrly compelling case. But it sure Wasln t
dissents or we don’t_ want anything else.
no. The reason that I was interested v&;as
< what might have been the impact o %
{ Intelligence Board?

Senator Braprey. No,
the National Foreign

gh;l gg‘r %ﬁgﬁigigge{;hét you feel that—but then it occurs t6 me
e * ey .

idn’ j t it in? ~ : £
L Lo L Pty sk o ol a5 Cpsiman, o
th]giﬁational‘ Intelligence Countcéi‘ a?l%e g&irléilces 11% the estimates.
putes so we coullc}dhggeoﬁ%og% try and provoke fights so we could

And sometimes o to e e

haye et o as .when le did take footnotes, trying to.

. .people ¢ 0

mgﬁdtﬁg;gst:ne;ibﬁ%l\gke then?;”*??ﬁ' 23051;3 gghggé?flkegn dAnin
e - ¥ H )

S e the imp: Wher?:hl'e df%cﬁ;}cnot:eon;. the policymaker, I would

‘of i f /001 ’ d any
terms -of the impact of that the footnote wouldn’t have had a
ﬁ;géogegi;eﬁndg%?fhﬁnk the estimate had any impact.
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And these guys were not makin ol

. S v king policy based on ;

ligence was providing them, because theysame estiJ:;:val{;i.l trrggé ﬁ?l‘
ar

that there was no i i n 1 h :
U%ited States. interest in Iran in improving relations with the
enator BRADLEY. Now, in the course of——
Mr. GaTEs. These S we s o X . -
g T O s i ileno o oty
enator Brap > : !
gence? LEY. But—who was that? Who was getting intelli: "
Mr. Gartes. I think that the NSC ing i ‘
: -was gettin i
developments in Iran from another sour%i tha%il%f?sr.m i?ligollfigaé]?c‘;t

Mr. GaTes. Said there was a potential.

Sepator BrAaDLEY. Potential for Soviet inroads in Iran.

‘Now, one of the discussions about this whole issue is whether the

sstimate in 1985 was a departure from previous estimates and post’

estimates. What is your own personal view? Was this a departure?

pid this raise the possibility of Soviet involvement in Iran more

than any intelligence product before and ‘more than any intelli-

gence product afterwards? _ .
Mr. Gates. I think it did, and I think that there were some spe-

cific events that took place that were the basis of the judgment at

.the time. -
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Senator Braprey. What so ( ]

ISWI} %AT%S. oot urce would that be? _
enhator BRADLEY. i iti

Nr oo sixI'Tl 1ferms of what, openings? Opportunities?

Senator BrapLEY. Can you elaborate on that?

GaTtes. Well, I didn’t know it at thé time. This is all—as I've

locked at the unfoldin
lding of Iran-Contra and the Iran- i
and the history of it and so forth, it seems to me te}lgd? %11132 \?rf;al;

role here that was played by a country that was interested in con-

tinsuiqgtto '%ell weapons to Iran.

enator BRADLEY. And that was the basis of Iran-Co

. - a - rote - nt a?
peﬂrgghg}lA'ngsiﬁIogelggve fhat the dicussions between therIsraeIi, my
per nion, be clear to makg sure it's my personal opin-

Senator BRADLEY. I assure you this isn’t the opinion of CIA

So— .

Mr. Gares. It is my personal opini . ‘
r. GAT! 1 1 opinion that Mr. M ’s dis- -
cussions with Israeli officials during the summe:: of fggffl\%ﬁz iv%l:’;

led to the later events. That’s m ‘sonal opiri

Senator BrADLEY. Is this an oy' R om Jike the Sovi

5 2 pinion like the Soviet ¢ i
Third World or the Panama Canal and the mvilserglgg?;? ]éloti}tl}?

Africa backed by no evidence or is this 'an opinion backed by’ evi- -

dence? ,

Segi%%zﬁ ais%%g ;I;i;]iz::issd on w];;it. Ia’ve r_eritd an'd what I've
N . el as been an interesting diversion.
Sonator Basur: Lo doour Detyur |

¢, enator RUDMAN. enator from New dJersey just yield

Senat i i “
o nator BraprLEy. Sure. The last time I yielded for four minutes,

Senator Rupman. Well, as a matter of fact, that was my turn but-

I was happy to—

gggmalﬁ BOREN. Il’llllwatch the clock.

nator RubMaN. Tl just say to the Senator from N
gl;gg :tnf1 131% ;:s) 5?1135111151; ﬁi‘.f:ar%sted én ihis ésubjecj;, it is elatboIt'efclv;;rtei]:;}i:soe'gI
ered in deposition: evidencersal?- ontra Committee and there is more
pporting the witness’s contenti

%inatl% EBRADLE&:. Okay. Now, back to the issue of th{e1 gﬁEl?n'
thereewere giﬁgnglaélysesﬁabl}shed or expressed the concern that
there wer g to be Soviet inroads in Iran. That’s correct. Right?

Senator BRADLEY. What were those events?
Mr. Gatrs. The only reason I'm pausing. is T got in a little trou-

ble the last time we went through this because 1 strayed over into

some classified information.

" First ‘of all, you had a Deputy Foreign Minister of Iran in
Moscow. So there was clearly an interest on the Iranian side in
sending him and an interest on the Soviet side in receiving him

#% and talking to him.

ERNENC

- i

1~ " This was—we had taken a step away from the two satans. Thére\

was now a differentiation between the satans.
" The Iranians had also taken two or three other steps toward the

J ;""i, Soviets that' T mentioned the Iast time that we went through this in
.. terms of sending their—conveying to the Soviets their interest in a
= dialogue and in Improving the relationship. )

There was algo, 1 think, some talk ahout some trade arrange-

" ments and perhaps—I don’t remember specifically, I'd have to go

back and check—but there were several developments, some of
them reported, I think, in the National Intelligence Daily of
this—— .

Senator BRADLEY. Now, none of those developments—-—

Mr. GaTEs. They ended up not leading to anything. )

Senator BRADLEY. Some minister that’'s in—that's gone to
Moscow or talk of trade, that doen’t seem to me to be a substantial
basis for asserting that there is a potential for inroads in Iran by
the Soviet Union. ) :

Mr. GaTes. Well, Senator, when you "go from having nothing
going on in a relationship to having the Ayatollah himself in his
name and relatively senior officials beginning to engage in a dia-
logue or express an interest in developing a relationship, while in
the grand scheme it does not mark a strategic departure, it certain-
ly is sufficient, it seems to me, to raise the possibility of an im-
provement in that relationship. -

Senator BrapLey. Well, so— - R
" Mr. GaTes. And besides, as we saw in the early 1980’s, the Sovi-
ets had been through this once before when they tried to improve
relations with Iran and almost lost their foothold in Irag.

Senator BrapLEY. So that in May, essentially; this is -what you—
the NIE asserts. -

Mr. GaTes. That there is that potential.

Senator BrApLEY. That there is that potential.

Now, in June, the Soviets removed the ‘remaining thousand
Soviet technicians. They ceased further deliveries of arms. They
reaffirmed their insistance that the Iranians negotiate with Irag.

bt
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So, at a minimum, ’ . )
ﬂaﬂ‘:{wr&ng. - you'd have to say that the NIE in May. was just
r. Gares. No, I think that the conditions ih which the potentie
still existed for an improvement i L which the potential
axist for sore while. provement in that relationship continued to

There were clearly some events that indicated that it certainly

wasn’t happening right away. And.éven the estimate i
[ . . in Feb
of 1986 did not—where we backed away from the earli:r I;?laéry
ments, both with respect to instability and how quickly the Sovie%s
e T e Rt oth side wotnd Bad 1t i fhets
s ossibi at both gide it i ir
mféereswo Iﬁursue thesrelationship. ® rwould findl 1t in. their
enator BraDLEY. So that, as you say, in February what -
pened was you came back to what had been, prior to tjlraé ng Egﬁ.
Islz)?iz’t:h\?r ;ia{;t}onaéovi;aw which was that it was not likely that the
e goin; av j i ' ing i
imoubled wates g e Iga.]or potential. So that the fishing in
Mr. GATES, Certainly not in the near term. |
therna’%gr B]?[RADLEY. Not in the near term.
_Events, May NIE, events in June, th i
SR AN Al e, there was a change in an offi-
1\ertzﬂ:v,Gr what was the official CIA position in January?
= 1111.11 en%ST‘ES. Well, you have me there. I haven't reviewed those

Senator Braprey. Well, let me just—I have something here that

I’lrlrjﬁst read aﬁ) yOou.
iis is really from Doug MacEachin. This ig the famous s
memio, right. Which you have basically said is true, that this ?VZEVE
swerve. In which he says—I won’t read the section that says
svs:r[?:rve sm;:ﬁ we ?lgree that there was a swerve.
says the judgment, not just ours but the Community’s h

been that on balance the U.8.8.R. is unlikely seriously to cgnsidils"
intervening militarily unless the Soviets believe the U.S. is about
to do so. Or central power in Iran breaks down. Or a leftist faction
seizes power and appeals to the Soviet Union for help.

II:IfI ow(,}that 19;3 tI%e gIA position in January.

r. GATES. But that’s talking about military int i i
Senator BraprEy. Military if’l:ervention.1 a1y intervention. Right?
g/Ir. GATES. Yes.

enator Brabrey. Yes. That's fight. It/ i mili
intl\?rvention. at's right. It's talking about tary
ow I'd like to refer to your testimony before the Senate Forei
Relations Committee on 17 January. You say, in short,aweé bfl?é%rlé
the Soviets remain poised to take advantage of the inevitable insta-
bility and opportunities that will present themselves in post-Kho-

meini Iran—in the post-Khomeini era that is not just in order.

The Soviets, through. the proximity .of their military might and
11:11;?; ecggzrt tpqhtlcsl baunitlid mﬂ{tm‘_y& ixffrastructure we believe they
n trying to up inside i i
ad%rvia}:tlltages. p inside Iran will have some important

ere was the evidence of covert political and military infra-
structure we believe they’ve been trying to build up in Irar%, 111’11” siax
months earlier they had essentially kicked out a thousand remain-
ing advisors and closed down the Tudeh party?
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Mr. GaTes. I'd bave to go back and look at who provided the in-

1. formation. But the idea that the Soviets would be puilding—trying
* o build a covert infrastructure in Iram, T'think, no one would dis-

agree with.
Senator BRADLEY. But do you see that the point is the first sen-

1% tence, not the second: We believe the Soviets remain poised to take
§- advantage of the irevitable instability?

Mr. GATES. Yes. ]
Senator BRaDLEY. And then the Committee judge—the Agency

" judgment that on balance the U.S.SR. is unlikely to seriously con-

sider intervening. Do you see it?

Mr. Gares. Militarily. ‘

SQenator BRADLEY. Do you see any ¢ontradiction there? ‘

Mr. Gares. No. I don't Senator. It seems to me that what that is
saying is that by virtue of the intimidating effect of forces on the
nity to build a covert infrastructire, that they were in fact posi-
tioned to take advantage of “instability should it occur. :

It was making no judgment on whether the Soviets were going to
actually invade. We had information that the Soviets had in fact—I
don’t want to cross the Chairman’s and my own line here in terms
of classification—but we knew that the Soviets had contemplated
contingencies for military action. And—but that Foreign Relations
Committee testimony in no way is saying that the Soviets are going
to invade militarily. I don’t think anybody believed that. : -

But what it is saying is that for a variety of—because of a varie-
ty of factors, they were in fact well poised to take ddvantage of in-
stability., : “ :

S_e‘;zator BrapLgy. And that they had a covert military infrastruc-
ture? ' ) ’

Mr. Gates. Yes sir.

-Senator BraDLEY. OK. .

When you gave this testimony, do you believe that” you had
access—you had all the matez:ials? One of the charges in-this proc-

‘northern border of Iran, the likelikiood that they had the opportu-

raised the red flag and that these words don’t reflect that.

Mr. Gartgs. I think that the only—I would have to go back and
look at the briefing paper that was provided as an addendum to
what was sent forward. But 1 think that it focused solely on the
digpute that had taken place the previous May in terms of the abil-
ity and likelihood of the Soviets moving—getting a near-term ad-
vantage in Iran. - ' o

Senator BRADLEY. Right. And essentially you were asserting that

they were still. And the real question is: Were you reflecting CIA
opinion when you said that or were you reflecting more your-own
opinion? . ° o , T :
My, Gares. Well, as acting Director, I don’t know whether I actu-
ally prepared that testimony or not. i bad a lot going on at that
point. Early January is a fairly busy time. So I don’t know whether
I drafted that or not. o RS

Senator Bravrey: OK Well. - ; . L

T dop’t think that:we've been able to get'the public transcript of
that. 1 mean; my understanding is that the transcript of the For-

eign Relations Committee has not been ‘declassified. I think that

\
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th . b ere v s
¢ ifciaeg'ommmtee has had access but I don’t think it has been declas.

"So, could we get thém to declassify——

Chairman Boren. We have it in classified form. And, of course 'it:

is available to you.
.Senator BraDLEY. I5 it available publicly?

Chairman BoreN. It has not been fully declassified “yet:asif un.

derstand it. We have it available to us.

. gclalz;lgtor BRBADLEY. Will it be?

) rman BoreN. We will make.the request to th ig ‘
tions Committee. We h ot to el pon Rela,
m%ke e e have to“ go through them.as well, but we will

enator BRapLEy. OK, i : irma;
eopeane s OF ,if we could do that Mr Chairman,.I would
Now, let me just come back to one last point on this. The NIE

clearly was a difference. It was an anomaly. It was a swerve. It did\

assert things different. from things.that came before and afterward

It asserted that there was a much better ch: ‘ :

I e etter chance for Soviet i

in Iran. And that:clearly. was the strategic rationale fggl\?:hﬁfgiiﬁ q-
) N 4 i B

pened with Iran-Contra. Wouldi't 9
Mr, GaTes. Na sir, I wouldn’t.  you agree?

f -

Senator BrapLEy. Well, in ) oatalll
5 2 Y. » In your—you wouldn’t agree at all?
Iral\gn a(s:h%'rfs,kl I;:hmk that the primary motive for the opening to
Iran, 2s T Iogi d ?lgrlfa :1:) ;t-_anfou dI flwlav.e to admit that I know more.
3 i _ “four or five years ago—but I believe th
primary motive was to.get t " other
cogsﬁeg}ti%ns % e e r%:;aryl.le hostages out. And that the other
enator BrRaDLEY. Well, let imon;
be{gr_e the _Forai_gn Relations C?Iflé?i?t%efio yor from your testimeny
[t is our understanding that this threat was i
anlz\.dmaténg factors for the Administration’s izﬁtiat;%e.fa(:t one of the
o r. GATES. That was because that’s what the\Administration wa
ﬁgtaﬁ:aghat tl{)ﬂ?. Anc}l1 I repeated it. \ °
at was before the Iran-Contra Committee i igati
;ag,ass ai}!taggrgl ?_ (l)gttﬁf {?tu{;flﬁ hi’%;c?e record, Senator. * A vesIt'ltghlqtnloknfhg
at o ti : i
thg moaves],abecame clear%l;' . ormation has becom%- available that
enator BRADLEY. So- ‘ i ing ini
tr%g:rioné T basica]ly?? %r%zéxibasmaﬂy speakmg\t-e Adminis-
. GATES. W rti ini i
po%icy Gat ell, .I was ‘rreport}ng_ on what the Administration’s
was saying I was addressing wh ir motive Beeh,
ISvf;laéor BRASDLEY. So. that thgi;v—af thelr m_otlve had been, -
..(ATES. So quoting -them as to their motive seems re ’
Stclaln_aéor BrapLEY. Their publicly stated rationale was he in %};lc?s'
mMre G?&lel?; giigghSowet Union’s inroads into Iran. C
lq;%ue.-tlo Iran': - e opefmn_g oppo;_'tumty for an opening for a dia-
" But let mé go back to-this swerve Hon, S -adley,”
. neé go back to BWE question, Senator B -
cause I think it is important to note that there was xfggl ggj’:)})é

swerve in terms of the Soviet issue, there was also a. swerve\in\

terms of the likelihood of internal instabili i

1s of the likel: . ty before Kh i di
A;:ld that' wasn’t just the NIO that was in the ,Directd‘ra%leng;'rﬁl?é%ﬁ:
gence’s memorandum.of March. So all I'm frying fo say. is that.the

ing just the Iranian, my interest is th
- Soviet that is the rationale.

- in thé testimony, say that it was one of the aniinatin
_the Administration’s initiative. In retrospect, you think
Thére were other things that you didn't know about. Is that right?
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emo itself, evenl beyond just the Soviet part of it, represented in
ffect 2 burnp in the analysis. e _ ,
"Senator BrapLEY. Even though the Iranian section in the State
epartment wasn't making a contribution to this? I'm not disput-
e Soviet because it is the

Well, you can see hete we are, we are kind of left with this. You,
g factors for
it was not.

Mr. Gates. Well, Senator, I'm just saying that we learned a lot

{+ about what the Administration’s motives and what people were

{rying to do in the course of the investigations in 1987.
Senator BRADLEY.-So you were basically repeating what the Ad-
ministration— °~ ‘ . ‘ )
- Mr. GaTEs. Was saying at the time had been its motives.
Senator BrapieY. And it was clearly wrong, in your view?
* Tt was clearly factually wrong? | , i :
M. Gares. Well, I think that it—I think that there was probably
a mix of motives. But I believe that the desire to get, after ail of

1. fhe investigations and all the work that's been done on Iran-

Contra, I'believe that the primary motive was to get the hostages
out. . . :
-“Senator BRADLEY. You said it was mixed. Theré were others?

Mr. GaTes. Well I think that these ‘political motives, and ‘maybe
they were kidding' themselves, I doi't know—but I thihk that in
the back of people’s minds and Poindexter’s mind and McFarlane’s

s President Reagan’s was the thought that there would

be some political benefit in an opening to Iran. But, again, I think
that was not the primary—based -on everything .we'vé learned
_since, that was not the primary motivating factor. ‘ :
" Senator BrADLEY. And, so you were reflecting Administration
views, not CIA views? Are. they the same?
Mr. Gares. When I was describing what the Adminsitration’s
miotive was, I was citing the Administration. ‘ ‘
Senator BraptEY. But when you were citing the possiblity—the
greater possibility of inroads, you were citing the CIA’s line?
Mr. GaTEs. Yes. o }
Or the Intelligence Community’s line.-
Senator BrapLEY. It gets pretty complicated, doesn’t it?
Mr. GarEs. Yes sir. o _ i :
Senator BRADLEY. You come up here and you are giving—well,
whose line are you reflecting? The CIA, the Admiinistration, your
conscience, what you might know. It’s pretty tough. = . . n
Mr. GaTes. Well, Senator, I think it.was pretty clear in that tes-
timony. When you are talking about what-the Administration was
trying_ to do, you are obviously réflecting what they said they were

trying to'do. . .
~ ‘Senator BrapLEY. No, I'm actually on to a slightly different sub-
ject now,. And it’s a very difficult position to be in. Where you
found yourself in December, January of 1986-87. ~ .~ .
~As you say, you were—there ‘was the CIA line you had to deal
with in terms of the substance, in terms of what it meant: You had
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to deal with the Administration line. Is that just normal or was it 5

particular time of stress or concern? , .

Mr. GarEs. No, I think that you, often in this bﬁsmess have to be
aware or kiiow what Administration policy is in déaling with thege
kinds of questions. I'have to admit that it was not unknown f¢ me
in appearing before this Committee and its House counterpat
'vl‘vll;leil;} I ;lvas_ ]];)e,puty and DDI to tget qtéegils?ons about thé policy.

hat’s' why whenever we can, we try an gomebody from £
State Departiment tp here with us. _ry = > m fhe

Sensitor BRADLEY. So that; you could just give the facts and they
can give the policy? oo ; :

. Mr. GaTEs. Well, we can try. o :

Sénator BrabLry. Yes. Well I will attest to the fact that that is
the way it's done most. often. - o L o

T'd like to move now, if I could, to the Soviét Union. Lo

Yesterday, we had at. the end a series of exchanges—and I
thought that they were very productive exchanges, frankly. 'We
began by e reading back to you the quote where I'was saying in a
hearing, why don’t you try to do a little unconventional thinking,
what if there is a change in the Séviet Union to which you re-
sponded, well, it's idle speculation. Six months. You thought about
it. You drafted this memo that indicates that there were a lot of
questions in your own mind.’ And T then asked you what you did.
And I said that if anything occurred to you overnight that yoéu
wanted to elaborate, you could discuss it today. Now I want to ask
you, did anything occur to you overnight that you want to elabo-
rate in terms of what you did to try to provide policymakers with
some material in chse—some analysis of alternatives in case the
unthinkable at that time occurred, which was the end of Commu:
nisni in the Soviet Union? '

Mr. Gares. The first thing T did was—I've checked with people at
the Agency and what I've come up with, -the first thing I did was
insist we—and this all took a lot longer than it should have, but I
insisted that we try and have a conference in which we would
bring in people from’all around the government and all of the out-
side experts that we could lay our hands on or that would be ap-
%Jropriate for such a conference, to look at alternative Sovigt fu-

ures. ’ )

Senator BRADLEY. And when was that? .

Mr. Gares. And. unfortunately that conference took almost a
year to put together and did not take place until November of 19589.
And there were a number of scholars, a number of papers came out
of that conference addressirig all of the alternative scenarios for
the Soviet Union for the next twenty years, y o
. But then the. record, T think, of the Agency in looking at these
alternative futures during the intervening time between that con-
ference and the revolution this simimer is a pretty créditable one.
" There was a national estimate in November of 1990 on the de-
pending crisis in the Soviet Union. Another in June of 1991 on the
implicatiohs of alternative Soviet futures. Another one “this Sep-
tember on the Republics and where they were headed. Between No-
vember of 1985 and April of this yedr, there were a dozeh different

papers on the futures.

" Seniator BRaBLEY. Right. -
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So I think that the Agency really, and the Intelligence Communi-
ty,~provided quite a lot to the policymakers. And 1 would say that
the latest—and your Guestion -fo me was, what did the President
have in his-hands when it all féll ‘apart? - S o

Mr: GATES. And what he had in H-is hands, the Fmoét?recent thing

he had in his hands that thoroughly exainined that, was a nremo-
* raridum of 25 April in which the alternatives were examined of 'a
1+ coup, of broadening democracy, or of a muc¢h more gradual process:
§% @ He' had, ‘apother' memoérandum from™ May of this yeéar talking
{ : about-wand the ‘¢onclusions—the one major conclusion is- worth re-

peating. It said that the Soviet Union was in a revolutionary situa-

1 tion. That the current system was doomed and that the conditions
© existed for-a rdpid change in the regime or in the system.

+ Sehator BrapLey. OK. - - o _ Co
Mr. Gates. So 1 think that the record of ‘preparing and having

some of these alternatives and looking at these futiires is not' a bad

i; one from the Agency’s standpoint.

Senator BRaDLEY. There are two aspects of this question. And

i’ you have covered one. And that is, did you anticipate or cdtch the

emerging developments in the'Soviet Union? _

And'in-89, in 90 or 91, ds you have cited, there are reports that
clearly indicate change. None of which actually predict precigely
the change, but they do intimate change. i )

But the purpose of the ‘exchange we had in 1986 was to find out
where was your assessment.” Was there: going to be a dramatic
change in-the Soviet Union? But as important, what were we going
to do if there was a dramatic change in the Soviet Union? o

‘I mean, you know, and so the real question is, the change in the
Soviet Union comes, and that means that our policy toward the
Soviet Unioin has to change, being informed of intelligence.- The
question is, if you predicted some of the things, if you got hints of
some of the things, what did you put on the President’s desk to say,
look, the way you move from'a Communist state ‘and a state etono-
my to a market oriented capitalistic economy are the following five
paths. Thése are the political, economic, cultyral, national, military
ramifications of that. Was that done? - L )

Mr. Gates. Well, now you are asking me in’ my current job, what
dig' the policymakers do-with the intelligence that they were pro-
Vi ed_ P - B .

‘Senator BRADLEY. Well, because the guestion is really-——

Mr. Gartes: About me. s .

Benator Brapiey. Right. -~ i a

Mr. Gates. OK. In Septernber of 1989, I forrhed-a ‘contingency
planning group -that includéd: Conde Rice of our staff, the NSC
staff, and represenatives of—Paul Wolfowitz, Dentiis Ross from’the
Stite Department, and I'think Fritz Erfdarth from GIA, to in fact
begin doing contingency planning about what would happefisin the
event of radical ¢hange'in the Soviet Union under several different
scenarios. And ‘that contingency group continued ‘to meet off-and
on‘right through:the present. And-in fact*the April paper-that ]
deseribed for 'you that “talked about these altérnatives and so on,
wds‘in fact preparediby that group.® - -+ = coe T shet
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i Senator,BgmpLEg.u So let me ask you this. As the Director of CIA
do you feel it is within your area of responsibility to task some of
these extremely competent professionals, you know, that I've hag
the benefit to learn from and the Committee and others,-to antici.
pate and think about alternative paths. To actually think about not
just what is happening, but how one might affect change. How one
might negotiate the troubled waters that we now find ourselves in
with the end of Communism. Ironically.

~ Mr. Gares. This question is one interestingly enough that I've
probably. had more discussions with Secretary Shultz about:than
anybody else. And it is what we called opportunities intelligence,

And. the danger—yes, it's a useful thing to do and it's a- good
thing to do. In a way, you could say-that Graham .Fuller's memo-
randum of May 1Tth was opportunities intelligence. Here’s the si-
t}liéatmltl, h%'eis the possibilities. " )

enator BRADLEY. It depends on whose opportunities you
talking about. P : P A o ou are
. Mr. Gares. But the point is that there is also a danger and it is
the same danger that lies in that May 17th memo. And it is that
opportunities intelligence begins to look a lot to a policymaker like
CIA trying to tell them what to do. It looks a-lot like CIA making
policy recommendations. _ :

' SeCretary Shultz was a lot more comfortable with that, as I
recp}l, in the economoic arena than he was when it came to the
Philippines or Angola or places like that. _

But, it is a legitimate subject. But it’s a tough one. Because it
really ig right on.that line between policy and mtelligence, if you
start talking about the things that might be done by the United
States to deal with these kinds of questions. And I am willing to

" work that problem, if I am. confirmed. But I just want to under-

score that it’s a tough one and it’s a controversial one. And it also
puts the policymakers’ teeth on edge. ‘

Senator Braniey. So your view is, you know, the two ways that
CIA goes, the dragnet way, just the facts ma’am, or the kind of vi-
sionary way, look, these are the possible ways that you can actual-
ly influence events, which is your choice?

. Mr. Gates. No. I think that there’s a middle ground. And I think
it’s the ground where you raise flags. And I think a good example
of it is the work that Judge Webster did on proliferation. In terms
of trying to force the policy community to come to grips with this.
And I think the Intelligence Community did the same thing with
technology transfer back in the early 80’s. So you don’t have to pre-
scribe the policy, but if you keep hammering on the policymakers
and telling them they have a problem, then maybe somebody will
do something about it. ‘ . . .
.. Senator Brapiey. So, prospectively, this is an area that you'd
like to at least explore? . . ) .

* Mr: Gates. It's worth exploring. But it’s one that I think needs to
bp explored _w1th the full involvement, in my opinion, of the Over-
sight Committees as well as the policymakers downtown because it
does tread on this line. And I think you've got to be very careful.
5 Sc_antasttor Braprzry. I just have one or two more questions on the

oviets.
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One is in terms of the policy in the mid-80’s, what was—you felt

’ that you really tried to get an alternative view? I mean, for exam-

le, I have—I mean there was a story in the paper today about a
986 meeting at the White House with Andrew Maxshall, Henry
Rowen, Vladimir Tremmel; Charles Wolfe, who were put together
o think about the burden of Soviet defense and the Soviet econo-

my. |
Mr. GaTes. ... o . “ .
Senator BRADLEY. Did you commission that group in your posi-

. tion at CIA?

Mr. GaTes. What'I commissioned ‘Senator, was around 1933 or.

. sometime—

Senator BraprLey,. 1984,
‘Mr. GaTes. I'm sorry? =~ :
Sometime in the early 80’s the President’s Foreign Intelligence

Advisory Board had a major review of CIA’s work on the Soviet
 economy. They brought in all kinds of people. And it was done,
& they had a very large panel and they called a lot of witnesses. . :

Théy found some technical problems with CIA’s work but basical-

17 ly they-endorsed and were concerned-~and I remembet clearly that
. one of their concerns was that CIA seemed &.little too pessimistic
. about the Séviet economy. And Harry Rowan, who had then left as

Chairman.of ‘the National Intelligence Council, came to me and

1 said_that he thought CIA’s work was too optimistic. That in fact
. the burden, was greater and wé ought to look at that.

So 1 let a contract; or authorized a contract for Harry to gather a
panel of experts that he could choose—and I think. Charlie Wolfe

- was on his panel and I don't remember who &glse was—to look at
the qizestion, is CIA too optimistic about the Soviet economy?

And T think he had five or six people on the Parnel, and it worked
for a perivd of time ‘and they issued a report to me that was basi-
cally split. You had—and I don’t remember who was on what side,
except that Harry was the most convinced that we were underesti-
mating the burden. And that the burden of empire was much
greater than our statistics showed. I think in retrospect he was
right. . . ) - ; '
The others were split.” Some thought CIA was about on the mark.
Some thought there were some technical problems and so on. But
it wds'a diverse kind of reactién or conclusion. There wasn’t"a kind
of unified view. And’l had theni share that. But I had lots 'of prob-
lems with their work on’the Soviet economy. I kept trying to-get
them to talk to some of these Soviet emigre economists. And they
wotld finally kind of kntickle ynder to my pressure, all this intimi-

ation and stuff. o e o

Senator BrapLeEY. You mean people like Berman?

‘Mr. GArtes. Yes. Igor Berman, specifically was the one that 1
wanted them to talk to, and’I think they finally did talk fo him,
only-after I raiged the issue a couple of times! - o

_Senator BrapLEY: Anders Esalin? | ‘ )

MF. Gares. I don't remember who all. The one' I remember specif-
ically is Igor Betman. C - oL

Senator BrADLEY. And you think their work reflected their-views
as well. . I C o e ”

"Mi. Gares. Not to my satisfaction, Senator.

.
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Senator BrapLEY. Because Mr. Berman basically said in a memg
I think the memo or letter to you in 1984 the foliowing: If the eco.
nomic system is not radically changed the economy will not
muddle through the 1980s but will reach zero and then negative
growth. In contrast to cyclical western economies this will not be
followed in a few years by a return to positive growth. It is precise.
ly economic difficulties and the need to justify them which wil]
force the Kremlin to be so hostile to us.

Now, what he was saying here is that they've got big problems.
hiMr. Gares. That's right and that’s why I wanted SOVA to talk to

m. ' ‘

Senator BraDLEY. You were saying that you commissioned a
grp&1p and you felt the group more or less agreed with what he
said.

Mzr. GATES. I think that’s fair. ) . .

Senator BRADLEY. The real question that I have—and I think thig
was really good work, and I say that honestly, directly—why
wasn't this view then reflected in estimates? On defense procure-
ment? On a variety of other things that would flow from the Soviet
economy being smaller than we thought and the military budget
being a bigger part of that smaller economy? Is there a reason?

Mr. Gatgs. I think—I'm being partly-flippant here, but partly be-
cause I wasn't intimidating enough. I had ‘a problem throughout
the early 80’s with CIA’s work on the Soviet economy. Now, I will
say in their defense that they wrote a lot of papers and did a lot of
analysis showing that the Soviet ecoriomy was in. troublé and was
in a steady decline. And there were a lot of papers done on sectoral
problems such as transportation and communications and so on. So
CIA cannot be faulted for not having underscored economic prob-
lems in the Soviet Union. But it basically was a slow decline.

Now my problem—I had two problems with their economic work;
and, not being an economist, I didn’t have a lot of tools for that
battle of wits. Part of my problem was that they, in my view, had
imposed a western oriented statistical model on an economy that
was not really an economy. It ‘was a political economy. And the
western model didn’t fit. And therefore, it seemed to me, that with
the falsification of data at every level in the Soviet system, the So-
‘viets themselves didn’t know what their economy looked like. Akh-
romayev admitted to Admiral Crowe they didri’t have the faintest
ide(zla of what they spent on defense because it was all disaggregated
ahd so. . . . ' j -

And I had the problem with this statistical thing, but it had been
going for twenty years and all of the major establishment econo-
mists in the academic community and in think tanks basically ac-
cepted that same model. And used it. And frankly it was used with
the Joint Economic Committee up here. But that model was the
basis for it. So that was my first problem—a statistical of an econo-
my that didn’t bear any resemblance to a real economy. h

.The second problem I had was on estimating Soviét defense costs.
It seemed to me particularly when it came to puttitig a dollar value
on the Soviet defense effort that the entire effort was a waste of
time. It is irrelevant what it would cost McDonnell Douglas to
build a MIG 29. What is important is what does it cost the Soviet
Union? And how does it burden their economy? So I tried to stop
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{4 it. I actually succeeded in stopping the dollar costing for about
4" three months. Then between the specialists in the office and the
7" Department of Defense—the dollar costing effort has been started
4¢ by Secretary McNamara as part of his posture statements in de-
4+ scribing what the Soviet level of effort had been. And that effort
q¢ had gone on also for twenty some years.

So the point is that when it came to these statistical or-quantita-

1 tive analyses of the Soviet economy, I had a lot of problems and I
., would try to get them to talk to people like Igor Berman and other

. defectors and emigres. And they would talk to them generally,
4. grudgingly and so on. But they basically; if they had a radically dif-
q7 férent approach-—you know on the defense spending, Bill Lee of
. DIA and others—but the point was that it was very difficult to
2 change an analytical model that had been in place for a genera-
7 tion, and frankly I wasn't prepared to push the system so badly out
- of shape as would have been required to basically turn that system

on its head.
Senator Braprey. Even if you sensed that theése people had some

potentially important, very important, decisive information?

Mr. GaTtes. And I pushed them onto SOVA and I asked them to

~ take their views into account and to listen to them and hopefully

take them geriously, and I did not make much headway. .
Senator BRADLEY. So that basically, gétting back to the way we
began which was the quote and then your memo, response, saying

. these are things we ought to look at, my question is what did you

do? Here you have a memo from Berman that I've read, you've ex-
pressed admiration for them. We all know that their estimate was
much more on target than that which we had. You sensed that.
What did you do to try to make that a part of the CIA analysis
upon which billions of dollars were being spent? .

Mr. GATES. I pressed the Soviet office to sit down and spend time
with these people and to try and reflect these alternative views,
and I did not succeed.

Senator BRADLEY. In retrospect would you do anything different-

1y? N
yMr." Gates. Well, given the fact that for the last week I've been
accused of man-handling the system and pushing the analysts
around, I'm not sure. I mean here's a case where I didn’t push
hard enough. I pushed pretfy hard and they will attest to the fact
that: I pushed them. Mr. MacEachin sat here at this table and
talked about some of the monumental fights he and I had and
these were some of the subjects.

Senator Braoiey. I've heard about them. I've heard Mr. MacEa-
chin talk. But the question is really, does this problem still
remain? -

Mr. Gatrs. 1 think getting the Intelligence Communmity t6 re-
flect alternative views and particularly the views of experts outside
the government is a contifiuing problem and it’s one that the next
Director-is going to have to address. And I think it gets back, if you
don’t mind, to Senator Nunn’s question earlier this morning on
how we structure these estimates in the first place. And maybe if
you change the way the system works, the way in which you put
these things together, then maybe you can createé an environment
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in which some of these alternative views can be reflected more

easily. , }

Senator Braviey. Thank you. ) . .

. Let me if I can go quickly to the Irag period 1989-1990. Very
quickly. This will be three or four minutes. Maybe, the question, in
1988, we went over this a little bit earlier, in 1988 the Iran-Iraq
war basically ends and resources—intelligence resources I think
you said then shifted away from Iraq. Is that correct?

Mr. Garss. I think they were, to a degree. Yes sir.

Senator Bravrey. And that was done in part because of an intel-
ligence estimate that said they weren’'t a threat to other Arab
states in the région? =~ . i} . , ‘

Mr. GatEs. The only estimate on Iraq that I recall was one done
in'the spring of 1990. I may have the date wrong but I think it was
more the fact that during the course of the war, because of limita-
tions on our coverage, there were a number of targets we had been
unable to cover adequately, and I think there was a desire to cover
%(T)n_}e of those and rebuild our databases. Particularly on the Soviet

nion. _

Senator Brapiey. But the Iraq military wasn’t demobilized?

Mr. Gartes. No sir. : :

Senator BrapreEy. They were making overtures again to terror-
ists, right? .

. Mr. Gates. Yes sir. .

. Senator BrapLEY. They were clearly pursuing strategic nuclear
technology worldwide? Is that correct?

Mr. GaTes. Yes sir.

Senator .BraprLey. The real question is, do you think that was
wise in retrospect?

Mr. Gates: I think given the judgment on the part of the ana-
lysts that for a period of several years, Saddam Hussein and the
Iraqis would be focused on re-building internally——

Senator Braprry. That was the Inteliigence Community’s view?

Mr. GaTes. Yes sir. That was in a National Estimate.

And given the competing priorities for coverage, that it was not
an unreasonable change of priorities.

Senator Bravrey. When you were Deputy National Security Ad-
visor and Chairman of the Deputy’s Committee, did you think that
it would be important to challenge that view in any way? Chal-
lenge the consensus on the Intelligence Community in say late
1989 and first half of 1990? The Intelligence Community basically
saying no, they’re not going to invade, they're not going to invade
another Arab country?

Mr. Gares. No sir. Because that was not only the view of the In-
telllilgence Community, it was the view of all of our Arab allies as
well. ‘

Senator BRADLEY. But.again, thinking about the unexpected. Th
Soviet Union. Thinking about maybe the end of communism here,
thinking about well, the intelligence estimate says—but, what if?
That didn’t occur to. you?

Mr. Gares. I think you can do “what if” analyses, but if you have
a finite amount of satellite resources and you have problems in the
Soviet Union or Eastern Europe or competing arms control prior-
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ities, you can do a lot of alternative thinking that may end up not
having any concrete impact on how you re-allocate your resources.

Now, we were—I think it’s fair+to say, and I'm sure there’s some-
body out there just like with the fall of the Shah who predicted
this invasion. But the people that—= ) i ‘

Senator Bravrey. I think it was Senator Boren. I'm not sure.
[General-Laughter.] = o '

Mr. Gates. The people that we were 'in. touch with and the policy
community and so on, no one was suggesting the likelihood “of
Saddam Hussein engaging in another aggression, ,

Senator BRADLEY. So in your- position as Deputy National Securi-
ty Advisor and head of the Deputy’s Committee you don’t think
you should have asked, say in early 1990, how Iraq might use force
to secure its-objectives in terms of territory, debt, oil? '

Mr. GaTes. ‘Well, I ¢ould have. T did not. - ‘

Senator BianLEy. Do you think you should have? -

Mr. Gates. Well, hindsight being a perfect science, probably ‘I
should have.. - - - -+ oo ' 7

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, that concludes my questions.

Chairman Boren. Thank you very much. I know you have some
more questions you want to ask in closed session, and we'll be han-
dling those classified matters then. - | -7

Senator Nunn? e R

‘Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman, T have just two or three questions.

Mr. Gates, I'd like to show you a chart, that the staff has given
me to help me sort of understand the organization of the CIA and
see if this is«a correct chart? . =~ ¥ & - .o

Chairman Bogren. I don't think it's classified. It's not comprehen-
sible let alone classified, I don’t think., - - - © °7 .

.Senator NunN. That’s; as T understand if, the CIA as it existed
aftezl- 1}?Ir Casey took éver in the early 1980s. Does that reflect accu-
ré:.te i, fae -7 .‘. 4t o B 7 3 i . ’ -

-Mr. Gatss. Yes gir. I'think that’s fair. 7 )

Senator NUNN. You-gee over there the NIOs in that box over
there that go directly to Mr. Cas8y, National Intelligence Officers.
Would you explain what those people’s functions are?

Mr, Gares. Their'basic function was to oversee the preparation
of National Intelligence Estimates that would be produced in their .

gpecific areas of responsibilities.” -

Senator NUNN. And how many of them are they?

Mr. GATES. About 4 dozen. : L

Senator Nunn. Now I don’t understand the difference between
those people and the Deputy Director of Intelligence. All those:
people doing this work are under the Deputy Director of Intelli-
gence, are they not? The staff and all the‘people doing the analysis,

Mr. Gates. They dre separate from the National Intelligence
Council. The basic structure is that you have—and I think the easi-
est way to understand it is by remembering that the Director and
the Deputy Director wear two hats.-They are both the Director of
Central Intelligence and Deputy Director of Central Intelligence in
the sense that they oversee the 'entire Intelligence- Community of
tens of thousands of people; And they also ‘are the Director and "
Deputy Director of CIA. Now the Directorate .of Intelligence with
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the Soviet.Office and the Near East Office and so fi
) and \ orth :
f_ihem In the context of their CIA hat, The National Inl;cletl:fig::;lcl;l%?
cers come under them in corinection with their Intelligence Com-
11:1:1111111;3,* responsibilities. And the NIOs. are. responsible for putting
ogether community assessments of various issues. And so therg
would be occasions when the Directorate of Intelligence, for exam?

ple, under NCTA, would take a footnote to an estimate prepared by -

gnn. NIO. and. approved by the Director or me or McMahon. and so
Senator NunnN. Where was that NIO D i "
took eor. L : group before Director Casey
Sook. }?::er? V?'grcle they under th? ,];)DI or were they always‘ separate
Mr. GaTes. They were always sef ; - ]
By were, parate, Senator Nunm,
were created, I think in 1975 or thereabouts by Dirgctérugglb;’r,‘h 13

dc%:oendic;eé‘ﬁ:ll;_\rT to the Director, :

enator NUNN. They’re supposed to be ‘a consult aré

they supposed to be reall . i omarands Thate

Wl’f&t isépuzzh'ng oo really 2 pfart of the chain of command? That's

. Mr. Gates. They are not part of the ¢hain of command a

independent in the respect that all of them—well. . fﬁlej}grhsyihar;

very awkward position in this respect. o ”

. Senator NUNN. Thgt was my conclusion when I looked at that

Mr. Gates, They are independent of CTA and the : i

ty officers. But to a considerable degree they depegdaﬁl cgﬁmau;);:

Iytical resources to help do-their work. And this was my reference

yegiéerd?y t& CIA drﬁftmg half of the estimates. i

-enator NUNN. They've got to reach down and get 4

pelc‘)ﬂlﬂe who work: for DDI to do their work for.ﬂ'lesng::,3 dgz]ll’toifhttal;g

. Gates. Well, hot all. Only about half of the estimates were

to be the principal drafters, DIA, INR and the others.
< ' . ? ? ers.
f;&i‘i‘ some headway with that. Clgearly about half were Ef)n?l};g tvﬁz
Now we also had a small analytical group of senior- |
ﬁgiiedﬂmlglg 11:Il1ie N ati%na.l i?ltelligence géougcil tl?:%g;;n Slaﬁtgft?}?; '
n elligence Counci io: ;
tins:nates 11 well.g uncil, and they would occasionally draft es-
_Senator NUNN. But the NIOs really don’t have people worlin,
;Lgthi?hgsnedgz otl'iem’i‘}tlio ,they?t?ey’vehgot to reach s%rggvih‘gz?; kan;g
ple, They've got to re i ! i :
them, or reach over to N Sﬁ or-DlAic—'mto DD territory and get
gdr (EATEIs\f:Yes Sié’ that’s right. DIA or—— ‘ .
enator NUNN. So basically they're the top advi k
P . € the top advisors to the -
%I/)Ir. 3& inT%%:o Yte}: S]?fector of the Intelligence Community——
enator NUNN [continuing]. And yet they have 1 al :
working directly for them but they have the oIl the St
gﬁ; .Ggms.ghat T mem B Y have the access to all the staff.
Jhairman Boren. Can I ask one question? H
- cooperation? I gathered they're houséld at 8&? o do they.sécure
Mr. Gates. I'm sorry? .
Chairman Boren. The NIOs are housed at CIA?

{. DDL Is that right?
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, Mr. GaTes. Yes, . . ... . . - | pe e
-Chairman Boren. How, do. they,, get. cooperation. from. the. CIA

sople, in the DDI especially? If you go to another-agency-like DIA,

i
{. NSA, or:INR or whatever, how do ‘you gef them fo cooperate? As

Senator.Nunn was saying, they're really nobody’s bosses.and.yet
Elﬁey’_re called upon. to.task other. people to do their research for
g U R SN
+Mr. Garzes. They. have. thé.charter, of the Diréctor to.do these es-
timates, They also depend heavily .on the goodwill ,of .the. senior
managers of.the different elements of the Intelligence Community.
. Ih fact soine of the most intensé discussions that Mr..Kerr and I
had when I wag both. DDI and Chairman of the NIC and he was my
Depiity.as the Associate Deputy Director for Intelligence, was how

{4 much’ of the resources of the Directorate to the likes of.Larry
{- Gershwin and other folks in the.preparation..of these estimates.
¥: And I was prepared t0 be fairly forthcoming in that regard.

Senator. NUNN. We've already. heard about the division between

operations and intelligence, bit it seems to me that there has got
- to.be a kind of natural in-bred rivalry between the NIQs and the

. Mr. Garss. Yessir. =~ . . i L
" Senator.NUNNK. Is it a healthy tension or is—is it a healthy. com-
peigitiq%, or is it a.destructive competition or does it vary from case
to case? o I

..Mr. GatEs. It varies to a degree. I've always believed.that it. was

f fairly healthy. I've always believed that the dialogue between the

likes of a Fritz Ermarth or Bob Blackwell and the analysts in
SOVA and the other analysts in the community is a healthy thing.
The same way between Larry Gershwin and-the other elements of
the community including the -DI. I've always felt that kind of
debate, that kind. of dialogue, that kind of independent discussion
was a healthy thing, ' , . -
.- Senator NunN., Have you ever seen any other kind of organiza-
tion like that in either.the buginess world or the governmental
world? Because I don’t think I've ever seen anything quite like it.
I've seen.wise men sitting up .on a block advising people off to the
side, but never wise men who basically could comtrol the whole
community and basically had nobody working for them and -yet ev-
erybody working for them. It's a strange thing.- .. L

Mr. Gares. It.was a challenge for them because -to a very consid-
erable extent they had to elicit the voluntary cooperation of most
of these elemerits of the community.. And haying been an NIO
myself, that’s not a small undertaking in ferms of how yow're deal-
ing with people.. ~ e e . ”
.. Senator NUNN. Right now.your basic feeling is.that that process
iz working more or less.- R . R

Mr. Gares. No sir, I think that the process— '

- Senator NuUNN. The organization is what I should have said.
 Mr. Gates. As I indicated in our brief earlier discussion I'm wor-
ried  about—I've got to be careful here. 1 got a-call last night after
my discussion of division-of labor and maybe conventional forces
being done over at DIA, and now everybody in'the Theatre Forces
Division at CIA is worried they're going to.lose their jobs, so Lve
got to be' careful about this. But I think—it is my personal opinion
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that the estimates, the National Estim icty h
hat the es , the I stirnates, particul
gglét}cali and -economic - issues,” do not have tlkjle ﬁnaaglf{rg?gsgnon
o __unmelihaqy to policymaking and do not afford the kind of arrge
of rfgggg?lfctﬁ g_.r‘._g I;)eieessa}ry for the policymaker. We've had the cm?
. ure‘in place for sixteen years now, and i iew it's
time to take a*look at whether this is the opti n Stroctuse o
it optimum struct
whether we need to.change the wa we g0 ob i s Acy
don’t know ‘whether you o back 1:(33;:1‘7‘]'3e godabouf; g, thie, And I
n° OW '3 BTy f National Estimat.
or whether you come.up with so:r.ter{:hl?::ilr entirely di & thos
both "of these things. But we have to fi 8 rarely Qifferent than
o {hese things. I we have to figure out a way whére it
't take nths to get an"estimate done for the most part
there are exceptioris, but that is mostly the > e
4 e exceptions, but g tly the case. Whe - can ge
thae]:t;n dpge faster, that they can be more relevant. Tlf:tvzﬁ: %%l% o
$he i?gsweepegd on them more and look to them. And in a syéte;};
whet can array _we\z?*qgrm‘thege things, more than is the case
One of my ‘problems with footnotes in esti is that
. ms witk estimates is that
?Tlngc?st alwdys on trivial little matters of detail, of techlficglhﬁit:ﬁe
Aod,-szglriael:_:ody stepping back and saying this  wholé thing stinks,
nd [ give Mort Abramowitz credit, more than anybody else—
31:;; sen?%&gll?tnsvi: gloupls‘aﬂ%fi _estlz:;at_es yesterday, where INR took a
s more willing to step back from i
siz;t}y1 wé think this overstates the whole problem ?ﬁlagsg;}lra%% E1‘31111:11
;:)_0 ; f?;u ?:?)i%eigs of the 1Z:[nt‘,elhgence Community. And what we have
thzgiélhérs u it.a way to encourage thgt and build on it _land make
I'll tell you one of the problems we've got ri i

nd I L ot right
a?:i?her pxjgblem that the new DCI is going toghave%;o ala?ivz‘:rés?.litlxtg
come'l‘?i:lt?ne' eizge;?:i taof; glhn}g i}'le ﬁﬂFz‘tary intelligence organizations

1 e Nation oreign Intelligence Board y
their stock as a block. The Military Intelli 5 ot bofore

) ock. | elligence Board
the Natlonal Foreign Intelligence Board, they decide'W:nl'ixl::laif2 E%B;fgg
gvc:ng gg f‘f ‘on u&i.](ﬂi estimate and they all come in and vote the same
e cy would like to have a s11§uat19n whereif there is a differ-
Senator NUNN. They never do that in the P ’
knl\cj[v: t&iy dso 1113 f(iiini{epiac% [(Ciieneral Laught?er. prtagon. [m glad %
. TES. I'd like to find a system whereby if the Direct
DI.AtaJ}d the Director of Air Force Intelligence have a diﬁg:exgg
point of view, that there is more openness in the system. And I am
1s:aulrle': there are exceptions that will prove me wrong, but fundamen-
ta y:di ::lh.}nk that there needs to be some way to open up this proc-
¢ h?nk od think it is going to require’'a structural change. And I
ink it the: way to go about that is to get the people in the com-
Etilsm );1—and if you give me just one more minute because, I think
i Iifjn ects my approach to how we ought to make change.,

t ‘Ck that the change that we are anticipating 'in the Intelli-
geglce ommunity is so vast, that there are going to be some very
ﬁe potential personnel and resource related questions. People’s
: };res dre going to be involved. And I mentioned the first day of
4 ?:ise hearings, one of the most important things I learned from

udge Webster Was-a more corporate style of management in the
g}elspect that you 'set the objective and then you ask the people in
e organization or in the community to come up with alternatives,

“s0 that they feel they have a role in shaping what that fature is
+going to look like. -

% “The- changes that
7brought about in the DDI in 1982 were.imposed from above.
“flection, I think that probably still had to be the case. But I think

b
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Admiral Inman, and I, and Director Casey
On re-

that the kinds of change that we are looking at now require more
of the Judge Webster kind of approach to-change, wherethe people

".in the organization are involved and offer their ideas..

So when I talk about changing the structure for doing estimaftes,

'{ think it is something that the community itself ought to_look at.

We-ought. to look for.other people’s ideas, but they. need to be.in-

" volved in that process.

Senator Nuny. Well, I think that that orgainizatioﬁf itself; plus

% the trying to-arrive at one comimon intelligence view_ and as we
- said earlier, squeeze it
1. and particularly with '
. chief sitting up_here with no staff dipping into the whole bit, I just
: don’t see how it works, frankly. And maybe it doesn’t work.. Maybe
* that is part; of the problem. And I am-hoping that those issues can

. be addressed.

all into one tube with players all over town,
an organization where you've got the super

I am:sure CIA has been right and the“In‘telligence Community’s

" been right a lot of times, but if we look at what all the critics are

saying about the 1980s and then we look at what you say about the
1960s -and’ 1970s, as you said in your earlier 1982 speech, 1 believe

~ you said the things that were problems outweigh the successes, at

least that was-the implication. And yet I know there are a. lot of
successes and we see many of them that can’t be talked about be-
cause they are classified. . L

Let me ask you one other question. You outlined here your plans
to address the whole issue of politicization—and this was in your-
opening testimony-—you list 8 different steps-you- would take. Did
you do any of these things when you were in the top positions, both
Deputy and- Acting Director, and. also DDI? Did you take any of
these steps then? Or is this something that is new?

Mr. GatTes. Several of those steps I took -at the-time. Certainly in
that 1982 speech, I indicated to analysts that they were encouraged
to send me independent memos if they felt that their views were
being discouraged or that their point of view wasn't getting across,
or that-they felt Agency publications were not expressing the full
range of views, - i . )

I took steps to try and encourage an open-environment in terms
of the weekly meetings that-I would have with analysts every
week, or. virtually- every-week that I.was in town as DD], I-would
meet with analysts with a different branch and. try and encourage
a dialogue and open up-the situation: I spoke in. the auditorium to
all analysts once a year for the first couple, three years L was DDIL
and then relied on newsletters. I tried to talk about these problems
of politicization and convey the view about integrity and objectivity
and I think that in the—you have one-of those:in my interrogato-
ries, the statements that [ made-in.1985 on politicization., .

So in terms of the kind of encouragement of an:open environ:
ment and an effort to try and deal-with these problems, several:of
those measures that I indicated yesterday 1 did try to put info prac-

tice-when I was-DDL . s A
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reasonab].e that Somébody iS not i g melnbeI th.e detalls f

€ : gO]_n ‘tO Te 1 0f a

Conversatlon that tOOk P].ace 5 or 6 vears ago or even 5 or 6 we ks
L e J

ago, if there is not ‘written record i

g 1ot 3 record made of it, and if i i

lﬁ;lgglgogf; a ‘vflnety of oi_:her things that are going L;tﬂésx:r% the
in Iran-Contra, and I think what this Committes hag i

covered in the testimony of wit: i

Do Chat pame b); of witness after witness after witness, hag
te%imo;lﬁr people have givselzrially qorroborated the basic points in the

ow there are differences in the recollection of i
igfgggfco?lv%rsatwns. But in terms of the a%t?oxfg etig? ? S&)%%:ts d
fort of what new, 1 thik there bas ben o contradiction. A
; . at the erence b '

points and Iran-Contra is that on the 20 points theizwv?rgg Zthl?;?o?g

to be checked. There was something that I could go back and go’

back through and review th '

s y ose documents in detai ink’

glil:t; ?‘oihgo?ff:ﬁg;% btheiﬁ tiée two. And Ilgon%tzgkénaijz atgélfi
ering the details of conversati i

several years ago. And with all due respect, WheSI?JGI:l(;I::z ::slligdp:l?glll?"

whether I remember whether I drafted a scope note, or something

like that, 6 years
] at, 6 3 ago, 1 suspect that there are '
551?1%1?: O?hzgsgtown that if presented with a dogﬁzrfth ?cﬂa? Ifl?g
e wemt h;ﬁeﬁ dyi%?izs 1a;:go and that they had perhaps put their
doge 0, woul culty remembering exactly what they had
enator METZENBAUM. Let’s ;
) g go back, f
tl(}nar :zlat ivere asked of you in the interrzg;i;ollliiggent’ o the ques-
they o Saowa ﬁae&rty to drafting those interrogatories, but I thought
they we te one. A npm‘per of questions had to do with Oli%'
Nortl's Eo“c:e[s,dianc} you indicated, “I didn't see them,” “I do 9’11;
reoollect, dn’t look at them,” “I didn’t go over to look nat
meméranderi?h“}:ere other questions that were asked of you about
memora oranotayg?% ;Jdee;n Ig'i%ared or opinions, or advisories, and
thzlsllébstance b you had ea em, and asked you questions about
time after time, in your res
. L , ponses, you could h 1
la\TSo gﬁl&;ﬁsaézgses ;?:vfjie%{i’ fi'?und the information:rJl YI?hgs gﬁg
s motes Tore & able to you as, probably, to anybody in
. you could have looked at th ;
swered the questions. You could h 1 O etore you ert
tion that was available to you. But g ea at e oocgmenta:
ton that wes avellable o 35101:1"1: I‘cln ms,t’ead you said to this Commit-
) ow.” And I am fra
al\/lllzngateséhthat I don’t know you very well, but Whegkl i%:lslntgou’
ansy 1s;-‘:rts, ey bothered me. I said, this man is too smart ’I'hisos'e
ot '1.v lio Si‘:;nﬁc}nato?;'e‘;)fg.:?; sgregt, this is not just the local po'lice oﬂ}i?
m%yalézt hagf Els great a reco%llgftiini.:uj] and complete answer, who
ee that you might not have had a detailed i
g}ieg}:l e]:;‘othered me from the inception, and both:rs 11.191?1111%(;310?9;
g }fmllﬂ were }evehz}g with us, whether you were trying to sort
of gild ¢ e ldyha little bit, saying “I didn’t read the Northgnobes ?
you could have gone and-read them when you got the interro.g-

atories. And you could have i
GHae o That amd T e o Sasiered our questions. But you

¥ write something or other. And that is where 1 woul
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.. Mr. GaTes. Well, Senator, at fimes those guestions were asking

e what 1 thought Mr. North had been referring ¢ when he would
answer that I

gidn’t know. Because it is far from me 1o know what was in his
imind when he—— -

: Senator METZENBAUM._Somebod& said you didn’t know what was'
{in the notes. ' ‘

" Chairman -BoreN. I guess the question is, since we-asked you
. what .do you think this meant in Col. North’s-diaries and you an-".
- swered I have not reviewed Col. North's diaries, why didn’t you
sreview them, or were these not available? Or since we asked the
- question, why wasn't time taken to review them? Is that.a fair re-
+ ctatement, Senator Metzenbaum? : ) . -

"~ . Senator METZENBAUM. The Chairman stated it better, than I did.

- Mr. Gates. I was frying to be very careful, Mr. Chairman, in re-

- sponding to those questions. I obviously had read the entries that
were being asked about. But I did not—I had not taken the.time to
read all of Colonel North’s diaries or to know the .context, or to

- gven know. that the entries reflected things that-had actually hap-

. pened. I havetalked- to people in the government who are men-
tioned in Colonel North’s diaries that say that some of the entries .

" are wholly fictional. And so 1 was simply trying o be very careful

- in the respect that I had read the entries through second hand
printing of the things that affected me, but I had not reviewed the
full diaries in terms of context or the full record.

and there has been festimony. In fact, we had it in the Tran-Contra -
hearings, I think it has been referred to in our records that Colonel
North himself indicated that he sometimes put things in his diary
that either didn’t happen or he deliberately put things in his diary .-
that didn’t happen, fictional things. But still if you have not re-
viewed all-of Colonel North's diaries, which are in several boxes, or
if you did review the parts that referred to you but you didn’t nec-
essarily know, what they meant, 1 think :a better answer would
have-been: 1 have looked at that and I simply don’t understand
what the reference means, because it doesn’t track my own experi- -
ence or for whatever reason. Because when the answer came ba
to us; I reacted just like- Senator Metzenbaum did. I didn’t bother
to go over and look at that. And I gather what you are saying-is -
- you did bother to look at it, but you didn’t know, out of context of

the rest of the.diaries; what it meant. : )

1 think that would have been a better answer because T was trou-
bled in the very same way that Senator Metzenbaum was.

Mr. Gares. I accept that, Mrz. Chairman. . . . _ )

Qenator CranstoN. Could I.ask one question on that? .Did-you

indeed look at the specific item that is referred fo in the interroge-

tory? . : - .
Mr. GarEs. Yes, sir. Well; the interrogatories themselves repeat-

ed the note that was being asked about,-and it was that that I read,
obviously. : ' -

Senator CraNsTON. You didn’t go to look at the diary and where
that was in the diary? In that context? ’ Ce
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Senator Merzy .
: : NBA . - > . : .
AUM. Mr. Gates, I thought you did oy ;lhiEl.SaNador, the Soviets principally have seen. American rhetoric

AN effectiva. B 7o' 1975 and- very little action. We are still not 2 player in

. Fola; Other- ‘than diploinatically we are not involved in else:
ealth gfn -ihere in Southern Africa, and wé are playing no role at 2ll in the
that of Sunofe HEidrag War” " e your - .
that was a 'good presentati : ' on_went on to say—all this 'in your=mgmo——“Again, this does
; ak. But on reflection, I octnnt.oI think the Washjn‘gt’ we all gaid-; igaov peflect the change in ‘Soviet tactics. It is much easier for the
1:90 at some of them. 1 do%f' h thinking about it andmf Post saiq Sviets to let the Cubsns or the Libyans or others develop such cli-
ime, to go back and look tE A ave the capacity, nor did started tgq - t§ and’t0 support them indirectly than it is to do so directly. Ex-
at all 20 of them. The Chaj I have the athples include Grenada- and poténtially Suriname. The Soviets

a1rm 10 1 ent whatsoever but the Cabans carry the major’

: j d ‘with support. This

ed that he'intend
st :
6 go through them, and he is an indicat. -, "aké’:no,_investmth 3 , Ol
id then the’ oviets can come in ehi :
successful, ifi Chad as well. In

ble than [ about thi
. this .
thBut some of them 1?3;;? n?l}]j h more knowledges. Zrden and ther
at your answers were fuﬁ) Y sturbed me, because I didn’t +hins ould be true in the event Libya is
an NIE in February 1982. N ou say you were in no idn’t think .6rt, the:estimate misses 2 majot historical and political develop-
3178181r statement that, “Tt is aﬁw’ that is technically trﬁosl%on to kill in failing to point out'the change in Soviet tactics in the last
2 on the Soviets and th Tﬁ?ed that I killed an esti e. Yousayin jieight years in Soviet. involvement in the Third World and just how
: e rd World and another ls?;gﬁ%c;raft in~ 2 ﬁrii?ga&tf;f are used icrll the T};]zjl‘d World. This is a fundamental flaw
per in in the draft in my ju grnent. )
And then you tonclude by saying? ’ '
. that fewer opportunities will

But you had
a lot of influence. di
> e, didn” Y
'  didn’t you, in the preparation of . The estimate seems 0 conclude
resent themselves to the Soviets in the 1980s than before for 2 va-
ities the Soviets have exploit-

th}é\t} NIE?
r. GATES. I certainl
y had a VieW.
45 rety of reasons and that the opportun
esent them with. increased problems. 1 think this

Senator Merz
ENBAUM. That isn’ .
at 1sn’t what I asked you. My questio Tty O et to Pr
13} = -
iti siet approach 1

is: ' You had a lot of inft .
N, gv‘[ti%nglAIiEtséH}r o Amgggc%ﬂ%?‘g tljlrlgllllzdin th . verlodks the creativity of the So
py en : : 3 z :

Senator MEng}:::N;ng?u#}iﬂ’ Mr. Rowan. § the Chalrmf‘m of the © eight years, the fact that they are creating new opportunities
you said, “T was in 1o pociie o od made . it sound ' * through different approaches, and that they are much better than,
Now you quoted from (3)701:1081121011 bureaucraticallyuﬁi i:vﬂals stronger; | - we are in exploiting p"roblem'-areas.' . s
{I?i‘; one excerpt to give I;memo as follows: “But just 1 an NIE” © " Now what do we have here? You made an academic critique. As
phis memo dated 14 Febraars the flavor.” This is you ¢t me read. [ o matter of fact, It was rather a political tract for the Reagan Doc-

asically a snapshot with ary, 1982. Quote, “In sum, th speaking, in 4’ {rine—and also Tor Bill Casey’s active covert dgenda with respect to
and opportunities conf a great deal of detail and e estimate is - Angola, Iran, Iraq, Grenada—where we invaded—and Suriname——
what I find lacking isrg;lltmg the Soviets in the Thi Ehe problems . which Joh McMahon noted in his testimony was an ayea of SSCI
gﬂfﬁascgo 1:0t }Ehe Third Worifi 83325 %ﬁ tl}e change in fhe“srzﬁ‘i't But i il:}l)terest, althocxligélhttée Intelligence Committees did not have Casey’s
: gether for PR e ap- obsession—an ad. a =
ics we have beefgrfglégjﬂdﬁymaker SOme?ﬁgnze‘gggi Eﬁa ars and thgt Now, 1 want to ask you: Why id you select’ such a bland com-
féha§ provides us a syntl%e hem for the past 3 or 4 yearsa.n the specif- ment to quote yesterday when you recall that you wrote muc

oviet imperatives and sis of what it all means in ters omething more than your comment would suggest? “1 was i1 1O position bu-

Now the fact ig youmotwes in that part of the wi elr ms of larger reaucratically to kill an NIE.” “It is alleged that v killed an esti-
?avor of your critique jﬂlqﬁote yesterday fails to cgr d. mate draft in 1982 on the Soviets and the Third World and another
Srorp your 1982 memo: With 82. Let me read some otrlllvey the {rue such paper in 1985.” The fact is you were involved, you participat-
oviet ideology, this is 111 reference to the lack of er selections ad, and it is ope of my concerns about your nomination that you
one ‘has only a’511&13{:\‘51'10:*3‘r at you said: “but with’ogt a discussion of are too ready to put a gloss on it. There wasn’'t anything wrong

that tends too much to off—i Soviet involvement in thsuch.a section with youtr being involved, but when you spoke; gave S your 20
}’:Jllﬁeg ?;ﬂd less on therfde?)(ig g()ilga?resgnt Oppoﬂunit?ezh;;g World %bints, you indicatﬁd ;I jl:ist really was not a player in that area.
ed the i o an iti . power it you were much ol a p1a. er. o '
now for more fﬁzlr?%gj I:;mn 1:,0. an activisgogifin;gtwﬁﬁhat have h M¥ GATE; I don’t ﬂ”:irl:k ¥c was anything in that memo that sug-
You went on to say. X‘Srs' ’ ¢ Third World gested that 1 was saying 1 wasn't & player. I simply said that bu-
page 10 of the estimate n page 10”—this is still . feaucratically—and {-Used that word 'speciﬁcallye-I was in no posi-
the U.S. is now mor draft contends that Mosyou talking—"On tion to kill an NIE. The DI wasn't. The Chairman of the NIC——
1':I'h.1rd _EV:orld than dﬁﬁ?glh?fé to coui]llter So"ietcggil;%l:: es t?}?t "“Seﬁoxé MET?EN‘BAUM. But you didn’t tell us the whole story, did

% 1t 15 not i Immediate Vi n the ou, Mr. Gates? - S _

Soviets themseﬁ?s: lgfvyet to draw that conclllgzgoglemam years. I ¥ Mr. Garss. Well, 1 tell you, Senator Metzenbaum, one of the iro-
e not drawn that conehisin a.%d 1 think the nies is that a good number of the passages that you have read,
qinn Qn far avesant had originally highlighted to read myself. And when I was at hoine
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going th iy thi
£ g through thig thing trying to fi

e, it gure out how long it w.

became clear t
r to me that it was going to take aliégoin.g:

1986. So myv salectinn o
my selection of 3
of my critici ; of the sentence wag ; 4
oF whasFictm of the estimate rather than 3 mre A g, L2758
: € memo. But the memo esCription

was 'dedass'

A
,, it’s in the Comm.itteej: S Tecord i

cal imperatives. An '
taIS{Z ;1;;)1: 11%2 a[&cdu(xiii;[ e
nator METZENBA U tar
ZENBAUM. I understand that, and I am not criticizin
icizin

you for what you sai
i d. What :
points yesterday— Sal I am saying i
lems in any gf? 13:7.‘t1esbr-f3 om, boom, bO_Om—_annggdﬂ;ﬁt you gave us 20
we g0 back and 1 kareals. 1. was not involved i %l‘e Were no prob-
area, . 00k at, the. record and you Wélrle Iilgt sire?i.’_; Then
Mr. Gares. T didu’t s . ’ e involved in the
T e e t say I'wasn’t i
no position, LU say 1 wasn't involved, T
timate. 1 was obviously involved. I v(:gé %gnmaxgogfxghfgl ; I-El‘;as in
; g nting on the eg-

Senator METZENEA; . .
; JMETZENBAUM. M M ;
as I Iﬂ]_ow_ Y . .. r. Gates’ that .
the whole stg;ly“irgre in no position to kill ‘;EasBi(t}O% correct as_ far’
You implied that you sy Souits, and that ig it oadn’t tell us
else was over there, that ot did ot hage here and sverybots
nat you w v 1id not h 3 everybo
ere 007 & played The faoy s 3018 1o G0 withy i
quotes not

F— Lt .

. - ) - . . " »

F ] I I []:. ] : [] > ] uI 1. i ]1 s .

you another example.

r. GaTes. Let ine j : -
enbaum, that.I Welme Just say in response to that, Senator Met
Y 5 e Z-

that you made. But let’s look at that accus

i allegations were couched in differe
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rSerator MruTzENBAUM: Let me go over one other point, because I

. not. .going over all 20; frankly, I have not been able to to do
“It is alleged that in

sough research. One of your statements was,
85 1 wanted an Agency document to assert that Syrian, Libyan
d Tranian ‘suport for state terrorism was coordinated by Moscow,
d that over the objections of senior Soviet analysts 1 endorsed a
ational Estimate and a monograph by an independent contractor
Soviets of coordinating: ferrorist activites. The facts
e quite different. I approved the proposal to have an outside ana-
st examine the idea that Syria, Iran, and Libya were collaborat-
g to harm U.S. interests, and that the USSR was encouraging
Fstimate on this subject was an

Fihis, The drafter of the National r
: the outside -contractor. That Esti-

gperienced CIA analyst—not

ate, a Special National Estimate. . |
And then I think you go on to say
Now let'me show you what the facts'ar

”
that the allegation is false.
6. That was the point six
ation. Mrs. Glaudemans
: ught in an outsider-to make the case for the
Soviet Union being the instigator of this ‘terrorism. You admitted
- that. She said that and you admitted to that. Mrs. Glaudemans
then said that the outsider’s analysis was used as the starting point
" for a formal Estimate, whether he actually drafted the Estimate or
not. And vou admitted that; too. Then Mrs. Glaudemans said that
CIA analysts had fo argue forcefully to get the Estimate back to
something sensible. You didn’t say anything on this yesterday, but
you did praise the final product. And. then Ms. Glaudemans said
Yhat the Branch Chief whose protest resulted in the improvements

of the Estimale was removed. He certainly was. That was Mr.
ittee that you had

Goodman. And Mr. MacEachin told this Comm
recommended removing that Branch Chief from SOVA - altogether.
e just speaking to in answer to Sena-

. aaid that you first bro

% That is the point that you wer
guess I am left wondering, how could

tor Nunn's statement. So 1
that the allegation is false when you've just admit-

you possibly say
ted to 2 of the 4 points, dodged the third and at least had some role
in thedth? =~ =

Mr. GaTES. Because the allegati
addressed that issue did not inclu
but rather Mr. Goodman's present;

on that I was keying from when I
de Mrs. Glaudemans’ testimony,
ation to the Committee. And his
ant terms. And it was that to

which I was referring. .
Senator MeTzENBAUM. T'm sorry? : \
Mr. GaTes. It was not Mrs. Glaudemans’ review of that assess-

ment or het allegations to which I was responding. It was Mr.
Goodman’s in his presentation before the Committee, and he
framed the allegation in a“very different way that implied: A, that
the contractor had drafted the estimate; B, that I-had dictated the
terms; -and C, that I had required that it come to the conclusion
that Syria, Libya and Iran, being organized by Moscow, were—+that
the Soviets were driving this terrorism and that was the premise
ainst which T was drafting my response. - S ‘
“Senator METZENBAUM. Well, Mz. Chairman, as I have indicated
previously, didn’t have tirne and I don’t knowif I have the ability
through all of the statements and charges he made that say

to go
this item is false, and that ig false, and the like. I have looked at
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Chairmarn Boren. That is a very good suggestion. You said it
otter than I how we should proceed. What we will do is more or
ss have briefing books for Members that will be by chapters, so

fhat we can take up these and other issues as well,
we need the briefing books

- Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman,
i -called upon to resolve this.

0
¢. Chairman Boren. We will do our very best so Members will have
" chance to study it. This shouldn’t take so long to do because we
ave these documents. If there is reference to what Kay Oliver
1 d,-as. an example, and- there are also competing views, just put
¥1all those together along with the point. Then that will be available
150 Members can look at it and come to their own conclusions:
3" Qenator MErzZENBAUM. So often, we are given a briefing book as
we. walk in to.a ‘meeting, it is this thick, and we have no way

fr B
erstand. We will do the best we can and
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Cha;
Mermbers may Tock of S oo, Tl o
different areas. Of oy the items in the record that fi
is trie or B, Of course, wh reler to thege

that each individual_member will h,

while the recegs
15 0N 30 we.-may

air ay haw rial
Counsel,mefr?d tﬁREN' Much of that,isealargggncde to.study it. © s - Chairman BoreN. I und

it can be ooe working with him y done. Mr. Snider, ¢ Members will just have to also allow some time to themselves to

e partly done by simply ’Organ ave this compﬂatlanu§ make these— ‘ . '
hi zing it by ch Senator Rupman. Mr. Chairman. 4 of clarificati C fo
a point of clarification from

- Senator DEConcini. Mr. Chairman,

i you and the Senator from New Hampshire. There was some refer-

i ence made here to the Oliver North diaries and I may have misun-

- derstood, but my understanding is that the PROF rniotes which -are
s were determined to be

hairman Boren, W
; ell; I think wh . 3
o at we can do is say here jg the 4§+ his computer notes or his handwritten note
" unreliable. And that those were determined to be unreliablé by his

wouldn’t want to ‘

Senat O turn over to staff the ; T not. I think 3, diary. Is that correct? o

cals1 maifef tﬁ%ﬁ?@éxg M. If you can ;;ﬁﬁfi’;tﬂigo%s% ve i  Senator RupMaN.- That is correct. Several ways. His own qestimo-
enato _ - : e facts, . nyin some cases. = !

Tna r Rubman. Mr. Chairman.. . e 4 . Senator DeCoNcivL 1 theught that you said and I misunderstood

4 what you said,”Mr. Chairman, that the diary was -unreliab;le. The

anston-h : q. e
A as one bnef,comment_ : " diary-is one of the most reliable sources, is it not? L
Chairman BoREN. What 1 was indicating is from my own

memory and I may have misstated it. - ;
have misunderstood it; 1 just

points dealing with the >
i th LT ponded . !
d you said it wag diff?cpﬁmmpal charges thati’ﬁ:tverday with 20 :
Were so many and ult to analyze the reg e been made, . Senator DeCowcini. No, '] may
Was very impresse gobmany_ documents refer topS%nfses because there ~ wanted a clarification. ) o ) ]
as you did th, Y. Mr. Gates’ respon orth and so on. [ : Chairman BoreN. There is an indication that things that Oliver
attributed to gghlele relied to a very gf%atSZi tbu.t 1 did understand North' put in writing—and I don't make a distinction between
erred to and so £ people, upon document, ent upon statements PROF notes and diaries—— :
tempt to kill tfl?e %rth. Just to give one el;lzasmthf’-t exist that he re- Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman can Mr. Coben be recognized?
the idea that the orc.2nd the allegation th ple regarding the at. He seems to remember that. ] o
and so forth H: th emlin was behind the a?f? Mr. Gates promoted “-Chairman Borex [continuing]. Are admittedly inconsistent and -
the Project Mauag:f'reléed upon statementsell)tylpﬁd assassination therefore of doubtful validity. o e :
knock that do and Kay Oliver,.-a d r. Lance Hays, Senator DeConcini. Of course I didn’t sit on the Committee, M.
of the other 2(?11-2' And the same' thing ﬁappeﬁﬂﬁt‘?r’ and others, to Chairman. I am not'going to-belabor it. I just know we have—-
L then spoke fo the Chaieman and sagasatod f. Feeard fo many ol B e Hhres or four experts b
ructed t an and s enator DECoNCINL. We have three or four experts here.
rates an&?ﬁglloggg%her all of the dgcgv.zglisgﬁgs that the staff be in- Senator RupMan. 1 think the simple statement is that there were
And that is what Wzrhrelexfant' documents so we referred to by Mr. a number of -examples where there were things—several examples
made available as ave just.now been discussi can look at them, of things in the diary-that were later found to be put in there for
s00n as possible. And T think that oir . Vil be regsons other than what they appeared fo reflect @ cliabl o
will give us a enator DECoNcINT. Meaning that the iary was unreliable?
erally: reliable. But I-think

very good opportunity
it i ity to verify for ou
X
selves to the extent we can Senator- RupMan. I thii[}llk it v;tas gtgn :  Lhink
answer was the niost'interesting answer.- What he ha

and it is not just opin:
charge of falsity 1 ouon, the basis of ;

alsity in regard to these Charggs[r' Gates’ skepticism and thedwitnﬁss’h s the most'ints sswer. What he ha
) said is that-he reviewed the-factual basis réegar ing Oliver North’s




258

I'e

ary. ,

‘Mr. Chairman, while T ' :
ment? Mo Chan, while I,hax_re the floor could- I Jjust make a com

made by M ' i '
ma ﬁ" ni{é I:ldzé tgtc;osdﬁnffn_—fgr instance, “Misleading the Presid

B on ited, anythin its is true by the way, it's probably t e of

&oyer,mind ling else.. Take. an allegation, put it dowr}; b M

ot point ;1:)::1: 1,1(:)% ﬁt,a%ool?i'l aé: Ifflfle cé?cu.men’ts that Mr (’}gélgn?gr'

) s what Mr. Gates produced . "

RS R ] ed, see what.the

A P yo_ur own mind. That is the only fajr

different idea how we wei
i ; we weigh the evidence: But, we wi :
ilalze ]tahe evidence in the best possible WE;, YBu%i‘?bWﬂl try to orga-
?m ezsl(ziansre"lewat. . B » PoInt by point so that
am told, Senator DeConcini o T
Inemberozf if g?zﬁcg - 1 thought from following it and not being
accurate, but th Pﬁf)the diaries were pretty accurate but lflilg .
almoct n;ade ] det 'ROF notes:were the ones that the Co 0'1: oo
were the ; etermination if not a finding that-th mmittee
op the inaccurate part of it. - atrthe PROF noté
Sema%gg REN. I think that is correct. "
trying to make";“f,-’;gag Just et & dlarification of it. I am not
thzg;lg;g W%CH;'areas were accurate. - ! uSt wanted to be sure I was
access tcﬁ:ﬁ ?3]1 N. Unfortunately .the Committee did not-
Senator 5}300 diary. That'was one'of the problems. a0t hiave
NeNL I didn’t know that. T would be glad to hear

from the Senator from Maj
rom ¢ . [aine. ., - _
Cingtor £U§‘§{RAE1§ I’E‘h ixdpgﬂ:tl&ave fuil- access to the full “ aiaries
et am:n. . point: I was trying to ' ings
2 Mr North reduced to writing have ~nog{:'alvvlzi.l_‘:?sl:I ;rgrsgd#ﬁﬁgg

Gates and. his not havine N
fates an , g told Mr,
can-go back and. check the zecord but:my recollection is that I read

; ﬁ‘i-viwﬂwe o

1. gether these two separate empi u
3 gence. One of the points that General Schwarzkopf made to us

when he testified to us was. th
4 arme

= ture, . _
. want to call it that, with the military, to bring about a closer mar-

riage between the civilian and the :
" of intelligence, particularly if you g

. -to how we might bring abou
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the questioning of Colonel North as it related to Mr. Gates in his

criminal trial into the record. ) .
There are a lot of other areas that I would like to go into. I had

intended to_ask some questions. T assure my colleagues that I will
4 not ask my own questions because it is'so late, but I may want to
* ask one or two.just for the record. They are not controversial gues-

tions. . ] ) ‘
The Committee has been working very hard to try ‘to bring to-
ires of military and civilian intelli-

at while different elements of the
d forces often exercise together in a mified command struc-
the civilian intélligence really -never has exercised, if you

. military, side of things in terms
et into a situation like the Per-

sian, Gulf. ‘ « .
We've talked a lot about two cultiires. If there is an extreme dif-

ference in culture between the DO and the DI, there is even more
extreme difference of culture between the military intelligence and
the civilian. That division has gone all the way back, as you know,
to the creation of the CIA right after the World War II. There was
a heated debate that it should all be af the Pentagon. I would ap-
preciate your suggestions, maybe in writing to us at some point, as
‘ t a closer coordination becauge. we
cannot afford to build two etnpires. It is too expensive and it also
results in disconnects at crucial times. In our authorization bill
which will be up on the Floor maybe next week, we have some
rather sweeping changes. Not only some major budgetary shifts
and cuts,. but we have suggested that military people, with joint
agreement of the Secretary of Defense and the Director of the CIA,
occupy certain, positions in. the CIA. Perhaps the Deputy in Oper-
ations should be a military person.” Perhaps thé:Deputy in the
whole Agency should be a military person. ‘ .

On the other hand, that there should be civilian CIA people sit-
ting as part of what we call the Joint Operation Center of someone
like General Schwarzkopf—actually integrated right with the mili-
tary and the joint command if you have another- situation like the
Persian Guif. We have.been looking at options like these and some
of them are already in our authorization bill. We would value your
thoughts about that. ; . - : s o
- Mr. Gazes. Mr. Chairman, ‘I might just add-one sentence. In
terms of.lessons learned from the war, one of the things that has
begun is theéy do have an-exercise planned along the lines that you

just degeribed. L s -
.. Chairman Bogren, ] am, very glad, because that is something we
Jiscussed with General Schwarzkopf and that is something the
Committee has been encouraging. It will help the civilian side un-
derstand more completely what military commanders nee and
also give military. commanders 1ifncuj_e insight into, what; civilian re-
sources, are _available to help them. So joint exercises would be a
good, idea anid perhaps .some_ direct joint appointments in certain
Rey positions. both in military intelligence and. in civilian ‘intelli-

..... -

gence.« ;. .~ . i T EER
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Hum i
storinga:lurristf;me emphasis. You have already talked ab
Sharing our hun an capability. And as you know, we haw aﬂgut to
Catlor initiath lus iJ:n this bill, funded already I might sa; i the U
propriations bill or.fiISO million this coming year. Sej;u;l; T
&2 been wworlk: %hm us to put some additional funding i it ord
the Jext two'to Mli-c??!l years to -build a trust fund on in%éﬁ lt‘over
Foncitn o 3 D de Eastern studies, Latin American atlo!la.l
opsien 1 oppbrtun’i aubothe rest, including exchange studéﬁssudle's’
5 el e mdopatunes 2 I
cial mes : dy in othe rironments ov
whae R é]igg‘tslr\r ?1?:1?1 ml;ilonty viewpoint, I agree V:;”;e:ti‘on 1y wi
Tt enator Nunr said, and I would like maybe some a&g'dg’t_mth
ey fromm, 3111 In “writing on how we can more ade e
! gence-—not mush or watered down *chic“kegz? f;gtﬁy
: B

A

sis, bulfl,esrt&'lﬂll %?;;varzkggi e oy, crisp, predictive, stron
jon spelled out erve dissenting Gpinions by having a ma; % analy-
way. And théln' ﬁth the reasoning behind it in 2 veryJ%zli'tmpm—'
:ivay with the -supggft%ﬁ Igﬂ;g;;gl :pl;l_;uﬁﬁaalsto 1Sn a very forthrigﬁz
oesn’ . eas0ns it. i
. doeen'. et mush—he gefe a very forthright majoriy view Lut with
E‘hat way the poﬁcymakgxfl ?;nanédeglgienﬁnngﬁﬁew 1f one is Offgle‘?
hink . er can see the conflictin I
send agoumi_lavzbspoken approvingly of that idea]tl“1 %freg Smd-‘ls and 1
The l‘jarst ?;‘ e about that t0 us, we'd welcome that you desire to
cetns which 2?-1 : that I-would just mention is environmental’
Chront-1o the We ltzln_ the minds of many of us: The enviro ntal
the bounds of t?}:‘ d is a threat that cah’t be addressed sol Inme;nt? 1
water acts OObv‘ie Ulmte‘i, States by us passing clear aig' gdmfhm
oz laye1'~==th' gus y, air and water go across borde é: piga
face in tortas ._ef _tEforeSt%t;on and all the other problerlt.ls ?:ﬁ the
e 1o s nemment gt il of s vorfdide 2
u -y e A . e ] *
S o i, P b ATy
: : be then -shared with the
%a%fs‘cfrga?; tgnﬁly a sentence. or two on how tha}%em?gﬁ%dbeiogtmay
using some of ’-’gmental policy. We really need fo think about
an even be ttegz)- 'i;tciele ggll:civ zl;estoqrces in a way that will giie"ﬁs
W(i\?lc’i vﬁi?ré)sacf‘useu%is of tremer?dor.]lz c};gEESnMg _environmentally
JAT. . 1 would just sa by o
this y one of the majo: C.
aminarin;neitnyvggm beto see what is availableJ tfla%o?g lgfl'ev:f enes m
issues as a byp‘i,ogﬁgrgli}?fnttepgnilp dealing with environmental
anyway. We'aré'in a time of? 5 lrc"‘ﬂ ystems that are operating
Cl;alar_aA:l_an B{)VREN. Right. budge y difficulty. A
 Mr. Games. We are. going to have some Jimitations N
see] P S e some “Iimitat; ! :
e e B o RS, e b
s increase in resourtes. apply to this probleny without a signifi-
satellh@té?agn EORgﬁ That is exactly what I was thinking. We h.
wouldn’t" have- t% er Systems- thiat ‘are already OPeI‘E;.tiﬁe %e_re
 think oo o spend more moiey to' have new, ones I would
have that wonld lful more attention ‘on éxploiting’ tﬁe-réséurw'
elp us in terms of environmental knowledggs a;vg,

i
% " to give you the opportunity to do
not take advantage of that, Mr.

)
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«z the ability to try and deal with the environmental problem on a
" worldwide basis.

Mr. Gates, I appreciate the time that you have spent with us and
deal with our ques-

the manner in which you have attempted to

tiong in a thorough way and an open way. This will close the public
portion of our hearings, and before we leave, if there is any last
word that you would like to speak to the Committee, I would like
so at this time. :

Mr. ‘Gates. I think I would
get on to lunch and the

" Chairman. I think everyone is eager fo
~ closed session. I would say I do have perhaps two or three minutes
worth of concluding remarks when we finish the cloged session.

" Chairman Borex. I think if you would like to say them now, it
would be appropriate.

Mr. Gates, All right.

Chairman Boren. Mayb
process too much that Members will
minutes before lunch; we.hope not. 1 think
open session rather than closed.
““Mr. GaTES. Mr. Chairman, this has been a long process and I will
prolong it only briefly with three observations. .

First, as I have gone through these hearings, a further lesson of

Tran-Contra for CIA has come through to me. Throughout October
gpeculation about

and November 1986 different aspects, suspicions,
t levels of detail in CIA.

Iran-Contra were known at very different 1
in informal settings almost in passing.

Information was conveyed

What litfle written information existed was hedged or incomplete.

Some believed they had discharged their responsibility by inform-
briefly or summarily. d

ing their superiors like me, however
those of us——me-fat s senior level did not fully weigh the available

information.

e it V;‘OUL].d not influence the confirmation
have to wait another three
we should hear you in

L}In this connection, just as I would worry that inadequate coordi-
nhtion and sharing of information might cause CIA to miss an im-
portant development abroad, 1 believe we need further safeguards
hen it comes to recognizing and acting upon intelligence informa-

i illegal activities outside

‘jon raising the suspicton or possibility of 1
bf CIA. This is related to the concerns expressed by both Senator
/Nunn and Senator DeConcini.
While by statute CIA is not a law enforcement agency, I think
i we Have to act conscienciously when information of concern comes
_ to us. Accordingly, if I am confirmed, one of my first acts will be to
" issuk an employee notice that all must be alert to the possibility of
i]le/gal actions by others outside of CIA as well as CIA officers. And
That any suspicion of such action should be reported in writing to
the Director with copies to the General Counsel and the statutory
. Inspector General for their review and action. They—the General
Counsel and the statutory Inspector General—would then be di-;

rected to report to the DCI action taken or recommended. ) )
as 1 suggested at the beginning o

Second, looking to the future,
the hearings, change is inevitable. It must come and it must comé
quickly. It must be constructive and informed by broadly agreed
missions and priorities for U.S. intelligence. In this connection,
me 1o implement a reorganiza-

change is usually painful. It fell to aniz
tion of the analytical directorate a decade ago. I added that signifi-



tessly from ab%v:annot be viewed qu?g ccilefc{
. . osed f

see fit to return me agai o g ;
dedifé%fgy?{ e glzlzge_tli]gglggg? the Agenigdl gﬁ:efilr{dsfél ?nf}?j:“}?l]f
orairr an BOReN. Thank you very much
e;aégig%iNa?R —_ o » Mr. Gates Senator
coedipa s, througﬁiua}:,vi?:ry mpoﬂan?i?r?gubutmn to th
ese pro-

_Lihereupon, at 1. .
re . 49 0’
convene in cloged sessiglock D0, the Committee wq
was recessed,
s LO

n at 3:00 o’clock P.m. the same ¢4 ]
ay,
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fairness. Virtually every-procedural decision ©
We have sought to be fair by involving the staff

‘i ON THE NOMINATION OF ROBERT M.
ATES TO BE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTEL-

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1091

.S, SENATE,:
SpLeECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,
S -7 U Washington, DC.

The- Select GOmﬁiitteélmét, pursuant to notice, at 9:09 am., in

Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L.
the Committee, presiding. :

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, Cranston,
sConcini, Metzenbaum, Glenn, Murkowski, Warner, 1)’Amato,
udman, Gorton and Chafee. . . ,
‘Also Present: George Tenet, Staff Director; John ‘Moseman, Mi-
ority Staff Director; Britt Snider, Chisf Counsel; and Kathleen
TcGhee, Chief Clerk. , ' ‘ C . T
Chairman ‘Boren. The Committee will comé to order. We will
smmence the Cormittee meeting. e ; o

We- meet in open. session this‘morning for the purpose of voting
on the-nomination‘of Robert M. Gates, who has been nominated by
the President of the United States to be the Director of Central In-
elligence. Our process will be as follows: we will have opening
§: statements by the Chair and the Vice Chair, and' then. we will al-
17 ternate with opening statements and comments. on each side of the
¥ aisle in orde¥ of senority of membership on the Committee.

.~ “We will then; as the opening’ comments are finished by Members,
o immediately into the roll call on the nomination. So I certainly

roll call will t‘jhcqtlifw during this morning session

in a timely fashion. “ : 7
- When we-begai the confirmation hearings on this nomination, 1
expressed the hope that when we finished the process, without
regard to the final vote, that the American peoplé could justifiably
say that our -hearings Rad been both thorough and fair. 1 want to

s of the Committee on both sides of the aisle for

, and for their common commitment with me to
realize this goal. I appreciate the words of encourdgement which
each of you around this table have spoken to me’zbout our Process.

1 also-warit to thank the members of the staff who have labored
o help us dchiéve our zoal ‘of thoroughmness and

f this Commifttee has

Member of this Committee, both ‘Democrat and

Republican;’ in making decisions about which witnesses to call,

S (263)
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vernment, even to .the.point of arguing with the President’
nself in support of the need for.an independent statutory Inspec-
=+ General for the CIA and for writing into the law new oversight
rector. e thar ~ fizislation to reflect the- lessons.learned -from the Iran-Contra
ctor .of Central Inteljgas 24 for. air. e - ‘

ce, “also cannot ignore the commitments he made to us during his
timony. On-September 16th, the first day of the hearings, Mr.

85
Gates said, and I quote him,

called upon to make tﬁzt Director of Centra] 1. ¢T éommit to you that should I be confirmed, whatever differences may develop
ce the O most Sweepi g ch Ill fom timé to time between the Intelligence Committees and the Executive branch
the CIA aﬂgeg enerally, or the CIA in particular; I would resign rather than jeopardize that rela-

Was created g)

mogt a ship of trust and confidence. .

Later the same day he told us, and again I quote him, “Now,
‘inder those circumstances, I think that if I were to find that if
omething illegal-were going on in that context, I would make the
ase to the President, (A) that it made it imperative to inform the
ongress; and (B) that I could no longer serve as Director if that
ould mot. be done.” = ¢ ' -

- T believe that these-are the clearest and most far reaching com-
mitments to the oversight process ever made by a person nominat-
d for thié position.’ - SR T v :

As I say, this isn’t a matter of pieasiﬁg this Committeé. This isn’t

pﬁizg%fi{’shave decided to yop,
cas tr Intenjgeﬁgém}l?: Robert ¥ a matter of being for working with Congress. This is a matter of
ons. First, Mr, Gates o azﬁ reacheq protecting the interests of the American people, because we-are
eeded by the pext Dﬁé te know}. asked to be the watchdogs for the American people, to make sure
ging thm%dla Iy have to plun fé,o_r of the that nothing.illegal goes on atthe CIA and ‘that their actions are,
¢ Intelligence ge into the in:keeping with the values of the American people.. '

And so by strengthening the oversight process and by arguing for
a stronget.process, this nominee has committed himself as a strong
watchdog on behalf of the American people. ,
" T am also impressed by what the nominee says will be his prior-
ities for the futl;re. It lxrs;f significalﬂ: that he xgk_aqts tfoi mﬁk_e intelli-
ing. - :. eed a Di © gence more useful in informing the policymakers. He has experi-
ng. There ig no time to wagte, Director " ence both as a producer and.as a consumer of intelligence. Nothing
is moré important to the morale at the CIA than for its employees
to feel that their work means something. I believe that Mr. Gates,

, re ;L ] B - : :
e remden?:tvsrl]?o e prepared tc?pifzcj § having observed what kind of information is needed by Presidents
simply 28 @ former Director of | 2nd policymakers, would help-make' intelligence more relevant to
Ply not have the same level §* the policy process. ' ,

I also applaud his determination that the next Director ;sghould
provide real leadership for the entire Intelligence Community, by

ted by ki : € views g

tage . Y him with a key poottian bringing. among others, military and civilian_intelligence into
t. Director should have  closer cooperation which:would help commanders, like General

0¢ess. As I said on th Ve a strong Schwarzkopf, in time of conflict. . Lo
Ore my own exper; e last day of I heartily approve his statement that he will make dealing with
t, when he wag Act'e nce with Mr, the threat of the proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological
ty to Judge \r‘Vebs'to:a;I1 & Director of weapons his first priority. And that he sees economic intelligence
O1t. o » and since he = as something-we must do better in the future. And the need for
s?‘)lrlle detail thoge instances i more emphasis on human source intelligence to provide. earlier
> Singlehandediy stood up fo E recent < warnings about the intentions of potential adversaries in an era in
* the over hich we will have fewer American forces forward positioned

en the branches .around the world. . .o
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‘When we began the confirmation hearings on this nomination,

1 expressed my hope that when we finished the process, without
regard to the final vote, that the American people could

justifiably say that oux hearings had been both thorough and
fair. -I want to.thank the members of the committes on both sides
of the aisle for their ccoperation and for thei; COmmon )
commitment with me to realize that goal. I appreciate the words
of encouragement which each one of those around this table have
spoken to me about our. process. | I.also want to thank 1:;he members

of the staff who have labored long hours to also help us achieve

Sight process
€SS and a
respe . a partnership wi
Pect of the President, Liksglgumf;h Congress while enia.c: OV ] £ th . .
of ug . en_}oylng the our .goal of thoroughness and airness.
Virtually every procedural decision of. the. committee has
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years ago. I gm convinced that he has }
‘has learned

from his 2
- US mistakes and. . in Faar _
| o 20d, in fct, that he i , |
" make. an even. bettér -peen unanimous. We have sought tg be fair by involving the staff

designees of every member of this committee -- Democrat and

Republican -- in making decisions about which witnesses should be

léagues i the e
' An the Sen 17 ]
© has the ability s b L do the same. It is my el 2L, MY, col-
conco 1St an adequate ozy anoziii V;i_e;v fhat

: Ptable Dj.

rector of Conpoe s 0 D€
ci ?:1 el Central Intelligence, but an outstandi
thank m X : ing one at. thi
y colle —_ : ‘ at-this cry-

agues. I will ingept my full staterent wis.. ru

a Which ma
y

Surprise them ’
statement for tl:is I've gone on, but 1
JA0r the record, ’ have agn even m
Ore.complete

g ‘
.

called, which documentary evidence should be obtained and which

jssue should be examined. We have certainly had no shortage of

ERRE S v oy

conflicting viewpoints and diversity of -opinions among witnesses.

3

M .
- L . .
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Ee ¥ Of conty ing the President s nomines: Rob ki

leector Of the Central Intely; . S

vitally needed My the

The next direc
£ irector will i :
lu i . 11l imm
plunge imto the procds of fadically on ediately have to
v'a .

. have for the views of Mr.

271

-
community. This is not time for on the job training. We can't

afford to take 2 or 3'years for the new director to leaxn the

current: programs before thinking about how to change them. We
pneed az director who can hit the ground running. Thexe is not
+ime to waste.

We. also need a director who can work with Congress to
dévelop new structures and budget pricrities and who also- has the
respect and confidence of the President so that he will be.

prepared to impiemant these proposals. The President; who is a

former Birector of.Central intelligence . himself: would not have

the same level; of respect, for the opinions of a newcomer to the

intelligence field, even a person of great.stature, than ha would °

Gates, who he has already trusted with

a key position on his Mational Security Council staff.

1 believe that the next director should have a
as I said on .the

Second:
strong commitment to the oversight protess.
last day of the public hearings, I cannot ignore my own
Gates over the last five years, first when he

experience with Mr.
was deputy to Judge

was Acting Director of CIA, then when he

webster, and since he has been deputy to General. Scowcroft.

T have already gone over in some detail those instances in

recent years where he, at times single-handedly, stood up for the

oversight process and for improving relationships between the

branches, even to the- point of arguin
in suppoxrt of. the need for an independent, statutory inspector:

g with the President himself

general for the CIA and for writing into the law new oversight

legislation to reflect the lessons learned from the Iran-
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Contra affair.- .

I also i
cannot ‘gnore the commitment

his testinony.. S he made to US dypiy;
g!

'On September - :
16, the f£i
Mr.: Gates: said: ! first day of the heazing
Sy

branch gene

; ‘ rally o

o e would resign rather than Jjeopard;. T
ationship of trust apa confidenca, " o

in particular,

Later the.
he: same day, he told us:- "Now under th
ose

circumstances i
es, I think that if: T were tgo

ille . ; find that i
gal were going on in that context Sonething
r

I would make the case tgo

the President:
t: &) that it made it imperative t
© inform the

Congress
r and B) that 1 could no longer serv
e

conld not be done, " as Director if that

I.have also con:
onsidered what
the nominee
- $ays-will be hie

priorities’ for the future
It. is éignif'
ic
ant that he wants to make intellig
ence more-

useful in-inform;
ing the policy maker. He has. experi
. ience both as

2 producer and as :
a-consumer of intelligence.“'Nothiné i
is more

important tO‘mér 3
ale at the CIa than for its employa
es to feel

that their work means something

pelicy process.
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T alsc applaud his- determination that the next director

should provide real leadership for the entire intelligence

community bringing among others, military and civilian

intelligence into closer cooperation to help commanders in time

of conflict. :.
I heartily approve his stotement that he will make dealing

with the threat‘df proliferation of nuclear, .chemical and
biological weapons his first priority, that he-sees economnic
intelligence;as.scmething we must do better in the future, and .

that we need more emphasis on human source intelligence to
provide earlier warning about the intentions of potential

adversaries in an era when ve will. have .fewer American forces in

forward positioned around the world. I agrese with his emphasis

on mew education programs to provide a larger pool of individnals

with the skiils in the foreiga language and area studies which we

so badly need. I am encouraged that he sees the possibility of

using. CIA assets to provide assistance in solving global
’

environmental problems.

In expressing support for Mr. Gates, I am also mindful that,

like any peossible nominee, he has shorcomings. We have examined

the record.as it relates to his relationship to the Iran-Contra

. affair.
While I do not find a "smoking gun” as it relates to this

nominee, I have for some time been, troubled by what I perceive to]
have been a gemeral lack of aggressiveness on his part in seeking

+he facts. . While.I do_not believe that the record shows that Mr.

Gates is' guilty of intenticnal actions to initiate or conspire -




To Quote

a ortion Qf. what’ e said to us 3 O t H h;
=l A £ h L Isx Ipec £ 15
x ew PEOP € hav,

reflected more than I have on th
&

DPtical about what I was told. 1

should have g mo,
sked more questions anpg - should ha
ve been legg
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While there are still some questions which we intend to pursue,
there was no evidence that Robert Gates was involved in any

questionable actions-in this area.
‘ The committee also examined closely . the &§till classified
relatiénship mith the government of. Iraq during the mid-1980's.
According to the evidence available to us up to this point,; the
relationship iinvelved only the provision of certain intelligence

..and no arms or eguipment on the part of the CIA or the U.S.
Government, in support of the Iragi war effort. Questions were
raised as to whether the transfer of this information should have
been treated-as a covert action under the law, reguiring a
Presidential finding and reporting to the committees.

- Imtelligence exchanges in the past have not been consideéed

- covert actions, but there were circumstances hexe which suggested
to some that the purpose of the sharing &rrangement may have been
nmore than simply providing-a guid pro ‘guo for intelligence
collettion. -~ My view Ls ‘that' this activity-was not a covert
action.: Tt.was not intended to influence Irag to do anything it
was not already doing. -It was intended to support an ongoing

activity. 1Irag was already clearly waging a war with Iran. The

U.S. did not enter the relationship to induce Irag.to undertake a

new policy, but rather to.show Irag how to succeed at the policy

it had already adopted.

2t the time, it was also not the kind of activity routinely

reported to the committee. Now it would be reported under . -.

dgreements worked over that last few years-.with the strong

support of Mr: Gates who argued in favor of giving the committes
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this kind of information

preiate that. Ours Is not  sotiety that® forevér holds a

"4

FLikewise, -1 do.not.

person's'mistakes-ag&insé Bif ‘or hKez.
k . Affer‘wafZhing’and working Wwith Bob Gates as Chairman’ of
this committee for over five yeats, I Believe he has maturéd, has
grown and is ready to fate the challenges ahead and address the

‘be publishediwhi
which challanged. tp, :
* rone wvi - . )
" concerhs 6f the people he will lead. 'This is my own judgement -—-

and~one T hopé my colleagués will comsider.

enough evidence,
Let me'say & £8w words 'abbut the courageofis ‘people —-

- however;
Alert tora porc 7 o support a eriticism that he-wa
; “Perception-problem, b, A8 was net
Th-Decause- of his. o
ST W s5: N . .
trong views ang ¢ analysts, young and old, who have come forward to cooperate with

¥~ those of tha s
administration
+ and thar
the committeéa. T afi speaking to them now. THey know who they

e5poused- them we,
ea-, re not be_j_ng_ tre
Lreat
are. They have my commitmént, indeed the commitment of this
committes; that no untowdrd action will'be ‘taken against ‘them,

analytii
Ytizal process and that if: confirmed M
: r M, “
1f Bob Gates is

st} N e L GAtes i H -
heav?‘33590n51bzlityuto b S %ill bear 5 that their careers will not be-disrupted.

Sure that minogi .
Ity view,
‘8. Are respecteq confirmed I intend to hold Bob Gates accountable and carefully

in
* scrutinize his decisions and actions to ensure that needed change

This committee will pay

which threaten intellectual - freedo
“The integrity of the analytlc:1°frexPEESSiqn 2¢ addressed. " in process and work atmosphere are made.
Serious issue because if lntelllgenceprocess TS 3% Sxtremely E attention to the less glamorous issues of the morale and well-
doldars spend on ¢ollecting the ray 3 :s slanted,. the billtons of ? being of the men and women at the Central Intelligence Agency. I
money wasted. .. . L “neelligence data iy be, 1 nave given my personal assurances to at least two individuals
: Past performance as I have!sald'isn“ 1 i ' o i that for my remaining five years in the Senate, long after I have
Tecord which ¥r. .Gates has established-;rérev?nti 50 15 the - left this committee, I will intervene on their behalf at the
to Judge Webster and deputy to General-BSHAC$lnngirQG;U:"deP"tY slightest hint of retribution. And I say openly to the men and
* President~g mhtiunal~securitY'Adviso "ot Scoweroft, the - women at CIA, that I believe that Bob Gates will live up to the
service, . L 5 o ¥ 77 @ xecord of Cutstanding standards of decency and fairness required. But if he does not,
* Bob Gates himseif)haspgpenly admi;;;d T D I will be the first to take action, whether I serve on this
Fthat\he'woyldﬁdc some cormittee or not. This is my personal commitment to the men and

e
chem.over.. e can.all - . women at CIA
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In conclusion, f bglievgﬂrhat,on balance, Robert M. Gategq ig
prepared to provide the leadership heeded by the CIa at thig \:\\\

time. He has a first rate mind. He has a sincere commitment. +q

enjoying the:respegt of‘phe,P;esidenf. .Like all of us, he is nee

the same bPexrson he was five or ten years ago. T anp convinced

I will vote to confirm,phishnomineg and I hope that my
colleagqes in the Senate #ill do the same, . It is my honest view .
that he has the ability te be not just ap adequate or acceptablea.

Director of Central Intelligence, but an outstanding one,

279

alrman.
Senator Murgowskl. Thank you very much, Mr. Ch

nforth regré i& inability to be

i Senator Danforth regrets _h1s inabili >

ilﬁ;lrs;’tgga?el-?eogz f1331:'1;1‘2;~1‘:cici(iaating in the swearing-in of Justice Clar
er . :

y reme Court. However, he has provided a
' y d“ hich I w, wuld ask be entered
ence Thomas tc% the Sup / ;
proxy and a statement for the record whic 0 as

Cllal .

ref'%% statement of Senator Danforth €olluws:]

- -
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.S T ~ - . N
TATEMERT BY, SENATOR JOHN C. DANFORTH
, ST NOMINATION OF R

.. w0 * ROBERT" M, GA
L D BE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL Inmgggﬁgsncm

OCTOBER 18, 1991

MR. CHATIRMAN
AS DIREGD + ROBERT GATES NOT o ‘
CHALLENGEgRTgiscgggNTRngggLLIGENCE, gﬁg,sggggg ggECONFIRMED
HE IS AN EXCELL ' BS IN THE YEA
LENT CHOICE RS AHEAD, I
MR. GATES HAS THa . WE NEED somM + I BELIEVE
T -EXPERIE EONE WITH Exp
CONTINGENCY PLAN NCE. WEE NEE i ERIENCE
NER. MR D SOMEONE WHO )
WE NEED SOMEONE * . GATES HAS PRO IS a
WHO cAN VEN H
DEMONSTRATED HE CA§ CAN MAKE HARD DECISIONS IngnnggEgE .
* ) v Has

NO ONE KNOWS TH.
THE PRESID ESE REQUIREMENTS
HINSELF SERVED. Lo NOMINATED IR, cates gggRggBnggTER THAN
AGGRESSION IN THe - SINCE BECOMING PR HAS

PERSIAN ESIDENT HE K
EMNPIRE.. SUCH CHa GULF AND THE @ AS FACED
. LLENGES OLLAPSE OF

WARNING AND TIMELY ANALYsgg?ERSCORE THE IMPORTANCE ggﬂsggzgsr

AS FOR CHARGES OF POL
SHOWS ITICIZAT
Ponxcyfgigggg? GATES DID NOT strogngwéEifiégggEng RECORD
DOUBT T,

ovzn—nqggg ggggnéN$§YST5 HAVE FELT BRUISED, IGN I HAVE o
INTELLIGENCE ANALYS EIR TENURES AT THE AGENCY ORED, OR
DEBATES SINCE HARD igr FACTS" ALMOST NEVER RE§0LéN

CAN BE FOUND TO TEsTIFgRMATION IS OFTEN LIMITED A§DSUCH

ON ARNS CONTROL, FOR ALMOST ANY PARTICULAR VIggPaggsIT

I ALSO BELIEVE THA
NOT INVOLVED IN I T THE RECORD SHOW.
RAN~CONTRA, § THAT BOB GA
WISH IN H OR ITS L TES WAS
INDSIGHT, AS HE HIMSELF noEA?Eg Cgvgg—up. WE ALL MaY
: HAD PAID MORE

i AT B

o

Sk

-t

! ATTENTION:TO.THE -

SR e
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pGSSIBILITY OF A .DIVERSION. : BUT THE
AND, THE .PRESS OF BUSINESS GREAT. BOB
ED, PUBLIC SERVICE, HE1§ CLEAR LOYALTY

WARNINGS, WERE FEW
RAL INTELLIGENCE

GATES’ RECORD OF DEDICAT

- o0 HIS COUNTRY, THIS PRESIDENT AND .THE. CENTRI
I'b0 NO¥ BELIEVE

AGENCY ARE ALSC IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS. ]
SUCH LOYALTIES DISQUALIFY A~ PERSON: FOR LEADERSHIP OF :THE .-

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. QUITE JHE .CONTRARY. A POSITION OF .
ES A PERSON IN WHOM,THE PRESIDENT ,

[EXTRAORDINARY TRUST REQUIR
'HAS COMPLETE CONFIDENCE. BOB GATES HAS THIS CONFIDENCE. HE,
ALSO HAS A SUPERE RECORD WITH CONGRESS, A RECORD TO WHiCH
voU, MR. CHAIRMAN, ELOQUENTLY FESTIFIED JUST A FEW DAYS AGO:
s ’ : - el — £, Ha ’ N N

'+ 7 PINALLY, I .BELIEVE BOB GATES CAN“'LEAD THE, INTELLIGENCE

COMMUNITY .. CRITICS- MAY, SAY.THAT THE IRAN-CONTRA CHARGES AND.
THEIR MAREK, THAT,.

OUR DISCUSSIONS OF POLITICIZARION HAVE.LEFT,
BOB GATES 1S, IN THEIR VIEW, DANAGED GOODS. YET, AFTER FIVE
‘YEARS OF EXDENSIVE IRAN-CONTRA INVESTIGATION, THOROUGH
INVESTIGATION BY THE COMMITTE® STAFF, AND MEDIA REVIEW OF ALL
CHARGES BROUGHT AGAINST HIM, BOB GATES IS, IN THIS SENATOR'S
OPINION, CLEAR .IN NAME AND.IN, RERUTATION. . o i

w - T - i . B
. . .MR. CHAIRMAN, I HAVE SPOKEN AT LENGTH ON THE SENATE’
FLOOR ABOUT OUR FLAWED CONFIRMATION PROCESS. IT IS5 SURELY
IRONIC THAT, WHEN WE HAVE SOMEONE COME THROUGH THE PROCESS Wi
PHEIR INTEGRITY INTACT, WE THEN' GO ON TO WEIGH THE DAMAGE
THAT OURYPROCESS ITSELF -HAS.DONE. ) .

.- -~ IT:HAS BEEN .155 -DAYS .SINCE, PRESIDENT BUSH ,ANNOUNCED HIS
NOMINATION OF ROBERT GATES FOR.DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL =,
INTELLIGENCE. THE NOMINEE HAS BEEN FORTHRIGHT, PATIENT AND
COOPERATIVE WiTHE THTS -COMMITTEE. I ~LOOK! FORWARD TO WORKING
WITH HIM IN THE FUTURE. ) SR omes T .o .

:

4o

e
P
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Senator“MUR"’ﬁowsm And, Mr i
r M 8% And, Mr. Chairman, 1 i
think Jo3aca coator Thousd:up o' Alacia” Vo Ecing 10 be ac
sbobt 1140 aom e S X i the Commiio
nightstonight or thercabouts, . - - Lo L Will be ih Alasky af iy

% edalrman; Jet me begin by SXpressing my: gratitide for the

would be tor develop 4 thorg '
that Ty 2 thorough and complete v ; )
g’xlg,?%gi :];at&haq;gans?n“-m« prior=’g6nfh'mp aoirﬁgg;?n s 'anl'lnumber
i 01 coy ’se, ‘ea.lmg Wlth;l'lf?!}'COﬁIra: SRR gs,p - Clpa’l..

quest that was made o ton Ao AVE d e ‘
matter who mede 5, 0 &pg'gst%ce either-witnesses or-ddcuments, no

] our hearing process has nost. reveali
. s g .has been most 1 g
mh:];]ﬁ gs?ngghez nil:stance in which the public hag %Zee%h;ﬁédggn :

o ins egﬁ {al;-t 0 the workings of the Central Intelligence Ape iy

the Aues! vil'r) icularly interested in developing record og II:CY'
i appropriy:et teai:so?z?yn?oge% duqng the years of Bjlj Casey. I thoug(il‘,::r
of Shpmopra Place 1ssues about Dy, Gates in the context
thglgz I:;.‘Ie;i;?cna%s have clearly provided a rich body of information
e palyt gﬂyqess of the CIA, management structures,. og
Sven ¢ inp&rsc:n . ties. While some of these matters have been 3?
foeed 1 mo:;nlos fc'r.1t1c:&|.1,Way, I do not take the pessimistic fri’es-
fhiy o, ToT: eRo the CIA has been shattered by any means bW
fo moacbers i:he. ather, it ig far healthier to discuss Problems th 4
s aHI;r b, gﬁgbproblems. I am confident that we have an e o

T conihyie gt o PRl orking i che Agoncy: o Jie ol
b4 3 Y intelligence offie -

mﬁe Importance of the work that they do. °re who un

firmed as the new Direet

f g or of the Centra] Intelli

Becesily € eries (h2he am and will rovtl o gt
] ) ) e have i

these hearings. He ig the rlghg Person to lead the %lor;ﬁuz?gyugn?;

Before the hearings, I wag
] A well aware of th i ’
Id:ggs;}?i ng t?vates, as a consequence of severa] g.isrgfss;%?st S'Tlgonﬁ-
UP between Dr. Gates and the President I think ;s sig;ilgz
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1
ant factor in' the ability of Dr. Gates to'lead the Intelligence Com:-
munity. Simply put, he will have the.President’s attention® when
he tough decisions must bé made; : ° v
After observing Bob Gates in thesé hearings, I have a'better un-
erstanding of why he has and enjoys the President's'trust. . -
“Bob Gates has clearly’ mastered ‘the complexities of the Intelli-
ence Commuziity. The new DCI'thust have a corapléte understand-
ig_of how the Community operates in-order to shape its futdre,
‘He has proven that his mfellectual capatity is deep. He is articu-
ate. He is well-informed. And he is‘éxpérienced as both. a provider
d a consumer of intelligence. o T -
- He"has"'withstood “eniormous ,pressires in. these hearings- 4s 1
;think*gveryone would agree, and certainly will be able to withstand
the rigérs of being the Director of the Ceritral Intelligence Agency.”
¢ Finally;'] am confident that he has learned much from these con-
- firmation hearings. I have no doubt. that some matters discussed
. have not been pleasant for Dr: Gates'to hear, and he surély undes-
4: stands’that there is at léast a, perception problei in the Agency
. concerning his past tenure there. I, for one, believe .he will be a
§: better manager as a 'result of. this kriowledge. On the other hand,; 1
: have rio doubt that he will 'drive the Intelligénce Communify. hard,
- that he will make tough. decisions, and- that he will demand hard
- work and precise thinking. ey by e
. 1 support Bob Gates, to be’ the ‘next Director of,the CIA, and I
. have every confidence. that he will do.an outstanding:job, I, also-
. share the Chairman’s view that.Bob. Gates, will work well with the
. Oversight Comniittees of Congress; His track.record in this regard
.~is_unmatched. He supports. oversight and works .extremely well
, with those, of use who_ have been. called upon, to perform.the over-
: sight function. ~ LNE Gt g seen oo
"Let me turn. very . briefly to.some issties that-have been raised,
- and give my evaluation. of,them; With regard to Iran-Contra mat.
- ters, the record. shows that once Bob Gates becsme fully. aware of
the poessible diversion of funds in' October-of 1986, he took acticn to .
- learn whether-the Ageney was implicated. The record is not at all
- clear as to the level-of information-or the intensity with which the
. information was:conveyed -to.Dr: Gates prior ‘to-Qctober-1;-1986.. It
. may;well-be that:Dick:Kerr mentioned Charlie Allen’s: suspicions
. to Bob Gates some- time between-May and August-of-1986; Howey-.
er, -neither’ Dick:Kerr nor CharlierAllen thought the ‘information
was-Sufficiently. serious to draft a memoranduryfor the record or
other- memoranda to: memorialize the.fact’that information was
provided.to-the Deputy Director for Central:Intellivence: Nor- did-
they keep in:touch.with Bob Gates before October t. This is. ot to-
criticize either Dick Kerr or Charlie Allen. I mention -it-merely. to-
underscore the fact-that: mahy.other things were happening: it the
Agency=in 1986 before thie Irdn-Contrd affair-was fully understosd: -
“dt: 157 absolutely ieleatto: me that: otizsome idsues Bob-Gates was P
expressly kept out of the chain of command by Director -CHsey, by
AlanFiers; aiididikely by Clale George. The tecord is°¢leat that Bill .
Casey- Had! ditecstlinestof “coliiunisation’ ‘with" Alan Fiers: dfd
others: on ta host oftdifferent IsstleR7He did-dot keeg HisDeputy”
fulty informed. Mefact‘he-instructed petsons Sudk 58 .Charlid Allens

¥
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and Alan. Fiers to Nmjt disseminat;
small il ‘ ] emination of - infy . ) i
efé:?;x&gi;% 5];’;“9 cases to none at 5], rmatmn' to a Very §talent.'They also thought it was time to-groom.a professional—a
condoned, the illega] djcred;ble evidence to Suggest that Bop. (.., J;Professional—intelligence officer as future DCL ~ -~ -~ ..
Mr. Chairmms &: Yersion of money to the Contras 00 Gates. + Admiral Inman testified that this decision put.Dr. Gates i an
: : » Many of us.look back over the Iran—boni;r ol “extraordinarily difficult position. He had little management experi-
more direct: gction 10" tmae o eaves ttle bette ok'-a Sl grence at that level; he had: little background on the operations side
: in his w1 10 uncover the_truth. Bob Gates hag Sa little £ ofrintelligence. Because.of his youth, he would inevitably be resent-
ought to also reflect as well us. Howe; y he ?ld 88 Fied, of course, by many of those more senior officers who had been
tober ‘1986 get to th WB’" that Bob Gates did take steps aft ecord-  ¢'nassed over. Under the circumstances, it would have been unbeliev-
Col\r&tré matter, ¢ bottom of CIA’g involvement in theefraolf“ %éie ifvli‘fi ]:%ad not ruffé;a;li some lfeatl%ers,hand e&ren. made gome mis-
‘Mr. Chairm . o el ’ " §itakes.. What is extraordinary is how few he made. )
Bob’ Gafes"iﬁ?:ﬁﬁ?;;f:ﬁgr I]-“ajor, area.of concern has heer Wheth 5  Dr. Gates’ position was made all the more difficult by.the. fact
‘Agency in order to Do aJSf . %gﬁg;i] ;ﬁe mteI%ligence product of t}fg :%b{:};at WilliaEnICaﬁegkwas gn:u of the s%ron%?t-rfxl:%id%l DCIs iildrecent
VIEW Of Dersons worr. s ers or'to promote wiimi 5. §-history, and I-think we’ agree on that. The Reagan Adminis-
Casey. Ths mﬁ?ﬁégﬁﬁm Reagan Administration ingillltfdilifép ﬁf{f  tration- came into office with a clear policy agenda and Mr.. Casey
voted a great deal of Ly, QQ?daccugat;qn and the Committee has 4. |- Was closely attuned to-the,President’s views. Mr. Casey was not ad-
G dm ain 5 . ime and attention to i, o S § verie-tq puﬁhiré‘g“ the I::u:lelligenc}e1 Coglm;llnity hard when an issue-—
oodman, I find j St Toompi 0 trates : © such as the Soviet role in the Papal assassination attempt—
made by Mr., ﬁg&&;?f% : trng%;ng that certain of the allegation © aroused his or the President’s interest.
’ our:closed session, under oath, Wees cors - - Bob Gates is the first to admit that the persistent allegations of
n- glanting intelligence are a cause for real concern. He is also the

siderabiy mo&jﬁed \ Ve T
open Session - .5 e SVen eliminated when we ‘zop 1 ‘the. §
- e T T 4 firgt tol admit that his youthful management style eight or ten

Certain facts asserted Hv Mo (v Ny
byﬂe}fl;e evidence rﬁiﬁg&g{ o“gﬁfgg;‘méfez'si@ply not borne oyt ¢ years ago'may ‘Iaave been a bit unnecessary as far as the abrasive-
LT ME Cite st ofie Bvamels: T mitlee, ©- - " e e ness 1s concerned. - . - o ’
=a‘.‘1t?¢-invesﬁ'gafi‘ﬁ!1pi§- gﬁ: s?gnanhlzllﬂe g?lrectp;- Webster did not conduyct But the question is not whether he did everything right in the
' asserted:” Moreover; Mark M t%}f‘ intelligence ag Mr. Goodrian hag early 1980’s. The question is whether he has grown and learned so
. ducted tha inves,‘tjg;itiod’ simal” GSYV,’?.’.. the lawyer who allegedly cor. that he is the right man for the early 90’s. Has he become the man
‘These “and other: fadtual: IPly denies *that_ it éver took placa’ - . Admiral Inman expected? I believe the answer is clearly yes. I call

. Goodman "Vaéflf--'ovmtaltne?}cmcu;aclesf fause ‘me to believe that- # the attention of the Members of the Committee to Dr. Gates eight
-Opinion, and he hag every right ¢  case. Nevertheléss, he gave his - point plan for dealing with. the issue of slanted intelligence. It is a
1at does'a hard look at %h o do th,at-.; : . serious plan that provides convincing evidence that he has listened

: e evidénce show, however? First, lef’s : to ];{_hhe griti(:fhand hg hfltendi: tg ic;l(;]:nehto grépzl with theﬁch?cgrns.

i ETSDe . Based on those who have ha st hand dealings with Bob Gates

G e,

e

-

ut the iGna: oo EVIOe:
tive. xn--.&”eeﬁiﬁzﬁ’?s%f}ﬁ%‘:fgg ’.“%Ihgeﬁce analysis into. 4 perspec.- |
assessments’ and estimateg. c:vas dDI or DDCI*;“'I;‘earIx 2500 major- | When he was Director of the analysis division of the CIA, it appears
these is he seriously aﬂéged"fo?hs:sre }lns td_eS? . ’dthW‘»ﬁ;any ofi |} clear that he wanted to change the way the Ageqcy did its busi-
ok oF Sy o oS P Aol | s | e iy fopresod by, i ey
00Kk at even that handfu] reveals there is. i an five. And a cloge . one of the witnesses—and I'm going to read it as my conclusion,
where the evidenée clearly points to B(:gr’*(lf fact, not a singlecase | and Lquote: R ;
ing 'lntEHIgencef, ‘Much of it.is in-the: oy ates. dEIIberately-"s]ant. ; But I think what you really have to do is look at who knows what as opposed to
-What -we instedd zve. . eyes'of the ‘beholder,. = - who heard people talk. I must say that there are a lot of people who, do not like Mr,
strong-views: rigs . are- many instances hera - . , »  Gates'and we have all known that for years. There are’lots of réasons and sonté of
g-views,. rigorous- stand woere-Dr. ' Gateg’- i . : : .
with bruj - D" ards and tough criticism: left - o - ©  them may be valid. But some of them, I think, are to the fact that he makes life
: ruised .feelings. We have some instan m left: analysts. uncomfortable. He made life uncomfortable for me. But I think it was better that he
managenal»style»probably engendered mo ces thre_ Dr:: Gates™ * did because I think I did better work as a result. .
haps Was necessary.  But B b ©d more hard feelings than per- I think some of his memos that were scathing were'very rough on analysts, A lot
tough business. :.> " ob Gates- ig a. tough man and he’s: ins of peo}z.:‘lae-I dodnot like to be-told to do better 'because they thought they did well -
Lo N P AT TR S , = erough already, : ‘
ti I 5 nOtEVerthy“ that none of Dr:-Gates’. sSeni gyt I think we are entering an era in the 1990’s when life is going to be very uncom-
Hme, mp.ludmg - Ford. apparently thowol. nior golleagues at-the. fortable for all of us intelligence analysts. It is very uncomfortable for me, I do not
' rious problem. A Ahen rently thought Bob's style was ‘ay: {  know where we are headed, but I know that my job in the future is going to be real
- knowledge. .. b lest ‘they never: raised. it ‘with himdi{‘ect e [ different from -what it was in the past ’
wE : Ca tly.to our : And franidy, I think with a man like Mr. Gates there, I thinlk h:uis 'fgoing to shake
r ail of us, -

poknd leb's remémber. the- cireumitanoss. unio. - e 5 on in 2 big it is got
-becamie. DDI in 1982.. At gy crrirotances: under whick, Bob €atey | °L.UP 0 @ bigtime way and it is going to be very valuable fo :
i ‘ef;; lr)DI mtb19\8_2_. Aﬁ an.extraordinarily, youn‘fh;;2= %ﬁvﬁage: ¥ Mr. Chairman, I think that sums it up very nicely. I would urge
Jasey and. -Adms.s Inytical ='tgﬁ‘ltltm;.mg;i:hee%.(JIA‘%5ecams;e’ Williamn. #i my colleagues on the Committee to'support the President’s nomina-
%Y. ont Ad:m dn ral man- both saw in him an extrared: < - tionm and vote aye in favor of Dr. Gates as I intend to do. = .
§ - A extraodinary: 3 Y700 the Chair S ‘
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. an BorEN. Thank
Senator Numn will males ris S0 Very much, - Senator M :
Nlénn. n will make .hIS opening remarks at this tm:rgggﬁt
>enator NunN. Thank yoi ; IO
you, My, Ch o M
%’Iﬁﬁe?t of the Committee’s time thigur.n%anminIgwon & take but jug
for the Charman s Chairman, and I have great, great respus
I know the ﬁfland the-job that you've done on this Co Tospett
on this Comgmr‘.sl)tteeem:_f; f]'toi';lyou g}?ttherei and I watched Y;?I?u\:‘gi‘i
. ’, oW wha T
agree with the Chairman about Bob (.‘Zgé;:eki?v?rinphshed- And soT

agree with you about his ; .
: M .us potential leadership. I'm goj ;
;?;1221% :;;}é.lrtilﬁ Chairman to report this nopmm' I;ﬁi%?:.n%ngoz‘;qte fa-
ous reservati ough tl{at{ have serious reservations. I hagv;n g ko
and .women i%l'lstl%nﬁ?rﬁy about the signal being sent to the ISI?:L“;I-
thle\ed m%iln this town, elligence Community about how you get to
r. Chairman, I have not received al] th - cortainion
4 _ € answers—certainly’;
?ﬁfﬁfl{if Aaﬂse;"’erS-—ThI;egaxdmg the information that I fgiﬁﬂnﬁt
. gency. This is not'Bob Gates’ responsibility. I've dire‘c%eg

unéﬂ I hegr further debate. :

<k I?;?na% Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Nunn

S‘erla+g; Warner will next give his opening remarks,
rememf:e ARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall be brief 1
approachrdsothweu one time being a graduation speaker, and as I
2ppro: ai‘.tﬁd etp}fdmn_: amidst the tunes of Pomp anéi‘Circas
stange, & st ent handed me a4 note which said, blessed are ye tulimig
are brief, or you-shall be long remembered.’ And. I'll foll o th"a

Senator Wasan, Ty aiet]. ot ety

: R. I'm going to vote for Bob Gates’ ‘and tos
?H?IE;L caéidvgllla— the lflq?r and work with Membifss cfg (‘iﬁ?‘l)é %%i;g
et mocutive IF(?I;_Q fo see that our intelligence improves for thi
great cou I\Z[Ir'y i o'that with feeling that this hearing, Mr éhmi‘s
han nd M. ice Chairman, has been .conducted in a very fair
Fothighily, e s ) SoBeTe, these hearings, and 1 say ihi
felé({))vgrs(gn?tors together with strongps?af?’ :slﬁptp}(l)itwork done by my
o ?0 fs will perform his mission in a very cdmﬁxendabl
St e oo On e e malfd o e Sl
this tons oS the car of the resident of the United States. And
: ry simple principal.

ear of the Prt_es1de;nj: have the ear o? the IgtherTshv?ri% 2&171?551'1::?)?51;1}:16

service of intelligence_be it CIA, DIA A
i ' ‘ or- others—can X

Eléii th&::llr 1;wvork product will -be carefully considered brei%asliure.d

and the senior policymaking structure in this city. v the Frest
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_ Mr. Chairman, .as we, look, at the world today, and .even-this
morning we're greeted with the stories of the,uncertainty in the
“Qoviet Union as it continues to fracture and we know.not with any
certainty the direction in which the several republics will take.and
what will remain of & central .governmental strueture, it is most

14 appropriate at this time in our history that a careerist take over as

 the Director of our overall intelligénce. . . . ‘
4 Indeed, it'is particularly appropriate that.we have a professional
“: as DCI, as we face the uncertainty, not only of the awesome arse-
.- nal that remains in the possession of the Soviét Union, but the pro-
# liferation of weapons of mass destruction worldwide. Here I only
note that we're ledrning: more .and more each day about the poten-
tidl that once_existed:in Iraq and to some extent. remains, today
{ With respect.to weapons of mass destruction. . g
" Mr..Chairman, I thank you very much for your commitment to
* care for the people who have worked so hard in the Intelligence
- Committee, at the CIA, and at other intelligence agencies. I will
: join you in seeing that their careers will not be. adversely affected
" by .this procedure that we have undergone here today. :
“ 1 thank theé Chair, : ‘ 4 i
* . Chairman Boren. Thank you very much, Senator Warner. The
;. Chair how recognizes Senator Hollings for any comments he might
like to make. D S L.

B

O TN

&

Sénator Hollings? = . L : L
"“Senator HorLings. Yes. I thank you very much Mr.-Chairman;
Anyone listening can tell. this.is a bad appointment when it has
to'be ,expiain'ged. .When the best of minds says he has serious reser-
vations but is hopeful of his potential for the nominee. When the
Chairman says he promises to take action against the nominee if
hé doesn’t do right and.that, the nominee has passed through diffi-
cult times and we ought to confirm_him. If passing through diffi-
cult times is a test we ought to. appoint Anita Hill or Clarence
Thomaé -, “ i . . L
"I want to look at the world today, but more than that 1 want to
look at the CIA today and rather than being hopeful for the nomi-
nee, T want to be hopeful for the Agency. And there has been fair
¢hange in the role and responsibility of the Central Intelligence
Agency. No one to get it fixed right in_your mind would think
today of appointing a political party chairman, bé it Yeutter or
Brown-as Director of the CIA. They are just as equally intelligent
as Robert Gates, but in the not too far past, George Bush was the
Chairman of the Republican Party and no one-even blinked when
he was appointed the Director of the CIA. | : .
" Why? Because there isn't any question the Central Intelligence
Agency was looked upon as an entity of the Executive . branch.
Those Congressmen and Senators over there had no responsibility
for it. In fact the CIA had a contrary responsibility to make darn
sure that the Congressmen and Senators knew nothing. The build-
ing at Langley was built as .an aircraft carrier, and they. really
pleased themselves when they had snookered the Congress. And
that was the 'game until now. oo )
. We've got.an equal responsibility now and that responsibility of
the Central .Intelligence Agency now. is not just to, the President
but'to the President and the Congress.. And the .role is not one of
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support of the Presidential policy but of providing viw fme.
and let the President, let D Coaeross S roviding Taw intelligen
o %st"ﬁoﬁe;.he Congress dsterthine froin that ray o
- And right at this minute the Central Infelligends e
.+ When vou Fac : ; L intelligence » has g
o oo tppgun bave to ot neligence 1 precmcan 1 £
ed and there is no quesf:iona:illllcez"‘;= bég" o osigence ethic is disband!
that the cause of the ' taneer the o) 3imd after these hearing,
cace, was Bill Casey, cancer,: the ‘individual that ‘inflicted the
. He was a.rough and tumblé guy from the perationial end. 4111
: 06 BUY Ire 2 Operation: 5
Tt b eOfI.'g's%n?é i atfer: th‘;?ﬂ ,mggﬁlgeﬁce‘ ag%ilysils“ é?lldeéicﬁiit}}"gélé-
) A » 1" many: mstances; the-facts that fa i
o g e e G Ay Sy e o
u s port that -didn’t conform it was rejected. Tf
were ‘a noh-conformist you ‘were not ; Jeoed. Jf you
i e C promoted. You realiz -
Ag tigus:‘, ..mW%rdly, by trying to respond and be a gogi";eré’oidaﬂ?lt’
hfd- g}}}g;l ‘3%?11;0%2 Pohi;m:gg "ihpse particular reports. And if'yos
' 1science you'd leave. Those 'who had to legv:
peared before this Committee: and I'm- convi from There ap-
mony that s not mairee ¢ m- convinced from their testj-
throughout the Agency. It's not  Sour grapes but it’s’ permeated
81%1‘1% %’ﬂggc)&l t?ﬁﬂy have to look at thg Ségllzsljgl but in several divi:
nked the course in Afghanistan. We flunked the i :
ﬁ;&a@aﬁﬂﬁfﬁgpﬁaﬁwyg Oflllygﬂ}{leq the hltelligencee éstlilie]{::]:sel i;
Aintte s T iy - have any good intellige hi
nitnutein*JIraq. And we've got telligence this
Kurds. The 18,000 employee omtite i cr.ooorder up there by the
) ployee entity in nuclear work had to he”
posed to us by a defector. T'm talking ab v ead to be ex-
Irag, we've flunked Kuwait, weve: flusia o) pog g hunked in
. » we've flunked the fall
S et e 6 SO o o
o Sepanding general of Desert Storm had to: come to us and
?‘:ggs “It hgot mush,” He said that in th’e‘intellig:elfgt;]1 ge;grli?ss %ﬁg
couldar ek anyEhi ot o Shom, o Sk e Sty A 0
I g Ing out of them. act, he said, “T felt th
were reporis that weré made to protect the A  Not to o
give you intelligence. 4 ’ : gency. ot to really
hag f%g’élll el ugg en e Now you ve got real cancer there when he
o I'm looking now, hopeful for a change in that A :
iy 1t ’ t
ke e e o i S
A5€] enant, we've got Casey’s chief agent that carried o
and spread this cancer, as a nominee. Th Bont apo carried out
mind listening here that yes, all tl?. o ahows Ty doubt in my
they say about his photographic mind & ior about his intellect, all
. 11 tographic-mind is true and all that they &
about the loyalt i§ s i : : at they. say
alffn 1(111 my nfm d?. to his superiors, rather than his subordinates, is
. And we're now selectitig a leader, not o ‘ ;
i A s one to cow,
Eggﬁtf; :I‘fé’gi,l;::ﬁ& 1T::)Illﬂ', to Iea% su‘%ordinates. Anc? thenggngiiiét’g
15 exacily the opposite. Worst of all, v¢ ¢ '
the bottom line now you've - thi » You, corne down to
_ vtom, 1 ow, ve got the chief architect i
gﬁg(;s&ige;gfag;’ggytiﬁ ﬂres}dglizfil‘ Bush’s foreign p?)lic;ffg?eéi;%%t
. at min at’s guided it has been B )
And I can understand this crowd ar a8 been Bob Gates.
. : 3 ound here just; bo $q
him 4eI;renf thoqgh‘ he had to withdraw Previousjly v’ve’rgmg,oi‘;?‘t% fgg
gang-ho for him now because we don’t care what we get; all we
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care about is what the President, gets and as long as the President’s
protected then the party’s protected. And it’s been a sorry scene,
generally. . =~ .. .. . » R

- I am laudatory also of, our Chairman. I had one little misgiving
that he kept saying that he was uncommitted while he was testify-
ing for him, But other than that he tried his best. But I can tell
you here and now you're not going to get any intelligence briefing:
in this Congress that’s contrary to the Bush policy. You can.count
on that. You can bet your boots. And as a result there is no ques-
tion this is bad for the Agency, it’s bad-for the-intelligence, it's bad
for the relationship between the Congress and the President. We
have come in,.not.into a new world, we have come into a new. CIA
with different responsibilities, a,different role and there are many

* ' around here who want to continue the old hat operation, the good,

old boy Director ‘saying yes; those sanctions are working and then
no, the sanctions are not working. -, ~_ . : --. . S
I'm not buying if. I'm voting -against him. I know he'll go out of
this Committee. But I hope the Congress will sober up, the United
States Senate will sober up.and look at this carefully. There are
many,good individuals that President Bush will appoint.that I'll
support but this is not the right tool or instrument at this particu-
lar fime to lead the Central Intelligence Agency. - S e

Thank you, Mr. Chajrman. . . .. 3 . . ‘ :

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Hollings.. The Chair will
mark you down in the undecided columi at this point. -

We turn now tp Senator D!Amato for his opening comments.

Senator D’AmaTo. I want to commend you and our distinguished
vice Chairman for your-leadership and. your fairness. I'm not going
to take -an extended .period of time to discuss the results of the
hgarr}ng,_, However.there. are a few points that I would like to.em-
phasize. o S

There -were some who testified before the Committee, like Mel
Goodman, who made reckless charges based largely on hearsay.
Other who had direct evidence of what happened came forward to
refute them. Under oath. .o

When some came forward to make allegations based on percep-
tions about the so-called atmosphere at the CIA, other senior
people came forward to support Bob. Gates. When documents were
consulted, sharply stated charges were not substantiated. In the
end the case against Bob Gates.is that he was too much Bill
Casey’s man. He was too ambifious: a person, too hard-driving a
manager for many at CIA. And his memory of events that. took
place six to ten years ago is too faulty, The bill of indictment turns
out-to be largely-a matter of political opinion. _ .

If this Cornmittee were o accept. this bill of indictment it would
accept a’process of:guilt by ;association.. It would cultivate the
ground at CIA for the growth of factions that would become. secure
against management direction, encouraging the.growth of little
clubs, of. professors who would be the final authority on their own

activities Finally, it would-hold Bob Gates’ memory to a standard
of perfection that is very seldom met by anyone.in the real world.
. Pd like to take this opportunity tothank those who did appear to
testify before this Committee and all the others who asked to. come
forward but for whom we could not find sufficient time. Without
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these witne | : ' i
bilitids in thsiieiow,e woui.:l_d not have been able to meet - 2
airman: and eoproation process. And I too want b OUT respons;.
be unfairly treated sny o C1ear that we expect that no mer JLe
tecting -all of the wit hat we will be vigilant ang fa N0 one wilj
refriéa]. . Wiinesses who come before ug &anﬁ?ﬁulﬁlnnpro-
T'also want to rajee , e : y kind of
beginning of theresc 200ther point that has ‘tr - '
g}llgsures ‘of mtgﬁﬁglhfc?;?gﬁft e'ghatt_is_ ttihe issue c?fl‘l Eﬂzﬁ%ﬁi‘ij 31.1‘-‘
he press accounts of atic activities. I've continued { 18-
and that were ot § activities that took place’ behi ued to read ip
Tm not - allegine intended to be made public. T o ind closed doors
that clags: nade public. Let me he ¢}
What has heors that classified information h e clear that
have been Violiggggd iS that the Committeé's gu been disclosed
ve been violated My ot it b Zities's own rules appear g5
ba yesterday referred; as omﬁ:%%%%oﬁia%ggom sc,utfpc?:foﬁ‘_’
s ng a

T've concluded that despite his ability, success,” and dedication as
an intelligence officer, Bob Gates ‘cannot provide the fresh leader-
ship and good judgment that the U.S. needs at the "top. of its Intelli-,
gence Community in the post-Soviet would.” ~ .- .

The record shows that Mr. Gates is man of the past. While he
has great expertise on the former Soviet Union and its armed
forces, much of his kpowledge was made obsolete by the Commu-
nist loss of power in. August, Mr. Gates was exceptionally.slow to
: recognize the build-up of powerful, non-military forces that-finally
: swept away the old Soviet order. At the same time, Mr. Gates was
1 insengitive to early signs of threats to U.S. interests in Iraq in the
period after it routed Iran iri.1988. L o o

_In his past management of CIA ahalysts he left a legacy of doubt
that ‘would be difficult te. overcome, especially -since he often

esignée- to seé who - Y he con ‘1 La
cles i ™ ‘would brief whoi _ race with hi \

stagfelg 1';1;; Ic?'e“f York Times con:gggilggﬁém’!th? 'Se!-'latﬂ}' from’ alfht]ﬁ turned out to be wrong when he substituted his own judgment for

“That's 3 e ton first hand knowledge; ommittee business or the the analysts. He did this by predicting early Soviet inroads in Iran,
that if W];re ty sad. I've seen’thut happen re; - : tests of Soviet laser defenses against ballistic missiles, and Soviet

both respectci‘?ll‘iié{‘1 gfﬂaCh'lﬁvﬁ 3 Sttuation I‘JWI}iél;'Zpﬁzﬁ%;y' Let me say i m%fs against Pﬁnzimactlargﬁ S%IIKI A'{rl%?l 2 I think h | t

Tules, well then < Mempers and g .The person who leads the into the new era,. ink has go
phere that ig S0 necessary to eff?c?-le harmonious lpartisan-atmtaf? to havle) above all, sound judgment. But these heérings have re-
& casualty of this confirmation prom. SCLgence oversight wi o5 - saled r. G ord ith seri of

r. Chairman T intend o gat Looss, Lhat Would be o il be 3 ;sc?lg?neglzag{y;ﬁgg tes has o e e advised the DCL that air
i1 ks Ole : q W - [ - -l . o ° - - L

hairiman BoreN. Thank you very mach Setane s, . | Lbrikes would be needed to beat the Sandinistas. He erred when he

Sonanen uBcommep!tS' will be thade by Sen, ‘fenaBtMOr IYAmato, - . failed to insist that CIA analysts take advantage of offers of assist-

- Mr.-Chai RADLEY. Thank yéu very niuchal\g radley. - - : i ance from Soviet emigre ecenomists who, were correctly irnterpret:
tee Gver th rman inquiries ard hearings cond r. Chairman.: - ing the.early,signs of Soviet economic collapse. He erred in manag-
ani I‘"Wahi? %&bfew months have Beeh-‘l-t}ﬁ;cmd by this Commit- g ing the CIA assessment in 1985 of the Soviet role in Agca’s hapless
make g it}{’ thank ‘you for the extra eff rtkfalraﬂd thorough, ; effort to shoot Pope John Paul the Second. The asseéssment was not
ed to be anéwat any question that was rais .‘:? "you*have made to _ a study of all possibilities, yet Mr. Gates’ cover letter and the Key

Tl thateiﬁg}e o ‘ ed was at least attempt:, ! Judgments of thelstudguggﬁd it Was%. ‘HZI thus mlsrﬁpres&n}iﬁg

-8t wnere are’some questi - ) - . ‘ its meaning to policymakers. Aiter an internal review showe i
gg&g’nﬂggglyou:vﬂl be seeking %0 ;::;Oél}fetg?: are still outstanding, 1 ) that the process by.which the study was conducted had been
airmanmg o the floor. = . - = USWers prior fo the nomi- flawed, he failed to correct misimpressions that may have been cre-
very much th OREN. Let me, if T could, reg d . ' ated in. policymakers minds. Only after he was pressed in thesé
but other M, e g:omments. Tet me Saj; to 11:1’8;1 I;‘»f that. I appreciate hearings'did Mr. Gates finally concede that he overstated the basis
will S be elc.'_ln ers, even up until the fina] ?; y Senator Bradiey for confidence in the case that the Soviets had any role whatsoever.
access to an?i gvl t1°§al a?“geménfé that Memggr: g?a;he ﬂc;or, there IS:Ie éﬁ:r? o 198_?1when};1e igﬁoiied e 1I?poﬁa§c%of%1as§nosthon
R vaLle we intend to : ay want to have ! oviet foreign policy in his speeches, one of w ich, War by Another
fggcgf'sibgﬁ seel\l/;m @X;Mformaﬁogqiizgfiﬁy ’ ";;9 will continue that Name, blatantly promoted the Reagan doctrine. He erred repeated-
the foté;ozﬁh“ embers 0f the Senate for th %1;1 ers of the Commit- ‘ ly in other speeches between 1985 and, 1990 in portraying Soviet re-
* Senator B RA?) tﬂgi?rﬁr C}; R a “”inaiftep, want prior to {ormers as at first unreal, and when that was no longer credible, as

I think . Mr. Chairman, [ w : ) S OSErs. B T ,Ln _ .

_c‘lgé:ﬂ'y gggt. %011_11 have suéteeded fn’; :ﬂb.to thank you, and again : _As the Deputy DCI and later as ‘the Deputy National Security
rerican _of'them was to have these hear”e r of your purposes and Advisor, Mr. Gates should be accountablé for shortcomings in intel-
gence Procpggp le to have a better understazind%; open and allow the ‘ ligence we've experienced .in even more recent years. Just in the
want 0 co °3 Hgorks'“ and I think’ you've suc 8 of how the inta]li- past few months we have learned how badly the Intelligence Com-

" The hea?iﬂgs u‘ﬂ;t’you- : - succeeded in that and 1 muNIIﬁt}z} mti:sed the \drast bulk of _Iréq’s:n;llcleaal We?tponstﬁmgi?mh
the-puhlio vas. ove -answered m s S v r. Gates’ misjudgments were critic in diverting the attention
e}éig};})lfgtze@rfi of ‘the’ presiidérit’:i};é‘%%{ériant Questions’ about of the Intelligence Community away from Irag in late 1988 and
judgrient anlggggf:(gl%ey’v&%jsb rhised ma.nyoqggégb% D‘iﬁ?ﬁor of ‘ :ﬁﬂy_i?%g jt};lst Whén{}zgqlgfgan tts:p sh%c])aw %gns of s&ﬁe%c act;ev‘liQes
Mantral T p al qualitie; I I A 3tions about th at ‘couild threaten U.S. interests in the ersian . He opted in-
CentraI In_tﬁﬂlgepce,— Sa s, nf!eded in the next Directér o?' . stead for monitoring Soviet military power rore closely just as the
oo T, S ‘ S Soviet Union was being squeezed by a shrihking economy and 4 de-

g caying political systém.



293
' Senator RupMAN, Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Chairinan, this forum is not the place for. debate, so I don't
think we will engage in that this morning. But I just want to say to
my good friend from New Jersey that I fake issue with his factual
characterizations—not his opinions—but his factual. ‘characteriza-
tions of what we have heard. And I expect that we can have a dis-
cussion about that oh the Floor in detail, which I look forward to.

Mr. Chairman, the most fascinating thing about these hearings
has not beén what has odeurred within this hearing room. The
hearings have been, as the Chairman characterizes, fair and com-
plete, interesting and ¢hallenging. ‘And T too want to add to the re-
marks of others that the Chairman has been fair to everyome—
every witness, every Member. I agree that these have been extraor-
dinary hearings. ' o " -

But what has happeiied cutside the héaring room i even, more
fascinating. The untold story of this nomination—and it will prob-
ably never By fully told because of the anonymity that peopie seek
on both sides of this issue—is the debate and attempt to influence
the Committee and its staff with informéation and disinformation. It
Has occurred because of the individual and personal relationships

among membets of the CIA, as ‘well as the personal relationghips
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ThBII‘man Boren. Thank you very mitch, Samator Rém 1 - T the CIA. And frarkly, Mr. Chairman, that underlies in a yery

€ next 6pening cominents will be ¢h, Senator Bradley. © ¢ - subtle way soine of the problems that we have confronted, during

made By Senator Rudman. these hearings. Bob Gates will be the first analyst—professional

' analyst—to head this agency. He will be the first professional
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hil_n“eigtferﬁelj} well. I\'Tlofsoné elge can bring similar quaiiﬁ:ca{.tions: td
this vitally important position. 1 also believe that a President’s
wishes' should be given particular weight in filling this particular
identisl nomination to the Supreme

position; ‘in contrast to Presi _
Court. I do not. believe that the serious charges 1eveged,against=]3'r.

Gates stdod up undér careful scrutiny. ,, “
T had reason to make some final inquiries. My questions were an-
swered satisfactorily. Dr, Gates' record is not perfect. But,. I ask,
whose is? Reforms are heeded in thé”CIA. I believe tHat what
Robert Gates has learried will make him a fine reformer. . =
_“Finally, he is’the first. nominee to head “thie "CIA who rose
through the ranks of the’ analysts. Intoday’s world that's better
than anointing an amateur or & cloak-and-dagger expert in covert
operations and derjablity.. SO o

THapkyow. . . .o -

Chiairman Boren: Thaik you very much, Senator Cranston.

The next comments will be giyen by Senator Gorton.

Senator GokroN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

At the outset of these hearings, the Chairman expressed his de-
sires that'the hearings be fair, thorough and non:partisan. For the
most .part; 1 believe that he has accomplished that ‘goal. The. proc-
edi was fair, all sides were heard, and all-views were expressed.

re thorough, as there was extensive questioning of

The hearings were
d,. addijcipnalljf, NUmerous affidavits were brought,

18 witnesses, an
hos'e hearings bé totally non-

to our aftentionr. . .. 7. . - :
Finally, the Chairman hoped that, i
partisan, Well 270r 2% out 6f 3 is not'bad, and- the Chairihan did-

His best there as well. 77 .7 L ‘ L :
T'd like to addone more word_to fhat list—healthy: Despite fhe
rigor-and merimony thiat often matked these heatings, In the.long
run they will prove berieficial to the ‘CTA and its employees, and-to
‘the Congréssional . oversight process. This unpretedented look
inside the, Agency: Contributed ‘considerably to. the ‘American pub-
lic’'s undérstanding of the CIA. Weé now know, for example, that the
CIA is 1ot the monolith we all thought, but rather an organization
resembling thousands of others across the nation. Competition and
spirited, debate within the Agency i§ a m k .of strength, not of

wealiess. " | e :
All agree, 1 believe, that the ‘CIA opérates best and most effec-
tively when it has the trust of Congress and of the American
people. For that reason,. ‘hether. Mr, Gates is confirmed or not—
and I thihk he will be éonfirmed—I hope the period of opefiness
and honesty that Judge Webster initiated will continne. . .
“If these hearings ‘had one shortcoming, it was the indgrdinate
amount of attertion given fo the past, and the insufficient time’ac-
dorded the future. The past may be interesting, but it is useful pri-
marily ag & predictor of the future—and it is that future with
which we must primarily be concerned. . i - oo Y
Never before has the United States and the Intelligence Commu-
nity ‘encountered the ‘array and complexity of ¢oncerns with, which
we are faced today., R
“"Phe orite dominant Soviet threat has feceded, but has been suc-
ceeded. by a mixed bag of challenges. The future of what was. the
Soviet Union is perhaps best described by Winston Churchill years
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I now turn to Senator DeConcini of.Arizona. ’ R

Senator DECowoiNt, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, - - .
T want to join everyone in applause of the. Chairman. You have
conducted. these hearings very asfutely and. vexy professionally:and

1 commend my friend from Oklahoma for his usual courtesies that
he has extended to this Senafor in the.whole process and-also to
the Vice Chairman, Senator Murkowski. L

As my, ecolleagues ‘before, me-have set forth, .the -Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency-is one of the most important positions
the President sends to this body for-confirmation. The individuak
selected for the position-is not just the. Director of the CIA, this
person is in, charge of coordinating all-U.S. intelligence activities-+
which is an enormous task. The position of Director of the CIA re-
quires an individual of distinguished character and. judgement. An
individual with a sharp, brilliant mind; amx individual with.superior
management skills who recognizes . he will have less to work with
because of budget constraints; an. individual who commands loyalty
gets ity and finally, an individual with foresight—who recognizes
the complexities of the rapidly changing world. ... .

The question, of course, is whether Robert Gates is the right man
for the job. We know that President Bush thinks so. Mr. Gates has
served the President well as Deputy National Security Advisor. He
was intimately involved with Operation Desert Shield and Desert
Storm.-Before that,. as my . colleagues have s0 seloquently- stated,
Robert Gates:has had a distinguished career that goes back nearly

25 years. Mr. Gates has-served -the country well-and  the’ citizens
and his. friends from Kansas-can-be proud ‘of their native son. : ..

. Nevertheless, 1 believe there is a credibility problem with Mr.
Gates. For the most part, this credibility; problem goes back:to the
1980s—when-Bill Gagey-in 1981 elevated Mr. Gates fo be his-Execu-
tive Assistant, and it culminated in 1986 when Mr. Cagey recom-
mended. Robert Gates to. be the Deputy Director of the: CIA and he
hecome.guch. . - - . P . -

A number, of matiers. have surfaced recently -which -occurred
during this period of time.. Under Judge Walsh’s Iran-Contra inves-
tigation, two former CIA employees and one former State Depart-
ment person were charged. with lying. to Congress. We can call it
another word, but in fact that’s what it was. :

. In preparation, for and during these hearings, this Committee
found that the CIA has not been completely forthcoming in adher-
ing to the oyersight process. The Committee has found it was badly
misinformed.on the intelligence sharing: relationship between the
United States and Iraq during the Tran-draq war. We also discov-
ered a number of key details on CIA involvement in the Iran/
Contra scandal. And five years after the fact, we finally learn the
intimate . details of the monitoring of Members .of Congress an
their staffs.” . - . R =

To further add to the credibility problem associated with Robert

Qates, we-have the allegation of the slanting of intelligence by Mr.
Gates and the suppression of alternative analysis. These are seri-
ous charges to this Senafor, however, as.everyone in-this hearing
room can. attest, to, they-are nearly’ impossible to prove. with. cer:
tainty, but they can be devastating in regard to the perception they

created.
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. However, he limited his responses only to those allegations made
primarily by Mr. Geodman. And on several. of his rebuttal points,

Mr. Gates was -evasive and did not provide the complete picture.

Let me provide a could of examples. .
First, the 1985 assessment on Yoviet involvement in the Papal as-

sassination attempt. The cover letter which accompanied the report

to key policymakers, including. Vice President Bush at that time,

described the paper as comprehensive and stated that the Agency

had confidence in it. ‘However, a lengthy review of the report,
which Mr. Gates took credit in his testimony for requesting, was
extremely critical of the document. Mr. Gates testified that he did
not feel it necessary to inform Vice President Bush and: other pol-
icymakers of this review. I Believe this decision by Mr. Gates left
key, policymakers with.a mistaken iinpression of the facts.

A second example is Mr. Gates’ testimony in 1987 to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. "Ms. Glaudemans prepared a briefing
paper for his testimony which-pointed out that two agency reports
produced after the controversial "85 Iran Estimate rejected the idea
of 2 Soviét threat to' make ‘intoads intoIran. .

‘Mr. Gates ignored this briefing paper and instead testified that
the Soviet threat in 1987 was as great as the, threat in ’85. Mr.
Gates testified last week that his *85 testimony emphasized the con-
cépt of a Soviet threat because that was the. Administration’s
policy on’ the issue and:he repeated that, . .. T

1 have trouble with that answer and these answers. Mr. Gates
was acting Director of the CIA at: the time of the testimony. As Mr.
Ford testified, a CIA Director must have the ability to stand one’s

ound with Presidents and others when their views might differ.

Thi incident brings to mind the testimony in 1986 of Customs
Commissioner William Von Raab to.the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on the issie of U.S. diug. policy toward Mexico. Von
Raab knew the Administration’s policy was wrong and he said so.
As I remember, the ‘Commissioner took a great deal of heat from

the Administration but he displayed the character and spoke what
he believed to be the truth. v :

1 was disappointed that Mr. Gates’ twenty point rebuital did not
mention two incidences that raised serious questions in regard to
Robert Gates’' management skills. Ms. (laudemans testified that in
'3 during the Libyan crisis, Mr. Gates requested a paper on the
likely impact of economic sanctions on Libya. A paper was drafted
and sent to Mr. Gates. The paper was subsequently killed. More-
over, Mr. Gates was reportedly so angry he was hopping on one leg,
personally went down to the office which drafted the paper and de-
ynanded to know how the conclusion could be reached because it is
inconsistent with the Administration’s policy. :

The second incident, described in Mr. Goodman’s testimony oc-
curred during an exchange with Mr. Gates in which Goodman
argued that a particular report exaggerated the degree of Soviet in-
fluence in Africa. Gates was said to have said, quote, “This is the
paper Casey wants, this is the paper he will get,” end of quote. I do
not believe these two instances did much to promote the belief that

alternative views are welcome within the CIA.
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#r. Chairman, I would like. £o begin by congratulating you. for
the manner in which you have 1ed the committee during this
difficult nomination process. I think you have done an
outstanding job, in sometimes.very difficult cirecumstances, 'of
ensuring that the process: has ‘been both thorsugh and fair. 1t is
not an. easy job to . balance the contending and strongly held views
of, the members of fthis committee-or +he witnesses that have -
appeaced, -and T want: to .commend. you  for miitimizing the friction
involved. and helping-to ensgure +hat the important issues have
remained in fecus.: - : :

> atentisus or difficult
precess whef. President Bush nominated Robert Gates id June. Buk,
as we all knéw, shortly afier the memination was received by the
Senate, former ‘CTA official Alan Fiers.unexpectedly pled guilty teo
withholding “information about the ‘Iran-Centra affaif from
congress- Immediately, many leapt. to the conclusion that if Mr.
Fiers had lied 'to Congress, -then his supericz Mr. Gates probably
had- as well. ~"Matters were furtHer c¢omplicated a few weeks later
when -some network TV shows began toc carry seygments featuring
conviected *felomrs, in some -cases interviewed from their jail cells,
who had wild tales to tell regarding their alleged invelvement
with Mr.- Gates in undertaking -illegal covert activities. Some: of
these tales were more slabsrate -and intriguiag £han a Robert '
Ludlum spy novel. Then, just when I thought I had séen - ’
everything, ' the BCCI cecandal hit the airwaves and print media
with the force of a hurricane arriving "at high tide with a £ull
moon. Finally; and also unexpectedly, a foimer CIA pfficial
approached 'the committee and alleged that Mr. Gates had been’
guilty of slanting intelligence estimates to ingratiate himseif
with Bill Casey and senior officials of the Reagan Administration.
suddenly, what had been expected to be a fairly routine ncminaticn
had become 2 sengationalized and highly contentious one.
een any serious doubt about Nr. Gates’

mhiz was not expected to be a co

There has never b
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Mr. Gates was in maintaining his integrity and aveiding
impropriety under those circumstances? In essence then, it
strikes me-as highly.ironic that -after confirming Bill Casey,
some members of the Senate now want to suggest that Bob.Gates
association with Mr. Casey makes Bob, Gates untrustwerthy. * -

The other allegations against Bob Gates have ralso been
thoroughly.investigated and found tosbe lacking:: The documents .
obtained by staff demenstrate that the CIA appropriately” :
disseminated the informaticn it had regarding BCCI to the Treasury
Department and other federal agencies. I think the staff have
also determined beyond dispute that Mr. -Gates’ travel -records show
that he could not have .been in Miami when Mr. Menashe. claims he.
was, and that it is physically impossible to £it:$16 millien in
$100 bills into a samsonite suitcase. [

The allegations of peliticization,.however, are more ‘serious t
ané more troubling. After listening to the witnesses on this
jssue; I .have concluded-that there is & genuine perception-of
politicization on the.pazt.of some analysts as well.as serious
morale ;problens in- some .cffices. It:appears, -however, that. these
difffcilties preceded Mrr Gates-and: have continued since he Iefts

any evide i I think the perception -of politicization &§ attributable 'to a
Since -thas tﬁmzcgtgf & number of factotss: . oo Lo s

4 e s e o : - LA -
First, .2 sometimes suffocating bureaucracy that has not

independent
4 Pros t
$25 millip ecutor has .spen
N prohi pent over
ng the»:ran.Contra Afggr; Y:ggsﬁand‘ T 3
P ; 3
& f"as-.t-’tzbli<:13,v i permitted adequate commumication betwedn. senior minagement and

acknowledged th
ed that wmr_ .
L. Gates is pot. g target of hie 4
1s.1nvastfgatioﬂ: ; analyses.

The-record, h
P +Nas-lo
diversion of . e al9 Shown that
b ; 0f - funds  gq. : Mr. Gates was-
the .¢ aSyth'Invcived in. the 2 . .
second, the desire. by some mid-lével managers and some
rometion by responding to the perceived views

With hig gy : .Cant
i DEriors when,} ras and that .
activities might‘berogguhe’was informed by gﬁlra+55& ‘the -iggue
Lring . arlite Allen that gy analysts te achieve p
This is-arproblem that was clearly identifidd

*

which hasg i
ncluded th ; Gur own
and Char]i : the test ine Jwn independ P Such
arlie Allen, Confirmslggsy of: individuale ggghlnvestigatignq of their superiors,
Se central facts, . as fﬁan-Fiers in the internal CIA review of. the now'celebrated assessment on' the
’ o i attempted assassination of the Pope. I thkink it is. perhaps worth
known as the Towe¥y report:

I believe that mp
briefiy quoting from this. document,

circumstances . Gates-acteq h ;
of guilt:"i's i' I alsc"find 3 . onorably inp difes
.25 largel deult . . .
Casey. gely .based, on . . CEha e ‘ :
°¥ In the first p1a on BobfGa?ES’CIosevassgézgg:Pres?mPtionf "Sp, despite the DDI’'s best effors.." -—- and Mr. Gates was
i oy 400 with Biq) g; the DDI at the time —- "..tnete was a perception of upper—-level
i direction..Ini.the event, however, our interviews suggested that it
] A

was not so much DCI or PDI directionm as it was* an effort on Lhe

poiat, we also had an ass°f’fupds to the Contras: - myt
: : < “’But more to th
e
part 'of some managers at the nexi one or two layers .-down to be

nominatIon wag ocilation
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égeagn?gﬁd StatesP§§§§§2 ?YNthls commlt?;e Sg;eg- BiIl cCaseyrg.
e £ . - G . - . : . ®
cided in midstrean thatoghoniy‘dld'weeccnfismﬁﬁs confirmed- I responsive to perceived DCI and DDI desires.”
i e C ME. Casey, . but - - . ..
In short, people wanted to please their boss. This is a

SUPDOTting, creatipe:
T Creating: . . antras -
fola asfration. 108, 2078Pie battlesbetuaan conopeol 908 ¥Orth |
Contrai iagf;ey’:h ) ' natural instinct and a problem inherent to the analytic process.
Gates was net prevail. s :
; Put-in the posio: s tREOUgh .ng
gi:ﬁcggtggeF two tegtggf;tson of having=€§a§;§r:§ his ewn, Bop. -
Pt at were i ) . ; e at the fayl
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ask myse L55ue., . i e-directiong on = Caw ]
. ry e4f£aﬁ°¥-magy‘indiﬁiduals e situaziés o is, Mr. Gates himself was a hard-liner on the Soviet Union with a
"ﬁ"ﬁ e e . ~-;i° 'Sun~ I hawve to PE.D. in .Soviet studiés to back.it up. Conseguently, when he
oot o . T UCCcessfyul as changed- an estimate to be more critical-of Soviet behavier, it -
R . anly reflected his own sincere views, hut because the Reagan
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: ! Third, and fimally, Bob~Gates was prone to toughening
estimakes orr the Soviet Uniom. -Because of the Reéagan ’ :
Administration’s hard-liné views on thé USSR, this on some e
occasions ied to the perveption of peliticization. But the "fact
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Administration shared similar views, he was subject tg the
allegation of.péliticization,. -- - .

Recently,. I.had. the Opportﬁnity to séeak with‘Bili éalbyrﬂ
He related that he was accused of‘politicizatidn when he wag

Judge Webster, who enjoys a reputation for incorruptible
integrity, also stands accused of politicization in a Mmentuseript
that .was recently sent to-the. Intelligence Committee by a former

Cia analyst, - v - oot u Tovil L.

So:politicization:is an abiding perception that Seems to he ™~
visited on- whomever the director is, and- Mr. Gates was no
exception.. But when this Committee-hasg investigated the specific-.
chargesrinvolved,‘they are more’ethereal than %he fog. that one of
our witnesses referred to, Despite 2l of the allegations that
have been made, we have vet to receive testimony from a witnesg
who says that-Bob.Gates asked them to slant an estimate. ’

on. the other hand, we have.been éupplied numerous documentg
that clearly demgnstrate that Mr. Gates sent forward analyses thit
contradicted the.Reagan Administration’s.policies. . For example,

spending had leveled off. There was also the estimate indicating
that US military forces could not bring stability to Lebanon. We
all know in retrospect that that analysis should have been heeded,
in sum,,I don’t believe that the 2llegations that Mr. Gates
peliticized-intelligence are valid. . At the same, time, I have
concluded that there are some organizational problems. in. the
Directprate‘of.Intelligence‘that warrant- further investigation,
and I welcome Mr. Gates’ eight suggestions for improving
intelligence analysis. . . e [

o - A PRE .t - g R : . - . 2t »
. Ir. closiag, I would like, 4if might, to coin a Yogi Berrism:-
"1f yeu're not making any mistakes, then you're deing: something
wrong." There are: no rewards without risks;, and none of us can
loock back on our careers and not wish we had dene sonme things.
differently. Mr, Gatesg has candidly admitted that he wishes he
had done some things differently ang I commend him for
acknowledging that fact. e .

=

Te put it‘another.yay, it is-certainly difficult 4if not
impassible to get anything deone in this town without antagonizing
someone. There is an old Russian phrase that.expresses this el
problem.well, "When you chop- wood, chips' fly." o -

C P

&n:my:yiew, Mr. Gates, is an iﬁdividual who has chopped a. lot

of wood. He. has done a trémendous ‘amount of good work in bhehalf
: . -4— . . te T
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. Senator Cuarzr ine. T'd 4
in comme. Ctioﬁ:7|~v&it1;.£;1;l starting, I'd just like to g4 ¢
believe you'achisy ese hearings to be. thon y that you set.out
you." And I la:{soeved:‘b“)th of those goals. Alicf I}gh and fair.-Andi I
'Murkowski;who” wa,l;*; .'vtogﬁommend the Vieg _‘C“Eapt‘ to‘ac‘?’nﬁ‘:‘?ﬁd
man’of thiy Committee.- ¢:has done a very fine Job as a\%ces%]ﬁtpi

Mr. Chairman, before I start I would I

are: new entities that h i
They may b & aave arisen that call th 1bli
raciés.aMzsteofB flfuhhcs, but certainly few of 'theer];‘l Selves Tephblics.
o ke ot of it:e'se republics have large n'izinoriifiieEm=3 srde democ.
and to soms xgnialtproblgms. There are nuclear wea i
o hY strategic, scattered around these lflfsléz’bgamcfl
I thin i i S
lengs fo:lftilel- %f su‘:}nﬁ1 constitutes a new and a very formid
U8 i rer 0 S I Itlelhgence Community. The direc?ltl}llrable chal-
is vastly increaseg Iﬁgs. But the problem of nuclear pr ?iaf!: ro e
telligence Community nf tthh1 n{? > as I say, the Chaﬂenggs-%ﬂ ?)flatllon
go%%gago continie at particular area of the worldra;g
nche? I]ﬂffeto briefly touch on some of the allegations th
against Mr. Gates. I set them all asiét;5 beg;uv;er}e
3 e

P e R
ers_and sgl’ne :ilills ? desire on the part of some mid-level
perteived wiams of)ﬁl :i;:os 3;2;?{: promotion by respondhzgl%gn&gt;
gl:gec‘ﬁgedio;ﬁ I would just Iik: rg(.) Elfe Dt eiews. And in
that was nslgge iidcggggg’t':ﬂ eport, based on a study of the analys;
thgTPOpe. 1on with the attempted assassinatiog S;?
-Now listen to this: “Despj
C H plte the DDI’ 7. -
if;g’ithg;telhgence——“best _efforts”—-l\;r. Cglt?eg llfe?he ]13 Pputy Di-
v hoever e o upoet level Grechon” 1 he
, our gested that it i :
T or the DDI as it was an effort on the pa?:i gflsolé?;: ]sl? aﬂn;;j; sth%
a

the next one or two
and DDI desires. levels down to be responsive to perceived DCI
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In short, people wanted to please their boss. That isn't unique in
the United States of America. i o
Third, arid finally, Bob Gates was prone to toughening estimates
on the Soviet Union. Now that stemmed from his own views. But
the fact that his views coincided with the President’s views opened
him to the charge that he was politicizing- ' '
1 must say, Mr. Chairman, vecently-I had the chance to speak
with William Colby—Bill Colby, whom we all have tremendous re-
spect for, a former DCI himself. He related that he was. accused of
politicization when he was nominated to be the Director of Central
intellisence in 1973.- Judge Webster,: who-1L think we all recognize
has. a reputation- for incorruptible integrity, also stands accused of
politicization in a manuscript that was recently submitted to this
Committee by a former CIA analyst. So this. is an abiding per&ep-
tion that seems to be wisited on. whomever the Directoris,.and-Mr.
Gates, was no exception. -~ = - . " e e
- 1 would like to also say that he sent-forward some analyses that
certainly. contradicted the, Reagan Administration’s policy. I. re-
member particularly the one indicating that the Soviet Union was
not likely to use chemical ‘weapons. That came forward just at the
time we were having the binary chemical vote here in Congress.
On, another occasion, when the Secretaty of Defense was pleading
for vastly increased appropriations, Bob Gates came forward with
an ‘estimate that Soviet defenise spending had leveled off. - _
So'I don't bélieve-thege allegations against Mr. Gates, that he po-
liticized intelligence, ‘ate valid: And I also welcome his eight sug-
gestions for improving intelligence analysis. . o
In closing T would just like t¢ say thi perhaps it is a Yogi Ber-
rism. If you are not making any mistakes, then you are ‘doing
something wrong. Clearly there dre no rewards’ without risk: And
none of us can look back on our cateers and not wish we had done
sorhe. things differently. And Mr: Gates has 0 stated himself. The
old Russian phrase expresses  the ‘problemi well:’ “When wyou chop
wood,zchips fly.” And that:is what-has hiappened with Mr. Gates”
careerj:and Fapplaud hirm for it. He. had made some mistakes sure,
but he has done a lot of excellént thingy likewige. - RN
So I think we want individuals with extensive experience in the
CIA who are willing to take risks, who. have taken controversial po-
sitions, and who have stood their.ground. Inevitably we're going o
find disaffected bureaucrats among their-former colleagues.. .: .
I think this is a time when it is essential that we have as a DCI
somebody who doesn’t need any on the job training. And I think
that has been stated here several times. We need a DCI who can

manage the Intelligence Community during a period of profound

change, and I think all of us agree on that. The impact of budget
reductions is going to be felt and it is going to be painful. Also, 1

think we've got a man in Bob Gates who will ingure appropriate

oversight by this Committes, and you yourself have testified to

that, Mr. Chairman,
Tf we want only to avoid controversy and not to insure an effec-

tive and efficient intelligence effort, then I say don’t vote for Bob

Gates. ,
ody able and honest and patriotic

But if we believe in someb
who's innocent of the allegations that have been made against him,
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somebody who will concentrate ‘with us on the reo; anizatio;
that rAgengy-—-to.‘ whatever degree is :fequifed—thgfig.rf t}?iﬂlzp{a?g
have the right man in Bob Gates, and go I urge the Committee tg

v

support his nomination,
I want to thank the Chair. - - U R
. Chairman. Borgn, Thank’you Senator-Chafee, T :
Senator Murkowski?.. : C :
. Senator MURKoWSEL Mr. Chairman, if I ¢
note .here. The: three proxies which .1 am go

o
an 'jlélstbbrieﬂy makea
mg to be leavi ith
Senator. Warner or-z .designee include my OWE, Senator ‘Ir)mangf:;lti}"l
and Senator D*Amato, all of which. will be voted aye for the nomi.
nee. ™ . o . on . oo SR .
“ Chairman BoreN. Yes: : e SE
Senator Mukrowskz. 1 would like the record to note one other
thing. Qur staff has done a.tally of the number of questiong by
ddch Member 6f this Committed to Bob Gates relative to two specif-
I¢ areas—Iran:Contra and politicization—T'Tl get if yet. It is kind of
interesting because in | i at ‘questiong
were not covered in a thorough manner, I think it is interesting to
- note thit there were 344 questions that Mr. Gates responded to
covering Itan-Contra, on politicization there were 25 , and others
were 263. Mr. Gates’ responded "to ‘861 questions duri g thé time
that the Committee has been in hearing. For any mieriber who is
interested in how many he has asked, we Have that ation,
well as detailed graphs. .. I s
- Chairman BorgN. You don’t have to listen to sll the questions
OvErasaln.. .. ooy, 0t T AR
.. Senator BRADLEY.- Do. you have the: quality. of the questions
graded, as we]l? [General laughter] * ... . . -
“.Senator MuRkowsK:. Fortunately, this: does not. represent . the
quality, only the quantity. But I think it ig interesting to note in

to substantiate the thoroughness of the process. °
L - L - 3 d:- . :V 4

Thank you. ‘
I regret that 1 haveto leave. . ~ .. . ‘ .
*+Chairman BoreN, We'll putthose in the record. - T

Thank you:very much; Senator Murkowsk:,
[The documé;it réfgrrég:l ‘to fcﬂlows:l ST
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Gates Question Tally

Questions asked of Robert Gates in Open Session ~ -
iran Contra |Politicization Other Total -
8/16/81 =
Boren 69 :
Cranston .. 1 L
Beren 12 12
Murkowski 12} . :
Cransten. . 1 = L
Murkowski i7 22 20
Nunn 7 - 12 22
Warner -
Metzenbaum 22 :
Boren 1 .
Metzonbaum : 1 !
Chafee 1 - :
Metzenbaum 9 =
Boren 5 . : —5.
Metzenbaum 18] = S
9/16 Total 176 1) |
9/17791 =
Metzenbaum 51 = - =1
Danforth .. L B = 22
Bradley 2] 16 : : :
Boren : -
Warner =5
Rudman 22 — Y
Cranston - 2
Gorton : -2
Boren ! 12 2 2
e i : 12 17 29
DeConcini i ! "
Hellings ’ 11 2 =
Chafee . : :
D'Amato . ' T
9/17 Total 95 48 84 :
P
: 13/91!
'Glenr: ? - ) 13 & j‘ii
Boren . 5 - % 14
Murkowski 12 =
DeConcini 2 2
Chafea : :
Rudman : =
Matzenbaum ot 5
Danforth 2 - -
Warner =t
Bradley 13 '27 ?7

!g'
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\ % Gates Question Tally
" Gates Question Tally =‘§ .
Cranston 10 ‘ 10 20 )E‘ -
Hallings _ . 2 . 2 o g -
Nunn 1 2 N 2 3‘
R ‘ -
10/3_Tota 18] 155 25 198 - : 200~ D
b . B
10/4791] N ¥ 150
Nunn B 8 "3 7 18 ¢
Warner - : 2| T 15 3 T }v 100- . .
D'Amato EE 3 14 N ] T
DeCongini ‘5 5 > ?E{ - :
Cranston 1 1 2 { L1502 . .
DeCongint 6 10 16 "f : ] =7
Rudman ' : 11 11 - : 0 A e 2 sos528 5
Bradiey a3 2 a1 86 SEZPEE5E w2Egifl
R - 4 14]. 18 . ' BZ5Z8c288 58§<E250
Metzenbaum | .~ 1 4 s~ # .‘:.’,:‘E'ng. 5 2o ’
Cransten = + 3 - '3 ., 3 e 2 = .
Metzenbaum | | - .- 7. 7 . ) . .
Boren P LI - : 1 . 1 . B . .
10/4 Total 85| . 80 ' B2 187 - . ‘ - B
. - . - 0 T g I _-_L
1.0ran Contra [Politicization| Other Total” . 3 R ’
9/16/91; - 176 1 ) 62 239 DR
‘9/17/91 g5 ° a8 94 237 & N
10/3/94 18 155 25 198 & 3 T
I 0/4/91 55 50 82 187 - — -
Tota)l - | 344] - - 254 263] - 861 . 4 E B other
. I || | E potiticization |
- T [ tran Contra
"9/16/91 8/17/91 10/3/81 16/4/91 Total " o~ - R i ‘
Boren 87 13 14/, 1 "115 1 > o..2 @ I
Mund  ° - 20 2 34 T - g =.8 T =
DeCeneini - 29 -~ a5 o1 95 1 T 3 ¢ 2
Haollings i ) ) 4 2 6 | N .o
Bradley . ! 44 47 86 177 - i o 0 I
Cranston o 2 28 20 5 . 53 . - — . e L
Metzanbaum | 50] . 51 1 12 114 R ' — -
Glenn : ) 19] . 18 ’ ’
Murkowski | 63| - 10 72 B :
Warner - 17 1] 6 3 27 ' . ) Lo
D'Amato ' - 6 14], 20 R : Lo o
Danforth ' - 22 19 : 41 _ R Lo e
Rudran 22 g 11 L 42 h U I )
Chafee 1 11 4 16 N . e
Gorton , 8. .8 ’ ©
) C 3 239 237 - 188 187 : 861
Page 1
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Chairman Boren. We do

trip to Alaska and those p,mderst'and that you have very long

I'haven't gotten a chanca Iégmes, il be cast as ,

it would e Interesting to goo ) look at the Question results here but

- Senator Meizens
ch eﬁ:ﬁﬁ ;\ggTéﬁN?iIﬂM; Before I start, I"g
evrots, at the RBI record is, how many hits, h
“Senator M%RKOWSKL That’s in there; too ’
the Smenamt?)? fﬁg?jmo' }“]Eagtdxi:cée say that "the e
Q}Icelsltlpns. [GeBneral laughter ]not shirk hi
airman Bogren, ecoeni
concluding comments "2 1 Tecognize the Senator from Ohio for by
e et to joinh my other colléagues in thanking:
anner-in- which you h gues in thanking you f
mgiggﬁ its Fesponsibility. ' mitho
-You' have be 3 N i o ade: : "
but you have 2?;5 outspoken in. your admiration for Robert Gates

the question is,

with the facts as ¢ ‘aai y

helppal, > 28 % Who said what,and wheri”
contents oF ot e L3 s Commities

tion in-which Mr. G endent Counsel’s investigation i i
Phﬁsi‘zt%'not . tai'.get?tes remains a subject,’ ailthough’ Iavﬁalxivggt;%j_
urther, t i | r
Gateg’ "k.howile%g%o ml?llttee has vet to receive all the f; ’
f}f°%dingintelhge§?e ﬁl;o%ﬁag’ls po CIA‘.,P? fron W, Irazciéﬁdlgn
e CIA in general ters ar With Iran. When we b d
we have been told themnS o documents on this subject ometimes
quested specific re were none. Yet when we identil o times
papers, th ldentified and re-
wonder how much moro is > I&Yt lf;idenly appeared. You have 1'1?0

. Now CIA has given each of us three boo

int i :
o Mr. Gates’ 20 points of rebuttal. But gg;ﬁggrgzalﬁfthatt N
m put in its

does not know the

would be time ;;vell spent.
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than one based on what the CLA: thinks we should know, =

For my own vote, I ‘have énough information -to decide. I mist
vote ‘against, the confiimation of Robert Gates. As Senator Hollings
put it two weeks ago and again today, Mr, Gates is the wrong man
for ‘the job. The CIA is in disarray. We have seen here evidence
that there are ‘widespread and bitter internal arguments at Lang-
ley. Whether ‘or not the blame for the mess over there can be'laid
at Mr. Gates’ doorstep, the responsibility to fix it will be that of the
next Director of Central Intelligence.. =~ . v

‘When one considers the changes taking place i _the world #nd
remernbers the original intention of the Agency, it follows that tur-
moil-at this crossroads in history is inevitable: More than any time
in its history, the CIA needs a stron, leader, one who is frusted
and respectéd by his peers, his subordinates, and by policymakers
including the President-and Congress. .~ .o

1 am frank to say I don’t believe Robert Gates'is that person. He
may or may not be a brilliant’ analyst. He is indisputably, an able

lieutenant, ‘But he is not a leader who can galvanize a cohesive
team out of the angry and demoralized Agency he will inherit. -
In fact we have beard that many believe Mr. Gates is responsible

for the pverall degradation of the analytic process. We were told of
stbtle ard blatant instances where Mr, Gates let his own or Bill
Casey's ideology, influence how the intelligence analysis.came ouf.
Mr. Gates told us he did not intentionally slant the evaluation of -
intelligence, But he was the DDI or DDCI for over seven years. To
the analysts who considered the data and reported its significance,
he wasg the boss. As he admitted to_us here, he was a somewhat
abragive and sometime§ unpopular boss. We were given a copy of.a
speech he niade to the Intelligence Directorate a few days aftér he
took over in 1982. He called his new charges flabby. He accused.
them of poor, verbose writing, And said they were comiplacent. He
cotld riet kave ingpired much loyalty or boosted moral with, that
kind of greeting.” * .. T T o

" The CIA’s analysts haven’t forgotten it. We have had a steady
sfream of current and former CIA analysts calling this Committee,
letting themselves be interviewed, some submittirig sworn state-~
ments. Some have said, “We would welcome the .return ‘of ‘Bob
Gates,” that is true. But how much courage does it take to support
your future boss, compared to the'kind of courage it takes to come.
out and say, “keep him away?’ =~ o A

" There are a lot of people out at the CIA who remember Bob
Gates all too well. And frankly, they are not confident that he can
run the ‘Agency fairly or effectively. : ' '

" 1 don’t know whether he'can or he'can’t. _ C
© Mr. Gates wrote papers and gave speeches piiblicly theorizing
that the Soviets weré after Panama for its strategic geographic 1o-
cation, that the Soviets would take over the riches of South Africa,
and ‘that they had their sights set on the Middle East oil fields.

Obvious a report based on full information would be a lot. bettet

These were theories unsupported by by CIA intelligence then dnd
now. He publicly and conspicuously championed a military build-
up of .anti-missile defense systems at ‘a time when our enemy was
¢ollapsing from within. That has already been stated by others. In-
ternatly, he wrote policy memos like ‘the one we:saw. advocating

.
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Mr. Chairman, regardless of who may lead the CIA, with all the
suspicions and doubts as to what may have transpired at CIA in
recent years, I believe that this Committee must, more .aggressive-
ly, oversee the intelligence analysis process than it has for many
years.

‘Mr. Chairman, T will vote to support the nomination of Robert
Gates to be the next Director of Central Intelligence. I look forward
to working very closely with him as we face the many intelligence

challenges of a very changing world. :

Thank you.
Chairman Boren. Thank you, Senator Glenn. ,
In just a moment, if we would notify the Members that are in

the anteroom, we will proceed to the roll call vote on this nomina-
tion of the Committee.

Let me again express my appreciation to my colleagues for their
diligence. Every Member of this Committee has participated in a

" very diligent way. They have done their homework. Each has come

to judgment based upon the work which:they have done and the
study which they have undertaken. ‘

There has been some discussion in the country over the last few

days about the confirmation process. There have even been some
people who have spoken and who have written that we shouldn’t
have a confirmation process for important positions in our govern-
ment. .
I hope the fact that we have had problems in some cases will not
cause us to fail to see the benefit in our Constitutional system. The
benefit comes from a careful probing and investigation of those
who have been appointed to serve in principal positions in our gov-
ernment. It's only right and proper that we have that kind of thor-
ough examination. It's a part of the check and balance system that
has been put into our Constitution.

As 1 have said before, the Members of this Committee really act
differently than Members of Committees on other subjects. It's not
like the Agriculture Committee or the Finance Committee where
Members might try to log roll for votes or trade votes to help their
home state interests. This is a Commitiee where we have a trustee-
ship responsibility on behalf of the American people, not only-to
oversee the actions of the most secret programs of our government,
but also to investigate and evaluate the quality of the people that
have been appointed to these positions. . ‘

I think our record has generated evidence that honest people can
read and come to different conclusions about the qualifications of
this nominee. This decision is not an easy one that we make as in-
dividuals. I want to express to all of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle my immense respect for the process that each one has fol-
lowed in coming to their own individual decisions.

Again I want to express my appreciation to the staff as well who
have worked with us in providing the information. We will contin-
ue to solicit on behalf of any Member any additional information,
documents, any other kind of information that they might desire
up until thé time that we vote on this matter on the Floor. And
however the matter is resolved on the Floor, the Committee will
undertake to continue a very vigorous oversight of the actions of
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~,
ﬁfioevér is gelected ultnnately o serve as Director of Central Intel—

gence, i

All the Membérs are now present in, the room.

‘The Clérk will call the roll.- :

The.question is on the confirmation of Robert M. Gates 1o be the
next Diréctor of Central Intelligence. The question is shall this
Commlttee favorably, report this nomination to the Senate.

The Clerk will call the roll. - -

Mrs. McGsee. Mr. Nunn., o

Senator NUNN. Aye. . e e
. Mrs. McGHEE. Mr. Hollmgs ‘

.’ Senator HoLrLivgs. No.
Mrs. McGugg. Mr. Bradley.
Senator BRADLEY. No.
. Mrs. McGazg. Mr. Cranston.
. Senator CRANSTON. Aye. .-
. Mrs. McGszg. Mr. DeConcini.
Senator DECoxNcin:. No. . . .
- Mrs. MeGaeE. Mr. Metzenbaum. ... x S
" Senator MerzeNsauM. No. S . LT
Mrs. McGrEE. Mr. Glenn. - ;
. Senator GLENN. Aye.
Mrs. McGHEE. Mr. Warner.
Senator WARNER. Aye.
- Mrs. McGHEE: Mr. D’ Amato.
: Senator WARNER. Aye by proxy.
:Mrs. McGHEE. Mr. Danforth. -

Senator WARNER. Aye by proxy.

Mrs. McGHEE: Mr. Rudman. -« -

Senator RupmAN. Aye.

Mrs. McGazge. Mr. Gorton, -

Senator GOrTON: Aye. .-

“Mrs. McGueg. Mr. Chafee. - R .

Senator CHAFEE. Aye, ¢ ‘ e oo
-Mrs.; McGHEE. Mr. Murkowsk_l ' B '
“Senator WARNEE. Aye by proxy.

' Mis.-McGige. Mr. Boren, -

‘Chaifman BorgN. Aye.

Mrs. McGHEE. Eleven yeas, four nays. T

Chairman Boren. Eleven yeas and four nays is the vote And the
nomination is reported favorably to the Senate.

The Cominitiee stands in recess:

[Thereupon, at 11 14 o clock a.m., the Comm1ttee stood in recess} ’

7 -.‘ “-{O

60-284 (324) .

4 i

st

T




