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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,
Washington, DC.

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:54 a.m., in
room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L.
Boren, Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

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

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

Chairman BorgN. If Members could be seated, we will commence
in just a moment. For the benefit of Members and staff in terms of
planning, we will have the nomineé 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 can more or
less determine by looking at the Members of the panel, the audi-
. ence and the media, who was here with us until 11:30 last night
and who got a good night’s sleep. It's not my plan to keep the Com-
mittee past 6:00 o’clock today. If we do not complete by that time
today, we will resume in the morning with the nominee. Following
the nominee’s testimony in open session, we will go into closed ses-
sion for any questions of a classified nature to the nominee and
also to complete in closed session 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 to 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 the changes going on in the world and with the need to 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 possible on which to make
these crucial decisions. They will prepare our country for the next
century. In many ways, upon the quality of that information will

8))
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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.

So we have all been mindful of the very serious responsibility
whlch the Members of this Committee have. It is a responsibility
that is far more important than any political considerations, any
partisan considerations, or any personal considerations. It is a re-
sponsibility-to the country. And as I indicated, 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 work of this Committee will be evaluated in those terms.

We have also hoped to use these hearings as a way of beginning
an important public debate about the future of American intelli-
gence. The American taxpayers pay for the intelligence budget. I
believe that over the last several days, they have probably learned
as much both about the strengths and the weaknesses of the Amer-
ican intelligence operation from these hearings than perhaps has
been availablé to them over the past several decades. I think we’ve
learned a tremendous amount and have been able to share with
the public a tremendous amount of information about the Intelli-
gence Community.

To be sure, there have been some problems that have been aired
and there have been some areas that have been identified as need-
ing improvement. But we have. also seen people come before us of
tremendous capability, talent, intellectual strength, and dedication
‘to their country. So I think the American people, while seeing
some of the problems with the Intelligence Community, have also
gotten to glimpse both the talent and dedication of many who
serve. Their. contributions are often not able to be aired with the
American people because’ of the very nature of the intelligence
business. The successes often are never known to the public. Those
of us who sit around this'table often have the frustration of not
being ablé to tell the American people about acts of bravery and
courage and dedication on the part of those who serve in the Intel-
ligence Community, because those actions of necessity have to
remain secret. ’ ) ' .

So we have learned a 16t. And I would say to the nominee we
have identified even more clearly the challenges that will face the
next Director of the Central Intelligence ‘Agency. The Committee is
dedicated to working with the next Director to make some ‘of these
improvements as we go toward the next century. : : .

One of the words that T would hope we would use is the term fair
in describing these hearings. And it is important both for fairness
and thoroughness that we invite back, to close the public part of
these proceedings on the nomination, the nominee himself. Over
the last several days, 'some serious questions have beén raised.
Questions have been raised with even greater intensity than they
were: before the proceedings began, that need-to be answered and
addressed. , S ' )

There are 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 Committee, there are sérious
questions that we want to ask -and answers that we want to hear.

From the point of view of being fair to the nominee, as I am sure
that he has been more than a casual observer of these proceedings,

.there are undoubtedly some things that have been.said in the
course of the testlmony that he would wish to have the opportunity
to answer and to give his own point of view about some of the testi-
mony that has been given.

I think in fairness he should be afforded that opportumty 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 - to
testify before us and to give his statements to us and to close these
proceedings in the same:way.

: Let me say that following an openmg statement: by the nominee,
we will then have questions in 20 minutes segments from Members
of -the Committee in order of their arrival today. The Chair will
impose that time limitation upon himself and the V1ce Chalrman
as well as all Members of the Committee.

We will operate in that order with one exception. We will begm
the questioning before the Vice Chairman and I ask our questions.
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 time to accommodate their schedules.-So I will allow
Senator Glenn to begin the questioning-today.

Senator MUuRkowsKl. Mr. Chairman, if I may just make a very
short remark with regard to the manner in which you have con-
ducted these hearings. I think without question-every Member of
the panel is absolutely committed to the precepts which you laid
down that the hearings be fair, thorough, and non-partisan. And I
think you have made every effort to respond to each Member’s
wish with regard to accommodating various requests, whether they
be for time for questioning or requests for witnesses. Speaking for,
I think, all of us, we very much appreciate the ‘commitment you
have to establish a 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 supportive
of the nominee and that would not.

And I think it was rather interesting last night, it was rather
late,  nearly 11:30 when questions were asked of two of the favor-
able witnesses, Mr. Gershwin and Mr. MacEachin, with regard to
the point that indeed they, as professional analysts, were in a posi-
tion to give to the Committee a procedure on how the Committee
should analyze the favorable and unfavorable information before
us. It was rather interesting. They said they have a kind of check
list that they go 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 pesition of
being the analyst weighing the evidence before it. It’s no small task
by any means, but it certainly is an appropriate obligation that we

. all have. :

I thank the Chair.
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Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much Senator Murkowski.
Thank you for your, kind comments. We are going to proceed-on
the basis of being as thorough as we can and I 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 Committee, 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 Committee. The Agency has also been very co-
operative with us in terms of declassifying to the maximum degree
possible the record so that. it could be released to the public.

With those opening comments, Mr. Gates, let me welcome you
again back- to the Committee. We .appreciate your being with us
this morning. We-look forward to hearing your testimony. I know
full well, because of your previous work with this-Committee, that
you .understand our responsibilities and the process through which
we're moving. We're anxious to have any comments-that you might
want to offer on what you've seen, heard or read of the testimony
and issugs you think need to be clarified. Then we’ll address our
questioffs to you in terms of those issues that are important to
lélem rs as they have reviewed the testimony over the last several

ays : . ; . : : o

I Avould indicate to you that you are, of course, still under oath
from your previous oath- so that your testimony today will be sworn
stimony. Again, we welcome you and your opening comments at
is time. ﬁ .

Mr. Gates. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I think one of the lessons-
that the Committee has—— . )

Chairman BoreN. Could I ask the photographers please to clear

the well? '

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. GATES NOMINEE TO BE DIRECTOR
: " . OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE .~ o

Mr. GaTes. I think that one of the lessons the Committee has al-
ready learned is that one thing all analysts have in common is
some difficulty with brevity. And I will say that today I appear
before you in substantial measure as an analyst and I'm afraid I
will be guilty of the same crime. -

What I would like to do today.is set forth my views in three
areas. The first is the environment in which we were operating in
the Directorate of Intelligence in the first half of the 1980s and the
circumstances that prevailed and the objectives of what we were
“trying to accomplish. . : .

In. the second part, I would like to.take direct issue with. many of
the allegations that have been made and refute them.

And third, having watched at least some of these hearings, I
would like to offer my suggestions on ways in which I think that
some of the perception problems, and to the degree there is a real -
problem with politicization, can be addressed in the future. .

I’'ve watched and listened and read with some dismay as well as
some pain and anger during recent days the discussion here of .
slanting intelligence. I'm saddened that these proceedings, except
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by happenstance, have not shined a brighter and deserving light on.
the many hundreds of extraordinarily capable, talented analysts
who work so hard day in and day out providing first rate and abso-
lutely honest intelligence to our government. These dedicated
people of great integrity are owed a huge debt 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 good even better. One cannot but be discouraged by allegations
of politicization so easily made, compared to the effort, specificity
and evidence required to disprove them. Today you will get from
me, at length, specifics and evidence and documents in refutation
of the allegations. It is time to look at the documentary record com-
piled by those many analysts. T

At the same time it is also discouraging to see that the old bat-
tles, the old problems, the strong feelings about management’s role
in the analytic process; and worry about politicization have not di-
minished in intensity even in the years since 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. . o

The Committee’s experience this last week with this subject of
politicization in many ways reflects my own. This issue, as I indi-
cated two weeks ago, has dogged American intelligence for decades.
Indeed I included in my answers to your interrogatories a long

_message to all analysts that I wrote on politicization back in 1985.

The issue would come up repeatedly in my meetings 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 General reports- and studies by the Directorate’s Product
Evaluation Staff found pockets of perceptions of politicization more
often in the Soviet Office than elsewhere, but searched in vain for
evidence of slanting in our products. Evidence of politicization was
always elusive, but the perception was always a worry.

Fd ask analysts, when I'd go down into their work spaces to talk
with them, if their work had been distorted. Ironically, many felt
this happened more at the Branch and Division Chief level where
drafts were first reviewed than higher up. But the answer was vir-
tually always no. _

But they had heard that that had happened for sure in the next
branch over. And so I'd go 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, Mr. Ford,
whose testimony suggests that he seems to have no complaint with -
me on areas where we worked together directly but that he had
geen persuaded by negative comments from others. And that sad-

ens me.

No manager could or can afford to forget the possibility of politi-
cization, because the perceptions themselves can affect morale and
analytical courage. And so we worked hard at emphasizing integri-
ty, investigating rumors, and reassuring analysts that they were
right to be sensitive to the issue. Repeatedly we told them, tell it
like it is. Don’t sugar coat the pill. - '

I believe there are several causes for this perception of politiciza-
tion. It’s usually greater, for example, whenever people up the line
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- have strong views on substance. And I must say in the history of
CIA that happens more often than not. When major changes in
draft analysis come out of a review process it is understandable
that analysts would be more inclined to blame them on an external
source, such as political pressure, than on weaknesses in their own
analysis or exposition. _ ‘

No analyst who- considers himself or herself to be the best in-
formed 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 persuasive, is hard to swallow. It was for
me as an analyst and it continues to be for analysts.

The much maligned review process takes the analysis of a single
individual, challenges assumptions, asks questions and hopefully
scrubs out the biases of the analyst as well as others at all levels,
thus turning the draft of an individual. into the official view of the
Central Intelligence Agency or the Intelligence Community. The
process can be rough and tumble. Most analysts do well in the give
and take. But some do not. And ,some see in this process political
pressure. And that's why we’re here today. ‘

I appreciate the opportunity this morning to respond to allega-
tions that have been made about slanting intelligence. The issue
goes to the fundamental ethic and the basic culture of intelligence.
I grew up in that culture, I made that ethic—the primacy of
honest, objective analysis—my own. ) : )

It was an extension of the values that I brought with me when I -
came to Washington, especially the part about telling it like it is
and with the bark off. Thus, it is deeply disturbing to me to hear
attacks, not just on my’ integrity, but by implication on that of
many analysts, managers and leaders in CIA and the Intelligence
Community. T , o '

Indeed, charges as have been made by at least one person before
this Committee of a systematic, years-long effort to politicize and to
corrupt the analytical process imply that former Deputy Directors
Admiral Inman and John McMahon, the current Acting Director,
Dick Kerr, the heads of all the other intelligence agencies and hun-
dreds of analysts and managers in CIA, either acquiesced in it, ig-
nored it, somehow missed it, or joined it. And that’s ridiculous.

Moreover it ignores the many instances where we published as-
sessments unwelcome to the Reagan Administration in areas such.
as arms control, strategic forces, Lebanon and countless others
even more controversial and contentious than the Soviets in the

. Third World. ' :

Before responding to specific allegations that have been made, let
me set the scene for thé period, 1981 to 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 Deputy Director for Intelligence, John McMahon, or-
dered the most sweeping reorganization of the Directorate in its
thirty year history. . _

. The "three offices of political, economic and military analysis
were reorganized into several geographic offices, mixing skills to
try and bring about long: overdue multi-disciplinary or integrated
intelligence analysis.. So .political analysts found themselves now
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working for economists, or military specialists, and vice versa. For
the first time in their careers the analysts found themselves work-
ing for people that they often felt did not understand their own
analysis or particular skill.

In short, there was predictable, great 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. The
Soviet office was even moved out of headquarters to a distant build-
ing ,vlvith real and negative consequences for management and
morale.

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 in 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.

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 set 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-
tionks ‘Iiset forth, so that you can appreciate the reaction the speech
evoked.

9182addressed the problems 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 DCIs 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 criticism. 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 questionable assumptions combined
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with an intolerance of others’ views, both in and out of CIA. A predilection to write
history as opposed to looking ahead. Poor, verbose writing. A pronounced tendency
to confuse objectivity and independence with avoidance of issues germane to the
United States and policymakers. Research 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 inaccurate or too fuzzy to judge whether it was even right or wrong.

I continued.

While there have been some improvements, as an insider, and as one of you, I am
obliged to tell you that from the standpoint of many of those for whom you write,
our work has long been inadequate and still is not often held in high esteem. For
those of you who did not read my article in Studies 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 long a time. To those quotes
you may add current criticisms, . : .

again, back in 1982, 7

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 Director and both of their predecessors have been deeply concerned about
the quality of the Directorate’s work. Moreover, individual Senators an Representa-
tives from both parties have complained about 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 analysts are capable of and do
turn out high quality work. But we also turn out work that is irrelevant, uninterest-
ing, too late to be of value, too narrow, too unimaginative, and too often just flat
wrong. In a business where being wrong just once can have enormous consequences
for our national security interests, we have been too self-confident, too set in our
ways, too-arrogant, and too defensive in response to criticism, constructive and oth-
- erwise. : - . .

[The document referred to folldws:] ‘
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7 January 1932
REMARKS TO DDI ANALYSTS AND MANAGERS

I want to thank you for coming today and giving me an
opportunity to describe to you directly my vle@s on the
Directorate of Intelllgence and 4ts work and the steps that the
Director, Admiral Inman, and | have igreed would be helpful to
improve jts cepabllities and the quallity of its work.‘

Let me say at the outset, for those of you who'dd not know-
me, that 1 come from the analytical renks, 1 began as an analys{
in the Offlce of Current Intelligence and remained'basically an
analyst untll I first went to the NSC Staff
esrly In lé}b. So I understand your problems and your
perspective.

~-1 too have tried to cope with 'vague or amdbiguous

instructions.

-~] have had drafts | sweated over sit jn & branch or

‘divislion ¢hlef's In-box for days or weeks,

--1 have been pulied off of research to fight current flres.

-~1 have tried to write analysls knowing full>w;11
pollcymakers and sometimes my own leaders had and were not
sharing informetion essential to my work.

--l;;o hid to pro&e mysel! again and agaln to a rapid
succession of branch and division chlefs.

--1 saw first-rate work produced under adverse

circumstances,

UNCLASSIFIE Des>
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UNCLASSIFIED

- --1 saw the confusion produced by constant changes of
!eaz}er‘shlp and organjzation, with 'changlng pflorlti;s and-
_‘missions. .

-«1 also saw branch chiefs and colleagues with no area
expertise- or lexper‘lence. ' N

-=1 too had my peerless prose savaged by ranks of
supervisors .and editors.

--And 1 worked as an analyst for one or two pecple who
seérhed"to.thglre ;heii management and interpersonal skills from
"Atllla the Hun Instead of Dale Carnegle and the Levl':n;onv Seminar.

--And so on. The -polnt is that most of the .problems you ’
face 1 also have faced (exce;_n the drive to and from Plaza
Bullding). ,

On the other hand, my assignments to the NSC and White House
under three Presidents of both parties and close assoclation with
two DCls have shown me our senior readers' side of ghe_ fence Gs
“D’J‘"the perspective of the policymaker. And there ! have seen:

--analysls that'_was Irrelevant or untimely or unfocused or
al!l Athr-ee;

-~failure by ana'lysu to foresee important developments or
events; ] '

-;cloAsed-mlnded, smug,.arrogant respenses to legitimate
questions_and constructive eriticismy ™

-'-un:l_y‘sts pretending to be experts who did not read the
-language of the country they covered, whoe had spent little if any

time there, who were unfamillar with its hlstory or culture, %ho
" UNCLASSIFIED

i
‘



1

 UNCLASSIFIED

were oblivious to academic or private gector research on the
country, and who argued that none of that mattered;

-;!labby, complacent thinking and questlionable aséunptlons
"combined with an Intolerance of ‘others' views, bath in and out of
ClA; ‘

--a predilection to write history as opposed to lookigg
ahead;

--poor, verbose writing;

--a pronounced tendency to con!use."objectivlty" end
"independence” with avoidance of lssues germane to the US
Government and pollicymakers; o

--research programs too often glued together on the basis ct
what interested the anilyst or was already underwzy as opposed to
senior-level conslderatlion ‘of the key qqestlons~to be addressed;

--analysis that too often proved lnaccurate or too fuzzy to
jucge whether right or wrong;

--and 50 on.

%hile there have been some lmp;ovenwnés, as an insider and
as one of you, I am obllged to tell you ;hat from the standpoint
"of many of those for whom you write, our work has long been
inadequate and stil! is often not held in high esteem. For those

o!{ you who Jid not reed my article in Studies in Intel]igence

last yvear on the use of Intelligence at the White House, let me
’

commend to.you the Pres)dential quotes’ &t the beginning that are

s0 critical of us over a leng time.

UNCLASSIFIED -



12

UNCLASSIFIED

acquire Western technolegy and the nature of those efforts; we
!ali‘ed to anticipate the Egyptian decislon te launch a war

agalnn" fsrael In 1973y we significantiy misjudged the percentage h
‘of Soviet GNP allocated to defense; y; hgve repeatedly misread
Cuba; we lgnqred Soviet Interest in terrorism; we have been far
behind events In devotlng resources to exam_l‘nlng_ lnnabillty and .
Ingurgency; and that ls ndt an exhaustive list.

My purpose In mentioning a few of these areas where we are
properly percelved to have fallen short Is nct to cast blame or
nake you defensive, but to try to underscore for you the fact
that there 1s great room for Improvement In our per{ornmnce and
_that there Is Justlficatlion for much of the cutslde eriticism
.dlrected against us. Whether or not you bejleve these
shortcomings exlst, your nnsi,lmportant consumers--and your
Director, Deputy Dlreétor and 1--belleve they exist and see their
manifestations every day. We must redouble our efforts to
improve, We must act both to Improve our per!o;nmnce and
people's #erception of the quallty of our work, The flirst must
precede the seéond. '

As most of you know, untll recently the DDI and then NFAC's
response to most criticism--partlcularly In the political
intelligence arena--was .to make fairly clrcums?ribed
organizational changes. We also know that those successive
Iimited rso;ggn!zations.nmde.111:1: reg! ditference In the way we
de our bu;ines:. However, | belleve the large-scale
}eorzanlzatlon this fall made a good start In beginning to get at

some of oyr real problems. I strongly endorse the reorganization

UNCLASSIEIED
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undertaken by John McMahon. I belleve it was long overdue and
makes a great des! of sense, even though 1 am sware It will take
tlnn'tc ;eliand for the moves toc be completed. From a

. substantive standpoint, It Is a way to ensure that political,
ecoéomi&. and military analysts are sharing information and
lnslghtu.on & constant basis. From a buresucratlc standpolnt, it
makes our &eallngs with other egencles and even withln our own
Agency much simpler and more e!{lc!ent. Because of the far-
reaching nature o! the reorganlzatlon undertlken last 1;11. 1 see
nq need for any further georxanlzation of our oiilce structure.
Nor do | see a need at this time to make any signl!{cfnz chenges
in the resource, personnel, or~adm}nlatratlve management of the
Directorate--though there will lnevitably be some acdjustments
over tlme. . ' .

Th? time has come {or us‘to concentrate our energies on
improving the quality of analysis. Let me now outlline for you
the steps that [ Intend to tAke ln-the coming days_to begih {haz
effort . ‘

1. E{!écf!ve irmediately, a minimum of a one-year
rotationa! tour In a policy agency or non-xntellxg:nce consemner

of CIA analysls will be required oi all prospective and present

> o) divislon chie!s. At the outset, we wll] obviously need to be
flexible In view of the fact that so few prospective or present
division ch}eis now have such experlience. k expect to begin the
progrun w:xh about 10 rotatlons each year and in{tially to
administer It {lexlbly so that no one's career suffers

unfairly. But be on notice: hopeful, prespective and present

UNCLASSIFIED
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dlvlslon chie!s had best begin planning vhen they want their
rotatlon. Candidates will be selected by ex!sting career servlce
mechanlsms. We have too few in DD! management who know tirsthand1
‘how the pelicy agencies work and how 1hey use our xntelllgence
day ln and day out. Managers cannot use!ully guide analysts and

-understand consuner requirements themselves without such
experlence. By way of analogy, the DOI is supposed to design and
bulld cars but too few nmnngers here have seen .one, rldden in
one, or much 1;::, driven one. This must and will chinge.' -

-2, Ali mt researcﬁ programs will be reevaluated in’ the
cdming weeks. As part of the eValuatlon.'e:ch 6!1ié; &lll be
expected to ﬁrbvide a report on research underway In other parts
of the Intellléence Comnunriy on the subjects described in thelr

_ resesrch programs. They also will be asked to ldentify whether
research on :imxlar :ub)ects ls underway outside the Us
Governngnt and 1{ so, where it is bexng done and whether the DDI
has been in contact to determine the value of the outside “work.

" The research program for each office will be evaluated in terms
of relevance to the needs of the President and the National
Securlty:Council. Self-initiated projects that alert
pollcynakerf to issués that have not yei éane befére the& but are:
.]ikely tc pose problems ahead will be continued. Building block
research onhlnnoriaht:areas also. will be ldentified and

protected, O}he? projec&s f1kely will'be pruned to free analysts

UNCLASSIFIED--
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for higher priority work., I will review the results with the _
Research Planning Steering Group.

3. You and your supervisors wli! be evaluated and pronnged'~

‘on the basis of the quallty ef your ‘653: Each DDI office wil!l

be required jmmediately to develop and maintaln a production flle
on each analyst whose primary job Is research and writing. - As
you know, DDI branch and division chiefs often remain in one
place for only a year or two. Too frequently, a proven analysit

must "gtart over™ each time he or she gets a new supervisor. The

. ahalysg production !ilé will help ensure that an anajyst's

s .
_reputation does not rest on ‘the recall of ,transitoery chlefs., At.

the same time, the body of an analyst's work will assist new
supervisors in quickly becoming familiar with thelr analysts'
strengths gnd'weaknesses-gand,targe;lng shortcomings for

remedy. Addltionally, the {lle will enable supervlsor; to gauge
whether an analyst ls getting better over time, as well as the
overall accuracy-and quality.of his or her work. These too long
heve depeﬁded on supervfsors' memories and impnes:ibns. This
production.tile will circulate to members pt career service
pznels when an analyst Is being considered for evaluation,
ranking and/or promotion. Evaluation of his or her produc:ién
will be the primary element In conslideration for prometion and

for each analyst's annus! evaluation. Quallity, not quantity,

wiil be the basis of evaluation. Analysts and managers, working

-

together, will pull together a productlion file for each analyst

for calendar year 1981 or further back as you wish, which will

UNCLASSIEIED -
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serve as the basls of the production flle. These fliles will be

.maintained at the division level. -

;. The Senlor Review Panel is belng transferred to a purel§

.lntelllgepce Community role. In ita pla;e 8 DDI'Productlon

"Evaluation Staff will be established, Conslsting ogw
professionals, Including perhaps 6ne or two outalders; this staf!?
will.be charged wlth'revlewlng speciflc DOI! products, categorles
of production (e.g., current lnelllgence publlbatlons), o!{ic;
publlcatlons, and so forth., Thelr reports. accompanled by
comments from the.head of - the canponent producxng thc evaluated

“materlal, will be’ torwarded to Evan Hineman and me. Evaluatlonl 7
will ‘consider relevance, timellness, quallity ‘of wrlting and
presentation, innovativeness, imaginatlion, agd above_arf.
sccuracy, ;Thls‘Sta!! wil] be the DDI'i-own "junkyard dog."

5. Beginning this year, DDI anaiysts wiil be expected to
fefresh their substintive knowledge and broaden their perspective
through regular outside training.  Thls may be at & local
unlverslty. courses sponsored by local Institutes. or zhxnk tanks.
or other arrangennnts ‘to be approved by. o{(xce directors. Thé

ADDl will pay the ' cost of this tralning., Each analyst wlll take -
academic coupses !or‘crédlt and the.grade wil] be recorded in his
personne! file tor conslderntion at the time of evaluatien.

- Within a yesar or two, when we can ensure the avallab:llty of
necessary -funds, each analyst ‘will be requxred to take at last
one thre;:hour course or I1ts equivalent évery two years. In the
nnanflne, DD! will pay for as many such courses as we C2n af!ofd

and analysts who take advantage of such tralning ppportunltles

UNCLASSIFIED-
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will receive preierenftal consideration for travel, promotions,
and in their evalustions.
6. A Center for Instability, Tefrorlsm. and insurgency vlllq
"be establlished. This reflects my v!e& that one of the principal
challenges this country will face In this decade--as since 1975--
will be Third World instability and Soviet exploltation of it.”
Instabiljity, terrorism, and Insturgency are related elements of
this challenge and we cannot afford to slight them any longer.
The exlsting terrorism unit will be Incorporated in this
Cet;tet. The Center will Include a core unit for the study of ‘
_instability. Because no_one.-no one--in the DO! llfwé;klng on
the general problem of Insurgency, a small group also will be
formed to work on this difflcult problem. Those in charge of
each of .the three elements wlll chair directorate-wide working
groups to ensure congtant interchange between those examining the
problems in a general sense an& these analyzling them on a region-
specific basls. The Center will work closely with the DOO.

7. éurrent intelligence publications will henceforth
present information In two parts. Most stories will begin with a
recitation of the facts &s we kﬁow themn, After the reader has
been informed of the'zacts, each plece will have a "corment™
section, which will contalin DO! analysis of the la;{ual
information just presented. Too often there ls confusion In the
readen'xlpinq,betwgen what ls fact and-what Ls analysis. Also,

" too often the Ereseﬁz 1;rnnt allows the recitation of facts to

pess for analysis and dlsguises the dearth of the latter In a
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piece. There will be more emphasis on lncfuding In each item
analysis of real value to the reader.
8.- The title "Nationa! Foreign Assessment Center" led to
" confusion on the outside whether we were part of CIA and what our
role was, It dif!erehtiat?d us from the other direc;orates in
CIA and implied we were somehow detached from them., As I
announced on Monday, the title "National Foreign Assesmnént
Center" has been dropped and the directorate is once again the
Dircczorate.of Intelligence and is to be known, as in the past,
‘as the DDI. “The position DD/NFA also will be abolished, although
I will continue to discharge some Community-wide reépénsibilitié§
for production on beha!lf of the DCl. - )
9. Each office will be‘required'to develop an éggressive
program of contacts, con!crencés,*ahd seminars on Importdnt
" subjects. Subjects of these meetings should cSrrelate closely |
with each office's research program and. should be Intended ‘to
infcrmAthose in the office associated with such projects of the
views of ecxperts outside CIA and the Intelligence Community. A
schedule of such conferences and seminars wiil be prepared on an
annual basis and will parallel the research program, ajthough
other relevant toplc; may be addressed. Similarly, the offices
will be expected to develop a roster of outsice contacts and
consuitants on-each country or general subject area who will be
asked regularly to review drafts and provide critical commentary.
10. ~ The accuracy, relevance, and timeliness of each DOI '
product is the primary responsibility of the analyst and branch,

division, and office chiefs. Until further notice, all draft

UNCLASSIELED |
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intelligence assessments, research papers, Congressional ’
briefings prepared for DCI/DDC]! use, and typescript memoranda .
prepu;ed for circulation to policy agencies w.ill be provided to
"me for review before pub!i.cat,lon.or dispatch. Those which are
time urgent shall be so marked, with the deadline clearly
indicated. Each draft will bear the name and Initlals of the
analyst and approving branch, divislion and office chiefs--those
who bear responsibility for lts quality--and the dates the dl;aft
was received and forwarded to the next level. -1 expect rnanagefs
to process drafts promptly and--although I know whas ._l am letting
myself in for--] assure you I will not hold any dra.tt., even if
not time sensitive, more than &8 hours. More urgent papers will
be reviewed so as to meet deadlines. Thls s not io plague you
_ with even more editors. Your office director and I will be
review'ing dra;tts to. see if they answer the right questions, are

well thought out, are realistic, do all! the work for us they can

do, and.are clear, )

- "ll. 1n an intelligence organization, it is essential that '
voices crying in ‘the wilderness--those who hold unorthodox or .
mincrity views--be heard. Beginning immediately, any analyst who
believes his offlce publications, Agency pubi!c_ations, or other
forma!l channels are not addressing key substantive Issues,
problems or divergent views In his or her area of rcsponslbility,
is invited_ to send me a.memorandurn:set-ilng forth these concerns
and ulzer;.nlve views. Such memoranda should be forwarded
through the Office Director, but the Qffice Directors are

obligated to send them to me. This Is a serious undertaking for

UNCLASSIFIED



20

- : UNCLASSIFIED

people with serious misgivings' or- concerns, 1 do .not expect this
. opportunity to be abused with frivolous subjects or trivial
qrsPutés within organizations. ‘This measure.should help ensure
that bureaucratic hierarchies do not limit the expression of
serious viewﬁ by experienced analysts. -1 personally assure you
that no analyst will be penalized or suifer for taking advantage
of 'this opportunity.” Indeed, such conscientiousness should be .
we | comed. Let me just add that, in my view, this opportunity and
other available channéls provide ample recourse for those who
~believe their views are not being taken into account.. .Ihére is,
accordingly, no excuse !or’breaching discipline and éa;rying

complaints to ‘olitside audiences while ignoring ‘these internally

dvailable opportunxtxes for redress.

Aé these eleven actionse-and others which llkely will follow /
over timeZ-suggest, I intend- to ensure - that the primary focus of \
you and your managers ‘is kept on the single purpose for our
existence: 'to produce the best quality intelligence analysis
available aﬁywhgre. That is my only goal.gz expect analysts to
know their subject--past, present, and future; to know the
Jhtel!igence'source§ {rom which they derive information and how
to use and task those ~sources properly; to know what outside
experts ar; thinking &bout their subject; to master the tools of
gnalysis 1ncluding,»for example and where appropriate, language
and COh?qger skills, and to be aware oi.the prioritles of our
policymakers. And I expect analysts to write accurately and

congentiy.¥ The steps | have outlined above are intended to

direct all of our energies to that purpose.

UNCLASSIFIED
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One of my great concerns s the growing bureaucratization of
intelligence, incleing analysis. Dangers to good analysis
inciude preoccupation with turf as opposed to quality and
substance; the belief that we in Ihls'building have all the
" answers; and those who vlew'this as ]usf another hundrum‘oiilce

job. ' _ _
My greatest concerns, however, are the dead hand of routin?
and intellectual arrogance, both of which impose a terrible price
.on us. No analyst sitting at the dgsk day after day reading FBIS
and cable traffic and talking only to the same people cén_produce
quality Intelligence. Other agencies and outside exﬁer&s in .
‘academe, business, and other areas ha;e many insights and ideas
to~o!fer us. Our own DDO, and especially many chlefs of station
are an underused resource for "gfgund truth.” We must give the
highest pri;fity to ensurfng a l{vely [ntelléctual.atmo:phere, a
questioning and creative spirit, and above all a sense of
adventure. We are an intelligence organization. We are not an
academic institutjon or faculty. Real policies and decisions
actually'affecting our national well being, are made daily on the
-basis of the work we do. Accordingly, we must be diligent
searchers for information and insight--wherever we can find them-
and then, in possession of all of the knowledge thét reésonab!y

can be obtained, we must lean forward, look inte the future and

tell our leaders what to eipect. 1 repeat, we must lean forward

-~

and tel! pbople‘what to'expcct. That is what we get paid for.
Decisions almost always are made on Iimperfec: information. There

is never enough data. There will always be speculation and

UNCLASSIEIED—
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.guesslng as to consequenCes or future events., Far better for a’
Dol analyst wrth years of experience, familiar with thé culture _
and soclety of a ngen area, aware of the latest information
available both to Governnnnt and to the prlvate sector, to make
those forecasts. and’ predlctlons than an exhausted sennor pollcy‘
naker lacklng all the advantages of area knowledge, experience,
and Lnstinct. A ‘ . - o
1 will close by suggestlng to you, based on perso1a1

observatzon, that nowhere else in Governnnnt does onhe have the
opportunity to address the malor lssues of our txnm and to speak )
0 dlrectly to those who govern our country as do CIlA analysts. ’
In ne other agency do those In the trenches have such irequent N
and dxrect .contact with the heads of thexr agencles and through
them--and often dlrectly--acceSs to the most senxor o!‘lcxals of
Governnmnt. [:be DO!1 has been through several years of turmoil.

I hope we can now look forward to several years of organxzatxonal
stability during whxch we can devote our energxes to nakxng thxs
:dxrectorate the most hxghly respected analytrcal organazatxon in
the United Stateil} Our goal should be the realxzatzon on the R
part of people throughout Government and at ‘all levels that it
they have not talked to you or read your analysxs, then they are
by de!xnxtlon badly 1nfornnd. we wxll have to earn that back.

1 look forward to workxng with you to. achleve that goal.

Thank you.. -

UNCLASSIFIED
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Mr. Gates. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, I will pass over
the specific measures I announced in that speech, although we can
return to them if the Committee wishes at some point, except for
one that in light of the current discussion I think is worth repeat-
ing. It was point eleven in that speech— _

In an intelligence organization, it is essential that voices crying in the wilderness,
those who hold unorthodox or minority 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 fortl} these_ concerns and alternative views. This is a serious undertaking for
people with serious misgivings or concerns. I do not expect this opportunity to be
abused with frivolous subjects or trivial disputes within organizations. This measure
should help ensure that bureaucratic hierarchies do not limit expression of serious
views by experienced analysts. And I personally assure you that no analyst will be
penalized or suffer for taking advantage of this opportunity. Indeed, such conscien-
tiousness should be welcomed. :

I concluded the speech with this paragraph:

As these eleven actions and others which likely follow over time suggest, I intend
to ensure that the 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 know their subject, past, present and
future. To know the intelligence sources from which they derive information and
how to use and task those sources properly. To know what outside experts are
thinking about their subject. To master the tools of analysis, including for example
and where appropriate, language skills and computer skills. And to be aware of the
priorities of our policymakers. And I expect analysts to write accurately and cogent-
ly. The steps I have outlined above are intended to direct all of our energies to that
purpose. : :

- Many analysts at the time were challenged by the speech and-
the program. Others were offended, résented the obvious intent to
diminish their autonomy 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-
ity. : : X : -

The principles I set out in January 1982 continued to be the prin-
ciples I 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.

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
from which nearly all of the allegations before this Committee em-
anate. .

CIA’s work on this subject in the 1970’s, in any view, and in the
view of many policymakers-in the Nixon, Ford and Carter Admin-
istrations, has been flabby. CIA’s analysts missed the likelihood
and significance in 1975 of the massive Soviet supply of military
hardware ‘to Angola, where it was married up with tens of thou-
sands of Cuban soldiers. o ' oL -

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 arms through 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 relationship
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%ithl (tihe United States rather than forgo opportunities in the Third
orld.

As one agency evaluation made 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.

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. I might add that
the documents do not reflect the dynamic nature of the analytic
* process. The constant debating, arguing and evolution of views that
go on day in and day out and where no one’s views are sacrosanct.

I apologize in advance that this may get a little tedious, but
charges have been made that must be answered, specifically, direct-
ly, in detail, and honestly. This is not just, as some have said, an
intellectual food fight among dueling analysts. This is about accu-
racy and fairness. , _ . ’

I've reviewed the substance of my remarks with agency officials
to ensure that they are not classified. Now to the allegations.

One, I am-alleged to have believed the Kremlin was behind the
attempted 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 judgments and summary removing all
references to inconsistencies and anomalies, to have dropped the
scope note advising that the paper made no counterarguments
against Soviet complicity, and to have written a covering transmit-
tal note, unknown to the authors, 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 manag-
er, Kay Oliver, who was one of the drafters, and others, 1 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 testified here in February of 1983. Mr. Haus acknowledges
that he killed the scope note as no longer relevant and also that he
wrote the transmittal letter—a letter which incidentally did not
. state unambiguously or any 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 need for
greater balance. The same participants recall no orders from me or
anyone on the seventh floor to build a case against the Soviets.-
Rather, the suggestion in light of new reporting was simply to look
at the new evidence with a focus on the Bulgarian connection. I did
not rewrite the key judgments. Based on the evidence, the allega-
tions that I drove this paper to its conclusions.and then knowingly
misrepresented it to policymakers are false. o .

Two: It has been alleged that I introduced into Agency publica-
tions without supporting evidence that the Soviets used lethal
chemicals in Afghanistan. In-fact, as best we can reconstruct, there
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was one item in the 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 I had
nothing to do with it. The allegation is false.

_ Three. It has been alleged that I introduced into Agency publica-
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
Jjudgment of both, you will find descriptions of serious Contra prob-
lems 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 assessmerts—one in Novem-
ber 1983 and another in March 1986 and a National Estimate in
1985—all generally concluded that while there was some 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 two is demonstrably false.

Five. 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 climate for selling arms to Iran.

The facts are as follows: In November 1985, the publication of
our Near East office, a publication by the office that I did not
review as Deputy Director, 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 Iranian 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 assessment noting the importance of
terrorism as an instrument of Iranian 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 previous DI analysis on

this issue is false.
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Six. It is alleged that in 1985-1 wanted an Agency document to
assert that Syrian, Libyan and Iranian support for state terrorism
was coordinated by Moscow, and that over the objections of senior
Soviet analysts I endorsed a National Estimate and a monograph
by an independent contractor to accuse the Soviets of coordinating
" terrorist activities. The facts are quite different. I approved a pro-
posal to have an outside analyst examine the idea that Syria, Iran
and Libya were collaborating to harm U.S. interests, and that the
U.S.S.R. was encouraging ‘this. The drafter 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 among them on matters of common
interests, pointed out the differences 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 would not do to support them, and the only intelligence
agency to dissent was the State Department’s Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research. The Estimate was carefully drafted to avoid
overstatement and it was useful. The allegations about this Esti-
mate are false. _ ’ , »

Seven. It is alleged 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 Intelligence,. and in
February 1982 only Deputy Director for Intelligence, I was in no
position bureaucratically to kill an NIE. The Director, Deputy Di-
rector Inman, or the Chairman of the National Intelligence 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 excerpt to
- give you the flavor. This memo dated 14 February.

In sum, the Estimate is basically a snap shot with a great deal of detail on the
problems and opportunities confronting the Soviets in the Third World. But what 1
find lacking is any sense of the change in the Soviet approach to the Third World
over the last several years. And that pulls together for the policymakers sométhing
more than the specifics we've been feeding them for the last three or four years.

Something that provides us a synthesis of what it- all means in terms of larger
Soviet imperatives and mot.ives in that part of the world.

Now there 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 as vigorously as
in past 'years to press their strategy of Third World penetration.
There were no dissents. The allegation that I killed the 1982 draft

* to block analysis of constraints on the Soviets in the Third World is
false. . R : : :

. Eight. It is alleged that.I blocked a memo showing indicators of
Soviet activity in the Third World either stagnant or declining—
measures such as reduced ship days out of area waters, stagnant
economic or military aid, and fewer advisers abroad. In fact, while
I may have found a specific paper inadequate, during the period
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1983 to 1987 the Directorate published a number of assessments
dealing with these issues. I submit a partial listing for the record,
including four papers by the Soviet office.

Chairman BoreN. They’ll be received for the record.

[The document referred to follows:]
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18-10228:

85-10175:

83-10292:

85-10308: -

85-10308:

87-10056:

SOV M 85-10171:

SOV M 85-10196:

SOV M 86-20036:

SOV M 86-20100:
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Soviet Activities in the Third World

Soviet Presence in ﬁhe Third

‘World: Developments in the Past

Decade .

Soviet and East European Aid to
the Third World, 1981

USSR and It’s Allies: A Global
Presence :

Soviet and East European .
Economic Assistance Programs in
Non-Communist Less Developed
Countries, 1983 and 1984

Warsaw Pact Economic Aid to Non-
Communist LDCs, 1984

A Global Survey of Soviet
Political Presence

Soviet Economic Assistance to
the Communist LDCs

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

Neoglobalism: 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 policymakers 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 absence 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 commit-
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 insurgent 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. I
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 is 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.”

60-284 - 92 - 2
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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:]



NESA 83-10079:
(April 1983)

NESA 83-10110:
(May 1983)

NESA 83-10211:
(September 1983)
NESA 85-10006:
(January 1985)
NESA 85-10084/
"SOV 85-10081:
(May 1985)

NESA 85-10178:

(September 1985) -

NESA 85-10200:
(October 1985)
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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 Soviet Soldier in
Afghanistan: Morale and Discipline
Problems

The Afghan Resistance:
for Effectiveness

Arming
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Mr. GaTtes. In addition, a monthly publication, Developments in
Afghanistan, was initiated in March 1985. The charge that I sup-
pressed information on Soviet problems in Afghanistan is demon-
strably false.

Eleven. 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, a 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
clerics 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 U.S.-Iraqi 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 losses. 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 I 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 to 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
Iranian moderates and thus justify U.S. arms sales. 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
improving relations with the United States. Moreover, the Direc-
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torate’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 alleged 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 I 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 effectively disproved Secretary of State Haig's
charge that the Soviets direct international terrorist organization,
such as the IRA, the Red Brigade, Bader Meinhoff, and the Japa-
nese 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 Intelligence 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 Subcommittee 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 motives as well as the opposi-
tion. ; .

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 hand approach. The division tended to see themselves in a holy war

wﬁthf the Administration. I, MacEachin, made the decision to move the division
chief. .

. And I would add that the officer was not removed from the
office, but from a managerial position. He retained his senior grade
to which I promoted him, and tecame the office Senior Analyst on
foreign policy where he continued to review the office’s assess-
ments 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.

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 conclusions of SOVA analysts were ignored, that the NIO did
not vet key judgments with the Intelligence Community until the
first coordination meeting, that the NIO told other participants at
that meeting that I had approved the draft, and 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 a 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.S.R. 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 the changes I will propose at the coordina-

tion meeting, are primarily factual 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.

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 knowledge or approval, cited my agreement with that text.
Even so, 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-
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nation. The NIO says he made clear that differences could be pur-
sued up the chain of command. Yet, the SOVA analysts did not
advise their office director, Mr. Kerr, or me of their strong. dis-
agreement.

And so, as I've testified two weeks ago, I was unaware at the
time of their complaint. I might mention that on other estimates,
other NIOs often would put in their own language and if Director-
ate analysts disagreed, they frequently would raise the issue with
Mr. Kerr or me.

I attended 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 tried to avoid an INR
footnote on the internal situation. But INR insisted, and Casey
ruled all views should be reflected. )

I, along with Casey, McMahon and General Odom, then the Di-
rector of NSA, felt the difference of view represented by the foot-
note was so scant- that it was unwarranted. After the meeting, 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
footnote.

‘And I 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.

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 integrity of the process had
been maintained. -

Twenty. Finally, it is alleged that Casey and I created an agency
view of the U.S.S.R. that ignored Soviet vulnerabilities and weak-
nesses and failed to recognize the pluralistic political culture that
Gorbachev developed in a relatively short period of time. In fact,
the documentary records speaks for itself.

For myself, I call your attention to the memo I sent to the
Deputy Director for Intelligence on the 16th of October 1986 ex-
pressing concern that our analysis was missing the importance of
developments in the Soviet Union. And I only wish I had remem-
bered it in my colloquy with you, Senator Bradley.

I said on the 16th of October 1986—

I continue to worry that we are not being creative enough in the way we are ana-
lyzing internal Soviet developments. It seems to me we are looking at Soviet domes-

tic and economic issues in terms of relatively straight line projections based on the
methodologies and data sources that have dominated our analysis in the past, with-



36

out opening new lines of inquiry, asking new questions and exploiting previously
under-utilized sources.

From talking with Soviet defectors and emigres, and people who are in touch with
middle level Soviet officials in one way or another, I sense that there is a great deal
more turbulence and unhappiness in the Soviet Union than we are conveying in
anything we have written.

And I went on.

To what degree, if at all, have we failed to give adequate attention to what Gorba-
chev actually has done? While we have talked about tinkering with the system, has
he actually done a great deal more than that and set in motion even more to create
the possibility of qualitative change in the Soviet system over a several year period?

We seemed to be focusing on changes in the party and the government. What
about the economy? Are we missing some significant changes underway? I am con-
cerned that we are so caught up in the day-to-day tactical and discreet changes he is
making and measuring them against some larger objective called, quote, “reform”,
unquote, that we may not be pulling together all of the strands in such a way as to
identify the accumulative scope of what he is up to."

In sum, I am worried that there are a lot of questions that one hears from Soviet
analysts and in discussions with various people that we are not doing any publish-
ing on. I am concerned that we are in a rut and may not be recognizing significant
change in the Soviet Union even as it is taking place. I am not arguing that all
these things are true, I just don’t see the issues being addressed in our publications.
Everything seems too pat.

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
in CIA was writing 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
whether Gorbachev was being cast in too rosy terms. But the
Soviet office’s prevailing analysis that Gorbachev was a different,
more reformist leader was acce?ted and reached policymakers.

Over all, from the early 1980’s to 1987, the Soviet office provided
a considerable body of analysis about Soviet problems, weaknesses
and vulnerabilities as well as the prospects for major change. It
highlighted early Gorbachev’s disposition to reform and continued
to track the radicalization of his reformist agenda through 1987
when the advent of democratization unleashed the forces that ulti-
mately undermined the old system.

‘During this entire period in question, through today, I believe
that all of these assessments, save the single exception of the Papal
paper, came to this Committee, its House counterpart and often six
or more other committees of the Congress. You and your Congres-
sional colleagues received many hundreds of briefings from our an-
alysts each year. There were very few complaints during that time
about the intelligence presented and the record shows why. More-
over, we make a good deal of progress in improving analysis in
those years. Many observers and customers expressed the clear
view that quality and relevance had improved. .

In sum, Mr. Chairman, a careful review of the actual record of
what was published and sent to policymakers demonstrates that
the integrity of the process was preserved. We were wrong at
times, but our judgments were honest and unaffected by a desire to
please or to slant. Our review process wasn’t easy. But it was far
from closed. It was rigorous. But it was fair. People who wanted to
be heard were heard. I was demanding and blunt. Probably some-
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times too much so. I had and have strong views. But as both Mr.
MacEachin and Mr: Fuller said yesterday, I'm open to argumenta-
tion and there was a lot of that. And I never distorted intelligence
to support policy or to please a policymaker. S

Nevertheless, what has emerged in these hearings is clear evi-
dence that the perception of politicization in some areas remains
real and must be addressed by the next Director. What is needed
then is a set of measures to assure that the integrity of the process
is protected, that one or another person’s views do not inhibit the
diversity- of analysis and that analysts need not play it safe with
upper management through self-censorship.

And yet to accomplish these objectives while maintaining and
further improving the quality and intellectual toughness of the
product, to change an atmosphere, a tone, is a tall order, and in
the real world, probably never perfectly attainable. A

Even so, there are measures that can be taken. First, if con-
firmed I would candidly and quickly address these issues for all an-
alysts. I would stress the importance of integrity and objectivity of
the product, the importance of insuring that divergent views are
heard and conveyed to the policymaker, and emphasize to all man-
agers that analysts are to be encouraged to speak their minds
openly, and that there should be incentives for doing this.

In short, we should try to codify that professional ethic Mr. Ma-
cEachin described and make it part of our daily work. In this con-
nection, I would also tell all agency employees my door is open to
those with concerns about this and other issues, and that I intend
to reach out to them as well.

I also would ask for a restoration of collegial civility that ac-
knowledges that honest people can and will disagree and that we
must not attribute base motives when disagreements are involved.

Second, I believe all managers of analysis should have as a part
of their own performance evaluation an. appraisal of how well they
encourage the above principles and values in their organizations,
their openness to alternative views and their willingness to support
th{eir analysts up the line once they’ve approved the analysis them-
selves. .

Third, if confirmed, I would direct the office of the statutory In-
spector General to pay special attention to problems of analytical
process and to serve as a focal point for analysts and analytical
managers concerned about process and the integrity of the product.

Fourth, I believe issues relating to integrity of analysis, relation-
ships with policy makers, and managing different points of view
should be made a part of every training course for analysts and
their managers.

Fifth, this Committee and its House counterpart for the past
decade have focused especially on budget and clandestine activities.
I encourage the Committees to consider re-establishing something
like their old analysis and production subcommittees that can focus
oversight on the analytic process.

This also could help the DCI better deal with analytical problems
such as you have heard the last few days.

Sixth, if confirmed, I would ask the President’s Foreign Intelli-
gence Advisory Board for its help and ideas in this area.
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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, additional, 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 the
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 DCI. I am fully pre- -
pared to stake my reputation and integrity on the body of that
work. I was and am proud of it and proud to have been associated
with the people who produced it.

Mr. Chairman, in closing let me just say that I have been grati-
fied by the strong support in front of this Committee by Admiral
Inman and John McMahon, two of our country’s most senior and
esteemed intelligence professionals. Both 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 time when one or the other was present.

They also affirm my ability and qualifications to lead the Intelli-
gence Community. Most important, President 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 and the 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 then Senator DeConcini,
Senator Chafee, Senator Rudman, Senator Metzenbaum, Senator
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Danforth, Senator Warner, Senator Gorton, Senator Bradley, Sena-

tor Nunn, Senator Cranston, Senator Hollings, and Senator

D’Amato. So this should guide Members in terms of some idea of

when their questioning might occur.

We will have 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.

Senator 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 don’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
our own economy.

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 has
been mentioned at the hearings at all so far. It’s an issue that I've
taken a particular interest in through the years—nuclear prolifera-
tion. Even before I became a Member of this Committee a couple
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.

Now, what has been the true situation on this issue? What have

_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?

Several Senators were concerned enough about this issue that we
went over to Pakistan several years ago. Senator Cohen I 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?

Mr. Gates. Well, first of all there was a great deal of discomfort
with our 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.

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 also 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 so 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. Gates. 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 create 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 of the amendments—it required that we certify
that they possessed a weapon. Which suggested that they could do
anything up to 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 weapon rather than the progress they had made
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. GATES. Yes sir, I believe they were.

Senator GLENN. Our Committee has received allegations from
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 Afghan 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. Gartgs. 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 a 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. Gartes. The only thing that I 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 never 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
'il)t least knowledgeable about, the attempted assassination of the

ope. .

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

Mr. GaTes. Yes sir. .

Senator GLENN. And do you think that colored any of the writing
that went into the reports? 3
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Mr. GaTtes. 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-
ing.

So I think there were conflicting views on the seventh floor and
as I've testified here this morning and as several analysts, I think,
are prepared to affirm, and as Mr. MacEachin indicated yesterday,
I just wasn’t sure. I could find compelling arguments on both sides
of the case.

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

Mr. Gartes. Yes sir.

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

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

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 assessment.

They thought that calling the paper, “The Case for Soviet In-
volvement,” and marshaling evidence only for that side stacked the
g.eck din favor of that argument and ran the risk of appearing

iased.

Now that was the Cowey Report. What was done after that
report came out? Anything?

Mr. Gates. 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 weeks 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
also. 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 seventh
floor—the Cowey Report, I think is explicit in saying there were no
directions from the seventh floor, but people at lower levels were
inf}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 DDI, 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 whichever 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.

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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sassination issue as an example of the imposition of intelligence
without evidence. Now here’s what he says with regard to that
same assessment:

So what did Bob Gates do? Bob Gates re-wrote the Key Judgments. Bob Gates re-
wrote the Summary. Bob Gates dropped a very interesting scope note that said in
trying to explain the methodology that we only looked at the case for Soviet involve-
ment. We didn’t look at any of the evidence, and I might add very good evidence
from very sensitive sources that would have explained the Soviets were not in-
volved. He dropped that scope note.

Can you go through and give your version of each one of those
accusations? Now that’s from testimony Mr. Gates, and you're
under oath now.

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. The Committee has two sworn statements
from those who were directly involved in the preparation of this
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 the paper
was appropriately coordinated, and that the removal of the so-
called scope note, the drafting of the Key Judgments and drafting
of the cover memos were all handled by, and at the initiative of,
lower levels of the CIA with no direction from me. .

Now, I think part of the problem here, Senator Glenn, is some-
thing that some of the Members of the Committee have referred to
at various points. I don’t think that anybody—any of the witnesses
are intentionally misleading this Committee. What I think you
have here is the contrast between those with first-hand experience,
those who were directly involved in the events, and those who are
hearing second-hand about what happened. And I think the differ-
ence here is that Mr. Goodman was not directly involved and the
two analysts who have submitted sworn statements to this Commit-
tee, were in fact those who were in charge of the project and actu-
ally did these things. I think that’s the difference.

Senator GLENN. Well, okay, let me go through this and I don’t
have a whole lot of time remaining now. Did you re-write the Key
Judgments? '

Mr. GATEs. No sir. And these analysts say that I did not.

Senator GLENN. Did you re-write the Summary? -

Mr. GaATEs. No sir.

Senator GLENN. Did you drop a very interesting scope note that
indicated that there were other sensitive sources that would ex-
plain the Soviets were not involved? :

Mr. GaTEes. Not according to these analysts, Senator.

Senator GLENN. Well, I'm asking you. I don’t want the analysts’
opinion. I want yours.if you have it.

Mr. GATEs. Senator, let me say something that applies to a lot of
other things before this Committee. What I've given you this morn-
ing, I certainly didn’t remember. I put that together over the week-
end, over the last few days, from documents, from testimony from
others, from what others have said before this Committee, from the
documentary evidence available at the Agency and from asking
questions out at the Agency.

As I indicated in my statement, I reviewed something like 2,500
papers and estimates. And I have to admit to you that when I left
CIA in 1989 I had no reason to try and stay on top of all of these
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things and I probably never was on top of them in terms of remem-
bering them. And so to ask me what I specifically recall saying or
doing about a specific paper without my being able to go back and
look at it or my being able to talk to others who were more directly
involved, gives me a real problem. And it’s not because I have se-
lective amnesia, it’s that I did a major data dump when I left CIA.
There was no reason to keep all that information in my mind. I
never expected to go back to CIA and that was all the past. So
that’s why I have to rely on the testimony of others. But you have
two sworn statements, as I suggest here, of those who actually
drafted the paper, making the comments I've just described.

Senator GLENN. Bill Casey appointed Max Hugel as Deputy Di-
rector for Operations. Mr. Hugel was ‘a friend of Mr. Casey’s, he
had no experience in covert action or clandestine human intelli-
gence. He was ultimately -forced to resign after two months amid
allegations of business-related improprieties. While the allegations
against Mr. Hugel were apparently baseless, many believe that his
brief tenure at the CIA was damaging to that Directorate’s effec-
tiveness and morale. : '

And because of such possibilities and because of some of the
questions about possible politicization at the CIA, Senator Specter
and I have introduced legislation that would require the additional
top six people at the CIA be confirmed. The objective of this legisla-
tion is to prevent politicization, so that there won’t be friends and
campaign hangers-on that were appointed to some nice position at
the CIA, which should be the most sacrosanct of all places where
people are appointed, as far as I'm concerned. .

I know we’ve talked a little bit before about S. 1003. And I'd ap-
preciate your views on this measure.

It seems to me we have the whole confirmation process to safe-
guard against people being appointed to these particular positions
who are just political hangers-on. But nevertheless, confirmation
would prevent appointments just on a political basis. It would re-
quire that there would be some demonstrated capability before a
person is appointed. Would you support that?

Mr. GATES. Senator, as you mentioned, we did talk about it, and
as I indicated to you at the time I find it difficult in principle to
object to the idea that senior level officials in a Federal agency or
department would not be confirmed. I indicated at the time that I
do have some reservations about it, in the sense that they would
have to go through a political process at the White House and then
a process here on the Hill. There are questions about whether they
would go out of office at the end of the Presidential term. So there
are some questions about it but it’s something where I would be
happy to sit down and work with you and Senator Specter and see
if we can address some of the problems.

Senator GLENN. Well some of the comments that were made
about our proposals are so preposterous that we're trying to politi-
cize the CIA, when what we're trying to do is absolutely the oppo-
site.

Mr. Gates. No. I understand that.

Senator GLENN. The Chairman has indicated because I didn’t get
a first round; I've got an extra couple of minutes. I appreciate that,
and I'll just keep it to two or three minutes. }
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There is one other area that I'm concerned about a little bit.
That’s the SDI. You had a. 1987 speech on the Soviet strategic de-
fense system and you endorsed the Administration’s SDI program.
I remember when that speech was made and I was concerned about
that. I'd like to find out what your rationale is for that speech. I
don’t think the head of the CIA or a high CIA official should
become a flak for an- Administration. And that bothered me very
much at the time. And I didn’t contact you then but it just seems
to me that where controversial issues are involved, and we're
trying to get a budget together up here, to have the head of the
CIA or a high CIA official coming out on one side of such a contro-
versial issue is troubling.

So it bothers me when you come out like that publicly. If new
intelligence information on a subject comes up, you’re locked in.
Either that or you have to publicly reverse your opinion. The head
of the CIA should never have to do this. o -

If you'’re confirmed, do-you plan to still go out and give public
speeches in support of one side or another or a policy issue? With
all the people down the line in CIA knowing that that’s your view
on things, I can imagine what the effect is going to be. There’s
going to be some big wording changes in some of those reports
coming up hill to you. I can almost guarantee that. Do you plan to
give public speeches on different subjects?

Mr. GaTes. Senator, let me respond with two points. First to
answer your question directly and as I indicated to Senator Brad-
ley a couple of weeks ago, I do not. I think that as I've looked back
on it, it seems to me that while the Director of Central Intelligence
should not be barred from giving substantive speeches, because I
think some of the speeches that have been given in the past on
technology transfer and proliferation have been useful, I think on
balance that the DCI should be very, very careful, about undertak-
ing such an effort and it should be in such a way that would be
divorced from specific U.S. policies and certainly should not be sus-
ceptible to being read as advocacy. -

So I would expect to give very, very few speeches on substantive
issues but rather focus, if I were confirmed, when I gave public
- talks, on the nature of intelligence and the nature of our business
and why it’s a useful thing to do.

Senator GLENN. So you're saying you still would give some
speeches. You say you'd give very few speeches on substantive
issues. Does that mean you’re going to give speeches or are you
ruling that out? I don’t mind issues such as technology transfer,
but -on a specific controversial policy issue like SDI, that does
bother me. -

Mr. Gartes. I agree with you, Senator. :

Senator GLENN. Would you still give speeches on things like that
if you felt so moved?

Mr. Gates. The kinds of speeches that ought to at least remain a
possibility are the kind that Judge Webster gave in terms of high-
lighting the proliferation problem around the world, chemical, bio-.
logical and nuclear proliferation. Ballistic missile technologies. The
kind of speech that Admiral Inman gave back in the early '80s on
technology transfer. But I think the DCI should stay far away from
issues that impinge on U.S. policy in the sense that might be seen
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as advocacy of one policy or another. And I guess what I'm trying
to say is I think that the 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 it was not advocacy, but I can see where others
might see it that way. And I'm very sensitive to that. It would 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. :

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 through
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.

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 generalities 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 your new job. :

Mr. GarEs. Senator, I would not only take that into consideration
but that would be my approach—not to address issues of that kind.

Senator GLENN. Thank you Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the extra
time.

Chairman BorenN. 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 appreciate your patience with us in that proce-
dural problem that we had. . .

,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 the Director 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. I 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 as DCI?
Is that a correct statement? -

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
gave at that time, including perhaps the speeches on the Soviet
Union, because they are so enmeshed in issues that come before
the government, are probably ones where the Director is best silent
in public. ’

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 was 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. Haus’ 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: ’

Mr. Gates made no changes to the draft submitted 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 not 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 consultation with Kay Oliver during
my first review of the paper. I thought it was wishy-washy and redundant. Mr.
Gates did not draft the key 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. : -

So 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 to the President, Secretary of State,
Defense, and others. First, did you prepare that memo yourself?
Was the same memo sent to virtually all of these policymkers as
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. Gares. First I have to take Mr. Haus’ word for the fact that
he drafted it and I didn’t. I did sign it, that’s for sure.

Chairman BogreN. Signed the memo of transmittal?

Mr. Gartes. 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
gtill" is probably the most comprehensive thing the Agency has

one.

The thing that troubled me about the whole process—and obvi-
ously I think you know in retrospect the cover note probably
should have indicated what in fact was the primary deficiency of
the paper, and that was that it did not thoroughly examine all of
- the alternatives that were available. Some of those alternatives
were mentioned in the paper and they were dealt with in the
paper, but certainly 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 beginning 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-
time basis. The study that was published coming to the opposite
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 interested
in, I want warning flags if this is not really definitive in terms of
looking at other alternatives.

Mr. GaTes. 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 within the agency. So it would have rep-
resented the Agency’s best view. Coordinated with the Directorate
of Operations, coordinated with other 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-
sent the corporate view of the agency. So that was perhaps not a
warning flag to me.

Chairman Boren. Well, I accept your word that you did not re-
write this. I do think that the cover transmittal letter should have
had more warnings or more caveats in it. :

Let me just ask you, did you ever direct anyone working on this
projegt to come to a particular conclusion about Soviet involve-
ment? . .

Mr. GaTtes. 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 confirma-.
tion hearings, you wrote in response to questions about your role in
the preparation of the May 1985 Fuller memorandum concerning
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
assumed responsibility for saying that, he didn’t lay that at your
doorstep.

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, yes he came up after he fin-
ished 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. Gartes. 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 received a 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 BorenN. 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. GaTtes. And to the policymakers.

Chairman BoreN. And to the policymakers. That was strictly the
views of the NIO.

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. And I received that contemporaneously with
everybody else.

Chairman 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-
pressed

Chairman BorgN. And you said you agreed with him?

Mr. GaTEs. And I expressed a preference to what he had drafted

- compared to what the Soviet office had.

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

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Chairman Boren. Did you, at any point, say go down and tell the
analyvsts I think they should give in and agree with you on this
point? :

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

. Chairman BogrgN. 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. Fiers on this
matter. /

Mr. Kerr remembers—in his conversation with yp{x that you do
not recall having with him on this subject of Mr.- Allen’s suspicions
in late August—that you said something like, GGod knows what
Ollie is up to now. As I understand, you don’t re¢all the Kerr con-
versation at all, the one in August where he fupposedly, among
other subjects, brought up the possibility of a ditersion.

Mr. GaTtes. 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 Mr. 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. He
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 thinks 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. -
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My question is this: On October the 9th, you had this meeting in
which Colonel North was present, I believe Mr. Casey was there,
and the Hasenfus plane had been shot down. You said by your own
recollection 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 tHe
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-
couraging their efforts in a general way?

Mr. GaTtes. Mr. Chairman. I had earlier asked the Deputy Direc-
tor 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. 1
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. Gates. 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 own 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.

I 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 pretty soon whether or not that figure will be
public. It’s been estimated by the media into the billions of dollars.

Many of these resources are targeted on the Soviet Union, the
Soviet military threat and the threat of conventional war in
Europe which are obviously very much receding in terms of their
possibility. ;

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
lgildgﬁt to pass on to the American people? Cut the total, to put it

untly. . :

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? 1 would
say we have to be very careful about this. We all know that when
agencies are cut because part of their mission 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.

CHAIRMAN BogreN. I don’t care—— :

Mr. GaTis. 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 intelli-
gence—of American intelligence ought to be. Rather than the DCI
as a manager of a bureaucratic program, going 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



53

senior advisors, and with some appropriate involvement in the
process, the Congress, to say, no, here’s what we want U.S. intelli-
gence to do in the aftermath of the Cold War and the break up of
the Soviet Union. These are the priorities that we want you guys to
address. And you tell us what you need to do that and what the
budget will look like. '

So I think that’s why I've suggested this sort of what I'd like to
call this Capabilities 2005 study that I think ought to be done
within a very few months on an urgent basis to identify for the
new Director and the Intelligence Community just what it is they
ought to be working on. .

Now that said, and then I think you build—you 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 the 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 to
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 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 can 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 real
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 is
an area where I think a lot more money has been budgeted for nu-
clear proliferation. This is an area in chemical, biological, and mis-
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-
ditional 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 I 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.

Because both in connection with the arms control agreements
that have been signed, but also 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.

Well just let me say the bottom line is this. There are many

more areas 1 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 should 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 is going to be the atmosphere in which you will be
operating and it’s going to be a great challenge to the next DCIL

Senator Murkowski.

Senator MurkowsKl. 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 Chairman has gone
into some detail and I am sure other Members will do the same
with respect to your views towards other changes that should be
made as a consequence of what we’ve heard. '
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However, I am still troubled by the testimony of some of the wit-
nesses. It was not by accident, but it was the intention of the Com-
mittee that, after professional staff interviewed a group of wit-
nesses who were willing to come forth, we identified three of them
who were known to be favorable to you and three of them who
were known to be critical of you. They’ve had their say. Now our
responsibility is to address the quality of the evidence and deter-
mine what is factual. Is it based on firsthand knowledge? Is it an
unbiased source? Is it backed by hard documentation or just oral
accounts?

You have responded at great length and specificity to the allega-
tions. But there is a relationship that you've had here for a long
period of time with two gentlemen who came forward and gave a
very 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 professionally 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 enjoyed 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. GATes. Senator, when 1 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 other 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 1
became DDI, just in the course of events, we didn’t see each other
very often.

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. I
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 I 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 my hand behind his movement out of a management job into
the senior analyst job. But by the same token it was also on my
watch 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 MUrkowskl. 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. :

Mr. Gartes. As indicated in the note that I read it was Mr. Mac-
Eachin.

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. GATES. No, I think based on what Mr. MacEachin

Senator MurkowsKI1. No, I'm talking about from Mr. Goodman’s
point of view? '

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

Senator MURKOWSKI. 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 be inap-
propriate or unlikely to occur?

eri Gates. No, it wouldn’t have been inappropriate or unlikely
at all.

Senator MURkOwWSKI. So in your confirmation process, back in
1986 and 1987, none of these gentlemen came forward or do you
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recall in the record whether they gave any opinion as to your
qualifications?

Mr. Gartgs. I don’t think there was anything along these lines
either in 1986 or 1987.

Senator Murkowski. But it certainly would have been an oppor-
tunity as it is now?

Mr. GATEs. Yes.

Senator MurRkowskl. And with regard to your management
style—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
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
analysis 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
youleft? Or is it something that was confined to the Soviet analy-
sis group?

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 I 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 also 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.

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 almost 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 talked 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
years.

Senator MURKOwWsKI. 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 I 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-
ous Administrations used an exaggerated Soviet threat to justify a
policy to undertake a continuous build-up of our military capabil-
ity. 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?
How did you walk that line of living with yourself and recognizing
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. Gares. Well, Senator, I think that the record is very good
that the Agency called them as it saw them during that fime. 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
Soviet Union that I think made a lot of problems for the Adminis-
tration. :

But let me cite a couple of other examples where I think we were
wrong and I think others were right. The overall 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 had and their ability to sustain this
military competition as far into the future as anybody could see. It
was not through trying te underplay Soviet strength but by over-
stating it that I think we erred.

I 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 talked
about a Soviet threat and an expanding Soviet threat, and I think
that the justification was there, was in what we actually 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
were trying to do, but I think those were very accurate assess-
ments.

So 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 entire period, it is a period where we got a lot right, we
got some important things wrong, but people were basically calling
them as they saw them. We weren’t afraid 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 talk 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 MURKOWSKI. So you would deny the allegation on politi-
cization under your watch? : :

Mr. GATEs. Yes; sir, I would.

Senator Murkowskl Thank you. Our next Senator would be Sen-
ator DeConcini.

hSelcllator DeConcini. Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman. Shall we go
ahead.

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

Senator Murkowskl. 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. o

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

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

Senator MErzENBAUM. 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
when my time comes up. I think all of those are now available to
the press.

Chairman BorgN. 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 we 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 Senator
wants to just cite informally what someone has told the Committee
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in terms of questioning this witness, you are free to do that even if
it’s not been sworn as yet. I would just suggest you say we’ve been
told this, but not yet under oath. I think that would be appropriate.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, have all statements been made
available to the press at this moment?

Chairman Bogren. 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 and Haus have now been given to us under oath, and
are hereby made a part of the record and will be distributed to the
public. I believe there might be one or two other additional ones on
the list that the Committee agreed to receive that might be coming
in, and they will be entered into the record and distributed when
they arrive.

[The documents referred to follow:]

60-284 - 92 - 3
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Kay Oliver
30 September 1991

Stateme fo e SSC

1. Let;me briefly state my credentials, in keeping with the -
préctice of others not well known to the Committee who have giveﬁ
testimony. ; have a bﬁ.D in Russian history from Indiana
University, and 18 years of expérience working at CIA as an
analyst ahd supervisor of analysis in the Soviet area. I am a
member of the Senior'Intelligence.Service. My current position
is Chief of Counter-intelligence Analysis.

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

3. Now I would like to describe my role in the ﬁépal 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 political
assassinations, what their past practice and attitude had been

regarding involvement in assassinations, and whether their
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intelligence and political relationship with Bulgaria would have
made complicity in this assassination attempt plausible. 1In
other words, I was asked to look at the political context in
which any decision to move against the Pqpe would have Seen made,
while the Office of Global Issues (OGI) was to draft
simultaneously the section examining the evidence girectly
pertaining to the actual assassination attempt. OGI had the
papal account, and the principal analyst on the paper--Beth
Seeger--had followed the case closely, which I had not. I was
not asked to involve myself in her section of the paper, nor did
I have the expert knowledge to do so. The division of labor
struck me as reasonable.

4.. My assumption is that Doug asked me to draft SOVA's
contribution to the paper for the obvious reason that, as head of
the Security Issues Branch, I had responsibility within SOVA for
analyzing Soviet ;ntelligence activities. I asked Mary Desjeans,
an able analyst in the branch, to aséist.with research and
preliminarx drafting of some portions of the SOVA contribution.

I thought her work deserved recognition so I added her name as an
- author of the paper, but I was fully responsible for putting
together thg SOVA contribution-~which Doug as Director of SOVA
approved before it was sent to OGI.

5. . I do not have any first-hand knowledge of the 7th
floor's handling of ghe paper since at no point in the process
did I talk to Gates or other top managers about the paper. The
fact that OGI rather than SOVA had the lead on the paper also

limited my involvement in some aspects of production.
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6. Although I did not make the decisions about who should
see the paper in draft, I would poiné out that it is not unusual
for a paper dealing with éeﬁsitive reporiing to be held closely.
I can assure the Committee that the paper was coordinated by the
Chief of the Regional Issues Group in SOVA, and I believe by the
Chief of the Third World Division. Contrary to his claim, I do
not think that Mel Goodman himself was in a job that would have
made him a natural person with whom to coordinate.

7. I regarded and continue to regard the writing of a
paper examining the case for éoviet inQolvement as a leéitimate
undertaking. I‘suggested at the Terms of Reference meeting that
the paper might provide a fuller assessment if other‘hypotheses
were examined. But i think the argument is valid that since the
important issue for the US was whether the Soviets.(and
secondarily, the Bulgarians) were invoived, it made sense to
organize apalysis around this‘question. 'If the Soviets were not
involved, it did not matter a great deal éo US policy whether the
Gre} Wolves, Mafia elements, or Agca alone was responsible for
the crime. New information that has surfaced since 1985 about
past Soviet use of political Qiolence reinforces the view that
the possibiiity of Soviet involvement in the papal assassination
attempt had to be thoroughly examined.

8. The paper did not simply make the case,~but weighed the
case, concerning Soviet involvement. Certainly in the SOVA
contribution nb.relevant data that I know of bearinq‘oh the pros
and cons of Soviet involvement were suppfessed, contrar& to Mel

Goodman's claims. For example, Soviet incentives for involvement
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were mentioned but so were disincentives. Past Soviet
iﬁvolvement in assassinations was described, bpt s0 was recent
reluctance to engage in such practices except in wartime
conditions--as in Afghanistan. The paper concluded not that the
Soviets were involved--to this day I am agnostic on that
quegtion--but that their involvement was highly plausible.

(Since the paper itself is classified, i refer you to the
response Beth Seeger and I prepared to John Hibbits's memo, which
makes this point clear.)

9. I was also inclined to believe it would be a good idea
to put a scope note on the paper, explicitly stating the range
and purpose of the paper. In fact, I did draft a preface to tpe
SOVA contribution before it went to OGI that explained what the
SOVA contribution did and did not cover. At the same time, I can
see a perfectly reasonable argument against includihg a scope
ngte., The title, after all, could be seen as conveying that the
paper was assessing thg case for Soviet involvément. The ‘
conditional tense was used appropriately throughout the paper.
Most intelligence assessments are based on incomplete evi@enqe,
and if a paper is qualified too much, or labeledAconjecgural, we
are criticized for analysis that is ambigquous aﬁd doesn't point
in any particular direction.

10. Lance Haus the OGI Division Chief, who was the line
manager overseeing production of the papal paper, has given me
permission to quote from a statement he has given the Committee.
First Lance explains that the preface SOVA offered in its

contribution was the now famous scope note. Then he states:

4
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Mr. Gates did not drop any scope note...because I did,
after consultation with Kay Oliver, during my first
review of the paper. I thought it was wishy washy

and redundant. Mr. Gates did not draft the key
judgments--I did, with help from Beth Seeger and

Kay Oliver. Finally, Mr. Gates did not draft the
transmittal notes--although he certainly reviewed

- them. Again, I did. This was standard procedure...

.and I know for sure Beth Seeger saw them.

Lance believed the Key Judeents'faithfully reflected the paper.

I was less sure of this myself, but I certainly did sign off on

them. The key point is that the drafting of the Key Judgments,

the removal of the prefatory scope note, and the drafting of the
. : v -

cover memos were all done at lower levels of CIA, and absolutely

not at Gates' initiative.

Intelligence Successes and Failures -

11. I would now like to shift gears and say a few words on
the subject of'intelligence successes and failures. In view of
Mel Goodman's referencé.to Gates' having allegedly "missed" -
predicting the historic changes in the USSR, I think it should be
- noted for the record that Gatés has had his share of successes in

this area--some ‘of which I have personal knowledge about. Long -
before the dawn of ‘perestroyka, for example, Gates was very
supportive of aﬁalysis.thae hiéﬁiigﬁted'érowing tensions in
Soviet sociéfy} rot in Sbvief elite institutions, widespread
political alienation and consumer distress--phenomena that pushed
the syéteh toward reform.

12. To citée one illustration, oh the eve of Brezhnev's
death I drafted a'péper on Soviet elite uneasiness about societal
problems and .sense ofoforebodiﬁg about the future. I ‘included a

brief section on cbrruptién,:;hichul had great difficulty
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coordinating with Mel Goodman's Division. 1In particular, I
recall a singLe sentence that caused controversy. Tne sentence
stated simply that corruption in the USSR had grown dnring the
Brezhnev years. I was able to get Mel's Division to sign off
only after I}included a lengthy footnote acknowledging that
corruption had always been present in the USSR and of course
existed in other countries as well. When the paper finally Qent
to Gates_for review,'he approved it but raised a question about
why I had‘not paid more attention,to corruption. Soon Andropov
was in power; his first policy initiative was an attack on
corrqption, accompanied by publiclgisclosures of its vast extent.

13. As the principal analyst covering the succession'to
_Brezhnev, I can vouch for the fact that.Robert Gates'was among
the few who read the tea ;eayes correctly and predicted early on
that Andropov would be Brezhnev's successor--long before Mel
Goodman's Division was prepared to make such a call. . B

14. As the Chief of SOVA's Domestrc Policy Division from_h
1987 to 1989, I can attest that Gates did not join those in the
Intelligence Community who>predicted thathorbaohev could develop
support for a centrxst posltlon and thus bring about moderate
reform without xnstablllty. Gates thus foresaw that a pollt1ca1
confrontatlon between the forces of reactlon and reform would
probably take place, as recently happened._ B

15. All this is not to say that I think Gates has been
right about everything. I believe he did unoerestimate the
extent to which the domestic dllemmas he correctly 1dent1f1ed

were also exactlng a braking effect on Sov1et forelgn behav1or.

i
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But to read today'é Soviet policies and motives back into those
of even the mid-1980s is mistaken too. As the Soviet media now
indicate, the impulses toward expansionism, militarism, and
'support for radical dictatoréhiﬁs have rémained strong in
influential quarters of the Soviet elite unﬁiiAvery recently
indeed. s = : -
Intolerance of Diversity

16.” Now I would like to look at some of the broader
implicaflons of Mel Goodman's charges. I worked with Mel for
many years. I know him to be a serious student of SOViet
‘affairs, and a Qery enééginé person in some settings. But I-éiso
know that Mel éﬁbwshaAdifferent side in dealing with substantive
conflictnén the job. Notﬁing.is more poisonous to ‘the atmosphere
attCIA, more destructive to the proéess of debatinq issues on ﬁﬁe
merits, than accusing colleégues of conspiring in or being duped
into "politiciiing" intélligehcg.':It'i§ imperafive that our
substantive diécussions take plaée with an understanding that
honest people caﬁ'disaqreé, and a réalization that few of us tﬁis
side of heaven have a ﬁonopoly on truth. Unless these basic
ground rules of civilized discourse are accepted, substantive-
conflict can easily escalate into ad hominem attacks on the
chafécger and competence of those whom other believe are on the
"wrong" side of a given issue. -

1?. The comments Mel has made to this Committee on the 1985
papal papéf are a case in poinf. The Cowey Reéort, prodﬁced by a
panel at CIA that reviewed the Agency's track record in dealing

.

with the papal assassination attempt, while critical of some

K2
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aspects of the record, found the 1985 paper to be "by any
standard; an impressive" work. But Mel found the papér not
simply one with which he disagreed but one that was "abominable,"
"absurd," and "tendentious," written by authors whom he strongly
suggested were lacking in intellectual integrity and inclined to
pander. . B
The Issue of Evidence

18. Let me deal now with the issue of evidence. Mel's
chafqes highlight the question of what constitutes good
“"evidence." Let me illustrate once again with the papal case. .
Mel claims that - '"very good evidence from very sensitive
sources...explained the.Soviets were not involved in the
assassination attempt." .Now, considering that information of any
Soviet involvement would have "been very tightly held, what kind
of evidence would be required to support Mel's claim? Let's say,
‘purely hypothetically--just for the sake of the logic -of the
argument--that CIA had reliable sources within the KGB who
reported that they never heard anything about Soviet involvement,
or that their superiors had tolad them<the'sd§iebs were not
involved. Would such reporting suffice to support Mel's claim?
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. Only such reporting of Soviet innocence
would have any credibility. The effect of such reporting on our

thinking would be quite powerful. But even then, we would have
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expected Andropov to deny Soviet involvement to almost all of his
associates. And, there would have been the possibility that
Andropov himself might not have known, that for one reason or
another operatives in the KGB were tapped to work with the
.Bulgarians without his knowledge, or that Soviet elements other
than the KGB--perhaps in the military--were conspiring with the
Bulgarians. The point is simply that Qtandards of evidence have
to be higher to prove a negative than to prove a positive. A
report of non-involvement from a source may simply indicateilack
of knowledge.

20. This difficulty is one reason that the best
intelliéence analysis is based on much more than a totting up of
intelligence reports. Clandestine reporting is only one category
of evidence, albeit an important one. Analysis of any country's
foreign policy behavior should be informed by historical
perspective'and by an appreciation of psychological, ideological,
and internal political factors. In my vigw,xa‘tendency to
dismiss the vaiidity of these factors, a tendency to take a
narrow view of.what constitutes "evidence," was a major reason
that Mel reacted so -harshly to analysis that attempted to
evaluate intelligence reporting Qithin a broader analytical

‘con£ext. (I would note parenthetically thaf—-contrary to Mel's
assertions-=-intelligence reporting itself has provided plausible
evidence. for as well as against Soviet involvement in the papal

assassination attempt.)
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Supervisign of Analysis

21. This brings me to the question of the proper role of
those who supervise analysis at CIA. It needs to be recognized
that supervisors of analysis are not simply bureaucratic
processors but substantive people, essentially senior analysts
themselves directing the work of other analysts, many of them
younger and less experienced. To ask these managers to stop
using their thought processes, and to put in abeyance
perspectives they have developed through long study of a given
world area or discipline, would be to.rob our assessments of
.valuable input. Moreover, since the product- CIA pﬁts out
potentially influences. important poliéy decisions, and the
information used is sometimes obtained at the risk of human life,
the institution as a whole has to be able-to stand by papers that
have the CIA seal on them. Thus, although there should always- be
a free interplay of ideas, CIA cannot be a "free university."
CIA maﬁagers have a legitimate role to play in the production of
intelligence. There is inherent tension between the intellectual
autonomy of the analyst and the institutional responsibility for
the product. Conducting our business with civility -and in good
faith can reduce but never eliminate -this tension.
Dogmatism

22. What is dangerous to CIA is not managers who have views
but managers whose views are rigidly held and not susceptible to
modification in the face of strong contrary evidence or

argumentation. What is to be avoided is not the holding of views
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but dogmatism at any level of the hierarchy--from analysts, to
mid-level managers such as Mel and myself, to top CIA officials.
23. I submit'that dogmatism was responsible for the failure

of the Soviet foreign policy shop--during the period when Mel was
in leadership positions there--to undertake a 'serious examination
of whether the Soviets could have been involved in the papal
assassinetion attempt. This failure went a long way toward
justifying the production finally in 1985 of a paper that dealt
exclusively with this question*—yearsbafter»the assassination
attempt.

Flawed Agalxtical Approach

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

comprehensive examination the. notion of Soviet involvement also
reflected a fundamental flaw in analytical approach. For many
years analysis of the Soviet foreign policy shop at CIA was
dominated. by a school of thought that focused almost exclusively
on Soviet relations with other countries at the level of
diplomacy and military support,_and treated dismissively that
important»stratum,of Soviet foreign policy behavior orchestrated
by the Central Committee's International Department and the.KGB.
These 1nst1tut10ns of course attempted to influence foreign -
developments through espionage, propaganda, influence operations,
,active measﬁres, clandestine suéport for political violence and
assistance to,various groups working to undermine governments
unfriendly to-the ' .-R. There is room for 1egitimate_debate
about how to weight these activities; but Moscow attached much

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

13
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no reflection on anyone's dedication when I say that, as a
participant in discussions of this subject in SOVA in the first
half of the 1980s, I detected little enthusiasm in some quarters
for analysis of the seamy side of Soviet foreign behavior.
There was reluctance to monitor closely the covert instrumen;s
used to advance Soviet global objectives-~instruments that only
now are being fundamentally reformed. Mel Goodman as much as
anyone personified this approach in analyzing Soviet foreign
policy, an approach that I believe Gates rightly sought to
broaden.

What is "politicization"?

25. Now let me take up the issue of what constitu;es'.
"politicization." Common sense would suggest a simple
definition--namely, the deliberate suppression or distortioﬁ of
intelligence information and assessments to serve some policy
agenda. (Such a definition--by the way-—inéludes not only action
along these lines by top CIA managers, but also by mid-level .
managers and analysts, Qho may sometimes be tempted to lean ﬁo
one side or another to counter'pérceived policy "errors" of the
administration or intelligence assessments from oth?r quarters.)
Members of the Committee may wonder, then, why Mgl chose to offér
fivevsuch elaborate criteria of prliticizationﬂ" While these
criteria are unobjectionable taken literally, in the real world
context they beg some big qgestions,and provide the rationale for
a narrow, proprietary approach to intelligence analysis.

Basically, Mel's definition of.politicization would have the
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effect of giving particuléf groups of analysts monopoly control
oner key sets of issues.

26. First, Meilwquld constrain higher managers from
effectively révfewiﬁq the product by raising the spectre of
"poiitibization“ should they attempt to shape intelligence
judqménts. Second, he would encourage analysts to cry “foul" if
papers on subjects theyfthought "helonged" to théir unit were
assigned té other components. Thus, although expertise on
foreign intelligence ‘activity and on terrorism’existed in OGI and
in other parts of SOVA, calling on these components rather than
the Soviet foreign policy shop to assess the papal assassination
attempt was, according to Mel, “finding someone to do your '
bidding," a form of "politicization." Third, there is an
implication that the Directorate of Operations, a repository of .
considerable knowledqe and on-the-ground savvy about the Soviet
’ Uﬁion, should.be'excluded“from‘any role whatsoever in formal .
intelliéence assessment. Apparently, th;é exclusion would extend
to centers that bring DO operations officers and DI analysts
tégefhér to work on such topics as terrorism, narcotics,:and ::
;odnterintelliqence.' Fourth, it would seem that National
Iﬁfelliqeﬁcé Officers,*sehfor'substantive experts, would be under
pressure Aot to put out interpretations at variance withvthqse of
the DI analytlc unit controlllng ‘the turf.

‘27;' I am not saying that I-digagree‘with:each particular
Mel mentioned in laying out how he thinks the organizatiom 'should
conduct its business. For example, I don't think Estimates.

should be reviewed by the DCI or DDCI before community

13



75

cdqrdinétién.' But there is also clearly a danger.that by loading
the definition of "politicization," one can control the analytic
line and anathematize dissenters. aAnd I believe that whatever:
processes we develop in the future should give play to a
diversity of views from a diversity of components within CIA.
Conclusion

28. 1In conclusion I would like to-say for the record that
nobody-~upstairs or downtown--asked me to make tﬁié statement. I
have prepared it with no advance planning. Aside from defending
my own work, I wanted to counter a parochial view of how the
Agency should operate that, if not directly addressed, could make
it difficult in the future for managers at CIA to conduct the
sort of rigorous review of analysis essential to a gquality
intelligence product. The environment at CIA is not one in which
truthseekers are pitted against politicizers, not one iﬁ 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 many orthodoxies at CIA, as various small units quite
naturally develop their own analytical lines and vestea interests
in them. On‘important issues there aré almost always elements of
ambiguity. And managerial insistence on addressing questions
;sked by policymakers can easily be misconstrued as a desire to
distort analysis. In this complex environment, our job as
managers and analysts is to work together to produce the best

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

14
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wvigorous intellectual debate, the provision of channels for the
expression of dissenting interpretations, an effective quality .

control process, and respect for.one other.
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Statement of John Hibbits before the Gates Hearings ¥ October 1991

SSCI -#91-4631

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 |
wrote a critique of that paper. At that time | was Chief, Foreign
Activities Branch in the Office of Soviet Analysis(SOVA). Currently’
| am Deputy Chief, Russia/Union Division in SOVA.

I have spent some 30 years of my life in government service, over
ten with the Navy and aimost 20 with the CIA. | started out in the
intefrigence business in the 1960s with the Navy as a junior officer.
After completing a year of Russian language training | served-as an -

- operational ihtelligence officer in Japan during the Pueblo Crisis and
the shootdown of a naval patrol aircraft off the coast of Korea. In
1969 | left the Navy and came to.Washington to work as a civilian
analyst"for the Director, Naval Inteiligence at the Pentagon, and to
earn a graduate degree in Soviet affairs from Georgetown University.
| did my undergraduate work at Fordham University before joi.n'ing

.. the Navy. In the Pentagon | observed the tough bureaucratic and

political pressures involved in producing national and departmental
intelligence.

| joined CIA in 1974, | was a naval analyst in the Office of
Strategic Research under DCIs Colby, Bush and Turner., and later
spent two years in the Directorate of Operations on the Cl Staff. In
1981 | received the DCI Certificate of Merit for my service there. .

In the early 1980s | return'ed to the DI as an analyst and Tater a
branch chief working on Soviet issues in the DI and the National
Intelligence Council. | worked closely for Doug MacEachin and Larry
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Gershwin, both exceptional leaders in intelligence. | observed during
those years, however, that relations between SOVA and both Gates
and-the NIC were adversarial rather than ¢ollegial; 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.”

Over time managers and eventually a@nalysts 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-censoring atmosphere. Some reaction was subtle
and some more obvious. In planning our research program, for
example, a paper on Soviet use of chemical-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 would likely only upset Gates. So | had to tell the analyst
who had proposed the subject in hopes of ‘clarifying the record that
he should work on something-else. At the same time, offices outside
SOVA, knowmg Casey was consumed, by the Soviet problem, began
writing about Soviet activities, often duplicating effort and wasting
resources. '

How well agency managers could craft intelligence that would
keep criticism from the DDI to 2 minimum became a measure of one's
value and there arose -a danger of being out of the loop if you were
not responsive. Many professionals adjusted without seriously .
compromising the essential integrity of the product. in their own .
mind, but it became difficult to remain completely objective. As -
professionals, many began to anticipate criticism and write papers
that Gates would iike or at least find convincing. Even with these
constraints, many of us were able to wrlte and manage a number of
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what | believe were solid intetligence analysis, but the process was
very difficult. Others simply sought jobs outside SOVA or the
Agency.

It was this atmosphere that prevaiied when | was Chief, Foreign
Activities Branch in SOVA and Doug MacEachin came into my office
inM™May 1985 with some special tasking. As | can best-recall he told .
me that a compartmented paper had been drafted on the papal
assassination attempt of 1981 and it was about to be disseminated.
He asked that | do a-quick assessment of the paper looking:critically
at the case being made for Soviet involvement. | was told it had to
be done as soon as possible because Gates was anxious to get the
paper out. My impression at the time was that MacEachin initiated
the critique and was not enthusiastic abeut the thrust of the papal
assassination paper. As | read it for the first time | saw it as an
effort by Casey, using Gates, to push the case further than the _
evidence would take us. | feared that the most senior policymakers
in Washington would quickly read the key judgements, as their busy’
schedules usually dictate, and come away with the view that CIA as
an agency believed that the Soviets were behind the papal
assassination plot. -

s

I can remember havmg ]USt acouple of days and nights to put my
comments together, coming in the ofice early one morning to finish
it and send it to MacEachin. | dlstmctly refnember him coming déwn
to my office with-paper in hand, mghly satisfied with the critique
and recommendmg just a few changes. I also remember that | was
reviewing what we call a dylux copy of the study which'is the print-
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 it was specuiative and did not make clear to the
reader that this was so. it did not meet the usual standards for a-
SOVA paper: it did not contain alternative scenarios, analysis or
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views, and the key judgements were not fuilly representative of the
body of the paper.

MacEachin immediately hosted a meeting in his office with all
involved and a rebuttal by the authors was attached to my critique. |
was. told that Gates would decide on what to do next: | was not
permitted to keep a copy of the paper and was not told of its
dissemination. Several weeks-later | was interviewed by-the panel
of three senior Di officers that wrote the post mortem in July 1985.
That was the last | heard of the incident until now.

A sensitive NIE writter in 1987 made it clear that we still had no

_ conclusive evidence of any Soviet involvement in the assassination

attempt. Whether or not the Soviets were involved 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
,gwen to KGB files.

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
mtelhgence process in the C1A prov1de pohcymakers with a
balanced and dlspasswnate analyms of the event with uncertainties

,and alternative analysvs approprlately rendered. | thought this was
not the case. Reading the Gates cover memo on the study sent to then
. Vice President Bush, my reservations. about the assassination study
and how it would be presented to top offic1a|s appear to'have been '
warranted

Senators, you are.hearing two different views of how well Bob 4
Gates managed intelligence production. | know Mr.Gates only from a
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distance professionally. During his tenure, however, | have seen
severe problems develop in the Office of Soviet Analysis. Some
changes probably were needed in the 1980s to put the DI on a steady
analytic course and a new manager has the responsibility to
implement hard choices. Analysts will grumble about change, but
they usually adjust and come to accept new guidélines and standards
if these are clearly stated, consistent, and unbiased. But |
respectfully submit that the policies | experienced were of a
different nature. | believe the people who worked there then --the
vast majority of both analysts and managers--believe that Gates .
‘subverted the intelligence process. It is difficult to know the truth
from listening to a few of-us here during the confirmation process’
But | hope that.you become concerned enough to continue
investigating these reports. ‘

Major analytic differences on political intelligence often stem
from differences in political philosophy. it is essential that we
develop an analytic process where opposing views are-encouraged
and seriously weighed with the goal of producing a balanced and
useful product. In marny instances, fine intelligence analysis has
and is being produced at the Agency. Some credit must go toMr.
Gates, but fnore’, I.believe, must go to the professional men and
women working there who always have had high standards of
academic excellence and integrity. Thank you for allowing me to
speak before you.
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STATEMENT TO SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
SUBJECT: CIA POLITICIZATION
FROM: Carolyn McGiffert Ekedahl‘
DATE: éeptember 36, 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 politicization is difficult to
confront, the problems created by flawed intelligence are
significant 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 intelligence analysis.

TOPIC 1: Soviet-Third World

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.

When I was first asked to write the paper, by my deputy
division chief (Robert Korn) in late 1984 or early 1985, Korn
told me that Douglas MacEachin, Director of the Office of Soviet
Analysis (SOVA) had requested an assessment that would provide a
"balance sheet" of Soviet activities in the Third World. I
requested that he go back to MacEachin and make sure he wanted
such a paper, because my experience was that nothing we could
write on that particular subject of an analytical nature would be

1 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 subsequently worked on the National
Intelligence Council's Analytic Group (1985-1986) and the Office
of Near East and South Asian Analysis (1986 to date). I have
continued during this period to work on Soviet foreign policy and
have written a book, several book chapters, and a number of
journal articles.
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acceptable to the seventh floor.? Korn told me several days
later 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. :

After collecting a considerable amount of data, Raymond
Duncan, a visiting scholar, and I began to draft an assessment;
by March 198 e had a rough draft prepared. Material compiled
by OGI and S revealed that most indicators of Soviet Third
World activity were either leveling off or declining by the mid-~
1980s--after increasing rather rapidly in the 1970s. Given the"
fact that the Soviets were continuing 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 reorganization
involving the replacement of various managers) that occurred in
March 1985, Ray Duncan and I were asked to submit our preliminary
draft to the new management team and were then summoned to 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 to offer.* I asked why MacEachin had
asked for the paper if it was irrelevant and was told 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 left SOVA. :

TOPIC 2: Soviet Involvement in Interpational Terrorism
I was the drafter of the original estimate on Soviet .
involvement in international terrorism in February .1981. Robert

Z By that time, we were exercizing a considerable amount of

sélf-censorship.: There seemed little point in spending a lot of
time on a project that had no chance of moving through the '
system. .

5Im emphasizing these exchanges because MacEachin
subsequently denied that he had ever asked for such a paper--or,
indeed, even heard of it.. .

4 Subsequently, over a three-year period and in our spare
time, Ray and I took the theme of the draft and wrote a book. It
was published by Westview Press in 1990 and is titled, Moscow and
the Third World Under Gorbachev. - B

2
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Gates has claimed ‘that the drafters wanted to "stick their finger
in the policy maker's eye." This is totally false.

. State Department requested a special estimate on the subject
after Secretary Haig made a speech in late January 1981, charging
that the Soviets were. behind much of the terrorist activity in
Europe. I was informed by a State Department official present at
the meeting that the Director of State Department's Bureau for
Intelligence and Research, Ron Spiers,’'had told Haig that there
was little evidence to'support his charges -and had then requested
an interagency effort to address the issue. The CIA's National
Intelligence Council (NIC) was tasked to prepare a special
estimate, and I was asked to be the drafter.
. - . ;

Because of the importance of the request and the ‘volatility
of the issue, exceedingly high priority was giving ‘to collecting
and evaluating all available information dealing with Soviet
involvement, direct and indirect, to any group dealing in
terrorist activities. I worked extremely closely with the
Directorate of Operations (DO) to make sure it provided every
piece of information-it had, as well as with the State Department
and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA); we discarded no piece
of evidence and, when I wrote the draft, I included an annex with
all the evidence, good and bad, carefully described and ) .

. ) . eyplaine

As I drafted the estimate, I maintained close contact with

my colleagues, and when I finished the first draft in late
February, I informally coordinated it with them. We agreed that
the Soviets consistently stated, publicly and privately, that
they considered international terrorist activities
counterproductive and advised groups they supported not to use
such tactics (we had hard evidence to support this conclusion),
We emphasized, however, that the Soviets.had little moral
compunction about the use of terrorism, made little if any effort
to prevent its use, and furnished assistance to various groups,
such as the PLO, the ANC, and 2ZAPU; which used terrorism as one
of their tactics. We reported that we had found no persuasive -
evidence of Soviet support for those Eurcpean terrorist groups
(the IRA, the Red Brigades, and the Red Army Faction) about which
Secretary Haig had specifically asked. There was po effort to
"gtick our finger in the policy maker's eye." On 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 did support militant groups and did 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 rewritten by Azrael and Gates (at that.time the assistant to
William Casey) to suggest greater Soviet support for terrorism,
and the text was altered by pulling up from the annex reports
that rrated— ‘ Soviet involvement. The rewriting

i -

3
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was done in one day and the draft was prepared to be sent out for
interagency cooerdination. - My Branch Chief (Richard Rogers) and I
protested the changes to the draft. At this point, the DO also
intervened; on behalf of his officers, John McMahon protested
that DO information was being misused in the new text. On .
February 28, a meeting of DO, NIC, and NFAC (now DI) officers was
held and the draft was returned to me. After further
coordination and discussion, a draft was sent out for interagency
coordlnatlon on March 6.

From March 9 through 11, coordination méetihgs on the draft
were held; they proved very difficult. All the DIA analysts who
had been involved originally had been replaced by people new to
the subject who insisted on language emphasizing Soviet control
of international terrorist activities. When the estimate, now i
SRt ppea-asWr—tomme-ard 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 Soviet Union was dlrectly
supporting and controlling most iRternational terrorist activity.
Casey liked the draft, but was convinced by the lirector of NFAC
(Bruce Clark) and the Director of the NIC (Richard Lehman) that,
if issued, the draft would underm1ne the credxblllty of the
1nte111gence community.

"A completely new team was then selected to try a third
draft. It was chaired by Ambassador Lincoln Gordon, newly arrived
at CIA as a member of the Senior Review Panel. The new drafter,
Richard Mansbach, was a v151t1ng scholar' from Rutgers University
who had arrived at the agency in January. ‘A mew NFAC
representative was chosen and NFAC was 1nformed that it would not
be allowed to note its dissent from the tesxt.® Instructions were
given to start again, but Mr. Lehman emphasized that the paper -
was being written "under constraints."

I was the’ only one of the original group of analysts (all
with experience in Soviet policy) who attended the coordination
meetings on the third draft. I was told that I could not speak
unless I were asked a direct question; Ambassador Gordon was
grac1ous, however, and I did speak when what I consxdered to be
serious misuse of operational material occurred.

A new draft was completed by mid-May. Its basic approach’

5 Intelligence estimates usually represent the concensus of
the community. When 'an agency differs from the agreed text and
no compromise language can be found, a "footnote" may be taken.
In a footnote, the dlssentlng agency is 1dent1f1ed and makes its
case. .
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was. to widen the scope of the paper and to avoid definitions of
terrorism and terrorist tactics. Rather, the draft subsumed
terrorism into a bréader category of revolutionary vxolence and
emphasized that. ‘the Soviet Union, by providing support for
revolutxonary violence, supported international. terrorism. I
consldered the approach mxsleadlng. w - .

My d1v151on .chief, Mel Goodman, and I.wrote a memo to
Director Casey, protestlng the convoluted nature of the estimate
and its implicit support for conclusions that could not be
supported by evidence. We argued that such an estimate did a
disservice to our policymakers by giving.them a misleading
plcture of Soviet activities. We argued that this could distract
attention from threatening (and real) aspects of Sovxet policy
and that it would undermine our credlblllty on other issues. We
got no response. S -

=,

TOPIC 3: Manipulatio Intelligence Process

. I believe that the experience with the estimate on Soviet
involvement in international terrorism convinced Casey that he
needed better control over the estimative process. With its’
emphasis on coordination, institutional independence, and
analytic ob]ect1v1ty, the process was not sufficiently responsive
to Casey's interests. With the help of Bob Gates, Casey took a
number of institutional steps designed to insure better control.
The first was to stipulate that terms of reference and estimate
drafts be cleared by the DCI's office before coordination. The
second was the appointment of Gates.as DI, ‘giving. him the ability
to clamp down on. intelligence productlon. .During the perlod of’
Gates' tenure, the DI was effectively ptevented from dissenting
when its analysts disagreed with estimates of interest to
Cascy/Gates.é' The thlrd and most ‘effective, action was to

. % The most damaging instance of thls occurred in the May
1985 estimate on Iran. OVA ana rtlc nglnq in that
exercise, Brian McCauley, ntribution to
the estimate. The NIO for the Near East, Graham Fuller, wrote
his own version. ' According to Brian, Fuller announced at the
coordination meetlng that Gates had chosen his version. Although
the Fuller 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
meeting of the DI's Management Advisory Group with Assistant
Director of Intelligence Richard Kerr, I raised the subject of .
Brian's dilemma on this estimate in the context of a discussion
of intimidation in SOVA. Kerr responded that, even if the
analyst had been told that Gates, then the DI. and Chairman of the
NIC, had rejected his language, Brian should have pursued the
issue. I considered such a response totally ‘inadequate, £o He
Sailed +o appreciate “tHee lowe AV-J dif et Qos-{-\gm‘?{q A,ka.l..ar(- Wi .
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appoint Gates as Chairman of the National Intelligence Council.
He thus had control of the two most important producers of
intelligence analysis and was able to exert pressure on. both.

Casey and Gates used various management tactics to get the
line of -intelligence they desired and to suppress unwanted
intelligence. The latter is relatively simple because a given
report or estimate can be dismissed on a variety of grounds
(insufficient evidence, irrelevance, poor analysis, etc.) not
Clearly traceable to politicization. Direct pressure to produce
supportive analysis, on the other hand, is risky because it
requires open flaunting of the basic professional ethic of
intelligence--that is the pursuit of objective reporting and
analysis.

Personnel management is the most effective way to ensure
consistent production of the desired line. Replacing experts '
with people willing to''cooperate became a central element .in the
Casey-Gates approach to intelligence management, and the effects
of this policy:continue.’to hinder the production of quality
intelligence. . e . - ' : b

TOPIC 4: William Webster's Efforts to Deal With Politicization

When Judge William Webster became DCI in 1987, he brought
with him several aides. oOne, Mark Matthews, was interested in
the issue q§$ggléFicization and, on Judge Webster's behalf,
conducted anjpinvestigation. I have no idea how many people he
talked 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 Gates. On my way in and out 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 paranoia 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
those 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 no reason to think Mark
Matthews was not telling the truth.

addressing theserious-problemsor—tie dirscrorate—am—the

agency.
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The culture in-the intelligence directorate changed
radically during the Casey/Gates years, and that culture
continues to define the process. Whereas the pre=-Gates ethic
emphasized analytic independence and objectivity, the new culture
is that of the "hired pen," loyal to the current leadership and
its views. Whereas intelligence production should be based on
informed and objectlve analysis of the available evidence, in the
Gates' culture it is based on the anticipated reactlon of senior
managers and officials.

There is no question that reasonable people can dlffer--and,
certainly, reasonable analysts can differ because evidence is
always subject to interpretation. That is why the intelligence
process was structured to ensure the airing of these differences
“and the necessity of dealing with them. That 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 arialyst--the commitment to
search for truth in the labyrinth of evidence, to pursue
compromise where possible but to express dissent freely when
compromise is not possible.
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8TATEMENT OF
CHARLES E. ALLEN

3 September 1991

This statement responds to allegations made by Mr. Mel Goodman
to the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on 1 October 1991.
I am pleased to éo so because Mr. Goodman's statements about my
actions durihg the White House-directed Iranian initiative are in
some cases plain wrong or in others highly distorted. It is easy
for him to make allegations; it is another matter to provide
evidence that suﬁports such allegations. The fatal flaw in Mr.
Goodﬁan's testimony is that the allegations concerning_my actions
afe not true. Mr. Goodman has violated the professional
intelligence officer's first principle--do not draw conclusions
uniess you have reliabie evidence and do not--repeat &9 not--rely
on heérsay. ) ) o T o ‘

First, I believe I must defend my institution--the CIA--from a
particularly pernicious statement by Mr. Goodman, namely his
asserfion 6...:that the actions and the policies of a very few -
people in.go§ernment, including the‘CIA, led to thé sale of arms
to the same Iranians who held US diplomats hostage for more than
a year, and were 1inkéd--and we know this from intelligence
sources--to the murder of more than 200 Marines in Lebanon, the
savage bombing of the U.S. Embassy in Beirut ..." What is
imputed here is CIA was an advocate from the outset in the sale

of arms to Tehran. This simply is not true. From every account
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that I have heard, including Mr. Casey's,-the idea originated
with senior officials of the governﬁent 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 an initiative had been aérgeq upon between the White Hoﬁse
aﬁd Israel. CIA never--repeat never--encouraged the White House
- in this initiative, and John Mcnahpn_spoke strongly against it in
December 1985 in a meeting‘chaired by President Reagan;. After
the fiasco of the shipment of Hawk missiles to Tehran in'November
1985 and after the failure of the McFarlane trip to Tehran in May
1986, it was the government of Israel that continued to push the
initiativg-:not the CIA. Israel's central role in this sad
affair muét_be.kept firmly in mind as you refiect upon Mr.
Goodman's statements. .

Second;'ur. Goodman has spoken with such great assurancerébout
my roiévin the Iranian initiétibe, that of Mr. George Cave,-and
CIA;s Couhterﬁerrror;st.Centér. As far as his comments on my .
role is concerned, I am aﬁézed that he is so categorical,
especially because his assertions are so devoid of supéofting
evidence. We must start with one basic guestion; where did Mr.
‘-;Goodmanlget,hisAinformation? ; have.ngzgx--ng;_gﬁgg-—discu;sed
international terrorism or Iran's role in it with Mr. Goodman.

In fact, I have not had a sqbstantive discussion on an
intelligence issue with Mr. Goodman sinqe the 1970g.’ If he is
relying, as is implied ihAhis statement, on hearsay from a

disgruntled senior analyst from the Directorate of Intelligence
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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 serious

analysis and good judgment.

Let us look at Mr. Goodman's assertions about me and evaluate

them one~by-one:

a. Allegatjon:

Mr. Goodman has asserted--without providing any evidence--
that I sent a memorandum to the NSC that said * ... that
moderates [in Iran) were eager for improved relations with the
United States, and that they were in sufficient charge to

carry this policy out."

To the best of my knowledge, I never wrote such a
memorandum. Further, I do know that at no time did I tell
anyone at. the NSC that there were "moderates® in the Iranian
Government who could ensure that relations with the United
States would be improved; I.could never have given such
assurances. In facg, I told the NSC (Lt. Col. Oliver North)
that individuals with whom the United States was in contact
appeared to be extremists and radicals and that they had been

associated with anti-U.S. terrorism.
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b. Allegation:

"The NIO for Counterterrorism briefed the NSC on Iranian
attitudes towards the United States. Again, the analysts of

the Directorate of Intelligence were not consulted."

Fact:

I kept the NSC (Lt. Col. Oliver L; North) informed of the
sensitive intelligence 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.contact. Only rarely did the intelligence
contain anything that could be construed as reflecting Iranian
attitudes towards the United States; the NSC received its own
copies of this intelligence, although usually several hours
after I had received it. While Mr. Goodman is correct in
asserting that the analysts of the Directorate of Intelligence
were not consulted, I had no authority to share the
intelligence with thése analysts. 1In.fact, I explicitly was
told by -Director Casey not to do.so. During my tenure as the
NIO for Counterterrorism, I managed the preparation of 15
estimates and interagency memorandé*on international
terrorism, inciuding assessments on Iranian involvement  in

terrorism. I also chaired monthly and ad hoc warning meetings
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on terrorist threats worldwide. The senior analyst in the
Directorate of Intelligence on Iran contributed heavily to all
assessments involving Iran's role in terrorism, and his views
were reflected in numerous papers. I wish to stress that I
interacted with him and other colleagues in his branch
frequently on the political dynamics in Iran and Tehran's role

in terrorism.

As to Mr. Goodman's assertion there were no "moderates" in
Iran at the time of the White House-directed initiative, the
senior Irahian analyst within the Directorate of Intelligence
produced a still-classified memorandum on 14 November 1986
after the initiative had become public knowledge that "three
broad categories of Iranian leaders" had emerged since the
revolution of 1979: radicals; pragmatists; and "a moderate-
conservative coalition." I find it ironic that Mr. Goodman
insists that such a faction did not exist and that a small
group of people (read Charlie Allen and George Cave)
misinformed the NSC and the President. The weight of
evidence--something that this Commit;ee values--indicates the
facts are otherwise; the Directorate of Intelligence clearly
recognized that a “moderate/conéervative coalition" existed in
Tehran and produced analysis on it, its composition, and

outlook.

c. Allegation:

60-284 - 92 - 4
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That the NIO for Counterterrorism and CIA's Counter-
terrorism Center briefed to the Néc that Iran's support for
terrorism was down (apparently in the 1986 timeframe) but that
neither the DI, nor any other intelligence agency, agreed with

these views.

Fact:

There were, in fact, fewer international terrorist
incidents that could be traced to.Iranian support in 1986:;
this indisputable fact was reflected in Patterns of Global
Terrorism, 1986, which was published in January 1988 by the US
Department of State. In particular, there was less terrorism

by Iran against American interests.

At no time, however, did I or any other Community
intelligence officer attribute thig decline to any decreased
willingness on the part of Tehran to use terrorism--quite to
the contrary. A still-classified interagency memorandum on
Iran's role in terrorism was prepared under my aegis in
November 1986 and coordinated at the Community levei before
Mr. Casey's testimony of 21 November 1986 to the Congresé on
the Iranian initiative. This memorandum reflected the sense
of the Community on Iranian terrorism and "pulled no punches."
It took a harsh view of Iran's involvement in terrorism and

the intense hostility of Tehran towards Washington. Under my
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leadership, Community assessments of Iran's terrorist
activities consistently carried this conclusion. There was no
"cooking of the book on terrorism.” I believe both Ambassador
Robert Oakley and Ambassador Paul (Jerry) Bremer (former
Ambassadors-at-Large for combatting terrorism), will attest
strongly to my objectivity when assessing Iran and terrorism.
Both 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 objectivity of my analysis. There
was no "swerve" in the Community under my leadership on

Iranian terrorism.

4. Allegation:

Mr. Goodman alleges that "Charlie Allen and George Cave,
then working for Lt. Col. Oliver North on the shipment of
missiles to Iran "... transmitted misleading and inaccurate
information to the White-House ... the action was one of
serious misjudgment and corruption of the intelligence process
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Fact:

This is the most serious allegation made by Mr. Goodman and
goes to the heart of the principles of intelligence and
intelligence ethics. I have been told that Mr. Cave has
responded separately to the Committee on this allegation and
that he has asserted that this statement is untrue. In all my
years as an intelligence officer, no one has ever questioned
my integrity. Mr. Goodman, relying 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. I was recently shown copies of
these cables and vaguely recall reading them in the 1986
‘timeframe. The cables were interesting but were not important
to my analysis of Iranian terrorism. I never used them in any
discussion with anyone in the NSC. Mr. Goodman's comments are
so tangled and enigmatic in this part of his statement that I
find it difficult to even follow his train of thought. No one
has ever accused me of a lack of integrity in intelligence
analysis, and I challenge Mr. Goodman to provide-the evidence

to support his allegation.

In sum, Mr. Goodman's testimony is fatally flawed in regard

to my activities as the NIO for Counterterrorism as well as to

my intelligence collection activity 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
analysts with Bob Gates--one that has not come out before.
Admiral Inman pointed out that there was unhappiness that
Gates was put in charge at such a young age, and without
experience as a mid-level manager and that, he "broke some

china."” But there was more to it.

The production of national-level intelligence has always
béen a competitive business. 1In my opinion, what Bob Gates
did--much to 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 réporting, especially
political reporting, was a mixture of fact and analytical ’
opinion that left the reader frequently unable to decipher
which was which. "He changed that. Hé insisted that the data
be presented and the source of the date identified. Then
analysis and conclusions could be drawn, but they had to be
logically drawn from the facts--something Mr. Goodman has

failed to do.
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This was in stark contrast to previous procedures, where
senior analysts' views took precedence over junior analysts'
viewgt Rank then meant something in an-argument. Now senior
analysts were challenged.as to the basis of their arguments,
and a statement that it was based on their many years
experience went on deaf ears. Their many years of experience
did not count for anything if they could not defend their view

according to rules of evidence and based on facts.

With this, the production of intelligence became much more
competitive. The whole structure of arguments changed. Those
that could not compete, and who lost out in the fray, seeing
results come out different from their preconceived views, saw
this change as a politicizatién,of the process, rather than a

more open discussion, founded on definite rules of evidence.

This also explains why the technical analysts, as
represented by Larry Gershwin, never felt the so-called
politicization. Casey and Gates had every bit as much
interest in Soviet military force developments as they did in
Soviet éolitics. The difference was that scientists and
engineers, by training, are accustomed to being challenged and
to defendipg their conclusions according to rules of evidence.
It was never thought to be a challenge to their manhood, as it

was seen to the long-time political analysts.
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Bob Gates' change has been good for the Agency and our
customers. The format of our publications still reflects
Gates' directives. Articles in the National Intelligence
paily (NID), for example, still begin with the facts, followed
by a distinctly identified "comment"” section where results of

analysis and opinions can be presented.

Charles E. Allen

STATE OF VIRGINIA
CQOUNTY OF FATRFAX, to-wit:

Subscribed and acknowledged to before me this 2nd day of October,
1991 by Charles E. Allen.

M/ cormission expires: 31 July 1994
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3 October 1991

STATEMENT OF LANCE W. HAUS
TO THE SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
. IN THE MATTER OF

THE CONFIRMATION HEARINGS ON ROBERT M. GATES

1. MR. CHAIRMAN, DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE
COMMITTEE, STAFF, AND COUNSEL, I THANK YOU FOR THE
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. I JOINED CIA IN 1976 AS A SOVIET MILITARY
ANALYST IN THE OFFICE OF STRATEGIC RESEARCH, ONE OF SOVA'S
PREDECESSOR UNITS. IN 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
MANAGEMENT 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 ALI AGCA'S ATTEMPT ON THE POPE'S LIFE.

2. LIKE THE OTHER AGENCY OFFICERS WHOM YOU HAVE

INVITED TO SPEAK TO YOU OR OFFER WRITTEN TESTIMONY, I AM NOT
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PROVIDING THIS STATEMENT AS AN ADVOCATE BUT, RATHER, TO SET
FORTH WHAT FACTS I CAN TO HELP INFORM YOUR DELIBERATIONS. .
IN THIS ROLE I BELIEVE I HAVE ONE ADVANTAGE OVER SOME WHO
HAVE ALREADY TESTIFIED TO YOU OR OTHERWISE SPOKEN PUBLICLY
ABOUT THIS REPORT: I WAS PERSONALLY INVOLVED IN ITS
TASKING, PREPARATION, AND REVIEW. IN OTHER WORDS, I WAS

THERE.

" 3. I WOULD LIKE TO DESCRIBE BRIEFLY, FIRST, MY
PERCEPTIONS OF HOW THE REPORT IN QUESTION WAS HANDLED IN THE
INTELLIGENCE DIRECTORATE, AND, SECOND, MORE GENERALLY MY OWN
FIRST HAND EXPERIENCE AS A LINE MANAGER OF INTELLIGENCﬁ
ANALYSIS WHILE MR. GATES WAS DDI. LET ME UNDERSCORE THAT I
BASE MY OBSERVATIONS ONLY ON INFORMATION OF WHICH I HAVE
DIRECT KNOWLEDGE. I THINK THIS IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE,
BECAUSE A FAIR AMOUNT OF THE TESTIMONY WHICH I HAVE HEARD TO
DATE ON THE SUBJECT OF POLITICIZATION OF ANALYSIS, THOUGH
SINCERELY OFFERED TO THE COMMITTEE, APPEARS TO COME SECOND

-AND THIRD HAND AND INVOLVES FREQUENT CONJECTURES.

4. REGARDING THE PAPER ON THE PAPAL ASSASSINATION
ATTEMPT, I WANT TO SAY UP FRONT THAT OUR INTENTION WAS TO
PRODUCE AS ACCURATE, ANALYTICALLY SOUND, AND HONEST AN
INTELLIGENCE REPORT AS WE COULD. THAT WAS MY GOAL; I KNOW
IT WAS THE GOAL OF THE PRINCIPAL AUTHOR, BETH SEEGER, AND
THE PRINCIPAL CONTRIBUTING AUTHOR, KAY OLIVER; AND I HAVE NO

" REASON TO BELIEVE IT WAS NOT THE GOAL OF THE TWO MOST SENIOR
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MANAGERS INVOLVED, MR. COHEN AND MR. GATES. AT THE TIME WE
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, I 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 CERTAINLY, 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. I 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.
BETH SEEGER WAS AN EXCEPTIONALLY WELL QUALIFIED ANALYST IN
OGI. SHE HAD THE LEAD ROLE FOR THE DIRECTORATE ON THé CASE
SINCE 1983--LARGELY, I MIGHT ADD, BECAUSE NEITHER OF THE
REGIONAL OFFICES SAW IT AS ANYTHING OTHER THAN AN ISOLATED
INSTANCE OF TERRORISM. FOR THE NEARLY THREE YEARS LEADING .
UP TO THE WRITING OF THE PAPER SHE CONSULTED CLOSELY WITH

OTHER ANALYSTS THROUGHOUT THE DIRECTORATE. SHE CONSULTED
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WITH THE KEY REPORTS AND CASE OFFICERS IN THE OPERATIONS
DIRECTORATE. SHE HAD ACCESS TO ALL THE 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
APPROACHED HER TASK AS AN HONEST INVESTIGATOR. SHE WROTE
EXTENSIVELY ON THE CASE--MUCH AT OUR OWN INITIATIVE. NONE

OF THIS WAS CONCEALED FROM ANYONE.

7. IN EARLY 1985, IT BECAME CLEAR TO BOTH BETH AND ME
THAT WE HAD ENOUGH INFORMATION TO SAY SOMETHING 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 WHETHER THE SOVIETS HAD BEEN
INVOLVED. THIS, I MIGHT ADD, WAS REALLY THE KEY
INTELLIGENCE QUESTION--OTHERWISE, ALL WE HAD WAS AN ISOLATED
TERRORIST INCIDENT. ABOUT THE SAME TIME--AND I JUST DON'T
KNOW WHETHER OUR RECOMMENDATION STIMULATEb‘THIS OR WHETHER
IT WAS JUST COINCIDENCE--MR. GATES INDICATED TO DAVE COHEN
THAT WE SHOULD WRITE A PAPER ASSESSING THE POSSIBLE SOVIET
ROLE IN LIGHT OF THE FACTS OF THE CASE AND THE LATEST

DIRECTORATE OF OPERATIONS REPORTING.



104

8. MR. GATES MET WITH ME, DAVE COHEN, AND, I BELIEVE,
BETH SEEGER. WE GAVE HIM AN OUTLINE FOR THE REPORT, AND HE
ACCEPTED IT. HE INDICATED THAT HE WANTED IT TO BE A JOINT
PAPER, WITH SOVA EXPLORING THE POSSIBLE PRECEDENTS AND
MOTIVATIONS FOR MOSCOW. HE SAID HE WANTED NORMAL REVIEW AND
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 IMPLICATIONS 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 THIS
SEEMED ABNORMAL TO ME AT THE TIME--NOR DOES IT SEEM SO NOW

IN RETROSPECT.

9. .THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT THERE WAS NOTHING INVOLVED
HERE FROM MY PERSPECTIVE THAT WAS HIDDEN 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 BELIEVE 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. SO IN THIS SENSE, BOTH

I AND, I BELIEVE, THE AUTHORS SAW THIS AS A NORMAL PROJECT.
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NONE OF US FELT ANY PRESSURE TO HAVE THE REPORT SAY ONE

THING OR- ANOTHER.

10. SECOND, THE PAPER WAS FULLY COORDINATED. I CAN
PROVE THIS BECAUSE BETH SEEGER KEPT SOME OF THE COORDINATION
COMMENTS, AND I NOW HAVE THEM IN MY OFFICE. SHE AND KAY
OLIVER COORDINATED IT AT THE WORKING LEVEL IN 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
REPORT ALSO HAD NORMAL REVIEW: BY ME, DAVE COHEN, OUR
COUNTERPARTS IN SOVA, AND MR. GATES, WHO REVIEWED ALL 4
DIRECTORATE PRODUCTION. MY POINT HERE: WE WORKED TO
EXPEDITE THE REPORT, BUT WE ALSO FOLLOWED STANDARD
PROCEDURES. AT NO TIME DID EITHER MR. GATES, MR. COHEN, OR

ANYONE ELSE SUGGEST WE NOT DO SO.

11. ATHIRD, THE ANALYSIS WAS BALANCED AND SOUND, IN MY
JUDGMENT, AND ANCHORED IN THE FULL BODY OF INFORMATION
AVAILABLE ON THE CASE. THE REPORT WE DRA%TED ACCURATELY
DESCRIBED BETH SEEGER AND KAY OLIVER'S BEST ASSESSMENT OF
THE FACTS AND INFORMED COMMENTARY BY EARLIER ANALYSTS OF THE
CASE. 1IN OTHER WORDS, THOUGH THE AUTHORS WERE NOT OFFERING
A "TEAM A/TEAM B®* KIND OF TREATMENT, THEY HAD WEIGHED ALL
THE MATERIAL AT HAND AND BELIEVED IN THE ASSESSMENT THEY'

WERE PRESENTING. INDEED, I FOUND THE PAPER TRUE TO THE
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INFORMATION AND CONVINCING IN ITS ARGUMENT. THE PRESENCE 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.

12. FOURTH, MR. GATES MADE NO CHANGES TO THE DRAFT
SUBMITTED TO HIM OTHER THAN FAIRLY MINOR EDITORIAL ONES.
INDEED, I BELIEVE HE ALSO ADDED A 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: MR. 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 THEM, MR. GATES DID NOT
DRAFT OR REDRAFT THE KEY JUDGMENTS--I DID, WITH HELP FROM
BETH SEEGER AND KAY OLIVER. FINALLY; MR. GATES DID NOT
DRAFT THE TRANSMITTAL NOTES--ALTHOUGH HE CERTAINLY REVIEWED
THEM. AGAIN, 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
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REPORT'S FINDINGS. I THINK A CLOSE READING OF BOTH wILL

SHOW THEY ARE CONSISTENT.

13. FOURTH, AT NO POINT IN THIS PROCESS DID I FEEL
THAT THE AUTHORS OF THE éEPORT OR MYSELF WERE BEING
MANIPULATED TO A PREDETERMINED EﬁD. LET ME BE BLUNT:
FRANKLY, I DID NOT GIVE A DAMN ABOUT WHAT PRECONCEPTIONS ANY
POLICYMAKER, INCLUDING MR. CASEY, HELD WITH REGARD TO THE
CASE, BECAUSE AS FAR AS I WAS CONCERNED THE PAPER WE TURNED
IN REPRESENTEb 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 SO
INDICATED, THEN I WOULD HAVEAGONE IMMEDIATELY TO DAVE COHEN
AND, IF NECESSARY, MR. GATES. I DO NOT DO CONTRIVED

ANAL?SIS, AND I DO NOT WANT TO GET CONTRIVED COORDINATION.

14. AFTER THE FACT--AND AT LEAST éARTLY iN RESPONSE TO
PFIAB CONCERNS THAT ﬁE WERE NOT DOING ENOUGH ON THE POPE
CASE--MR. GATES COMMISSIONED A PRODUCT EVALUATION STAFF
REVIEW OF THE RECORD. BY AﬁD LARGE, IT S&RIKES ME ASVA FAIR
TREATMENT, BUT I ALSO BELIEVE THAT IT IS MISLEADING IN
CITING PERCEPTIONS THAT WE HAD NOT PLAYED ENTIRELY BY THE
RULES IN PREPARING AND COORDINATING THE REPORT. I WOULD
UNDERSCORE THE WORD *“PERCEPTIONS® BECAUSE I THINK MOST OF

THE PROBLEMS WERE PERCEIVED RATHER THAN REAL ONES. IN
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RETROSPECT, I CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING I WOULD HAVE DONE

DIFFERENTLY.

15. PERMIT ME TO CONCLUDE WITH A FEW MORE GENERAL
COMMENTS. I HAVEABEEN A CIA ANALYST FOR ALMOST SIXTEEN
YEARS. THERE IS NO CONCERN MORE CENTRAL TO THE INTEGRITY OF
A WORKING ANALYST THAN TO AVOID POLITICIZATION. THERE IS
ABSOLUTELY NO CHARGE MORE INSULTING OR HURTFUL TO AN ANALYST
THAN THAT HE OR SHE ENGAGED IN POLITICIZED ANALYSIS. THUS,
IF IN MY REMARKS I APPEAR TO HAVE TAKEN OFFENSE FROM WHAT
SOME HAVE SAID ABOUT HOW WE DID OUR BUSINESS IN CERTAIN

REGARDS, IT IS BECAUSE I DO TAKE OFFENSE.

16. DURING THE PERIOD MR. GATES WAS DDI, I HAD A
CHANCE TO. INTERACT WITH HIM RELATIVELY OFTEN, ON ANALYTIC
ISSUES RANGING FROM SOVIET OIL TO MIDDLE EASTERN TERRORISM
TO THE PAPAL ASSASSINATION ATTEMPT. AS HAS BEEN STATED BY
OTHERS, HE IS AN INDIVIDUAL OF STRONG VIEWS AND A FORCEFUL
ADVOCATE OF AN ACTIVIST ROLE FOR THE INTELLIGENCE ANALYST.
HE IS ALSO A VERY DEMANDING AND AGGRESSIVE INTELLIGENCE
MANAGER OF BOTH PEOPLE AND THEIR PRODUCT.‘ HE FREQUENTLY
PUSHED ME AND MY ANALYSTS TO WORK HARDER, TO WRITE MORE, TO
ARGUE MORE CONVINCINGLY, AND TO BE ﬂORE.RELEVANT TO THE
CONCERNS OF THE POLICYMAKER--EVEN IF THESE SOMETIMES SEEMED
SOMEWHAT ILLOGICAL OR FRIVOLOUS TO US. WHAT HE DID NOT DO,
HOWEVER, IN THE CASE OF OUR ANALYSIS OE THE PAPAL ‘

ASSASSINATION ATTEMPT OR IN ANY OF THE OTHER INSTANCES 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 TRIED TO DO SO, I
WOULD HAVE PROTESTED. IF HE HAD INSISTED, I WOULD HAVE
RESIGNED. AS YOU CAN SEE, HOWEVER, - I AM STILL WITH THE

AGENCY TODAY.

I swear that the above
statement is true and
omplete

Lance w I-Iausql/l‘A
3 Ber Y/
STATE OF VIRGINIA
COWNTY OF FAIRFAX, to-wit:
Subscribed and aclmowledged to before me this 3rd day of October
1991 by Lance W. Haus as his true and accurate statement.

My commission expires: 31 July 1994

10
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STATEMENT OF DAVID COHEN

TO THE SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

1. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am offering this
sworn statement to answer questions regarding CIA analytical work
on the papal assassination plot. Most of my career with the
Agency has been spent in the Directorate of Intelligence, where I
have held positions that included Director of the Office of Global
Issues (OGI) and Deputy Director of the Office of Economic
Research. I am currently a division chief in the Directorate of
Operations. Altogether I have been with Central InFelligénce

Agency almost twenty six years, joining in 1966.

2. I was one of the Intelligence Directorate managers most
directly involved in the production of the April 1985 intelligence
assessment addressing possible Soviet involvement in Agca's -
assassination attempt on Pope John Paul II. As Deputy Director of
the Office of Global Issues (OGI) from 1981 through 1985, I was
the senior Directorate manager and reviewer for that paper and
" associated research. Mr. Lance Haus, the first line manager who.
oversaw the research and preparation of that report and who is
here today, reported to me both in general and for the purposes of

the study.
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3. I offer the following facts concerning the preparation of
the papal study deriving from the position I held. One qﬁestion
that has been raised involves how and why the>s;udy was

commissioned.

o Directly or indirectly the study was initiated as a
result of new information that was coming to us in late
1984 and early 1985, including information involving

possible foreign involvement in the assassination attempt.

o Although we never had incontrovertible evidence of
foreign involvement, the cumulative effect of thel
additional information meant we needed to take stock of

what we knew regarding these possibilities.

o] As a result of discussions between OGI management and
Mr. Gates and others, including the Director of the
Office of Soviet Analysis, the decision was made to go
ahead with the preparation_of_the stugy.. The decision
coincided with an independent recommendation from Mr.
Haus ang the OGI analyst working on this case that a

report should be written.

4. The paper we prepared was a joint study involving the
Office of Global Issues and the Office of Soviet Analysis. OGI,

which had been handling the Papal case since 1981, had the lead.
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There was a solid consensus among the senior managers as
well as first line officers and analysts that the report
should examine the plausibility of Soviet involvement in

the assassination attempt.

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

available.

From my perspective as one of the senior managers in the

Directorate of Intelligence responsible at that time for the

Agency's analytic work on terrorism, this was a legitimate and

responsible question to pursue. The committee should be aware

that at no time in the discussions did I or anyone above my level

encourage or pressure anyone implicitly or explicitly to ignore

any evidence regarding any aspects of the case.

6. Regarding how the paper was brodﬁced.

It was not prepared in secret -- or in camera -- as
alleged in earlier testimony. All the people that had a
need to know were engaged one way or another. The only

limiting factor was the sensitivity of some of the source
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material. My analyst and first line supervisor knew they
should involve anyone they felt appropriate and, based on

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

Normal procedures for review and coordination were
observed. This was the instruction from 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
coordination comments from numerous people who reviewed

the report.

Highly qualified analysts were responsible for the

study. The principal OGI analyst -- Ms. Beth Seeger --
had worked on the Papai 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 firsg
line manager -- Mr. Lance Haus -- was among the
Directorate's best senior reviewers with three years
experience on terrorism and before 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 alleged that it was removed prior to publication by

Mr. Gates. This is inaccurate. The so-called scope note was an
introductory paragraph appended to the SOVA contribution to the
paper. Mr. Haus consulted with Ms. Oliver and they agreed between
themselves that a 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 reviewing package. It 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.

o 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.

o The summary constituted a road map to the paper and was
prepared by the OGI analyst and Mr. Haus with no

substantive guidance from the seventh floor.

o Regarding the cover memo sent .by Mr. Gates, Mr. Haus
remembers drafting it at the request of Mr. Gates. For a
paper as important as this one, such a request was

neither unusual nor unexpected. The letter would not
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have been produced without my having seen it first.
Although I do not remember the specifics, I obviously saw
nothing wrong in the language of the cover note. If I

had I would have acted on it.

8. I have been asked why the report was apparently rushed.
My recbllection is that I was eager to see the report put together
and brought to fruition as quickly as possible. A great deal of
work héd already been done on the case in OGI, we had the
availability 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 to get on with the joﬁ of
putting together what we knew. 1 was never given a fixed deadline

to work against.

9. The attempt on the Pope's life clearly was a controversigl
issue. From my perspective no one made an attempt to influence,
slant or bias the analysis that was contained in the 1985 report
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 floor 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. In fulfilling our responsibility to
take on controversial issues I do not believe that there were

violations of truth or process.’

I swear that the information provided above is fully accurate

and corﬁplete to the best of my knowledge.
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Statement By Elizabeth T. Seeger For Senator David Boren
and Senator Frank Murkowski, of the Senate
Select Committee On Intelligence

I believe I am uniquely qualified to comment on charges that Mr.
Robert Gates politicized intelligence during his tenure as CIA's DDI. I was
the principal author of the 1985 intelligence assessment on the question of
Soviet involvement in the attempt to assassinate the Pope. Unlike Mr. Mel
Goodman, who has addressed the Committee on this issue, I have firsthand
knowledge of the research and production of this assessment. In addition, I
am now a private citizen, having resigned from the Agency earlier this
year to be a homemaker. I therefore have no vested interest in providing
this written statement. The assertions of manipulation made by Mr.
Goodman and 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 attemptéd 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 conclusions to reach. He never expressed
or even-hinted at his own personal view on the question of alleged Soviet
involvement, frequently characterizing himself as "agnostic” about the case.
According to all the evidence available to me, Mr. Gates never engaged in
any type of manipulation or politicization of this issue. His attitude
affirned my sense that I was a "free agent " as I went about the task of
examining the multitude of information on the case.

Mr. Gates did not direct me to find a "smoking gun"-of Soviet
involvement in the Papal attack. I tested the hypothesis of 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--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 not misrepresented in any way. Prior to publication
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
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not want the title to go beyond what the paper could honestly say. He did
not want to misrepresent the conclusions of the assessment. Mr. Gates
further attempted to ensure the quality and objectivity of the research and
analysis by periodically requiring internal critiques of work pertaining to
the case. I can recall three such critiques having been done.

Assertions by Mr. Goodman to the contrary, the study was not
prepared secretly No relevant offices 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--because the event had
occurred some years earlier--but not of intelligence value. It was not a
"hot” current intelligence topic, and consequently not of great interest to
many of my colleagues who preferred the dynamism of current
intelligence. We were discreet in preparing the study, principally in
deference to DO concerns about source sensitivity, but also because of
concerns that the U.S. not be seen as interfering in matters under
consideration by the Italian judiciary. Nevertheless, standard Agency
procedures were followed in producing the paper, and all appropriate DI
offices signed off on it, including SOVA, and the DO.

I would like to conclude with my personal impressions of Mr. Gates,
based on my experience with the Papal case. He is an innovative leader, a
brilliant intelligence official, a serious individual who is a quick study and
seeks credible intelligence analysis, and a person with a razor-sharp sense
of the relationship of intelligence to policymaking. He has been attacked
unfairly with regard to this case. I can state this unequivocally because 1
was the Agency's key person on the Papal case for years and was in a
position to know whether manipulation or politicization of intelligence
occurred. Neither did. Based on my experience, I can think of no
individual more highly qualified than Mr. Robert Gates to lead the U.S.
intelligence community into the next century. .

I swear to the accuracy of this account.

o L pbinn T A
Ocldosr Q! Elizabeéth T. Seeger
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Mr. GaTEs. Mr. Chairman, could I have copies.

Chairman BoreN. Absolutely. Copies will be made available to
the nominee. That’s only fair, and we will make sure that you re-
ceive those.

Any other questions from Members of the Committee?"

Ser;ator CHAFEE. Could you give the batting order for this after-
noon?

Chairman BoreN. Senator DeConcini will begin, followed by the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island, Mr. Chafee. Senator
Rudman, Senator Metzenbaum, Senator Danforth, Senator Warner,
Senator Gorton, Senator Bradley, Senator Nunn, Senator Cranston,
Senator Hollings and Senator D’ Amato. _

We will not go past the hour of 6 p.m., having gone so late last
night. We will resume again in the morning if we have not com-
pleted the questions. We will also continue tomorrow if we have
classified questions to be asked of the nominee and to finalize our
own closed door meeting on the matter of intelligence collected in-
volving Congressional staff and Members.

We will stand in recess until 2 o’clock. }

[Thereupon, at 12:42 p.m., the Committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 2 p.m. the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

- Chairman BoreN. We will come back to order.

If we could clear the well, please. ‘ :

We are now in the process of questioning the nominee by Mem-
bers in rotation. As I indicated before the recess, the next round of
questions will be asked by Senator DeConcini. And I would again
renlllind the nominee that this testimony continues to be under
oath. s
Following Senator DeConcini, the next questions will be asked by
Senator Chafee, and theh Senator Rudman and then Senator Metz-
enbaum: -

Senator DeConcini, you are recognized.

Senator DECoNcINI. Mr. Chairman, thank you;

‘Good afternoon, Mr. Gates. Thank you for the long period of time
that you hava testified today. It is quite important that we review
the allegations presented to the Committee in as much detail as we
can and that you have an absolute opportunity to respond fully,
which your statement this morning certainly attempted to do. .

Let me just lay out where I'm coming from so you understand,
Mr. Gates. One of the problems I have here is that I don’t believe
Mr. McMahon when he says there has never been any politiciza-
tion in the CIA. I don’t think too many people believe that. In this.
town, here is politicization in every facet of life here, as I interpret
it. . . o ) )

What troubles me, and I understand that some politics goes on in -
any agency, is whether or not you or anyone else there, knowingly
participated in it to satisfy your superiors. _

-1 guess one of the problems here, the man that you worked for
when you were the Deputy Director is, of course, deceased. So it is
left with you and you have laid out your contradiction to the alle--
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gations that you did politicize and we’ve got to make a judgment
from that.

Let me just go into one area. There are several that I may have
time to address here, and I don’t pick this one because it is of any
greater significance than any other analysis of the Soviet Union,
but I pick the Papal assessment, done I believe in 1985. Let me just
ask you some preliminary questions.

Did Mr. Casey ask you to have an assessment of this draft? Is
that correct? -

Mr. Gates. I don’t remember specifically, Senator. I know that
Casey was very unhappy that we hadn’t done more on the question
and that he—— :

Senator DEConNciInI. That’s good enough.

My next question is, according to Mr. MacEachin, you came to
him and asked him to put together that assessment. Can you verify
that, that you did ask him?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir. I have no reason to quarrel with that.

Senator DEConcINI. And that you told him—I don’t know the
exact 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. That it was a close hold estimate, because it involved
some very sensitive resources.

Senator DeConciNi. Mr. MacEachin said last night that was cer-
tainly 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 it 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-
tion over the course of the winter and it may have been my idea
that it was time to take another look at this issue in light of the
information that had come in.

Senator DEConcINI. You just might have decided after all the ad-
ditional information that had come over your desk, that we should
do something else? i A

Mr. Gates. 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. GaTes. 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. All of
the appropriate bases were touched in the coordination. i

Senator DECoNCINI. 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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MacEachin and he said, that is uncommon. I said, unusual, and he
said, it is uncommon.

The very agency of which you are the Deputy Director, if some-
body didn’t ask you, get me some information on this and I want to
see what you can develop, if you can develop an association with
the Soviet Union and the assassination attempt. I have a problem
with why you were trying to zero in on that in such a secretive
manner. '

Mr. Gartes. I put a limit on the number of people that should be
involved. I just told MacEachin to handle it on a close-hold basis.
And that didn’t indicate that people who should be involved should
be excluded in any way, and those who were directly involved in
the process have testified in these statements or have said in these
statements that they went through the regular process of coordina-
tion—of getting contributions from various people and so on.

Senator DECoNCINI. Mr. Goodman said he was cut out of it, and
here 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
problems there, and Mr. MacEachin said he was somewhat of a
loose cannon, so he left him out.

It just doesn’t seem very logical that unless you had some.burn-
ing desire that you had developed over a long period of time, or Mr.
Casey said, hey, look, I want this-developed in this manner, why
this had to be done in such secrecy.

Let me ask you this: Were you provided a .copy of the '85 esti-
mate during the drafting stage? .

Mr. Gares. I was probably provided a copy when the drafting
was completed.

Senator DEConcINI. Do you remember if you were? Did you look
at the draft?

Mr. GaTeS. I'm sure I was. :

Senator DECoNcCINI. And when you saw that draft, as completed,
was the famous scope note of Kay Oliver and Mary Desjeans, was
it on that? . : )

Mr. Gartes. I don’t recall whether it was or not. I think, based on
the testimony of these others that it probably was not.

4 S?r;ator DeConcini. You don’t think the scope note was on the
raft?-

Mr. GATeEs. 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 DECoNCINIL. You never saw the famous footnote?

Mr. Gartes. I don’t remember, Senator. _

Senator DECoNCINI. 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. :

This paper was written for the purpose of settiny 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 does not
elaborate fully the counterargument that the Soviets may not been involved. .

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
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chest, it was very sensitive material because you didn’t want it ex-
posed to everybody, and you don’t remember the scope note?

Mr. GaTes. That is correct, sir.

But I think it is important to keep in context here that, again,
the testimony of those who were involved in drafting the paper was
that the analysts prepared the scope note for their part of the
paper and when the two parts of the paper were married together
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 under oath whether I saw a specific piece
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 DECoNcINL. The Cowey report or review, you indicated
you instituted or asked them to do that?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

hSS;lator DeConcini. Dated July 1985. What prompted you to do
that?

Mr. Gates. 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 that—and we had not treated it compre-
hensively since 1983. We had received the new information over
the winter of 1984-'85 and 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
I had probably picked up some of the unhappiness that there had
been about 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. Gates. 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 DECoNcINI. That’s my next question. When the Cowey -
report was transmitted to you, it said, “With regard to the PFIAB,
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 someone 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 looked at the Presi-
dent’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board’s problems they had
with this?

Mr. GaTes. Well, my impression 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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very commendable effort. We provided a copy of our study to the
chairman of that board. And I gather from what you are referring
to that the chairman, Ann Armstrong, must have sent Mr. Casey a
letter setting forth some questions or asking the agency to respond
as part of their own look into our handling of the effort.

Senator DECONCINI. Just for the record, the agency will not let
us see that report, the PFIAB study, on this, for reasons that go
beyond me.

Going back to the actual assessment, Papal assessment, who au-
thorized the dissemination to the President, the Vice President,
and Secretary of State and Defense, do you know?

Mr. GaTes. I don’t remember specifically. I think there was gen-
eral agreement that it ought to be very limited because of the sen-
sitivity because of the Italian case under way in Rome.

Senator DECoNcINT. When you read that report, you authorized
it, you knew it was disseminated, you were satisfied at the time
that it was a pretty good report?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DECoNcINI. That’s right. And it wasn’t until a couple of
months later when you asked Cowey to do an assessment of it that
you had some problems with it? )

Mr. GaTes. My problem was more on the overall agency handling
of the attempted assassination and that’s why the Cowey report
really addressed, to a considerable extent, all of the work the
agency had done since 1981.

Senator DEConcINI. When you read the Cowey report, were you
upset about the initial assessment that had been sent out to all of
these policymakers?

Mr. GaTes. Well, I think I have a note that was done by one of
the members of that panel in terms of my reaction to the Cowey
report. And her note 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 as people 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. :

All of those things were of concern to me.

Senator DECoNcINL. Were you concerned by the statement out of
the report on page 14, the concern about balance and about readers
misinterpreting the paper might have been eased by the inclusion
of a scope note saying that the paper deliberately does not try to
make the counter arguments against Soviet complicity? Do you re-
member reading that? .

Mr. GarTes. Yes, sir, I do.

b Se‘r71ator DeConcint. Did that jar your sense of what is going on
ere?

Mr. GATEs. It was a part of the broader issue of the deficiencies
of the paper.

Senator DECoNcCINI. The fact that they called your attention to
the fact that the scope note had been taken off?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir. And the fact that there had not been an ade-
quate weighing of alternative scenarios. .
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Senator DECoNcINI. Mr. Gates, I really have a problem here, how
someone who is touted as being an expert, having read that report
which I now have, and not seeing the reverse side of that, and you
being an expert. And then agreeing or not objecting to its dissemi-
nation to policymakers. .

Mr. GaTES. Well, Senator—— _

Senator DECoNcINI. Maybe you can clarify. I know that is many
years ago. How you rationalized that, how you should go ahead and
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 un-
derstand, no matter what you say. But given the fact that you
don’t remember whether a scope note was on.it, we will just say for
argument’s sake there was no scope note on it, you read it and saw
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.

Senator DEConciNI. Well, the Cowey report came before the dis-
semination went out.

Mr. GarTes. No, sir.

Senator DECoNciINI. It came after?

Mr. GaTEs. By a month.

Senator DECONCINI. So the dissemination is out there of the
original report. And then you say, gosh, I don’t like this; I better do
it. . :

When you got the Cowey report, did you send that to the Vice
President and to the President, to the Secretary of State pointing
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
lot 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 Soviet involvement. And the covering note, the transmit-
tal note, as I indicated earlier, said that questions remained and
probably always will.

Senator DEConcinI. Then the trouble that I have, of course—and
the Chairman raised the issue of the letter of transmittal saying to
the Vice 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 is
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the first comprehensive examination that you feel able to present
our findings with some confidence. . '

Mr. GATES. Yes. : S

Senator DECoNCINI. And then a month later you decided you
don’t have that confidence, I guess. ' _ 4

Mr. Gartes. I had concerns about the process, Senator.

Senator DECoNcINI. The process. If that isn’t confidence, I don’t
know. But let’s say—let’s use your word. You had concerns about
the process, it wasn’t properly done or everything wasn’t included
in the process. So- you asked Cowey to review it. Cowey reviews it
and tells you 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 he has. And that’s my editorializing, not
you. . L

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 Director that you didn’t take other actions. It is very trou-
bling, Mr. Gates.

- Mr. GaTes. Senator, I know that the inclusion of this section of
the paper pointing out the deficiencies in the evidence, the gaps
and 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—— .

Senator DECoNCINI. You mean the transmittal note, the letter
signg?d by you written by somebody else? Is that the transmittal
note? . :

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DECoNcINI. Do you have a copy of.that?

Mr. GATES. No, sir, I don’t think so.

Senator DEConcINI. Maybe you can tell me where it says that. It
says, well, question remains and probably always will. . ‘

Mr. GaTes. That is my reference.

Senator DECoNCINI. We have worked this problem intensively
and will now be able to present our finding with some confidence.
Is that what you mean? That was the qualification in your mind?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

- Senator DECoNcCINI. And after Cowey came forward expressing
the process was flawed, you didn’t feel it was necessary to proceed
any further? o

" 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 conclude. You must have concluded when you
sent it out that the Soviets were deeply involved in that assassina-
tion plot. I can read them to you if you want me to.

'60-284 - 92 - 5
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Mr. Gares. I think those were the conclusions of the analyst and
they were coordinated throughout the agency. -
Senator DeConciNi. Were they coordinated throughout the

agency?

Mr. Gartes. That is the testimony of those who wrote it. They say
they have the coordination comments in their files.

Senator DEConciNI. Why was it held to one or two or three
people who wrote the report according to Mr. MacEachin?

Mr. Gartes. It was coordinated with the Soviet. office. It was co-
ordinated with the global issues office, coordinated with the Euro-
pean office and with the appropriate divisions within the DO.

Now there may not be a lot of people in.those offices who coordi-
nated them, but the right institutional elements were involved.

Senator DECoNCINI. And yet the process bothered you?

Mr. GaTtges. The process bothered me—— .

Senator DECoNcINI. And that is exactly the process that you're
now defending.

Mr. GaTes. The process bothered me because in 1981 and 1984 we
had not had sufficient effort focused on the problem. We had only
one analyst working on it for the first couple of years. The Office of
Global Issues took responsibility for that problem,-and the Soviet
office essentially receded. There were six different analysts in four
years in the Soviet office that covered this issue. These were the
kinds of problems that I was having difficulty with, among others.

Senator DeConciNI. Let me focus you on another one.

Senator MurRkowsKi1. Your time is up, although I want to accom-
modate the Senator from Arizona.

Senator DEConcINI. I have two times now when I have been re-
stricted to 15 minutes and they were both when you were Actmg
Chairman. [General laughter]

Senator MURKOwsKI. I'm sorry you feel that way, Senator

Senator DEConNciNI. I feel it is unfair and I will gladly once again
adhere to the Vice Chairman’s cutting this Senator off and wait for
the next round.

Senator Murkowskr. I did not cut the Senator from Arizona off;
I asked the Senator from Arizona to try to abide by the time. And
if he 1nterprets that that I cut him off, he is entitled to that opin-
ion, but it isn’t the opinion of the Chair. It was simply to remind
my colleague that there has been a request that we reduce the
time. The time still remains 20 minutes. I do not keep the time, as
the Senator from Arizona knows. It is kept by an independent, non-
partisan timekeeper in the back. We are simply trying to move the
process along so that everybody gets a chance to talk before the
end of the day at six o’clock.

Chairman BoreN. The Chair is not trying to get in the middle of -
a dispute here and I don’t think there is one. But let me say
this——

[General laughter.]

Senator DeConNciNI. I think there is one, Mr. Chairman. [General
laughter.]

Chairman Boren. I have been liberal about allowing Members,
when they are in the course of a question, in the middle of a course
of questioning to go on with a question or two to complete because
we will come back to another round anyway. That time will be ex-
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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. I know you were in the midst of a line of
questioning.

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.

Senator DECoNcINI. Senator Glenn had more than 25 minutes
and I'm not asking—more than 30 minutes—and I'm not asking for
i‘)‘O minutes. But I do have a line of questioning here. It may take
onger.

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 Murkowsk1. In all fairness to the timekeeper, if you

Kaclllt sworn testimony, we can get it. It was 20 minutes that you
a

Senator DECoNcINL. I'm not questioning the timekeeper. I am
questioning the Vice Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. The Chair will exercise the Chair’s preroga-
tive. The timekeeper gives signal to Members which Members are
honoring. Although I would say that no one has stopped in mid-
sentence. I think that everyone 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 goes for 25, the Chair will.

Senator DECoNCINI. Let me finish this line of questioning .

Chairman BorgeN. The Senator from Arizona should complete his
line of questioning.

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 1f 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 working level in either the DI or
the DO, other than the two primary authors of the paper who agreed with the-
thrust of the IA. As it turns out, the coordination process was essentially 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.

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 assessment?

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 DECoNCINI. The original paper‘?

Mr. GarTes. Yes, sir.
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Senator DEConNciINI. But Cowey says otherwise, wouldn’t you say?

Mr. Gates. That certainly is what he is saying. :

Senator DECoNCINI. So you were misinformed when you had the
original paper?

Mr. GarTes. I took the Cowey report very seriously. I also supplied
it to the ‘offices for their comments. I am not sure I would accept
everything in the Cowey report as gospel, but if there were coordi-
nation problems, that paper certainly indicates that there might
have been.

Senator DEConcINI. The fact that it says here that nobody
agreed with it, didn't you feel some obligation to convey that to
those who you had disseminated it to, in particular in this case the .
Vice President?

Mr. GaTes. What 1 d1d was send the Cowey report around to the
offices that had been involved to get their reaction to it and they
had some problems with it.

Senator DeConcini. With the Cowey report?

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir.

Senator DeConcINI. Obviously you didn’t feel the necessity to
inform those policymakers that had the original report?

Mr. GATEs. No, sir.

. Senator DEConcini. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator DeConcini.

Senator Chafee is now recognized.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And 1ndeed I would
like to be reminded when 15 minutes is up and then when 20 min-
utes is up so we can move on here.

Mr. Gates, I must say that I didn’t set a great deal of store by
the testimony that we had yesterday from the two principal wit-

~ nesses, Mr. Goodman, Mr. Ford on the subject of your having

skewed intelligence analyses or politicized the efforts of the ana-
lysts. I thought those were unsubstantiated charges and in the case
of Mr. Goodman’s charges, to a considerable extent, they are flatly
contradicted by Mr. MacEachin. In Mr. Ford’s evidence, he flatly
said that when he worked with you, as you mentioned in your
opening remarks, he found you above board, a straight arrow, and
his testimony against you is based on what he heard subsequently.
So I dismissed that. ~

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.

So we discussed with him—we pointed out Admiral Inman’s tes-
timony that you had been right on a lot of things. But Mr. Ford
said that being right on Honduras doesn’t equate with being wrong
on what he considered the Soviet Union.

Now I know that there is a considerable body of opinion recently
that is going around. It is phrased as follows: The collapse of Com-
munism was inevitable.

This has come up since the collapse—of the Berlin Wall going
down and the fragmentation of the Soviet Union that has taken
place, and the withdrawal from Eastern Europe.
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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. GaTes. 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
middle 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.

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. ’

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 two 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.

- I also stated a number._ of times that Gorbachev was going for-
ward with Soviet strategic programs and deployments in R&D at a
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 change in that.: _

-.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. .

So I think that those assessments were pretty much on the mark.
And I think that the documentary record shows it.

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 D'Amato two weeks ago. But 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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could be put into place. And so nothmg worked not the old, not the
new.

Senator CHAFEE. I think it is interesting. I think it was just
about two years ago now that there was a front page article in the
New York Times detailing how Mr. Kryuchkov, head of the KGB,
was going to make it a much more open organization. They were
going to have oversight similar to that as in the CIA. And yet, this
vety individual was one of the prime leaders in the coup, Kryuch-
kov namely. .

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. I would like to draw your attentlon toa remark
a comment that was made in the Cowey report, in which he says,
and I cited this before but I find it of interest, despite DDI's best
efforts at the time you were at the DDI, there was a perception
‘among analysts of upper level direction whlch became more pro-
nounced after the new evidence of Soviet complicity was required.
In the event, however interviews suggested it was not so much DCI
or DDI as it was the effort on the part of some DI intelligence man-
agers at the next one or two layers down to be responsive to the

"received Director or Director of Intelligence desires.

Now there is a recent book out, at least, that has been submitted
to this Committee and it is by analysts, and an analysts named
John Gentry form the CIA. The book is -called-Cheat Books, how
CIA analysis misserves the nation. And this is what he says, which
indicates—this book hasn’t even been published yet. It is ‘much
more common, he says, the alteration of drafts during the produc-
tion and review process either directly by managers or indirectly
by analysts or subordinate managers trying to win favor by adopt-
ing the perceived or exp11c1t1y stated political posmons of their su-
periors.

Now I guess my point here is nothing changes. And it seems to
me if you were going out to that organization, if confirmed, one of
your jobs, as you yourself have mentioned, but I think it is a bigger

+job than perhaps you foresee, is trying to change this perceived or -
explicitly stated view of this percelved v1ew that their- superlors
think one way or another.

I think one of your problems, I have got here from that- book a:
diagram of what it takes for an analyst to get his paper to the top:
And anybody who has got the patience for an analyst, there he
starts down here and it goes up to his branch chief and then to his
division chief and then to the office director and then to the deputy
director for intelligence. And then it goes over to an office editor
and then over to the office of current production analysis, and fi-
nally the customer gets it,if the customer is still alive. [General
laughter.]

Senator CHAFEE. Now it points out here that an office director of
mine once took 105 days to return a draft with minimal changes.
Now is that par for the course over there? Could you tell us a little
bit about how that system works? g

Mr. GATES. Senator, one of the measures that I introduced on the
7th of January 1982 was a review process. The purpose of it was to
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. , .

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 commit-
ted to as DDI in that original speech and that I think people would
agree | adhered to 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 I
adhered to that, I met that deadline. And I never could figure out
why above the branch chief level, if I could do it for the entire di-
rectorate, people at the office directorate level and division chief
level could not do likewise. - :

Now I could see why a branch chief would take longer. That is
the first level of review and that is where ‘papers would often re-
quire the most help. ’ ,

One of the things that I did was require having a cover sheet put
on the paper when it came to me that would show me how long
each level of review had held the paper. It took me a while, but 1
finally figured out that it was not just a little fudging going on in
terms of when théy would put the date down as to when they
would receive the paper and when it was sent out of their offices
sometimes. - : ‘ :

But I would have to acknowledge to you, Senator, that the length
of time involved 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.

Senator CHAFEE. You list a series of proposals for reforms that
you are suggesting for the agency. And may I suggest one other?
And that is, to the greatest extent possible you involve the analyst
with the customer, take the analyst along. :

‘Now I suppose that you don’t want to fill a room with people. I
suppose the division chief frequently comes along. But it seems 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 out many of
the things that she discussed took place long after you had left, had
nothing to do with you. '

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?

Mr. Gartes. It is more than a possibility, Senator, I think it is
very important for analysts to see' the users of intelligence. But,
more importantly, vice versa. And I encouraged strongly in the
past analysts talking to the policy consumers and going with their
supervisors, or their office directors, or with the Director to meet-
ings because, frankly, I think the people are so good that they have
a tremendous impact 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 down, it
would obviously have an impact.

But I think it is not only possible, I think it ought to be done.



132

It has been 'done, but not perhaps as much as it should.

Senator CHAFEE. Now I would just like to point out here that
there has been .a unanimous claim for the direction that Judge
Webster has given to the Agency, and I concur in that. i
.1 will now redd from Mr. Gentry’s book:

.Many employees believe that DCI Webster has one primary objective, the avoid-
ance of controversy and -criticism 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
upohn the smoothness of the review process and their ability to satisfy their seniors,
branch chiefs and analysts simply stopped writing the judgments they really held.

These lower-level individuals have responded to Treasury’s reactions, even as re-
ported in the newspapers. More generally, analysts and even middle managers
argue they cannot change the review process in fighting for objectives because it
would simply be ineffec@ive or career damaging. ’

Now somehow you cannot win out there. If there'is a lot of con-
troversy and strongly held views at the top, that promotes politici-
zation, so they have said. :

On the other hand, if there is somebody who is perceived to want
to avoid controversy, then that upsets the analysts. )

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 characterization is accu-
rate. . .

" As a recipient of intelligence over the last two-and-a-half years, I
can assure 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 in this Administration
just like in the past ones, and I might 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 inaccurate. . :

I think that the problems on the other side, when there is a lot
of substance involved, are overdrawn, as well.

This is a turbulent business. This ain’t beanbag. These issues are
important: - :

People are going to argue, and they dre going to fight, and they
are going to debate. :

And frankly, one of the things that I think has been mischarac-
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 death to move is totally contrary to my experience.

I'll tell you, these people are not afraid to speak their minds.

They’ll speak their minds in front of Directors.

They’ll 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 CHAFEE. Well, I think—— .

. Mr. GaTes. So I think that this idea of all these people out there
intimidated and afraid to express their views is a disservice to
them and it is a disservice to the Agency." :
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Senator CHAFEE. Well, I agree with you.

I also share your high opinion of Judge Webster.

I merely 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
views, or somebody who is allegedly trying to avoid controversy
which I do not believe.

Now I would like to stress one point, 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 was there said that if—the President was saying. if we de-
ployed the Pershings and the cruise missiles that we would get an
agreement. . :

Now that was hotly debated. )

I can only assume the President was operating on some support
he was receiving from the Intelligence Community.

I do not know that for a fact. All I know is, the Soviets as we all
know were deploying the SS-20 and we went ahead with the Per-
shing and cruise and we got an INF agreement. '

So I think it is time that we saluted some of the achievements
that took place during those years. i

The suggestion that the United States was blundering ' about
without any successes is just way off the mark. -

My time is up. I will adhere to the rule, and thank you, Mr.
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 days. As one
who always is known for lightening up hearings, I thought I would
lighten this one up just a little bit. '

- A senior member of the faculty at the National War College, in
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
1980s as 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
are coming.

The CIA 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 oniy its special sources can give
the answer, but no one else is cleared to even ask the question.

Tlll(e DIA knows the Russians are coming, but probably won't arrive until next

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.]

Senator Rupman. I just thought that was worth reading into the
record, since we have had, so far, 100 views of politicization in
three days.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday was a very difficult day, and Mr. Gates
has gone a long way in straightening out some evidentiary miscon-
ceptions. - .

You may recall that late 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-infamous Papal Assassina-
tion Study. )

Under questioning, and being shown the evidence—you can
check the record on this—the witness answered that it was a differ-
ent cover note that went to Anne Armstrong. -

It was really a remarkable display of instant recollection 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 redactions as the one to the Vice
President, the redactions have nothing to do with what we are
talking about; they have to do with identifying certain people. I
would like to make sure that it 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 BoreN. It will be received for the record.

It is in an unclassified form; correct?

. Senator RupMAN. Yes. :

Chairman BorgN. It will be received for the record and released
to the public. R

Senator RupMan. It does not say “Unclassified”’, Mr. Chairman,
but I believe it is. ' o L
" 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. A

[The document referred to follows:]



135

UNofiShrep

20 WAY 1885

MEMORANDUK FOR: The Honorable Anne Armstrong
Chairman, Pregident's Foreign Intelligence
Board ,

SUBJECT: ' Attempted Aesassination of Pope John Paul II

CZL-£;4)L£J£0/ ‘Qlaomfigﬂrhi -

Attached {s CIA's first comprehensive examination of who was
behind the attempted assaesination of Pope John Paul IX in Hay
1981. This analysis 1s based upon our examimation of evidence
gathered by the Italian magistrate's office, tlic many leads
surfaced by various journalists apd scholars, independently
acquired f{ntelligence information, and related historical and

operational background information. NN

While questions remain -- sud probably aslways qill; wve have
vorked this problem intensively and nov feel able to present our
findings with eome coufidence. @@

The paper begins with & very short reviev of the principal

conclugfons. This {s followved by a several page overviev of the
findings gnd evidence, which is keyed to the major sectiens of

the paper. B

Robert M. Gates
Deputy Director for Intelligecce

&uw@ﬁ/ﬂ s A 2214-7.3/“
:/-E/\(_ZA»L Yrade ro @M@Z:;M b b o
Fusdent, vP 9&4/5_‘?/,&*% £, Coment Usiie o f

.- 3 . el y3 ¢ CL BY Signer
4 //\M—'. pleni Loald Lot Hetlod CpEct asnm



136

:  UNCEASSIFIED- .
s/ 77-/

@i'\\ \

Centrad intefligewce Agency

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Vice President

SUBJECT: Attempted Assassination of Pope J
Attached is CIA's first comprehensive i who wvas

behind the attempted assassination of Pope John Paul II in May
1981. This analysis is based upon our examination of evidence
gathered by the Italian nagistrate's office, the zacy leads
surfaced bv various journalists and scholars, independently
acquired intelligence informatiom, and related Nistorical arc
operatiocnal background information. ’

.
0

- - - 4
While questions remain =-- aud probably always will, ve
worked this problem intecsively and now feel able to present o¢u

findings with some confidence.

The paper begins.with a very short review of the principal
cenclusions. This is followed by a several page overview of
findings and evidence, which is keved to the major sections

the parer. "W

Z

. Robert M. [ates
Deputr Director foY Intellizence




137

Senator RUupMAN. I just wanted to clear up a small evidentiary
point—I think Mr. Gates went a long way with his 20 points this
morning—but certainly that was a remarkable display yesterday.

I 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.”

Well, it was not a different cover note.

Mr. Gates, I was struck by something you said this morning, and
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-
ghanistan, and it explored options. '

It says: . .

In short, I find the paper superficial and unpersuasive largely because the de-

tailed digging which has to be done to provide a factual base on which to make
some judgments about Soviet perceptions of how the war is going has not been done.

Now I think you characterized that in a rather colorful way
ab%ut getting your hands or your feet dirty, or something, that you
said. .

Do you recall that?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMaN. It is pretty blunt. Would you agree with that?

Mr. GaTEes. Yes, sir.

Senator RupMaN. Were you in the habit of writing notes that
were this blunt to people?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. ‘

hSex}?ator RubpmAN. What was the general reaction you had to
these?

I am told that this is not atypical of your communications back
and forth. o .

What kind of reactions would you get from people at the
Agency? That is a pretty good assault on one’s intellect.

- Mr. GaTtes. Well, Senator, the truth of the matter is, after I had
been reviewing papers for a couple of months, a couple of people—I
do not remember who—came 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.]

. Senator RupMAN. That is toned down?

Mr. Gates. That is the toned-down variant.

I think it is both an asset and a liability that I am a very blunt-
spoken person. I will tell you exactly what I think, and I won't
mealy-mouth around about it. _ ‘ -

I'll be honest: . o
- It is something that, as a 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 change and turbulence, as I think
inevitably is coming in U.S. intelligence, I think there is going to
have to be more sensitivity to people’s feelings and so on, and ho
we go about this process of change, and so on. : :

But I was pretty blunt. But I will say, most of my comments on
most papers—I didn’t do memos on most papers—most of the time,
my comments in the margins were very straightforward.

What is the evidence for this?
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Why do you say this?

How do you support this?

Is this evidence, or analysis?

Support this assertion.

Have you considered this alteinative?

Most of the comments that I would make on papers were in the
form of questions for people to consider, rather than saying “this
stinks,” or something like that.

And I also would try, when I had real problems with the paper,
as I have on two or three different occasions where I have spelled
these things out here for the Committee, and in memos that have
been released, I 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. .

- 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. L

One of the problems that I 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 looking at those
papers, what would the policymaker think?

. 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?.

So it was important that somebody bring those offices together.
So what I would do in those memos and notes was try to bring co-
herence and some dialogue to this analytical process..

Senator RupMaN. I got the impression yesterday—you tell me if I
am right or wrong, from your own knowledge of when you were
there—particularly from Ms. Glaudeman’s testimony, that the kind
of correspondence and comment that is contained here that went
down to some of these divisions 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 felt
somewhat intellectually assaulted by that and maybe did not quite
have the maturity to handle that kind of criticism. o

Mr. Gates. I was very careful—and I won’t say I was 100 percent

successful—but I was very careful, tried to be very careful never to
personalize my criticisms. I think. if you look at the memos that
have been released here, that they are based on analytical con-
cerns. - .
- And, frankly, I think that it is not a bad. thing for analysts to be
subjected to real-world criticism of their papers. Again, this is seri-
ous business. We would have analysts come back up to us and com-
" plain that they disagreed with our view, and I described that this
morning. , :

So some may have been intimidated by it. That is something that
I think I have to be sensitive to—— o :

Senator RubmaN. Well, I would agree—— ..
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Mr. GATEs [continuing]. But the others, there are also a lot of
others, Senator, who I think were stimulated by—it by the fact
that somebody cared enough to read their paper carefully, to com-
ment critically on it, and engage them in a dialogue about it.

Senator RupmaN. Well, I will tell you, Mr. Gates, I agree with
what you have just said. Certainly you were not being personal.
But I expect some young, relatively inexperienced professional
person, no matter how bright, seeing a response from someone of
your stature saying that what they did was superficial and unper-
suasive, that may not be personal but they could have taken it very-
personally.

And would you not think that maybe that is much of the discon-
tent that we have heard about the atmosphere?

Do you think that could have been part of it? -

I am just trying to get my hands around it.

Mr. GATEs. Sure it could be.

Senator Rupman. But you do not really think so. v

Mr. Gates. But again, I don’t—well, I think it clearly was in
parts of the Soviet Office. ,

Senator RubmaN. That is what I am directing my attention to.

Mr. Gates. But my reaction is, and as I indicated this morning,
there are 8 or 10 offices in the Directorate of Intelligence. I certain-
ly did not single out SOVA. They probably had a harder time with
me because of my own Soviet background, but they certainly were
not singled out for especially harsh treatment when I would review
their papers in contrast, say, to other offices where I would have a
problem with a paper, as well.

Senator RupmaN. Well, I just get the impression that on this
charge of politicization, it seems.to me that there were some per-
sonal sensitivities involved. Some people felt that they were being
accused of shoddy workmanship and, to some extent, wanted to ac-
commodate that charge by believing, themselves, that their work
was being politicized. Maybe it is not that their work was wrong,
but your comments did not cause the result that you wanted.

I think that is a reasonable analysis of some of this.

Mr. Gartes. I think that is a reasonable analysis, but I would
have to say, Senator, that I think if they felt that, that they owed
it to take issue with it, to get it out on the table, to bring it to me,
to bring it to Mr. Kerr, to take it to Mr. McMahon.

This is the kind of issue that I don’t think somebody should just
sort of nurse quietly and bitterly. It’s the kind of issue that ought
to be thrown out on the table and said, hey, we have got a problem
here. Let’s deal with it. Let’s talk about it. _

Senator RupMaN. Let me go to a question, following up one of
Senator DeConcini’s questions. Both of you went over this very
quickly. But in an answer to one of his questions as to why the
Papal assassination study was held so tightly in the Division, you
said it was on close hold because of sensitive human sources.

.Then you just went by that in a hurry. Without revealing any-
thing you should not—I understand what you mean—but that is a’
very important reason for putting something on close hold. I
assume a lot of things are compartmented within the Agency on a
close-hold basis for that same reason. -

Mr. GaTes. Let me give you an example, Senator Rudman.
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_ Senator RupmaN. Would you do that for us? Because I think that
1s important. . S .

Mr. GaTtes. We received during a period of time—and it is now
historical so I think. there is little danger.

Our especially sensitive, CIA’s especially sensitive clandestine re-
ports usually have a blue border down the side. So they are just
referred to collectively as “blue-border documents.” They are from
especially sensitive sources.

Now beginning tomorrow they will probably change it to a red
border or something. [General laughter.] .

Mr. GaTEs. But the point is that in fact on these sensitive human
sources there are compartments within CIA, ‘and there are com-
partments within say the Soviet office, and for years we would
have reporting in very narrow categories of arms control and so on
that would be very carefully controlled and not all the analysts in
the Soviet office or its predecessor, the Office of Strategic Research,
“would have access to those clandestine reports because of their sen-
sitivity, but only the analysts and their supervisors, working on
that narrow subject covered by those reports. ’

Senator RupmaN. Can the Chairman tell me how much time I
have left? : ‘ . ' :

{Pause:] C : :

The timekeeper is asleep at the switch?

Chairman BogreN. The timekeeper is missing. The Chair will en-
deavor to find out. [General laughter.]

Chairman BoreN. In the meantime, you may continue.

Senator RupMaN. How long will the timekeeper be missing, Mr.
Chairman?

Chairman Boren. We will watch the clock and see how long she
has been missing. R '

Senator MurkowskI. Until the end of your remarks.

Senator RupmMaN. Mr. Chairman, I may have other questions for
Mr. Gates, but I just want to say something in closing this round.

1(;thairman BoreN. The Senator has six minutes remaining, I am
told. ‘

Senator Rupman. Thank you, sir.

I address some of it to my friend from Ohio, Senator Metz-
enbaum, in a very friendly fashion. -

I know that we had an event here a few nights ago where I took
issue with a statement of the Senator’s, and I noticed he repeated
that statement, which is his right and his opinion. It was not per-
sonally libelous. I did not take umbrage at it. '

The statement was that somehow on this side of this table of this
normally nonpartisan Committee, we were being very partisan. We
had accepted Mr. Gates, and if there was evidence that he had
committed homicide, we would find a way to justify that.

The Senator did not say that. :

I said that. , . -

Senator MeTzENBAUM. I said “murder.” [General laughter.]

Senator BoreN. The record should reflect that the Senator from
Ohio said “murder”’ as opposed to “homicide.” [General laughter.]

Senator RupMaN. Mr. Chairman, that opinion is untrue. The
Senator is entitled to his opinion and I respect it. But I want to just
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say that when I went back to my office last night, my staff, who I
am very close to, said to me:
Senator, we have never seen you so angry. We have seen you through Iran- -

Contra. We have seen you through contentious hearings. You were truly angry yes-
terday, and the press reflected that this morning.

And you all were right.

It is true that this is not a murder trail, as some suggested yes-
terday. But this Committee did witness yesterday, as far as I am
concerned, an attempted assassination of this man’s character.

We have had three witnesses testify this week in opposition to
Mr. Gates’ confirmation. I have reviewed that record. Mr. Ford,
who I respect, stated that one of the reasons he came forward was,
quote—and these are all direct quotes from the record:

As T am prepared to discuss at greater length, it is my view, based on the confi-
dences of CIA officers whose abilities and character I respect, that other of Bob

Gates’ pressures have clearly gone beyond professional bounds and do constitute a
slanting of intelligence.

Last evening, in response to a question from Senator Nunn,
which Senator Nunn repeated several times, and I could see what
he was getting at—I 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.

Mr. Goodman’s testimony lacked credibility in very critical re-
spects. His story changed between his interview with the Commit-
tee staff and in his closed testimony.

It changed again when he testified in public on Tuesday and
Wednesday. He could not support his accusations. Most of his al-
leged supporting facts were fiction, and most of his quotes were
either inaccurate or taken out of context, and the latest is the
Anne Armstrong cover sheet which he glibly 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 her testimony was based on
any direct communications, but it was “impressions” and “atmos-
pherics,” to use her words.

All three witnesses referred to second-hand hearsay from anony-
mous sources.

Mr. Chairman, it may come as a surprise to some in this room,
but I do not believe that opponents to a nomination need to meet
the beyond-a-reasonable-doubt standard of a criminal law trial to
justify their opposition. But to level the most serious charge of pro-
fessional misconduct at Robert Gates requires some evidence, some
reasoned analysis. .

To make such a charge without any supporting evidence, to man-
ufacture facts—and I believe some were manufactured—to inaccu-
rately quote individuals and documents, 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.
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I 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
. washbased on documents. It was based on sworn statements. And it
is there. ‘ L . .

One can only wonder if those three witnesses were perhaps some
of the very analysts about whom 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 ininuendo, or atmos-
pheric, which is what we heard. '

He had better come with facts, first-hand information, or direct
knowledge. o .

When a 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
t(:lhe 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. I think it was unavoidable. I joined the Chair-
man in asking for the public statements, but frankly what hap- .
pened in public went way beyond what I ever dreamed it would,
and I thank the Chair. - ‘ ’

Chairman Boren. Thank you, Senator Rudman. Our next ques- -
tions will be asked by Senator Metzenbaum. Senator Metzenbaum?

* Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

I appreciate my colleague’s eloquent 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. ‘

1 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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run for, or a matter of being up for confirmation, those who sit in
judgment have a strong responsibility and, I would say in the latter
case, even stronger than in the former. . ]

I do not take lightly my responsibility as to whether to confirm
or not to confirm an individual, because I understand the implica-
tions of it.

Frankly, Mr. Gates, I think it is fair to say that you got off on
the wrong foot originally when, to the Committee’s ‘questionnaire,
you told us that you could not recollect the answers on 33.separate
occasions, and told us—and my numbers may be off one or two—
that you did not know the answer 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 instance, when our 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 memory as you have, with the kind of training you have, to
say that you could not recollect or did not know did not sit that
well with us. -

Now that is not enough reason not to confirm you. But I have
been through a lot of confirmation hearings, and I am frank to say
that I do not know when I have ever heard so many people who
were willing to come forward under 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. . .

These were personal. .

We had Mr. Goodman. .

We had Mr. Ford. .

We had Ms. Glaudemans. to ‘ )
~ One of the things that affected. my thinking early on in this
hearing was when Senator Danforth asked Alan Fiers some ques-
tions. I thought Alan Fiers made a-good witness. Then Senator
Danforth asked him—and I am trying to recollect the language—
but I think he said:

“Was Bob Gates regarded as a straight-arrow?”’ :

And Mr. Fiers hesitated a long time béfore he answered, an
then he said: : :

“No, he was sort of ambitious, on the make.” .

Then he was asked whether the President erred in choosing Bo
Gates to be head for the CIA. In that instance, he refused twice to
answer, first when he was asked the question broadly, and then
when asked about his own personal view. In neither instance did
he come forward and indicate in the affirmative, and it is fair to
say he didn’t answer in the negative. '

Then there was the testimony of Mr. Polgar. Mr. Polgar.is a man
I have never known or heard of before, but it certainly had to take
a lot of courage of his part to come forward and make such a
strong statement in opposition to your candidacy. '

Those are not easy things for a person to do.

Now today we have some.new statements in the record. I will
have few questions of you, Mr. Gates, and maybe none, because I
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am bothered by the fact that so many people are willing to stand
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 some
support, there is no argument about that—but more people keep
coming out of the woods who indicate their opposition by sworn
statements, and we are told of other analysts calling to indicate
their opposition. C

Here is a statement of John Hibbits, prepared for presentation to
our hearing, under oath: T

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 Analysis
(SOVA). 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. ) . )

I joined the CIA in 1974. I was a naval analyst in the Office of Strategic Research
under DCIs Colby, Bush and Turner, and later spent two years in the Directorate of
Operatio}rlls 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. I 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 product and papers regularly came back from the
Tth floor with strong correctives 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 a self-censoring atmosphere. Some re-
action was subtle, and some more obvious. In planning our research prégram, for
example a paper on Soviet use of chemical 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. o

AS professionals, many began to anticipate criticism and write papers that Gates
would like or at least 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
the Agency. It was this atmosphere that prevailed when I was Chief, Foreign Activi-
ties Branch in SOVA and Doug MacEachin came into my office in May 1985 with
some special tasking. As I can best recall he told me that a compartmented paper
had been drafted on the Papal assassination attempt of 1981 and it was about to 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 soon
as possible because Gates was anxious to get the paper out."My impression at the
time was that MacEachin initiated the critique-and was not enthusiastic about the
thrust of the papal assassination paper. As I 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. )

It goes on:

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 SOVA
paper: it did not contain alternative scenarios, analysis or views, and the key judg-
ments were not fully representative of the body of the paper.

-Reading the Gates cover memo on the study sent to then Vice President Bush, my
reservations about the assassination study and how it would be presented to top offi-
cials appear to have been warranted. ' o
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I believe the people who worked there then—the vast majority of both analyst
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-
ess. But I hope that you become concerned enough to continue investigating these
reports.

It is an unbelievable statement—signed by John W. Hibbits
under oath—unbelievable for a man still working at the Agency.

Another statement that came in came from a lady by the name
of Carolyn McGiffert Ekedahl: '

The bias built into CIA reporting during the Casey/Gates era continues to under-
mine the Agency’s ability to produce quality intelligence. While the issue of politici-
zation is difficult to confront, the problems created by flawed intelligence are signifi-
cant 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 al disservice to the very real need of U.S. policymakers for objective intelligente
analysis. : :

- 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 rea-
sons; it did not support the views of the 7th Floor.

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
aides. One, Mark Matthews, was interested in ‘the issue of politicization, and cn
Judge Webster’s behalf, conducted an informal investigation. I have no idea how
many people he talked 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
Gates. On my way in and out 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
paranoia 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 those 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 no reason to think
Mark Matthews was not telling the truth. .

Signed, under oath, by Carolyn Ekedahl.

Senator RupMaN. Would the Senator from Ohio just like to
reﬁgr}l—we do have in the record now Mr. Matthews letter,
whic

Senator METZENBAUM. I am aware of that. I can only tell_you
what this lady said, and I am well aware of Mr. Matthews’ letter in
the record. » -

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 Agen-
cy’s analytic record on the attempted assassination of Pope John Paul II. :

Before beginning the study, we gave Mr. Gates an outline of the subjects we in-
tended to cover and the questions that we intended to ask people.

It goes on to say:

He agreed to assist us in getting access to the right peopie and to certain sensitive
reporting on the case. The only limitation that he placed on us was a request that
we not interview outside recipients of the product. We then worked for three weeks
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 analysis
of the assassination attempt, and we reported a widespread view that the analysis
had been handled improperly.

First alternative explanations of responsibility for the event were not adequately
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 many 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 deletion of a scope note explaining the paper’s limited focus, had been in-
spired, if not directed, by the Tth 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.

I think our responsibility is to the people of this country. I think
the responsibility goes to the efficacy and to the integrity—and:
more 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-
sition a man against whom so many have been willing to come
forgh 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 responsibility. 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 put 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



147

miles away; it is part of the U.S. Government. It is part of this
- same Government of ours, along with the CIA and the Defense De-

partment and all the rest. o

I think it took a lot of courage for him to do what he did.

Mr. Ford had a lot of courage to come forward. He says he is
under contract. This man I just quoted, Mr. Hibbits, also has a lot
of courage. ’

I say to you, is your confirmation really the thing that we should
be doing? You can say “yes.” You might get 51 votes. You might
get 65 or 82. But I say that no matter how you slice it, this entire
matter, the fact that so many have come forward with so many res-
* ervations and so 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. :

Mr. Chairman, I guess I have some time left. I will reserve it for
a later point. ‘

Senator DANFORTH. 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 METZENBAUM. I certainly would not deny him that right.
Please do. I am sure he will do it at some point, if not now.

Mr. GaTes. Senator, I would respond in this way.

You have indicated that it is not normal 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 nomi-
nate a career officer to head a department or agency of the govern-
ment. .

. It has been 18 years since a professional headed CIA. The last
one was William Colby. No Director of Central Intelligence has
gone through the kind of confirmation process that I have gone
through of having his entire career laid out, 6f having memos that
he wrote and comments that he made on papers or-issues laid fully
bare before the American people. :

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 would 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 someone 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 some real pain that old friends like Hal Ford
and Mel Goodman have come forward. I agree with you. I think
that takes some courage. But it has caused me great pleasure that
the most senior professional intelligence officers this government
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- has known in a generation, the likes of a Bob Inmann and a John
McMahon, aré willing also to come forward and be heard.

The fact is that there is a confirmation process, but the selection
of the head of American intelligence is not a 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 I
honestly believe that there are a number of people at CIA who be-
lieve that it would be a good thing to have a professional heading
the Agency again. And that with the President’s confidence and his
mandate, we can make this change into the future. o

So I will stop there. o

Senator NUNN [presiding). I believe that Senator Danforth is
. next on the agenda. ’

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Senator Nunn. '

Well, I must say, Mr. Gates, in response to the final comments of
Senator Metzenbaum, like Senator Metzenbaum I 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 severe 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 people 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 cannet 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—
I think it is a classified number. Is it fair to say that there are hun-
dreds of analysts? - :

Mr. GaTes. 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. GaTES. No, sir.

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 became Deputy Director for Intelli-
gence to the analysts was a very demanding speech requiring a tre-
mendous amount of rigor from those who worked for you.

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 very positive way? They rise to that occasion? It makes it at
their very best?
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And, other people get their backs up and they are offended, or
they get hurt feelings, or they are-offended, or maybe every crawl
into a shell. . . :

Different people react different ways to toughness, do they not?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir. : .

Senator DANFORTH. 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.

I am sure that in Senator’s offices staffers respond differently to
bosses. Some bosses might be quite jovial. Others might be very de-
manding. I think that is human nature to respond differently and I
Jjust wanted to make that point.

Do you know Jennifer Glaudemans?

Mr. Gartss. No, sir, I do not think so.

Senator DANFORTH. You do not remember ever talking to her, or
calliglg her into your office, or calling her on the carpet in any
way?

Mr. Gartes. 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 to the office director first.

Senator DANFORTH. Well, her statement is the same, that she
had no personal relation other than she participated in maybe a
couple of briefings of you, and that in no personal connection that
she had with you did she feel in any way intimidated by you.

But.she did say that she prepared a briefing memo for you to

- brief you for an appearance before the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee, and that you did not use that briefing memo.

Do you remember that? A

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir. I was Acting Director. I was alone in manag-
ing, or I had no deputy as the Acting Director, and I had an ap-
pearance before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

- They- had sent me a—or they had told our Congressional Affairs

Office that they had four issues that they wanted me to address.

One was the intelligence underlying the Iran initiative.

Another was on the internal Iranian political situation.

Another was on the Soviet threat to Iran. .

-And I think the fourth was something to the effect of the conse-

quences of the Iran initiative on our relationships in the Middle
- East. :

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. :

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 written 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. Gates. But fundamentally it was really just not responsive
to the four issues that the Committee had asked me to address.

Senator DaNFORTH. 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. GaTes. No. ' ' :

‘Senator DaNrForTH. Now you indicate that' there were bureau-
cratic differences within the CIA. Is that'characteristic of the CIA,
and other government agencies, to your knowledge, that there tend
to develop 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? .

Is that something that occurs? " .

Mr. GaTes. Absolutely, Senator. :

Senator DaANFORTH. Was that true of SOVA?

Mr. GATES. Well— ‘

Senator DANFORTH. Or of groups within SOVA? |

Mr. Gates. I think groups within SOVA., We had a lot of —Mr.
MacEachin referred to it yesterday—we had a lot of issues go back
and forth in the Soviet area. - .

I mentioned earlier today, I had all kinds of problems with the
Soviet office’s analysis of Soviet military spending. I thought that
their dollar costing of Soviet defenses was a waste of time. '

Senator DANFORTH. I do not want to—— . ‘

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, working on the Third
World, kind of closed in.

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? ' oo v

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. ' ’ o

Senator DaNrorTH. 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. _

-1 am not 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 so on. . . ‘

If you will, look on page 2 right at the bottom. There is a para-
graph that begins:

Achieving greater acknowledgement of uncertainty
and it says:

* * * omniscience is not a requirement for employment in TWAD 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. Gartes. No. I think it is fairly obvious. ‘ ’
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Senator DANFORTH. Fairly obvious and pedestrian. I am just
going to read into the record, and I hope this whole memo, Mr:
Chairman, would be included in the record.

Senator NUNN. Without objection, it will be part of the record.

[The document referred to follows:]
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70: Senior Members of the Division

1 would like to use the attached memorandum as an agenda of
our gathering on Thursday. The purpose of tho“memozandun is to

stimulate discusaion both ot pziuciples and o! p:actical
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Grey Hodnett
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29 April. 1986

MEMORANDUM FOR: Members of the Third World Activities Division

FROM: Grey Hodnett :
Chief, Third World Activities Division, SOVA

SUBJECT: TWAD Objectives and Questions of Implementation

1. This memorandum expresses my sense of the direction in
which higher management would like TWAD to move, and of where
Ben, Craig, and I want to steer the Division as it is buffeted by
the dally crosswinds of shifting international events and
unanticipated demands on TWAD's resources. The purpose of this
zeviev'ot priorities is to encourage dialogue on how the Division
can best cope vi:ﬁ tasks that stand before it--some of these
guite specific, such as formulation of the reseazch program for

- next year, introducticn of changes in the handling of currxent
reporting, reallocation of coverage of nongovernmental activities
in view of the augmented responsibility of the Foreign Activities
‘Branch for power projection, Qr continuation of work on ‘data
collection, and others more diffuse in nature.

2. TWAD is-tho busiest and pnzhap! nost prc:su;izqa
division in SOVA. We have the largest byrden of current
reporting, and must respond to constant demands for
briefings and participation in liaison activities. we do
not have as large a staff or as adequate working lﬁace as we n-l4>¥

Zj would like.\ Moze than most divisions, we are involved in
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time-consuming daily interaction with other offices of the
pI. Our xesponsibilities make us a magnet for seventh floorx
attention, and the judgments we reach are certain to disturb
one faction or another in the policy qommunity or attentive
public., More than any other dfvision,46uz activities are
driven Ey the flux of external events and priorities we
cannot control. These constraints and demands are unlikely
to change in the foreseeable future. Given their existence,
Qhat the Division achieves week-in and week-out is a tribute
to the commitment, ability, and hard work of everyone in it.

3. Nevertheless, ‘we can and must build on the

nivision's past achievements to improve our performance at

the margin--in matters which are subject to -our own
control. 'Obviously) we can always do better on routine
operations  which are vital to good performance by the
Division. Beyond these, and in addition to them, are the
longer-range strategic objectives we have been pursuing and

will continve to pursue.’ As I see them, these ares -

. l A. Achieving Greater Acknowledgement of

Uncertainty. Omniscience is not a requirement

s vm _$&- . for employment in TWAD. Nor, given the
LS el . qu_aie. information resources at our disposal, is it a
JYIWIRTS W .
“‘jllfzz N state of being we are likely to achieve.~
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turned off by writing that dwells only on the
analyst‘s “bottom line” and ignores
intelligence gaps and uncertainties. Strong
analysis is likely to give rise to strongly
held views--this is natural and desirable;
however, it also gives rise to preconceptions
that, {f not challenged, lead to premature
analytic closure--and this is not desirable.
The point is not that we must constantly
proclaim our ignorance. What we should strive

Yy
identification and reasoned assessment of

for--especia

- alternative explanations of what has already

happened or of alternative future scenarios.
The aim i{s not proliferstion of alternatives

mereoly as an exercise in imagination.

Alternatives should be keyed to strategic gaps faib

in avaflable information or to future _
contingencies that could produce fundamentally
different outcomes-~-including unlikely

contingencies that would nevertheless have

YRy
major conaequencex_;. — ba/ /.,MS, 54‘7 %L

Undertaking More Self-Generated Anslysis. Much

of our writing is and will continue to be 2

gloss on unfolding events--this is both

> W 17574 AA& =
4 Y a A
Lo dard 93-01 7:28

ere space allows--is explicit

of
&
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necessary and inevitable. We should seek,
nonetheless, to produce a higher ptopo;tion of
papers in which we frame the problem rather
than act as passive exec&tota of projects

dictated by external cixcumstances%(gf must

identify and grapple with key unzesolved

intelligence issues; which means, among other

1580
4%5 wltiag 1

things, that we must engage. in hard

N
.intellectual labor over what it is we don't w s

. e‘y\’\
know but need to know, and over how we can go

about reducing our 1qno:anc;;:}we should devote
fewer resources to papers that update a
"story,” reproduce judgments of current
conventional wisdom, or cover so broad a swath
that substantiated apalysis is impossible.

Containing Current Reporting. Current

reporting is a vital function that must be
accomplished by TWAD, and its energetic
performance must bc.gewarded--and be seen to be
zewarded--no less than self-generated

analysis. But, to expand the scope for the
latter (especially in the two regional
branches) we must attempt both to reduce the

proportion of the Division's resources

committed to current zepoztigg and to foster an

4

—*
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environment in which the analytic agenda, not b1¢\‘°§
BN <.

N

“current intelligence,” sets the tone. All} o
solutions here involve tradeoffs and none are

cost free. We are now experimenting with a
consolidation of the reporting function, and at

the end of two months we should be in a better
position to assess the relative césts and

benefits of a frontal attack on this problem.

D. Integrating lLevels of Soviet Behavior Better in

Qur Analysis. Soviet behavior, we all know,
combines formal government~to-government
relations with complex networks of sub-state
-and supra-national or regionally-oriented
activities, all of which aze “"pulled" by
opportunities on the ground and “pushed” by
perceptions and goals in Moscow. The aims,
time horizons, and yardsticks by which Moscow
measures “"success" are not necessarily
congruant in different arenas. Traditionally,
our analysis of 9ove:nment-to-qovornﬁcnt
relations has been far stronger and more

* sustained than our analysis of other types of
networks; the Foreign Activities Bzanch was set
up precisely to help remedy this deficiency.
Now, with the assumption by this Branch of
pover projection responsibilities, it is even

more essential that the regional branches take

60-284 - 92 - 6
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a comprehensive approach in their analysis. At
p;escn:, we engage in a 1}mitod amount of
broader regional analysis and virtually no
serjous global analysis. 1In the latter two
cases, it is posqiblc to take an addiéive
approath, in which the whole (i.e., Soviet
regional or global Third World policy) is seen
to be the sum of policies tovazq ehi indjvidual
countries, or a deductive approach in which
postulated regional or global strategies
influence Soviet policies toward particulaz
countries. We need to explore both approaches,
but especiaily the lattar which--without a
conscious effort--will be ignored.
Presenting the Results of Analysis More
Convincingly. We disregard presentational
style at our own individual and collective
peril. [?vcty time we ignore or treat
dismissively possibilities that our
interlocutors think are "live," every time we
disparage the views of others who think
differently (for example, at estimates
meetings), and every time we implicitly call on
consumers to accept our judgments on faith we
undermine our czedibil;ty:] There may have been
6
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a day when such faith existed, but that day is

long gone, and unsupported pontifical assertion

: . Tt
of opinfon ("WE BELIEVE . . .") si hures Wi YOO
P ( ) simply hurts / “
us. We are performing for an often skeptical d Mg‘\

audience that in many instances receives much %s’t; at
the same raw information we do and is basically R
not much interested in our opiniom. Only
careful marshaling of evidence and persuvasgive
argumentation will have an impact on the
thinking of our consumers on issues that are
important and contentious.

Developing the Division's Human Resources.

Among long-term tasks facing the Division, none
is more important than developing the human
capital that will be avajlable to the Agency
over Vthe next 10-20 years to address the w‘“ﬁ in
critical issues we deal with. We have a solid b,

. 3 o
core of expetienced hands complemanted by an dzc;mﬁ'

¥ .
able group of younger and relatively NI ‘}i’rl}s :

A s
inexperienced analysts. Management has the 4 ‘h-sé

ne
responsibility for dispensing formal training; ngh‘h

iﬂ"*ﬂ‘é

(A
. . m
rofessional tone of the Division; and it has X

F e a4

it has a key role to play in setting the

an important opportunity to foster self-" s < IS
jya

development on the part of analysts. The last &o’c K

rg2

T

7 ¢
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factor-~the drive for self-improvement--is
undoubtedly the most important of all, and
there are outstanding examples of it in the

Division which we all could emulate.

G. Developing the Division's Informational
ninput.” We should make sure that we are
generating the best "historical memory” we can, U.‘ht};
in the optimum hard copy and electronic storage““"‘t R :/,
combination. We need to move ahead and
compiete the first phase of the data bank begun
last fall. There are additions %o this data

bank we should consider, within the limits of
g FVO‘“'

/

time we can aftozd.‘kiy and large we are not
keeping up with the serious unclassified Soviet
discussion of Thizd Wo}ld issues. Our
~ "library" of Soviet journals, in Russian or
Q \'7-5! translation, is truly pathetic and would--if it

[N c‘_*a{@)ﬁ,ﬁ.) were known--open us to the charge by academics

\"“p "L d of lack of seriousness, ;We also have
c GV, M " : R
’T" i /; ©  considerable to gain from expanding our UJ'Q }\ﬂ-""
\ { S e :
3 \es /" personal contacts with the DO, FBIS DoD, and %,

P
i w* : s -

*~
14 2
b ?':* ) 1-;v’_c$ State.

ﬁh’))) /v"" 4. The priorities a;'ld' objoct.lvcs-skctched_above are
&Lg}ines the Division has been pursuing for the past year. At
the present juncture, how can they be further
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Specifically, how can we:

Encourage more opanness to alternatives in
analysis? ' .
ldentify the intelligence problems we should
really foecus upon?

Go about formulating and implementing a

- research program that facilitates the treatment.

of key issues rather than locks us into sterile
"coverage” of off-target predetermined topics?
Economize on resources being devoted to current
reporting?

Enrich our analysis of the means by which, and
objectives toward which, the Soviets seek to
influence Third World countries beyond
bilateral official contacts?

Capture Soviet regional and global objectives

better? . ) (18 Uﬁ

us' ,4“
Improve on the pressntation of our uoxk_?j J ws W’
Poster personal self-development among membezs

of the Division?

Move forward on data "input,” broadly

2
conceived? et do

B .3 WS ‘)
\ike cge rwhong.,
'ho: aY
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Senator DanrorTH. Here is the comment that Ms. Glaudemans
adds. She writes, in her handwriting:
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. How dare
you say (imply) we consider ourselves omiscient.

Or again on page 4, if you will look five lines down on page 4, the
sentence that begins “we must.” It says:

" We must identify and grapple with key unresolved intelligence issues which

means, among other things, that we must engage in hard-intellectual labor over

- what it is we don’t know but need to know, and over how we can go about reducing
our ignorance.

Does that strike you as a partlcularly harsh statement or one
tC}}Zt? attacks or puts on the defensive or politicizes people in the

Mr. GATEs Not at all, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. It is a fairly obvious, pedestrlan type of a
statement, and ordinary, isn’t it.

I will read her comment. She writes: “That is so insulting I will
not even comment.”

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. Goodman because you
have described him as an “old friend.” .

You and he went to the CIA at the same time, did you not?

d (IiVIr GarTtes. I think he arrived there a couple of years before I
1

Senator DanrForTH. I thought you both went in 1966, but you
were approximate——

Mr. GaTtes. 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 Air 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. GATES I think that is rlght.

Senator DANFORTH. You later earned one.

Mr. GaTEes. 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 DaNFORTH. But you were generally colleagues. He was a
little ‘E)lt senior, and I think paid a little bit more than you were.
Right?

Mr. GATES. Probably.

Senator DaNForTH. But you were in the same office?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. Is that correct?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator DANrForRTH. 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. GATEs. Yes, sir.
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Senator DANFORTH. Now my organizational chart indicates that
Pivision Chief was about five rungs below Deputy Director of Intel-
igence.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir; four or five.

Senator DANFORTH. 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. .

Is that a fair statement?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. And, furthermore, 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. : ’

Is that right?

Mr. GATES. I am not as familiar with that next step.

. Senator DANFORTH. But when he was transferred from Division

Chief to within MacEachin’s office, he was moved out of the chain
" of command? - ' '

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir, out of the managerial chain of command.

Senator DANFORTH. Was there surrounding Mr. Goodman—we
talked earlier about the bureaucratic battles that sometimes went
on—did he have a kind of a little circle around him?

Mr. Gates. Well, I really wasn’t aware of that certainly at the-
time, you know, I mean other than the people who worked for him.
But in terms of a group of people that kind of felt themselves
bound together, no, I was not aware of that at the time.
h-Sg)nator DanrorTH. But he did have some people working for

im? . .

Mr. Gartes. Oh, yes, sir. '

Senator DaNForTH. Was Ms. Glaudemans one of those people?

Mr. GaTtEs. I assume so now. I do not think I was aware of it at
the time. S :

Senator DaANFORTH. 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 has our heroes in life, and my favorite hero
is Harry Truman. He had that immortal statement which says “if
you can't take the heat, get out of the kitchen.”

I think you have today fulfilled whatever obligation you might
have had to come back before the Senate and in a very calm and
dispassionate way, and above all factual—you have been very fac-
tual—you have given your side of the story.

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 affidavits, and if we do not get on with our
business we will be awash in these assertions and denials and opin-
ions and hearsay and the like.

I am afraid that our ship could be steered more by publicity and
politics than by the facts. :



164

I want to say a word about politics. I woke up this morning and
was greeted with 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 a Member of Congress who occupies a
very important position as Chairman of the House Intelligence
Committee, in which he said the following: : )

If he [and he is referring to you] puts the interests of the Intelligence Community
first, and -if he cannot with absolute certainty disprove the charges against him of

slanting intelligence reports, the noble thing for him to do is withdraw from the
nomination. - :

Well, I have worked with McCurdy through the years, and that
astonished me. I think you have answered him today with dignity
and with calmness and with the facts. .

It seems to me, it has been my observation in working in the na-
tional security arena in this city for two décades, 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. - ‘ ' .

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%eled some of the Members of this Committee, but not have gone
public. - , -

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. g

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. I was present on 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 commitment and
. conscience to tell their story, and we listened. We had the opportu-
nity to cross-examine. 3

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. : o

Take Mr. Goodman. He talked about Director Webster. My col-
league from New Hampshire ‘brought the letter in, which I think
went a very long way to 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.
I think it is important, although Senator Metzenbaum has de-
parted, and the letter is in the record—we have a number 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 full paragraphs on page 35 of Mr. Goodman’s testimony appear to
imply that another special assistant and I were brought to the CIA by Judge Web-
ster for the purpose of conducting a secret investigation of the DDCI Gates. )

In fact, Judge Webster never in any way at any time asked me to conduct an in-
vestigation of the DDCI and, accordingly, never asked me to keep any such investi-
gation secret from the DDCI. :

My service as Special Assistant to the DCI was simply a continuation of the same
Ip)%slitii.)n that I had held with Judge Webster at the FBI prior to his nomination as

Immediately prior to discussing my alleged role, Mr. Goodman also stated that
. “Webster was quite aware, I believe, that the CIA was being politicized.” I wish to
inform the committee that Judge Webster never, repeat never, expressed any such
“awareness” in my presence.

And he concludes in a very thoughtful and dispassionate way:

In summary, my two relatively casual meetings with Soviet analysts should not
be misconstrued as a secret investigation by Judge Webster through me of Mr.
Gates. This simply is not true. :

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 conclusion. ‘

I am confident that this Committee, under the able leadership of
our Chairman, will do just that in a very fair and an objective way.

I must say about our Chairman, we came to the Senate together.
We have served together in many capacities, and never once have I
seen him in this Committee try in any way to inject a note of parti-
sanship or a note of dissention. :

_ He has always made his managerial decisions, except timekeep-
ing:

[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 com-
ments will remain in my mind.

You touched on them today I thought in a very careful 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, look 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?

Mr. GaTes. 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. :

I think that if he had come to me, I 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




166

evidence I had. But I have, I think, taken the same analytical—I
know it sounds self-serving to say this, but I think it is honest—I
think I would have taken the same approach to him that I have
taken with others in the analytical process.

And that would have been: Well, if that is your conclusion, then
you do what you have to do. : ‘

‘Senator 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 Senate, and good for the overall CIA. It has enabled us to have
an opportunity to look into that agency in a certain way that has
not been available before.

I always take the view that people can learn, and do learn, and
try and do better. _

My 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. _

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 produc-
tive way and make available their assets in a more efficient and
productive manner? S

Mr. GaTEs. Senator, I think there are several things that can be

done in this respect. I think that the idea that was advanced earli-
er by Senator Chafee about more frequently bringing analysts
before policymakers and the Congress ‘for testimony or for brief-
ings. .
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 me about moraleé 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 more a part of the policy process, it will
have a ripple effect throughout the Agency.

I think that there are some measures that can be taken. I know
that when I was DDI and DDCI I did not hesitate to ask the office
directors to have analysts come up and brief me, and inform me
about things. That is a practice I would continue if I were con-
firmed as Director. o . o

I think that taking some of the steps that I indicated this morn-
ing in terms of encouraging more openness and more encourage-
ment of the analysts—— -

Senator WARNER. Well, let me just sort of summarize. You have
benefitted from the hearing, then?

Mr. GATES. Yes. ‘

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. GArTss. Yes, sir.

Senator WARNER. Let us turn to an area in which the Armed
Services Committee has direct jurisdiction. That is, the oversight of
the DIA and its 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.

What is the role, the future role, that you believe CIA should
play in military intelligence?

Mr. GaTes. I think CIA has an important role to play, but I think
that in the 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.

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 terms of Latin American countries, or
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 intelligence organizations in 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 their 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 efficiericies 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, a much more tightly knit Intelligence Commu-
nity in all issues, 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.

What about the redundancy in the three military departments,
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force? Therein, each has its own sep-
arate intelligence.

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 ended up not only having DIA, but the service intel-
ligence 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 is

the fact that in all of that triple reduridance, if you will, there have
- got to be the opportunities for some major efficiencies.

Senator WARNER. I think my time is up, Mr. Chairman. '

. (Il thank Mr. Gates for his contribution to this Committee’s work
oday. : ,

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-

" second round in open session that we will not be able to complete
tonight.

We were trying to determine if we went on a few minutes later
could we complete 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 Murkowsk1. 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 and fly
all night and make those commitments. ‘ 4

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 BoreN [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 problem. -

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 track you down and we will have a consultation. We’ll go.for-
ward. '

Senator Murkowskl. You might dust your snow shoes off, but
you can track me.

‘Thank you.

Chairman BoreN. Thank you very much.

Senator GOrRTON. 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. A

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.



169

Nevertheless, this afternoon, Senator Metzenbaum repeated the
allegation, as far as I 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, dismissing it with the remark, “Oh,
yeah, I have seen that.”

I find all of this somewhat troubling.

Senator Warner read two paragraphs from the letter from Mr.
Matthews, but I believe that this is an issue important enough so
that it is appropriate that not only the Committee but the people
who are watching 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-
};estigation. One would think that that would be enough. Evidently
it is not.

Therefore, I would like to read Mr. Matthews’ letter 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 testimony appear to
imply that another special assistant and I were brought to the CIA by Judge Web-
ster for the purpose of conducting a secret investigation of DDCI Gates. In fact,
Judge Webster never in any way at any time asked me to conduct an investigation
of the DDCI and, accordingly, never asked me to keep any such investigation secret
from the DDCL

My 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 nomination as 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 awareness in my pres-

ence. .

" With respect to the alleged investigation, I believe that Mr. Goodman is referring
to an incident in the late spring or early summer of 1988, when I met a Soviet 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 graduate
program. During that conversation, the said subject of the DDCI came up and Ms.
Glaudemans related some concerns about the DDI’s objectivity within the Soviet an-
alytical division and alleged personnel changes designed to further the DDCI’s ana-
lytical 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 during my meeting with Ms. Glaudemans did I consider the
meeting an investigation of the DDCI. However, because part of my responsibilities

" for Judge Webster included keeping my ears open to potential problems, I heard Ms.
Glaudemans out. I simply wanted to determine if these complaints needed to be
raised with Judge Webster.

I also recall another brief meeting in my office on the same topic, to which Ms.
Glaudemans brought another Soviet analyst. I do not recall whether Ms. Glaude-
mans suggested this meeting or whether she produced the other analyst in response
to an inquiry by me as to whether her views were shared by others.

During that meeting, the other analyst expressed concern about the DDCI’s learn-
ing of the meeting. And I assured her that I would keep their names to myself. Per-
haps this is the genesis of Mr. Goodman’s testimony about something being kept
from the DDCIL. . )

Mr. Goodman also 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 I had a very brief conversation with him if a par-
ticular allegation needed to be clarified or if Ms. Glaudemans or the other analyst
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indicated that he wanted to speak with me. To my recollection, I only spoke with
Ms. Glaudemans and the other Soviet analyst for a brief period simply to determine
the nature of the complaints that they were making in order to decide what, if any-
thing, to tell Judge Webster.

Shortly after the two conversatlons above, the Inspector General s report on the
Soviet analytical division arrived at the DCI’s office and it contained a section on

-the perceptions of the politicization. I noted the report to Judge Webster, but never
had a conversation with him about it or the conversations due to my departure from
the CIA shortly thereafter.

My primary concern had been alleviated, however, in that the report had detected
and investigated the issue. It was my opinion that the Inspector General had inves-
tigated the essential problem, communicated to me by Ms. Glaudemans and the
oﬁher analyst on the subject of polltlcmatlon and it made the findings contained
therein.

In summary, my two rélatively casual meetings with Soviet analysts should not
be misconstrued as a secret investigation by Judge Webster through me of Mr.
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-
formation, I can be reached at the above address at the United States Atborney Gen-
eral’s Office in the Southern District of New York. Mark Matthews.

So the investigation, the secrecy, the keeping it from Mr. Gates,
all of it seems to me irretrievably and incontrovertibly are the fig-
ment of the 1mag1natlons of Mr. Goodman, Ms. Glaudemans and
the other analysts in this case.

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 prev1ous 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 led to believe, aimed at a single goal, one thousand minds
working as one in deepest secrecy. No, it turns out that I think we
have a very different CIA, much more similar to hundreds of orga-
nizations with which all of us are all too familiar.

I believe to the contrary of the expressions 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
number of issues. They are annoyed when their views at one level
?re not instantly and completely heeded by others on some hlgher
evel.

It sounds exactly like almost every -other orgamzatlon in Amer-
ica. And it sounds to me like a damn good idea, Mr. Chairman. I
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believe that we are much more likely to get the truth, the DCI is
.much more likely to get the truth, the President of the United
States is much more likely to get the truth when there has been a
hell of a fight in the CIA over what the truth is before something
is delivered to the President. ' '

On the other hand, no organization not our own can deliver 40
different opinions and then say pick the one you want. They’ve got
to come up with the view of the community or of the organization
before they report it forward. And I suspect, I know, that I am
going to feel more rather than less comfortable in dealing with the
CIA and with its Director in the future, because I will be convinced
that there has been a real struggle, a real set of differences of opin-
ions in arriving at the opinions which they hold. '

I suspect, incidently, 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
some other person tells me.

With respect to this nomination, however, that leads me to one
other observation. Mr. Gates, the nominee, has spent his entire
career in or around this organization. Given the nature of the de-
bates within it, I am astounded that only three people from within
the organization have come up to protest bitterly about his ap-
pointment, and that only three or four others have even submitted
written and sworn statements expressing the same views. I can
even perhaps agree with Mr. Ford and others to say that they may
repl;iesent double that number of those who don’t want to come for-
ward.

But, Mr. Gates, to me, for a person to have moved as rapidly
through that organization as you have, and to have made so few
enemies, is something I find remarkable, rather than to be over-
whelmingly disturbed by the fact that you had made some. In fact,
if you had gotten to the top without doing so, I would have been
much more likely to find something wrong with you.

Anyone in an organization like that who is universally loved, I

- suspect, is not particularly effective at asserting his or her views
on subjects which are very important to us. .

Finally, Senator Metzenbaum a little earlier in the day quoted
another one of our witnesses who accused you of being an ambi-
tious man. That is a terrible——

Senator METZENBAUM. I didn’t accuse him of that.

Senator GorToN. I think you quoted someone else who did.

Senator METZENBAUM. I'm sorry.

Senator GorToN. I find that terribly disturbing. That is a term
that might possibly be applied to at least some of the members of
the panel who are judging him here today. In fact, to be a little bit
less facetious, I think that is a very important quality for someone
who is—has been selected for the position which you have here.

So I simply repeat, I think these hearings have been extremely
healthy. Maybe not for you, perhaps not even for some of the wit-
nesses who have come before us. But for the people of the United
States, who have had the CIA to a certain degree demythologized,
who are likely to be able to relate it more closely to their own lives
in the future than I suspect they have in the past, and whom I
hope, along with 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 judg-
ments accordingly.

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 individual
who, in the view of this Senator, deserves confirmation.

Senator METzENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I came over promptly
when I heard my friend from Oregon speaking about the Mat-
thews’ letter. o . :

Senator GOorTON. You still don’t get the state right, Senator

Senator MeTzENBauM. 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 not. C . ‘ '

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 GorToNn. 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 who is alleged to have
caused the investigation to take place and the man who is alleged
to have conducted the investigation, I don’t know : :
* Senator METZENBAUM. I don’t know whom I believe. This woman
said she spent several hours speaking with Mr. Matthews. Mr, Mat-
thews said he 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. ,

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 theé morning. I want to be sure to get
through the rounds of questioning. :

Senator Bradley will be recognized next and will be followed by
either Senator-Cranston or Senator Nunn. We are determining
whether Senator Nunn wishes to wait until the morning and have
Senator Hollings proceed. ' T

Senator Bradley is next. Senator Bradley.

Senator BRapLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Gates, if I could, I would like to go back over some territory
that we’ve been over before, just so we have the record straight.

On November 25, 1986, you gave a speech on SDI.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. . :

Senator BRADLEY. In that speech you said that a ground-based
laser device would be tested in the 1980s. We had an exchange
about that during your last appearance before the Committee. At
that time I asked you if there was evidence that there was a test
for a ground-based laser device, to which if I recall you said, no.

I then asked you if you would make the speech again. And you
said, what? The Chairman went over the territory today.

Mr. Gartes. That I would not.

Senator BrapLEY. That you would not make this speech again.

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. Because the speech tread onto policy and polit-
ical activity, is that not correct?

Mr. GaTEs. Because it could be interpreted as advocacy.
S DSIenator BrADLEY. And it was a very specific speech advocating

Now, on that same day, November 25, 1986, you made another
speech. It is a speech that has come to be known as the “War-By-
Another-Name Speech.” Now in that speech, you say that: .

The Soviets’ aggressive strategy in the third world has, in my view, four ultimate
targets. First, the oil of the Middle East, which is the lifeline of the west and Japan.

Second, the isthmus of and canal of Panama between North and South America.
And, third, the mineral wealth of southern Africa.

Now my question to you is what was the intelligence backup for
stating that the Soviet target was the Panama Canal?

Mr. GATEs. As I indicated at the outset of that paragraph, Sena-
tor, I was careful in that instance to say that this was my view. In
my view, in contrast to the rest of the speech, and the portions of
the SDI speech, Soviet/SDI speech, where I was citing what the in-
telligence said. Here I was careful to give my opinion. _

Senator BRADLEY. So you didn’t base this on any information or
intelligence? This is your opinion?

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator BrRADLEY. You were basically offering an opinion that
had no backup; is that correct? An opinion that was not justified by
any kind of intelligence. There were no studies that you could cite
that would confirm your statement that the Soviets were targeting
the Panama Canal?

Mr. Gares. I think what it was, Senator, and I will confess to a
certain poetic license here, but what I was trying to convey was a
Soviet interest in particular in creating difficulties for the United
States in Panama and in Central America, that they were interest-
ed in being able to deny the West the oil of the Middle East and in
being able to deny the West access to some of the minerals of
southern Africa. '

I perhaps could have stated it—— .

Senator BRADLEY. In fact, you had no backup?

Mr. GaTEs. There was no specific intelligence reporting.

Senator BRADLEY. No specific intelligence report. This was your
belief? :

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir.
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‘Senator BrapLEY. The same for the minerals of South Africa?

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BRADLEY. So one day, the same day you make a speech
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 BRADLEY. 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
to do so without hanging out all of the dirty linens for all the;world
to see. )

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? o

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 négate whatever good the weapons might do in
terms of enhancing their security. * ‘

. Senator BRapLEY. 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 in 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: GaTes. That is correct, sir. o

Senator BRADLEY. And you wouldn’t make the speech because' it
is once again treading onto political waters? o

Mr. GaTss. It could be read that way, yes, sir.

Senator BrRapLEY. Now you made both of these speeches on the
same day. Do you usually make two speeches on one day?

Mr. Gares. I rarely give speeches at all, especially in the last sev- -
eral years. But, no, I was in California and I had had two invita-
tions from two different organizations and tried to do them just be-
cause I was out there on the West Coast. o : ‘
 Senator BRADLEY. So that this was in.an unusual circumstance?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir. : ‘

Senator BraDpLEY. 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 25?7 - _ :

On November 25th, as I recall, that was the day that Attorney
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? '

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. ' _

Senator BRADLEY. 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.

Senator BRADLEY. But you do remember the early October meet-
ing with Mr. Allen, I think, right?

Mr. GaTes. Yes, sir. .

Senator BRADLEY. And you remember him telling you that there
was a diversion?

Mr. GATEs. 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
.inoney might have been diverted. He had characterized it as specu-

ation.

Senator BRaDpLEY. And Mr. Allen himself said that he recalls you
saying, well, you have heard that rumor but you don’t recall ever
saying that to him, is that right?

Mr. GaTes. That is correct.

Senator BrapLey. Okay. 4

But on October 1, you learned according to everybody including
your own testimony that there was a diversion?

Mr. Gates. No, sir. I learned that Mr. Allen was speculating
about the possibility of a diversion.

Senator BrRADLEY. Okay. And that was the first time that you
heard about it, is that right? :

Mr. Gartes. That is certainly the first time that I recall hearing
it. .

Senator BRADLEY. Would that have been a serious matter in your
mind, a diversion? .

Mr. Gartes. The entire matter was serious enough that I told him
that I thought that he shoyld see the Director.

Senator. BRADLEY. So you knew somebody was going:to be in trou-
ble; is that right? -

: Mr..GaTEs. No sir, not necessarily. The major concern.was that it
looked like the operation with Iran, 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
point, was not the major part. . . i

Senator BRADLEY. So-no bells went off in your mind, no concern?

Mr. GaTEs. I was concerned enough about the entire matter.

Senator BRADLEY. Including the diversion?

Mr. GaTes. That possibility, yes, sir.

Senator BRapLEY. That he should go see Mr. Casey?

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BrRapLEY. 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
diversion. )

Mr. GATEs. The possibility.

Senator BRADLEY. The possibility of a diversion. And you realize
that there is the possibility of a diversion and there could be some
problems?

"Mr. GaTes. I wasn'’t sure of that.

Senator BRADLEY. Possibly.
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Mr. GATES. That’s why I wanted others to look at what Mr. Allen
had to say. ' _
Senator BRADLEY. 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. GATES. No, sir, he did not. :
Senator BrRabLEY. Did you have any idea how he was affected by
that meeting? ‘
Mr. GaTEs. No, sir.
Senator 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?
Mr. GaTEes. Apart from President Reagan? :
Senator BRaDLEY. No, President Reagan, right? And who had the
strongest concern about the Soviet threat?
Mr. GATES. Probably Mr. Casey. :
Senator BRapLEY. Mr. Casey or Mr. Reagan. '
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
in this town—that you were auditioning in those two speeches for
the directorship, if Mr. Casey went? . o
Mr. Gargs. That is absolutely not the case, Senator.
Senator BRaDLEY. Can you give us some reassurance as to how
.that is false? And I don’t assert it. I am just curious as to how you
might respond. : - . o

-Mr. Gares. First of all, I had only been Deputy for six months. I
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 go, 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 expectation even after he fell ill.
It was cleai that the Administration was looking elsewhere when
that happened. : ’

‘Beyond that, the two speeches that T 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 I knew Mr. Casey was going to-be a part of that trouble, and
that I was anticipating the possibility of replacing him and there-
fore trying out, if you will, frankly just doesn’t hang together, Sen-
ator. . :

Senator BRaDLEY. Okay. .

W?hat, then, is your explanation for the two speeches on the same
day? N - :
: K/Ir. ‘GATES. It 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 one time so that I didn’t have to
make two trips. It is nothing more complicated than that. ‘
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Senator BRADLEY. On those subjects.

Mr. Gates. And I had spoken or would speak on those subjects
elsewhere as well. '

Senator BRADLEY. But now prospectively you think that it was a
mistake to make the speeches and you won’t do it again?

Mr. Gates. I think, as I indicated to the Chairman this morning,
the DCI has to be very careful to avoid speaking out publicly on
issues where there could be even the slightest hint that he is advo-
cating policy. )

Sﬁa?nator BrADLEY. And would you apply that to the Deputy as
well? _

Mr. GaTEs. Yes, sir.

Senator BrabLEy. All right. ' :

Let me, if I can, turn to another subject that we touched on very
briefly in your first time here and that was our exchange in the
Committee on the future of the Soviet Union.

Mr. GATEs. Yes, sir.

- Senator BRADLEY. Since we already went through this in Com-
mittee, I hope you don’t mind if I read it back to you again?

Mr. Gates. No, sir. ‘ -

Senator BRADLEY. Basically, I am asking you to go against con-
ventional wisdom and say that there might come a time when the
Soviet Union 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 a 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, my

resources do not permit me the luxury of sort of just idly speculating on what a
different kind of Soviet Union might look like. ’

Mr. Gates. What was the date of that exchange, Senator?

Senator BRaDpLEY. 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 Octo-
ber 16, 1986. :

So my question to you is, what happened in the interim?

Mr. Gates. What happened in the interim? First of all, believe it
or not, I actually gave some serious consideration to the questions
you had raised. Events in the Soviet Union continued to lead me to
believe, as I 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 growing problems inside the Soviet Union
and the process of the reform process, the way the reform process
was going, all led me to conclude that we weren’t digging hard
enough and that we weren’t going into some of the sources, such as
defectors and emigres and others, that would give use a better feel
for what was going on inside the country.
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So I think it was a combination of the discussion that we had,
events in the Soviet Union, analysis that our own office was doing,
and so on. ’

Senator BrRADLEY. So, basically, this memo in which you say, not
being creative enough, analyzing in terms of Soviet developments,
‘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?

Mr. GATEs. In terms of the Soviet Union, yes, sir.

Senator BrabpLEY. 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 is,
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
Union, in particular the dramatic changes? -

Mr. Gates. T tended to be pretty careful once I became Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence about looking over the shoulder of
my successor. I obviously had been a very strong minded Deputy
Director for Intelligence. Mr. Kerr had been my Deputy for four
years, a very 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 DDCI. o

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 to the National Intelligence Officer for the
Soviet Union 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 BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have been told I have one
minute remaining. Are we adhering to the one minute? o

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 whole series of new
opportunities. And then what did you do based upon what was in
this memo? :

Your answer is, well, you didn’t want to tread on the Deputy, the
Deputy’s territory. The end of Communism occurred in the Soviet
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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terms of giving him the counsel that four to five years of thought-
ful analysis could well have provided him?

Mr. GaTes. Senator, while I would have to refresh my memory
on the specifics, one of the things that occurred in the wake of this
memorandum, and my concerns, was a conference that was held, I
think, under the joint sponsorship National Intelligence Council
and the Director of Intelligence, I don’t remember specifically, but
on alternative futures for the Soviet Union. And papers were coni-
missioned, a variety of essays were written on different courses
that events might take, and so on. I would have to go back and get
the specifics of that. But I do recall that there was such a confer-
ence and papers were prepared. And, in other words, there was
some followup. '

Senator BrRADLEY. But my question to you is what was available
to 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-
ty would have had a chance to think through possible alternatives
and have them available for the President.

Mr. Gartes. I don’t think—well, in addition to the papers that
were done about alternative futures under the auspices of the
agency, in’' September of 1989 I asked that an interagency—when I
was down at the NSC, I asked that an interagency, small inter-
agency group including intelligence 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 Defense in’connection
with that effort. ' o

So I think that while I can’t point you to a specific paper that
the President said, here are 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 were 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 dramatically different outcomes.
A}.lnd I think that people had given a fair amount of thought to
that. : ’

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

I hope if you can elaborate on that overnight for tomorrow I
would appreciate it. ‘

Chairman BoreN. Thank you, Senator Bradley.

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. o

Senator CrRaANSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome back.

Mr. Gartes. 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 consensus on what is happening. I
assume it is always harder to reach agreement on what is likely to
happen in the future because that is more judgmental and the ana-
lj}rlsts may be afraid of making predictions when predictions are so
chancy. ' :
‘When you have very little raw data, I presume that arguments
tend to be much louder and combative and often ideological. Is that
a generally accurate appraisal of what happens?
Mr. GaTEs. 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 into this entire world of political intelligence and
political intentions. ) : )
~ Senator CransToN. How much reporting 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-
sitions and assumptions rather than over what the facts mean.or
meant. ‘ . ’

~ Specifically, what is your recommendation regarding the amount
and quality of so-called raw collection available to the analyst on -
threev issues that we have been exploring, first the 1985 Iran esti-
mate? , )

Mr. GaTgs. I think with regard to the views of Iranian politicians
and with regard to the initiatives that the Iranians took during the
first part of the year to the overtures to the Soviet Union that took
place in secret, I think that both our technical and human intelli-
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 CRANSTON. Second, what was available in these terms in
regard to the Soviet involvement in the alleged Papal assassination
attempt? :

Mr. Gates. There was virtually no evidence that I can recall.
And I 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-
tigation proceeded and various threads were developed back to
Agca’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 I 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
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by too few sources. And so we kind of went with the last thing that
we had heard, in effect. So I would say I would characterize the
information that we had as based on a very small number of
sources. And in fact, as to the evidence of direct Soviet involve-
ment, my recollection was that other than these one or two
sources, and some subsources, there was very little.

Senator CrANsTON. Thirdly, what was the quality and quantity
of so-called raw material available in regard to the Arab-Israeli
conflict that was the subject of Ms. Glaudemans’s concerns and
paper, which she told us that you killed?

Mr. GATES. I am not sure that I am familiar with that paper,
Senator. I would have to go back and check.

Senator CRANsTON. Well, in regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict at
that time, which I'm really asking you about, how much was
known about that at that time? '

Mr. GaTes. I think that we had, again, we had a great deal of
information on Arabic military capabilities and the weapons sys-
tems they had and forces and so on. _

I 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-
telligence, in terms of their intentions.

Senator CRANSTON. It seems clear-that some of these battles that
we 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 policymakers be
told that you in the Agency really can’t answer the questions be-
cause you don’t have enough information 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. GATES. One of the things that.I indicated 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
evidence so that you could array the possibilities for the policymak-
er.

And the other was the need 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 fell down in not in fully exploring alternative
theses. So I think there was no secret, it was far from a secret, that
I strongly stressed the need for these alternative judgments and
more honesty about our confidence in ourselves and in our sources.

I would have to say that it was often difficult to get either or

both of those things.
. Senator CRANSTON. It is the case that sometimes 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-
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 NIO 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 whereé we lack the information to make solid
judgments in writing the’ estimate that had just been done.

Senator CRANSTON. 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. GaTss.- Yes, sir, I think that is the case.

Senator CRANSTON. I have seen an account that one David Whip-
ple a retired CIA official, Mr. Casey’s chief terrorist analyst from.
1983 to 1985, recalled attending a meeting which was a congres-
sional briefing. 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 involvemerit, although ‘it is likely that the Soviets were not
involved. , ’ o :

- 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? . g

Mr. Gates. I don’t remember that specific instance. But I know
that there were a number of ‘occasions 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. Casey 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 in accord with the general findings of
. the Agency? ’ ' T o

Mr. GaTES. Yes, sir. C

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 nuclear weaponry in light of the collapse of the Warsaw Pact
and the changes in the Soviet Union and the move toward freedom
and democracy in that part of the world, and the diminished threat
to us. .

Obviously, the American people will 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
make some reasonably significant reductions in the CIA budget?
Each of the witnesses that I asked that question, all six last night
said yes to that question. . : ‘

Mr. Gates. Let me answer your question 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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that may or may not lead to a significant reduction in the number
of missions being given to the Intelligence Community.

One of the discussions you and I had in the first hearing a couple
of weeks ago was whether the Agency ought—whether there was
more the Agency could do to help our intelligence in terms of the
environment. So I think that we need to hear from the policymak-
ers what they want intelligence to do, the missions, the priorities
that they want us to tackle. And it seems to me that that, then,
will set the framework in terms of what the budget ought to be.

The second point is that, in absolute terms, it is obviously possi-
ble to cut that budget. It almost certainly in political terms will be
necessary. And I think that the key is to do so with a clear idea of
what makes sense rather than just a kind of top line number.

One 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
management problem. And that is instead of going to the policy-
makers and saying, because of this cut I'm going to stop doing X,
they cut everything across the board by five percent: So you do ev-
erything a little less well. And it seems to me that that is—if we're
going to talk about real reduction in spending on intelligence—
we're. going to have to decide what we are going to stop doing. We
can’t just do everything less well. . :

Senator CransToN. Different subject. As you know, the issue of
the collection of conversations between the Sandinista government
and Members of Congress and their staffs has come up. Some wit-
nesses have said that you probably knew  about this. And last
night, Mr. Goodman stated that you did know about this collection
and sciiated that you had mentioned a U.S. Senator’s name in this
regard. -

Did you know about the collection? Did you see transcriptions
and reports? Do you recall mentioning any Senator? .

Mr. Gates. Senator, could I respond to your question in the
closed 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 situation and he took
the matter to the leadership of Congress.

Mr. Gartes. Yes, sir, I think that is the appropriate step to take.

Senator CRANSTON. Apart from your liaison, are there any CIA
agents working on Capitol Hill?

_ Mr. Gartes. No, sir. Well, I haven’t been there for three years—so
I assume there are none. : ‘

Senator CrRaNsTON. Do you know who leaked the Carter debate
book to the Reagan camp in 1980? Press speculation at the time
was that it was someone on the NSC staff.

191’;/3. GaArTESs. No, sir, I was not on the NSC at that time. I left in
Senator CrRANsTON. Have you had discussions about that, ever
talked with anybody who thought that they knew who had done it?

Mr. GATEs. No, sir. :

I take that back. For the sake of accuracy, I'll have to say that I
took a call from a newspaper columnist one time who accused- me



184

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 testimony that re-
gardless of the accuracy or inaccuracy of all of the charges 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. Gatgs. Well, sir, 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 I
think that the perception inside and outside is that the agency is
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, what did you do after that withdrawal?
What was your assignment after that?

Mr. Gates. 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. - ‘
 Senator CranstoN. Did you have recruiting - responsibilities
during that time? _ :

Mr. Gares. 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? e .

- Mr. GaTEs. It.did not, none that I think anybody could tell.

Senator CRaANsTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. GaTes. Thank you, Senator. .

Chairman BorgN. 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. : : -

Senator HoLLiNGs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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In reality, I don’t have any questions, but it could be that the
gentleman would want to comment.

There is no one, Mr. Gates, that I have greater respect for in the
United States Senate than my colleague from New Hampshire,
Senator Rudman. And he allowed, with one of the witnesses here
earlier this week, someone who had worked closely with you, that
he should have had the decency to go by and talk to you before he
came up and testified against your confirmation.

And that, in the same way, ought to pertain to me. I'm going to
take his counsel and state to you publicly what my situation is.

I came to this hearing with a strong feeling of support for you,
having 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-
fortunately could well be called a trial, has persuaded me other-
wise. I say trial, and let me get right into that.

For one thing, the counsel for the defense, all of them jump up
and down over on the other side talking about direct evidence. I
think the witness Ford encapsulated that when in answer to the
question, he said, this is not a court of law and the questions of
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 DDI, 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-
lowed to test a person’s character unless it is hearsay. The witness
doesn’t take the stand and say I think the follow is honest. The
witness is compelled to take the stand as a character witness to see
what the reputation is in the community for honesty and integrity.
So it is basically hearsay. So-I hated to see my colleagues get off on
hearsay and opinions. I was somewhat guilty of that myself,
coming with enthusiasm for you with witness 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 Iran-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
number of witnesses. I just heard the distinguished Senator from
Washington, Senator Gorton, say that just three came forward. We
also know that the judge would charge if this were a trial, that you
can believe one as compared to a dozen, or you can believe the
dozen as compared to one. And it isn’t a matter of three coming
forward.

What has come out here is that, in essence, Bill Casey ran an
opinionated intelligence agency. And you had better conform your
intelligence to his opinion or you have trouble.- You have trouble
particularly with his right arm, you, Mr. Gates, who were operat-
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
lying to the Congress, but as you remember when he went back, his
superiors said, Ollie, you done good.
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That’s the way things have been operating. And we have had to
change things around here. And this point about only three wit-
nesses, you listened to them. One was too talkative. Every time you
asked him a question, he had not only an answer, but he had three
other questions for you. [General laughter.]

Senator HorLLiNGs. I wouldn’t take him into a court of law for my

case. .
But in any event, they were meaningful, and they withstood the
cross-examination as to what they were talking about. And we, as
senators, have met in closed session as to whether we want to take
the witnesses on both sides. We have got ready, willing, and wait-
ing four more witnesses for you and four more against you. And we
can keep this thing going on all week. We know that.

I find it substantial. I find it, as has been attested to not only in
one particular division, the Director of Intelligence side of it, but
also the Director of Operations. And I find it unique not that you
were just the first one, as you say now, to come from within the
Agency, not the way these people are coming forth in what they
have proved. To this Senator’s mind, we have got a substantial
problem of politicization of the Central Intelligence Agency. And
that has brought up a problem that I thought you were the man to
correct. ' :

I have grave misgivings about our intelligence. And then hear
about the various courses we have flunked. We flunked Afghani-
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 top
on what the devil was going on. [General laughter.]

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
right advice. Casey wouldn’t-let it come through and you were part
of that, at least a substantial number within the Agency feel that.
They have convinced this Senator of it.

And with the fall of the:‘Wall, I wanted to get better intelligence.
I was never more impressed than when General Schwarzkopf came
to us and he gave the same feeling that I had stated in sessions
here, as a member of this Committee, that the edges, the sharp
edges of facts and intelligence are so rounded and shaved, the intel-
ligence becomes, he used the word, “mush.” And. so, in actual
combat, he could not depend upon the CIA. It was mush. He had to
depend upon his own field intelligence as to whether or not to go
forward.

Now I wanted you to straighten all of that out and I find out
that your experience is just exactly what has disqualified you. You
did too good a job for Bill Casey and it was felt very keenly up
there. And yes, I don’t doubt that you have got the intellect and
the brilliance to overcome, but it will take four or five years and
we don’t have that much time. .

I don’t think anybody is indispensible. And the very idea of what
is needed has been expressed by yourself. You said that you wanted
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to get and develop a wholly new environment. And that’s what I
was looking for. :

But recognizing that need and now to present this particular
track record that we have heard of, is really part of the problem
being put up to solve the problem. And I just don’t think that is for
the good of the government, particularly the good of the Central
Intelligence Agency. And it has strayed. I don’t know how it got
over to the House now, but you're living in the real world. The
.Chairman of the House Intelligence Committee is saying that you
ought to withdraw, and those kinds of things. So if you are con-
firmed in the next 10 minutes, you have a big job ahead of you. I
look at the answer to your 20 charges, listened to it this morning.
That didn’t bother me. It was the nine things, the improvements
you would make. You could be trying your case for a year or two
years out there. And I don't think that that is good. I don’t think
this trial has been good for the CIA.

We had this started and you withdrew before. You had a chance
in the 1980s. In this morning’s testimony you said the analysts
didn’t do the job. You went to them, you told them that they had to
work hard and do a better job and everything, but now you blame
those analysts. And when a commander blames the troops, he sort
of disqualifies himself from command. -

That is the opinion of the field. And, yes, let’s call it hearsay,
let’s call it opinion. But that is where a Senator has to make a
judgment 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
can 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
see why Bush wants you up there. I can tell you right now, if I was
Bush 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
after two-and-a-half years. There’s no doubt about that in this Sen-
ator’s mind. »

You know the actual policy better than he does. And that, in and
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 right man at this par-
ticular time to become the Director of the CIA. I hate to say it, be-
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.

Mr. GaTEes. Well, Senator, whether 1 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 bidding. We were calling them like we thought
they were and trying to do it with the bark off.

I think that the record of what the Agency did on the Soviet
Union is clearly a mixed one. But I think there are some successes
there as well as some of the failures. In terms of calling it, I think
they did a heck of a job on Eastern Europe where in 1984 they said
there was going to be a crisis in Eastern Europe by 1990, and an-
other estimate in 1987 where they talked about Czechoslovakia and
Hungary and so on. ’ ' : :

But my basic first point is, I think, that the record shows that we
were nobody’s toady and nobody’s patsy in the 1980s. And the ana-
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. But 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 support
that they would need and the kind of guidance. :

I think that there are strong feelings out there and I think that
the views of Admiral Inman and John McMahon, -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 you will. I was only Casey’s
deputy for six months. I was Bill Webster’s deputy for almost three
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 compared to the
Directorate of Intelligence are 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
and again I think that it comes from being a career officer.

But I think that those concerns would quickly be allayed to the
degree that they exist at all. -

T would just conclude by saying that the last people—I don’t
think that we ought to be in the business of blame. I don’t blame
the analysts for the assessments that we got wrong. When I signed
off on those papers, those assessments—one of the virtues of the
review process was if an analyst wrote a paper and just sent it out
the door, the analyst is on his own. ' )

‘But when I sign off on a paper, that was my paper, 1 thought
that that paper deserved to be published and it deserved to go to
policymakers and, by God, once I signed off on it I was going to
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stand behind the analyst and have the Agency stand behind the
product.

Again, sometimes we were dead, flat wrong. But the analyst is
the last one that I think should be blamed, because we put the in-
stitution behind that stuff. -

And so I think that, Senator, for those reasons, that you should
reconsider and give some additional thought to it. And if you come
out where you are now then, like I said at the beginning, there will
be no hard feelings.

Senator HorLrings. I appreciate that. On the feeling that you
were discussing, one of our big problems is that despite the feeling
of 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-
riculture 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 investigating the CIA an
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 from the Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency, Judge Webster, to the effect
that the sanctions and the blockade was working, after the Presi-
dent had been running around all Christmastime saying that he
was going to “kick ass” and he wasn’t needful of the Congress.

And then on Thursday, before we voted on Saturday, when he fi-
nally sent up a request, then we got a letter from the Director of
the Central Intelligence Agency that, oh, no, maybe the sanctions
weren’t going to work.

The Central Intelligence Agency does not belong to the Congress
and it does not belong to the President.

It belongs to both. :

This Committee and the Congress is looking to you for accurate,
responsive, and unfettered, unpoliticized reports on intelligence.

And that crowd over there, Sununu, the President, everyone else,
think they own you, and maybe you will have to suffer on account
of it, but I am worried about that.

I do not think you are the right man at this particular time, but
I am listening.

- Mr. GATES. Let me add just one other thing, Senator.

Senator HoLLINGS. Yes, sir. _

Mr. Gates. First of all, I think that the President—I do not
know—I will just speak for the President because we have talked
about this. '

When I was up in Kennebunkport with him this summer I
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 to back me up on those. -

President Bush would fire me if he. thought -that I 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.

60-284 - 92 - 7
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And I think that—and I have gone to him on other issues over
the past two-and-a-half years and, quite honestly, told him where I
thought 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.

I will just add one other little factor.

At the end of August I became qualified to retire, believe it or
not.

So it gives me no heartburn to contemplate a future in which I
lay my job on the line—I believe I would have done so before
August 29th—but the fact is, I have no problem with the concept
and idea of laylng my job on the line to say this is. the way it is.

"And if you don't like it, that’s tough.

You may go ahead anyway, but by golly we're gomg to tell you
exactly what we think.

I believe that to the bottom of my soul. :

Senator HoLLINGS. Mr. Gates, President Bush did not ﬁre d udge
Webster.

And there is no educatlon in the second kick of a mule. [General
laughter.]

Mr. GATES. Senator, I think that there is some confus1on about
what happened with Director Webster.

Director Webster testified before the House Armed Serv1ces Com-
mittee in early December 1990.

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 Iraqi 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 mlhtary had basical-
ly 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 The New York Times, with all due respect, reported Judge
Webster’s testimony very 1naccurate1y

And, unfortunately, 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 Chalrman Aspin asked Di-
rector Webster in writing to respond to several questions in order
to clarify the record.

So I think I 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-
lysts provided to him.

It just, unfortunately, led to circumstances that got confused.

Senator HoLLings. Thank you.

Chairman BoOReN. Senator Nunn, I think, has some addltlonal
clarifications he wants to make at this time.
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Senator NUNN. I will take just a moment.

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. GaTtes. I did not mean to discount them, Senator. :

I just meant that they did not believe that would be the most for-
midable part of the Iraqi military that they would face.

Senator Nunn. Well, I thing you pretty well summarized what
the letter said. But the same time Director Webster was saying
that, which was before the War, our target planners were saying
that air defense was our top priority because they could not oper-
ate and go after the ground units and other thlngs until they elimi-
nated Iragl air defenses.

That is why that letter was so misleading.

"But I 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—

Igr GaTes. And I do not disagree with your characterlzatlon
either.

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 1 was not
here, but I heard part of it and I think it referred, Senator
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 said 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
evidence 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 testimony 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 may be what he meant. But that is not what the record
discloses.

I am happy to have the Senator from Georgia clear it up.

Senator NUNN. Well, I think that is what he said in open session.

I do not really recall what he said in closed session. But I think
in-open session he did allude to about four or five different areas
where he gained the knowledge that, according to him, changed his
mind.

Mr. Chairman, I know it has been a long day and I will not take
anymore time. '

Chairman BoreN. Do any other Members have any final com-
ments that they would like to make today?

[No response.] '

Chairman BoreN. Well again, Mr. Gates, thank you for being
with us today. .

We will resume in the morning. at 9:30, and we will stand in
recess until that time.. -

[Whereupon, at 6:26 p.m., the Committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 9:30 a.m., Friday, October 4, 1991.]



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

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 4, 1991

U.S. SENATE,
SeELEcT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, :
Washington, DC.

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m.,, in
room SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, the Honorable David L.
Boren (Chairman of the Committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Bradley, Cranston, DeConcini,
Metzenbaum, Warner, D’Amato, Rudman, Gorton and Chafee.

Also Attending: Senator Cohen.

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

Chairman BoreN. Good morning. Could we come back to order?

Could I have the attention of Members? I reflected last night for
some time after hearing the comments addressed to the nominee
by Senator Hollings, and I decided that in some ways my failure to
make certain statements might not have been fully fair to this
nominee. So I'm going to make some statements to the nominee
myself this morning and particularly share these comments with
my fellow Members of the Committee.

From the very beginning of these proceedings I have been abso-
lutely determined that they would be as thorough as they could be.
I think, as everyone has reported, they have been the most thor-
ough confirmation proceedings for any nominee to be Director of
Central Intelligence 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 American people
about the operations of the Central Intelligence Agency and the In-
telligence Community that has ever been done at any other time in
memory.’

I also said in the beginning I wanted these hearings to be 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,
documents that were both favorable to the nominee and critical of
the nominee. ’

I appreciate the fact that Members of the Committee on both
sides of the aisle have come to me and have given me encourage-
ment throughout the process. Senator Metzenbaum, Senator Brad-
ley, Senator Rudman.and others, representing an adequate spec-
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trum of opinion on this issue, have expressed their support person-
ally to me in terms of the way in which I have tried to be fair to
all sides to make sure that everyone had a chance to ask any ques-
tion they felt was relevant. I have viewed that as my primary re-
sponsibility.

But after hearing Senator Hollings last night, I felt that in a way
I had not been fully fair to the nominee because I had not shared
in open session some of my own insights into actions by this nomi-
nee that I think should be considered by this Committee.

They are not determinative, I would say to you, Mr. Gates. As I
sit here this morning I have not fully determined, in my own mind,
how I will vote on this nomination. There are many factors to be
considered. There are still some ambiguities in the testimony, some
of which I raised yesterday in some very pointed questioning to
you. . ¥

I want to have the opportunity to sit down and take the twenty
major- points which you made yesterday and compare them with
the record and 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 experience also presents. There are two sides
to the argument. There are those that say experience is critical for
the next 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 experience
with you, it is an important perspective that perhaps says that we
need someone who could make a fresh start to make all the
changes in the Agency. So there are many, many factors that have
to be weighed before I make a final decision myself. '

But there is one other factor. Perhaps I am in some ways. the
best witness on this element that should be before the Members of
the Committee. It is not determinative of how someone should vote
or how I will vote. But it is evidence, in a sense, or experience that
should be weighed in the balance with the other factors as we
make a decision. .

I've now served longer than any other Member of Congress has
ever been privileged to serve as Chairman of an Intelligence Over-
 sight Committee in either the House or the Senate. I'm going into
my fifth year as Chairman of this Committee. v ..

I came into the Chairmanship of this Committee with little back-
ground or experience. I had been a Member of this Committee for
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 very turbulent period of time. The intelli-
" gence oversight process itself was in disarray.

In addition to serving as Chairman of this Committee, I was
asked to sit with others from this Committee as Members of the
Special Iran-Contra Committee to investigate the wrongdoing that
occurred during those years.

‘Sitting there listening to the expressions of distrust, witnesses
from the Executive branch and the Legislative branch talk about
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-



195

gress and other people under our Constitutional system of govern-
ment, made a great impression upon me. )

To view the cynicism that these kinds of actions and this kind of
breach of trust caused with the American people has left a lasting
memory with me. o .

I was determined that it couldn’t happen again. And especially I
was determined while Chairman of this Intelligence Committee, we
should do all possible to make it unlikely that these kind of events
could happen again.

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 process over
intelligence. I became convinced that if we had true, credible, effec-
tive, efficient oversight, that could probably do as much anything
to prevent that kind of thing 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 that it
- will happen. o o )

So 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.

The other thing I was determined we should try to do is build
some relationship of trust between the Executive and Legislative
branches so that we wouldn’t have to sit here as Members of this
Committee and try to figure out the right question to ask in exact-
ly 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
came 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, I can assure you, as an individual Senator. But I think it
merits being weighed. ‘ :

- We've had to fight hard to get these changes in the oversight
process. When we determined 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 a daily or weekly basis, there were those in
the Intelligence Commur.ity who resisted that. There were those
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who held back from a candid briefing of our staff to prepare us for
our quarterly reviews in terms of the information we needed.

I can only go on my personal experience, but perhaps I know this
better than anyone else. I know what the response was when I
picked up the telephone on behalf of this Committee and called the
Central Intelligence Agency to the then Acting Director and to the
then later Deputy Director under Judge Webster, Mr. Gates. I
know what the response was and I will tell the Members of this
Committee there was no single person in the Intelligence Commu-
nity, without exception, that supported the efforts of this Com