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9:31 A. M. EST 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Off ice of the Press Secretary 

BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 

The Briefing Room 

DRAFT 

MR. BRASHEAR: He is ON BACKGROUND, Peter Wallison, 
Counsel to the President, for your i nfo rma tion only . 

Q Will you have a noon briefing? 

MR. BRASHEAR: No, there will be no noon briefing. 

Q Aren't you trying to make 2000? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : ON BACKGROUND. The 
material that's being handed to you now is t he memo that was 
discussed on a background basis last night as well as a copy of the 
finding of January 17, 1986. They both appear in the report and, as 
Rusty attempted to make clear in his discussion , the reason we are 
talking about these now is that we know that these were in the 
report . We saw a copy of a page o f t he report containing this memo 
that you're looking at now. 

All the other memos t hat are al l e ged t o be in t he report 
are just t hat - - t hey are alleged to be in t he re port. Wh en t hose 
t h i ngs c ome out we will comment, I believe, o n what i s i n t he repor t. 

Q You know that . 

Q Considering t hat t he White House ha s had its 
re p resentatives as part of t he g r oup of State De partmen t and o t her 
representatives who went over t his report with a f ine- t oo t h comb to 
sani t ize it, how can you say t hat you only know t hat some t hings ar e 
alleged t o be in it? It seems to me t hat you would know i n exac t 
detail precisely what's in it. 

SENIOR ADMI NISTRATION OFFIC IAL: Let me de a l a li tt le bit 
with that because that does raise a question t hat has be e n 
misconstrued I th i nk qui t e a b it here . There was a g r oup of 
approximately 13 experts fr om t he va rious ag enc ie s of t he Un i ted 
State s gov e rnment who we r e inv ited d o wn to meet with t he s taff of t he 
committee and to look at a version of t he re port fo r purpos es o f 
declassification . And t hat group, by consensus, t ook ou t - - o r 
recommended taking out t hose portions -- in most cases , just name s of 
people, sources and methods information, embarrassing re f e rences t o 
other countries t hat ha ve not hitherto been i nvol ved in t his mat t er 
in any way -- the minimum number of changes that could possi bl y be 
made in order to preserve sources and methods , protect sources and 
methods , and to avoid embarrassment to our foreign relations. 

Those were very minor changes t hat were made in t he 
course of that. We expected that it would be called a sanitizatio n 
or something like that . It was, in fact, simply t he normal process 
of declassifying information. 

And now if -- yes . 

Q Excuse me --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFF I CIAL: 
what the committee did with the report . All 
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information that we saw in that draft which we thought had to produce 
-- had to be taken out in order to produce a declassified version was 
going to be taken out if they wanted a declassified version. We 
don't know what they then further took out of the report because a 
lot of editing was done after that. 

So we don't know what is in the report right now. 

Q So how do you know that this stuff was in there 
then? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because I was shown last 
night a copy of the report by someone from NBC that showed the memo 
that has been released to you. And, therefore, we know what's in the 
report. 

Q You weren't shown the other memos in that report? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. I was shown a page 
from the committee report. 

Q And it would be embarrassing to other countries and 
our diplomacy if you commented on those other memos even though you 
don't know 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't comment on 
things that I don't know are in the public --

Q How about the five pages 

Q But you know they exist, don't you? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, sure. To the 
extent that I have seen these things before , I know they exist, of 
course. 

Q So you 're implying it would embarrass other 
countries and/or our relations if you commented on the documents eve :1 
t hough you don't know if they're in t he report. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think you've 
completely misunderstood what I said. Let's go back and let me tr y 
once more on the subject of classification and declassification. 

We saw a copy of the report t hat 

Q That's not my question. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We saw a copy of t he 
report. The people from the White House -- there were two from th e 
White House and approximatel y 11 from other agencies, all at the 
working level -- went through the report and recommended taking out 
names of countries that had not previously been implicated, the name 
of individuals who would reflect sources and methods, things of that 
kind. That essentially is the nature of the declassification review. 

I am not saying at all that I won't comment on memos 
today that I don't know are in the report because of any 
embarrassment to our foreign relations. And when the report is 
released, which I earnestly hope it will be, we will attempt, as I 
said before , to comment on all information that is in the report in 
an orderly way. But we do not want to assume that certain things are 
in the report and comment on memos and commentary in the report that 
we don't know to be there. 

Q But if the President is so interested in all the 
facts being put before the American people why is it such a crucial 
criterion whether or not a piece of information is in the final 
Senate Committee report. Since you know the information was presented 
to the committee, why is it not a proper part of the body of 
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information that the President wants put before the American people? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I guess I'd call 
it an epistemological problem. And that is that there is a certa i n 
amount of information that you can deal with at any given time. The 
report is the best compilation of all this information that we are 
likely to have for a long time. When that report is made public, 
then we can all know that we are commenting on something that has put 
into a context all of the various memoranda, communcations, testimony 
of various kinds. Then we can comment on it in that context. 

It happens, however, that we know that this particular 
memo that you was released as part of the report. Apparently , it was 
retyped and put into the report in full. We would be willing to 
comment on it because of that. That's all. But when the other 
things are in the report, when we know what the report says beyond 
that, we'll be happy to make further comment. 

Yes, Helen. 

Q You said that all this was simply to avoid a little 
embarrassment, minor changes. Were five pages taken out of the 
report at your behest because it dealt with Bush and the Israelis? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The five pages, which I 
guess have now have been disclosed at least in some newspaper repor t 
I saw this morning -- I'm not even sure it was five pages. I thin k 
it was less than that. But whatever it was, this was not informat ion 
of any significance. As I understand it, it appeared in the report 
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in a context in which l t didn't secrr. to make sense to go on for so 
many pages about a relatively insignificant briefing of the Vice 
Presinent. I don't think we woulc ~ave ha d any objection if it had 
stayed in the report if it come -- I understand the Vice President 's 
office would like it to come out. If the people from t he Hill have 
released that portion, as they appear to, it seems to me that if it 
leaked -- that would be fine. 

Q So you did not ask that it be removed? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: \'lell I don't want to say 
that we didn't ask because as I understand the situation, the people 
who are reviewing it -- this group of 13 people looked at the -
where this was put in the report and t h ey said, now what -- why is 
this here. This doesn't seem to add anything. 

Q Why is it here -- he's t alk ing ahout arms deals . 
That's why it was there. 

SENIOR AmU~HSTRATIO~~ OFFICIAL: You see, Helen, that Is 
one of the problems. You'll have to see t b e whole report. The 
report Jeals with arms de~l s. I mean it's not as though this is any 
significant element of the report. The report goes through -- as I 
understand what little I do about t~e report -- it goes through a 
di scussion of a rms d eals. 

Q So it wasn't to .:ivoid e;n~ar rassment to Gush? 

SENIOR ADl!INISTRATION OFFICIAL: No , o f course not. And 
:Jush 1vouhl l)e d clig:-i teci .:is I am tol<l t o ~1uVe that put o ut. 

Q When we were told by Larry a nu;n1)er of Jays ago t11a t 
t '.1e 1·,-:1i te lfouse was .:i'!Jle to look at t 1:e ~epor t --

SCNIOR ADMINISTi~TION OF?ICIJ\L: Yes . T~at's e xactly 
ri<)ht. 

~ 
else read it? 

l!a s anyone from t:1e ~.'":1i tc :.ouse - - you o r ..ir.yonc 

SC~HOR AO:-~L;I STP..i\T I O: ; OF:C I C I A.::...: '.'.cs , yes . 

Q Sat ~own and r ead it~ 

SL:GOR AD:-:E~IS'i' •U\~ IU.'.'-: UFi:·'ICIF\L : ":':-ic _)eO[>le 1.~10 \lcrc 
there from my staff -- ~ ~1ere were two, plus a pproxima t e ly ll ~eopl 2 
from o ~~cr agenc ies read t he report fo~ the pu~pose of 
declass ification. :<o w, when you do ::1a t you a r e not r eading for 
su:)stance and to t" 1c extent t~1at t:1ey wcL"e allm;et.1 t o ~ake notes. 
member of the committee sta [ [ came in arn .. 1 s ai o , I c:on' t want <1.ny 
notes takc'1 ou t o f he re. 'fear u_? y-our notes . 1"\ll. t"18 notes were 
collected and notes were torn U? and thr own a wa y . So , we :1ave 
not'l ing 0ut ;nemoric s -- recollections , nemori es of rc ;.1e;n:)r.:t:ices 01. 

t i1ings past aoout tl1at repor t . 

Q Let me ask you ~ question a0out the leJal issue -- 1 

hypothetical question a~out the l ega l issue of Presidential approva l 
or non-approval -- prior approval of Israeli shipments . Under the 
la\J, what woul1l b e t:1e difference between a Pre s i cle :it acquicscin<J -'1:1t: 

then a President disagreeing i)ut decid ing not to make an issue of it 
because it would expose soQe ch.:tnnel s? ~"'hat would be the Gifference 
between those two approaches, legally? 

SENIOR AD~1INISTRJ\TIUL"li OFFICIAL: I wanted you to ask ti1c 
full question, Andrea, but I will say now what I'm going to be saying 
in r esponse to all of these questions and t hat is , that is no t w~at 
we'r e 0oing to be discussing at today's briefing and I don 't want to 
ge t into that issue. That in general is going t o be an issue for the 
Justice Department to address. But, I would like to talk, if I can, 
about the things that have been handed out to you. 
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Q Can you just say that the difference in the approach 
can you say whether or not the White Bouse pressured Ollie North 

to change his story on t11at subject because of legal concerns? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to talk 
about that. But, in general you will find that an awful lot of 
information is not going to be available until Ollie North and John 
Poindexter testify about this subject . And I'm not going to 
speculate about whether anyone pressured anybody else about 
something. 

Q No, I'm just as!<ing you as the person who at that 
point was in change. 

SE~HOR AD:1INIST rtATIO l~ OFFICil\L: In ch.:irge? 

Q Of some of the legal questions. 

SEl~IOR ADit.Ii.flf)TRATION OFFICIAL: At \vhat point? 

Q Novenber 17th, 18th, 19th, 20th. Did anyone 
pressure Nortl1 to change his story for legal reasons about the prior 
approval. I'm not talking about Contras . I'm tal~ing about the Iran 

Q There .:ire so many assumptions in your question. 
I've alrea<ly said we're not going to answer it . But, I would just 
point out to you t {1a t t~1ere - - a:nong t:w assu:npt ions in your quest ion 
is that 
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North was doing something on the 17th, 18th, or 19th that anybody 
knew about. 

Q He's writing a chronology. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Arguably, yes . But 
we're not going to get into those questions, and there's no 
really, I don't want -- I don't think there's any point in debating 
that kind of thing, that's just the rankest kind of speculation. 
Most -- I would assume that most of the people didn't know what Ollie 
-- Oliver North was doing on the 17th, 18th and 19th. 

Q He was writing a chronology for people in the White 
House. We've been told that. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You have been told that 
he was writing a chronology? 

Q We've been told 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But have you been told 
that people in the White House were aware that he was writing a 
chronology? 

Q I believe so. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well , I don't know that. 

But 

Q What do you think about what Poindexter said about 
you? 

SENIOR ADMINITRATION OFFICIAL: Well , I went !)ack t o the 
situation with the Supreme Court, and I thought to myself, golly, at 
least in some respects I was able to keep a secret. But I suppose 
John Poindexter's standards are even higher. 

Q On the documents you 've handed out 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : Yes? 

Q -- could you explain to us in the context of the 
insistence time and time again that the important t hing is that t his 
document from the Senate shows the President knew noth ing of t he 
Contra diversion, how it is you could want something out that wou ld 
so starkly portray this White House as being totally incompetent in 
the foreign policy arena? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : (Laughter . ) I t h ink 
that raises the questions that we want to talk about. (Laughter.) 

Q I think so. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : That's an adequate way 
of starting. 

Q -- question -- dealt with -- the President's 
continual insistence that arms were not sold for hostages 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes? 

Q -- when this document appears to make quite clear 
that that in fact was the case? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Good. I'm glad we are 
into that question. So let's get started on the documents 
themselves. And what you should have before you is a memo to the 
President, January 17th, 1986 from John Poindexter, and the finding 
that was attached to, or related to that memo. 
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I want to point out at the beginning of the note, at the 
end that appears in your version, it says the President was briefed 
verbally from this paper , the Vice President, Don Reagan and Don 
Fortier were present, initials "J.P." --

Q That's not in the report. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : It may not be. I don't 
know. But since we weren't exactly sure whether they were able to -
whether they commented on this, we thought we better leave it in 
there. What this means is that the President never saw this actual 
memo, but as far as we are aware, the substance of it was conveyed to 
him. 

Okay, I 'd like to --

Q What is the "R.R." above that? 

Q Could you explain his initials, then? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The "R.R." is 
Poindexter . You see, it says " R.R. per J.P." And apparently, that 
is Poindexter -- and I have to speculate a little he re -- that is 
Poindexter saying that the President approved -- pu tting the 
President's initials in that box , the President apparently approved 
orally . 

Q Is that common for people to sign for the President? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I h ave . not idea . This 
is the first of such memos that I ' ve seen . 

Q Does the President agree that h e approved? 

SENIOR ADMINITRATION OFFICIAL : Tha t he --

Q Approved? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : I haven't talked to t~e 

President about this . 

Q Why haven 't you? 

Q It is the President 's signature on the finding , 
isn't it, so that that's quite apparent he approved it? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : Oh , yes . 
doubt the President signed the finding. That's right . 
know how much of the memo that the President saw . 

There ' s no 
We jus t don ' · 

Q Why didn ' t the President read the entire memo and 
initial it himself? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : You ' d have to ask 
Poindexter that. I don ' t know why it was -- why the choice was made 
to brief the President orally . 

Q How do you know he didn't it? 

Q Could we get to the sentence that begins -- if all 
of the hostages are not --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes . 

Q -- released after the first shipment of 1,000 
weapons --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay , let ' s --
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Q -- further transfers w~uld cease --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. Let's get --

Q -- why was that process not followed? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let's get to the memo, 
because let's -- instead of doing what happened last night, and that 
is taking a sentence out of the memo, let,s get to the memo as a 
whole. And I think it is important first of all to state what I 
think is probably the context here, the issue. And the issue, I 
think, is what the President knew about what the policy was here 
what he knew or understood, what was conveyed to him in the way of 
information concerning what the policy was. Because eventually, you 
all will want to talk about what the President subsequently said 
about what the policy was, and there's been a lot of commentary about 
discrepancies between what might be here and what the President said. 

In any event, the issue, as I see it, is what the 
President knew or understood, what was being conveyed to him in the 
way of information. We see that in this memo. The memo 
demonstrates, it seems to me, that hostages and arms relationship, 
that business of talking about hostages and arms together in relation 
to one-another, was part, as the memo makes very clear, of the larger 
picture that the President has always talked about. 

And finally, the existence of this memo is important t o 
make clear that the strategic aspects of the exchange, the things 
that the President has emphasized as being his purpose in approvin g 
this, this whole program, was not, as some have speculated, a cove r 
sto r y . It is -- it would defy imagination that you would create a 
top secret document talking about all this stuff in the hope that, o~ 
in the expectation that one way it will be released to the press. 
That just doesn't happen. The -- in fact, the much more likely , and 
in f act, almost t he certain hypothesis is t hat t he President wa s 
ad v ised t hat what the policy was that he was going to be asked t o 
app r ove was as sta ted in this ~emorandum. 

Now if I can turn to that, let's tr y to go through i t . 
would like to 

Q It doesn't 

Q How did he res pond t o re po rt s that ha ve quo t ed --
doc uments? As I recall, o r i ginally t he CIA doc ument -- me mo r an d uw. 
t he President suggested in e ssence, an ar ms-fo r-hos tage s swap , an J 
suggesting that in the e vent the details were t o c ome out, t ha t i t 
excused on t he basis t hat it was -- it wou ld be claimed tha t i t w~ 
an attempt to contact --

SENIOR ADMINI STRATION OFF I CIAL: As you no doubt kno w, 
people in this government, as e ver ywhere else, a r e pe rm it ted t o 
speculate to themselve s o r their files or their s ubordinates or t ~ c . 
superiors about what will happen under certa i n circumstances. That 
-- I don't know what memo you are referring to, but my po int he r e i3 
t hat the President did not believe that this was a cover story , c ou~J 
not be expected to believe that it was a cover story when before t he 
operation began, he's being told what the strategic considerations 
were, why it was being advanced, and the program is being expla ined 
t o h im in exactly the terms that he reported to the American peop le . 

Now, if someone else somewhere says, well, I think we can 
deal with this by calling it this or that, that doesn't strike me a s 
being in demonstration even a good circumstantial demonstration of 
t he fact that that is what occurred. 

Q Well, it hardly taxes credibility to believe that 
skillful bureaucrat like Admiral Poindexter would provide the 
President with a cover story, an excuse, a rationale, if you will, to 
put a better face on it, for getting the hostages out. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That goes to the 
question, I think, of what was in Admiral Poindexter's mind. It 
doesn't go to the question of what was in the President's mind, 
which, as I say, is the central issue here. 

Q How can you be certain wha~ the President was told? 
I mean, isn't it possible that this would explain to him verbally as 
strictly an arms-for-hostage deal? I mean, you say yourself we don't 
know that he saw the memo or read the memo. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. I cannot 
say how it was explained to him verbally because obviously I was not 
there. All we know is what's in this. It could -- indeed, another 
hypothesis is that he was never told about arms for hostages, that 
the other aspects of this were described to him. All we do know is 
when the President has spoken about the subject, he has spoken about 
it essentially in terms of what we see in this memorandum. And 
that's the significant point. 

Frank. 

Q Are there notes of the verbal explanation of this 
memo? Was there a notetaker present? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 

Q Are -- have you talked to the President yourself 
about this exchange --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to deal -
I don't want to talk about the discussions I ' ve had with the 
President about this. Not to say that there have been many or few. 
I just don't think it's appropriate at this time to talk about that. 

Q One other -- related to this document, there have 
been reports that there was an earlier finding dated the 6th that 
explicitly referred to Israel in t he finding. Can you tell us, was 
there another finding --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : There was an earlie r 
finding. I will talk about that because it is related to this. As 
far as we can see, it was a draft of this document. 
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There \-Jas a very minor change hctween the draft of t :1c 6 th a nd t h is 
document. That change d id not refer to Israel. 

Q Didn't ti1e President sig:-i the 6th ? 

Q ifuat was the change? 

SENIOR ADMI NI!..> T RJ\.TI OLJ OFFICL\L: Th e change was to u.d<l in 
the words "and third parties" in the second line of the indented 
first paragraph. 

Q Di c1 n' t the Pres i -! cnt sign t h e t h i n g on t h e G t h ? 

SENIOl{ ADtlI NISTRATIOL-1 OFFICIAL : Th e President di d sign a 
J.ocu,"Jent on t:1e Gth . r!o, let me amenci th.:it and say the Pres i ,~cn t 
signed a finding dated January Gth . When ~1e signed it, we Jo not 
know. We also do not know t h e circumstances of hi s signing it. One 
hypothesis is simply that it was circulated at the meeting on the 
7th. There was an K5PG meeti~g on t h e 7th ~fuen this whole issue was 
discussed. It was circulated at that meeting and discussed at that 
rnectin<J . Gut you'll have to go :Jack u.nd loo~ at the full report. I 
don't want to go beyo nd that. But, I will just respond to the 
quest i o n to talk about the January 1 7 t :1 find ing :; us t to say t hat it's 
very obvious t~at the January 6th finding was a draft of the 17th 
fi nd ing. T:1e only difference was t h e in s ertion of t h ose three wor d s, 
"and t h ird parties". 

Q The only ~ iffercnce? 

sr:i:iIOR A0:-1HJIST RATI Oi:; v fTICIAL: T11c o n l y :li ffercnce. 
Th e only d ifference. 

Q S o , f o r t·1e 10 d a y s 1)ctwee n ,J<1 nuar y 7th .:i nc:: Ja nu.:i r1 
l 7t:1 no one there was no r:ieeti ng at \lh ich t o ? o fficials saw t h e 
final -- p roposed final d raft of t h e find i nJ ? 

s.c....; I OR ADt:I~HSTRATI O~.J O.L..21 CL\L: I dor. It \"a nt t o so in t 'J 
t ~a t. Not t o say that I know the answer o r I don 't k no w t~e answer 
t o t :1a t. I J o n ' t want to get ·)e yo n(l t h e .3r ounC: ::u lc s t 1~<1. t: we :1u v 0 
est r\b lish e d for t h is . I just Hant to say t :1at t h is [i nding o f t:1e 
17 t '1 a ppears to have been t :ie final v ~rsi on oi: w~1:1t wu. s ,:istr i ".Ju t c ,.! 
t o and signed by the President o n t h e Gt h . 

Q Hay I a s k ~·uu, .:.f t 1.i.s .-Jas 3.::1 ov2r all stcu. t cgy --
t~e Presid ent t ~i nking o f o ur strateg i c i n t erests -- Pershi ::1g Gu l f 
and so f or- t h -- wh y 1va s i t necessa r y to c ut ou t Ccn<J r ess, cut c...::: 
s :1ultz, cut out Weinb erger if t h is was no t a r ms for '.10stages? 

SE~:I OK ADrlILH STHA'i'I OL< O:cFI CIAL: T"!1at -- i ' r.i -]L:d you 
raised t~at question, fle len , b ecau se t~at ~ri ngs u s right ~ack to 
memo . T:1e re is a d e s c ri f) t io n of: t '1e pur ? OSt"?S i n the :7'.c~o . I t i1ir.· 
we c an assume that s i nee t hat descriptio n m<i tch e s v e ry muc'!l \'Ii t :1 ·, · 
t h e Pr e sident ~ia s said abou t t he s uhJ ect, t h at t :1c tv;o wcr~ 
discussed . And that t hat issue was brough t to h is atte n t ion . ~et' 

Q h~y were t h ey cut o ut? 

SL:dOR AD"1I NISTRAT ION OFFICIAL: It says so :r ig:1 t i n t '.1c 
me mo . Let's try to get t o t :1a t . Let :-:ie j u st -- let's go t h ro ugh t rw 
memo and mayhe that will stimulate some questions since you're all s o 
reticent. The first - - if we l o o'k at t h e first --

Q We' re up a creek :1ere for a month. 

SENIOR ADMit\ISTRATIO:·i OFFICI1\L: The first paragrap:1 
notes that Prime Minister Perez of Israel dispatched a special 
advisor on terrorism to propose a plan hy H!"l ic:1 Israel, with li r:i iteC:: 
3.ssistance from the United States, can create cond itions to i1elp 
bring about a more moderate government in Iran . 
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Q Was that Mr. Nir? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to 
speculate on that. I don't know for sure. I think he's the only 
person who held that title, but I don't know. The -- in any event, 
the -- apparently, an Israeli initiative, a plan to bring about a 
more moderate government in Iran. 

Second paragraph begins, "The Israeli plan is premised on 
the assumption that moderate elements in Iran can come t~ power if 
these factions demonstrate their credibility in defending Iran 
against Iraq and in deterring Soviet intervention." More on the same 
strategic line going down through the paragraph 

Q If I could stop you there. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. 

Q To achieve the strategic goal, the Israelis are 
prepared to unilaterally commence selling military materiel --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q -- when) in fact, they had been doing so not only 
through the past year, but we know now, through the previous 
administration, even as our hostages were held there. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right, right. I don't 
want to confirm that, but there have certainly been a lot of 
newspaper reports to the effect that the Israelis had been selling. 
I want to point out to you that the memo does not tell the President 
that. The memo says the Israelis are now prepared. 

Q Didn't he know? 

Q But did he approve it after the fact --

Q He knew it as of September. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You are all speculati n g 
about what has happened. 

Q No, we've been told. 

Q He gets intelligence b riefings every day . Did he 
not know that this was happening? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All I can tell you ri ght 
now is that there have been a lot of newspaper reports a bout t he fact 
that the Israelis were sending arms to Iran and the Presiden t, as wa s 
pointed out here, the President is not told that here. He is told 
that the Israelis are willing to commence some sort of program of 
doing that. 

Q Not only from newspaper reports, but t he case of 
case of -- in New York, the whole -- which is a subject o f U.S. 
District Court proceeding. FBI tapes going back to 1980 --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
I'm not saying there isn't evidence for it. 

I'm not denying it and 
I'm just suggesting 

Q -- you say that Mr. Poindexter here at least is 
misleading the President? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. I won't make any 
characterization about what happened here. 

Q Is the President this easily misled? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think we ought to go 
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further down in the memo. Let's proceed through it. 

Q It's a serious question. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think 
anyone is going to ask -- should expect me to comment on a question 
like, "Is the President so easily misled?" 

Q It is a legitimate question. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay, you may raise a 
legitimate question. All I'm saying is that a person -- al l I'm 
suggesting to you is that this is the information that we know, at 
least it's the closest thing we can come to the information that we 
know was provided to the President in a meeting about a year ago. 

Q -- previous communication? 

Q Can you tell us whether you've asked the President 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I cannot tell you. 
I will not tell you whether I've asked the President because I don't 
want to comment on meetings with the President and things of that 
nature. 

Q 

Q 

indication here is that we --

September shipment 

Q I thought, and I thought it's been confirmed in thi s 
briefing room that in late 1985, the Israelis sent weapons to Iran 
and at some point, according to a spokesman here, this was approved 
after the fact by the President -- there is some conflict as to 
precisely when -- but that it was approved after the fact , and I 
think most recollection, prior to his finding . So I mean isn't t hat 
fact that has been confirmed here by Wh ite House officials? 

Q That's what Larry's been say ing. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : I don 't want to get into 
that question . I'm just responding basically to the question here , 
and that is, how do you reconcile the fact that it says this a bout 
this subject here and the fact that the Israelis had already been 
shipping arms? 

Q But the Israelis 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : All I ' m saying is t hat 
this is what is in the memorandum . That's all we know the Presiden : 
was told at this time. It doesn ' t say anything more. 

Q If you want us to believe this memo was not a cove" 
story and represents the true facts and knowledge, how can we do t ha: 
if there are such apparent inconsis t encies that you won't comment 
about? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : Well, my commenting on 
them will not resolve apparent inconsistencies. 

Q So part of this may be a cover story and part of it 
may not be? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I won't suggest that any 
of it is. It's absolutely an unbelievable hypothesis that someone 
would create a top secret code word document for the purpose of 
concocting a cover story. 

Q Can I ask a point about this sentence? 

MORE 
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0 To resell his --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Exactly. It's a novel. 

0 Could I ask a point about that sentence? When it 
talks about commencing selling military materiel, it cites 
"Western-oriented Iranian factions." Is there any indication that 
the Israelis were, in fact, changing their policy to sell to somebody 
different in Iran? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Gee, I really have no 
information to comment on that. 

Q And can you deal with the Israeli strong denial of 
this premise --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 

Q -- that it was Israeli initiated? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Can't. All I can deal 
with is what is in the memo, what was told to the President if this 
memo was faithfully reported by John Poindexter to the President at 
this time. This is the information you see here that is in the memo. 
The other questions about what others are saying about it, I can't 
resolve those issues. 

Q What boggles the mind about this particular 
sentence, though, is that in addition to reports that previous 
shipments were authorized either beforehand or after the fact, in 
addition to that, the President supposedly had a communication from a 
head of state who has been identified as the Prime Minister of Israel 
prior to t hi s briefing on the shipments that had been taking place. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Maybe so. 

Q How could Poindexter with a straight face 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, wait a minute. 
Let's go -- all right, let's return then to the sentence and sugge s~ 
the possibility that the sentence does -- is mistakenly -- does not 
go back further and talk about the his tor y of this thing. If, I 
suppose, the writer of the memo had thought it would be important [ 
the history of all of this to be reviewed in t his paragraph , the n 
presumably , he would have reviewed it. He didn't at the time thi n, 
t he history of this was particularly significant so he may have 
short-cutted that and not told the President the history of the wh . 
thing. 

It is now an issue for some people, but t h e point is ~ . 
the writer of the memo is trying to convey to the President the fa · · 
that the Israeli -- apparently , the fact that t h e Israelis have 
proposed a way of achieving some s or t of strategic opening to Iran. 

Q 
the allegation 

One of t he most important issues in t he coverup is 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The what? 

Q Of the -- what this does not report about is that 
the President was not told that the Israelis had been shipping for an 
extensive period of time, that the President was deceived by Mr. 
Poindexter, and that that's the whole point, and that this memorandum 
of the statement right here apparently confirms the fact that Mr. 
Poindexter was seeking to deceive the President --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't say that it 
confirms anything of the kind. It only says -- it only says what it 
says. I don't see how you can conclude that anyone was trying to 
deceive anyone until you hear the man's testimony. I'm only pointing 
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out to you that this is what the memo actually says. It does not 
recite any history in the past. And we're going back again to what 
the President knew and what we are talking about is what the 
President knew from this memo. 

We do know now that there was at least a memo prepared 
with which the President would be briefed. And that memo does not go 
into the history of this. It just says that the Israelis have 
proposed this new way -- doesn't even say new -- excuse me -- it says 
the Israelis are now prepared unilaterally to commence selling 
military materiel to Western-oriented Iranian factions. 

There are all sorts of facts in there that could, in 
fact, be new -- Western-oriented Iranian factions and things like 
that. I don't -- I can't speculate on that. All I can say, however, 
all I am saying is that this is the -- these are the facts that were 
given to the President. 

Q Did the President have a similar memorandum when he 
signed the original finding on January 7th? And if not, why was this 
prepared 10 days later? He'd already authorized this kind of a plan 
or policy. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q Now why a memorandum 10 days later to explain what 
it was you're doing, Mr. President? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't know, 
except to say that it is customary when a finding is presented to the 
President -- and I can't say that from my own experience because 
those things do not get exhibited to White House counsel -- but I am 
told that when a finding goes to the President there is a memo whic h 
covers that finding . But in answer to another question before, I 
said I do not know whether, in fact, the President nor mally reads 
that memo or whether he's briefed from it. 

In any event --

Q But is there 

Q Was t he re a similar memo accompanying the earlier 
finding? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : No, we weren't -- we 
have been unable to find a similar memo accompany ing the earli er 
finding. 

Q But you just said it is customary t o provide a 
memorandum to explain --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : The hypothesis that I 
outlined before is that the earlier one, the Januar y 6th one, was a 
draft prepared for a discussion that was held on J anuar y 7th . 

Q Well , did the President sign t hat one you said 
earlier --

Q sign the earlier one? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He signed the earlier 
one. 

Q Did he at that point request further clarification? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It may well have been --
it may well have been that he thought that he had there was a full 
debate about this subject, apparently, on January 7. And at that 
time, he probably decided that he was going to --
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Q Was this January 6th? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- he was going to 
assign i t • I 'm sorry? 

Q He signed it on January 6th, even though the full 
debate didn't happen until a day later? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He didn't sign it on 
January 6th, it is dated January 6th. We don't know when he signed 
it, actually. 

Q If I can just follow this --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q -- so the President obviously knew what the 
Israelies were doing on January 6th when he signed it, that this was 
part and partial to --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The January 17 memo may 
well have been just a reprise of the discussion that occurred on 
probably on January 7th. 

Q Just exactly to what extent was the January 7th 
procedure a reprise of things the President had agreed to verbally or 
otherwise in the prior years? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I really have no idea. 

Q Do you have any idea why these two discussions took 
place 10 days apart? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. But I think at the 
end of the memo, on page three of the memo, you can see that there i s 
a reference to the fact that "you've discussed the general outlines 
o f the Israeli plan with Secretary Shultz and Weinberger, Attorney 
General Meese and Director Casey ." 
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So that probably was the meeting of January 7 where, probably, the 
draft of the finding that is dated January 6 was probably circulated. 
This -- the Israeli plan is what we're talking about in this memo. 

Now, if I could just continue through this, because it is 
very important that we try -- and I supposed we are going to run out 
of time soon -- let me just go through the memo to try to point out 
the significant elements in it and get down to the question that 
raised my discussion of the memo in the first place. 

We're going through this -- the first -- the second 
paragraph -- we talked about the Israeli plan and what its premises 
were. And then there's some realpolitik kind of analysis of it in 
the rest of that paragraph. There's some legal questions which we 
can address later. They're not relevant right now to getting a sense 
of what the memo is about. Then, it gets in the -- what looks like 
-- well, the third paragraph on page two of what you've got -- the 
Israelis are also sensitive to a strong U.S. desire to free our 
Beirut hostages -- talks about that -- have insisted that the 
Iranians demonstrate both influence and good intent by an early 
release of the five Americans. Apparently, the Israelis, according 
to this, were the ones who were conducting the discussions with the 
Iranians , it would seem. Both sides have agreed that the hostages 
will be immediately released 

Q Both sides? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Upon -- both sides 
being, apparently, the Iranians and the Israelis. Both sides have 
agreed -- at least that's how I read the context here. The -- both 
sides have agreed that the hostages will be immediately released upon 
commencement of this action. That's a very -- that's also a very 
important sentence. I would suggest to you that what it -- that says 
to the President is that it is a precondition of the action -- that 
is the opening of the channel to Iran, the formation of a 
relationship with the Iranian moderates or the faction of Iranian --

Q Who are they? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have no idea who the y 
are, but the President was told that there was such a group with whom 
relations could be established. It was a precondition of the 
establishment of that relationship, that the hostages be r e leased 
upon the commencement of this action . Prime Minister Peres --

Q Surely, that referred to the arms not to the large r 
strategic 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, because as you see 
later on, in exactly the contest we were talking about before, ther e 
are to be 4,000 TOWs sent. But if the hostages are not released, t ~ 
President is told, after the first 1 , 000 are sent , then the action 
does not proceed. The action that is being referred to in this 
sentence is the opening o f strategic relationship with Iran . The 
precondition is this issue. 

Q 

Q 
transfers" which 

transcript 

it does not say actions. It's "further 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Further transfers would 
not proceed 

Q -- tranfer of arms --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right -- that we 
would not transfer further arms to them. But if the hostages were 
released all at once, as was apparently suggested here, then we would 
continue to ship arms to them because the action was --
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the action here that is ref erred to is the opening of the 
relationship with the moderate groups in Iran and the influence of 
the Iranian government in a more moderate direction. 

Q That's an interpretation. 

Q -- relationship established if not by the shipment 
of arms? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: How is the --

Q How is that opening of a relationship established 
except by shipment of arms? Do we send them a certificate? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No -- that is right, and 
that is what the President has said from the beginning. The 
President has said --

Q So the shipment of 1,000 arms --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President has said 
that the Iranians were looking for some demonstration of good faith 
on our part. We said to them, you have been -- you have supported 
international terrorism in the past. What we want -- and I'm -- this 
is what I'm suggesting is what the President has said -- what we want 
is for you to demonstrate to us that you no longer support terrorism 
and the way to do that is to use your influence to get the hostages 
in Lebanon released. 

Q Released upon commencement of this action. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 

Q So the action then is the s h ipment of 1,000 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : No, the action is -- t he 
commencement of this action -- it is not -- unless you're say ing i t 
is the time the plane is wheels up. It is --

Q What else is there that the Iranians have to look at 
except the arrival of weapons? What other indication of our good 
faith is there? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There will be continu i ~ 
discussions between the Iranians and U. S. officials. 

Q And three more shipments. I mean this is a 
distinction without a difference. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : I think the d i stinct ioG 
is very clear and I think there is a difference. And I think the -
actually , I don't want to argue about the question of whether t her e 
was an exchange of arms for hostages because --

Q Oh, you don't? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, because the --

Q Why are you here? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm here just to 
demonstrate that what happened here was what the President said in 
his statements would happen, and that is that we would make shipments 
of arms and the Iranians, for their part, would use their influence 
to achieve a release of our hostages. And that was all part of a 
much more -- a much broader --

Q It says the shipment of arms will cease if the 
hostages are not all released. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 

Q But there had already been 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Can I just finish that 
sentence? This is all part of a much broader context in which we are 
opening a relationship with the Iranian government which is intended 
to support, strengthen the moderate group within the Iranian 
government. That is what the President has said from the beginning. 
That is laid out very clearly on page one of the memo. And on page 
two of the memo, they start talking about one aspect of this which is 
this mutual demonstration of good faith -- our shipping the arms, 
their getting the hostages out. If, in fact, the hostages do not 
come out, then we would not ship the arms. But if the hostages did 
come out, then we would continue with this opening to the Iranian 
moderates because their good faith would have been demonstrated. 

Q But by this time there had already been two 
shipments 

Q Can you explain the last paragraph then? 

Q -- and the hostages hadn't come out. So by the very 
criterion laid out in this memo, the process s hould have already 
ended before it was ever presented to the President. I mean t he 
people presenting this argument knew that the standard they were 
setting had already failed. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would think t hat t his 
would be an excellent reason 
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for all of you to see the full report. And when you see the full 
report and the facts that are laid out in there, you will be able to 
make a better judgment of who knew what when, and the relationship 
between some of the earlier shipments and what happened after the 
January 17th finding. 

Now it is very hard for me even to -- I can't speculate 
on all that stuff, but I think you have to see it in a context, and 
then maybe we can try to answer some questions about it. 

Q While you're on that subject --

Q -- about the 

Q This memorandum make fairly clear that the strategic 
reasons the President has given in his public statements were 
included in the original decision. But it also seems to make clear 
that there were in fact within the context of that strategic thinking 
an arms-for-hostages link that just jumps off the paper. And the 
President has denied that there was any link between the selling of 
arms and the release of the hostages. How do you reconcile that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President's 
statements on the subject do not -- say simply that hostages -- we 
were interested in getting the hostages out, that we had asked the 
Iranians to -- and that is substantiated here -- the Iranians to use 
their influence with the people we thought were the captors of the 
hostages, the Hizballa~, and that, as our demonstration of our 
interest in establishing a relationship with this moderate group, we 
would commence the shipment of arms. 

Q But within the context of --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's all the Presiden t 
has said. And that is -- you can take the shorthand language that is 
used here and you can interpret it any way you want . I can't affect 
your interpretation except to say that there is a context in which 
this occurs and I think it is very clear that what is being told to 
the President here is exactly what the President belie ved when he 
made his statements , and that is that this was part of a much larger 
process. What occurred afterward, which there will be a lot of 
speculation about, I can't really talk about because I haven't seen 
how the report lays this out. I don't even know all the facts about 
that. 

Q Are you saying then that there was no 
arms-for -hostages link? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to say 
that there is an arms-for - hostages link. I'm going to say what t h1 
memo says and what the President said , and that is that we are -- ~ 
would be willing to send arms to Iran. The Iranians have suggested 
to us that they are no longer interested in terrorism , that this 
moderate faction we were dealing with would have influence -
possible i nfluence for the release of our hostages. If we're deali ~j 
with the right people the y should be willing to use that influence 
and get the release of the hostages. 

Q clear that there was this direct link? Is it no t 
clear from this memorandum that there was a direct link in fact 
between the sale of arms and the release of the hostages -- or our 
expectation? Yes or no? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In a restricted context 
of the commencement of this program, the two are linked in a 
sentence, but that is the -- you cannot tell from this anything other 
than that. And, as the President has outlined his understanding of 
what the policy was -- and this is what's important -- it was for the 
purpose of opening some kind of relationship with the moderates in 
Iran. And when that relationship was opened, we would continue to 
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send arms to the Iranians. But to demonstrate whether we were in 
fact dealing with people who had -- who were real in Iran and had 
influence in the government of Iran and in turn through the Islamic 
world, he wanted to see whether they could achieve the release of the 
hostages. That was what the President said. These people said they 
had that influence. They went out -- or would go out, we were told, 
and seek to achieve it. 

Then it says that if the arms were not -- if the hostages 
are not released, no arms beyond this initial good faith shipment on 
our part would be sent. The other side of that coin, of course, is 
that if the hostages were released, that was the beginning of the 
relationship with Iran and more arms -- an additional 3,000 TOWs as 
laid out in this memo would be shipped. It seems like a perfectly 
clear relationship. 

Q Doesn't this mean that --

Q The next sentence in the memo, however --

Q -- back on the word that he said that there would be 
no dealings with terrorists, and yet this seems that his main purpose 
here with regard to all you're saying was to get these hostages 
released. And it seems to me he's going back on his first statement, 
we do not deal with terrorists. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : Well, as the President 
has said --

Q He brought this other up as just color --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ahh. 

Q If he really meant it --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You're entitled to say 
that . I've tried to deal with that kind of allegation. 

Q -- if he really meant that, then why didn't he 
continue with good relations --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : But the point that the 
President has made 

Q -- after he didn't get --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The point the Presiden : 
has made many times -- the point the President has made many time s 
this issue is that the Iranians were not the captors, that he was ~ · 
dealing with the captors. They may have had -- the Iranians he was 
dealing with may have had some influence over the Hizballan. He wa ~ 
going to see whether they did. 

Q He had said 

Q Sir, in the next sentence after the linking betwee n 
the hostages and -- withholding further weapons if the hostages 
weren't released. On the other hand, since hostage release is in 
some respects a biproduct of a larger effort to develop 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q -- ties, et cetera, the context of that appears to 
reinforce the implication of the previous sentence, that there is a 
direct link between the hostages and the arms sales. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I think -- that 
paragraph , I think, is very -- says a lot of what I'm trying to say 
here. The hostage release is in some respect a biproduct. That is, 
it 's inadvertent , it is fallout from a larger effort to develop a 
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spin- off and a larger effort to develop ties to potentially moderate 
forces in Iran. That is what this whole memo is about -- this 
develop of ties to these moderate forces and t he abi l ity perhaps to 
influence them, and through them, the direction of t he government of 
Iran. 

Then it just says that since that hostage release is in 
some respects a biproduct of that larger effort, you may wish to 
redirect such transfers to other groups within the government at a 
later time. I assume -- I do not know, but I would assume what t hat 
language means is that you may want to deal with other factions 
within the government. 

Q But it can also be read that the whole genesis f or 
this is the release of hostages, but that even if we don't get that, 
we may want to continue to press for t he relationshi p with some 
moderate element in Iran. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And that is entirely 
possible. And it may well be that that is what was meant. But I 
t h ink that that means that if the hostages are released at some later 
time, t h is kind of assumes the hostages will be released. At a later 
time you may wish to redirect the transfers, 
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the remaining 3,000 TOWs, to other groups within the government. 

Q So why were Shultz and Weinberger cut out? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To answer that question 
is 

Q I mean, weren't they supposed to know what was going 
on in their own government and in their own departments? Where did 
these missiles come from -- heaven? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, your assumption in 
that, Helen, is that Shultz and Weinberger were cut out and I can't 
-- you have the testimony of George Shultz -- you have the statements 
of the public testimony of George Shultz, you h ave the statement of 
Weinberger. I can't comment on that. 

Yes. 

Q Isn't there a --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yo u have been very 
patient. May I please --

Q On a small point, I just wanted to ask about the 
reference to the Smith determination in here -- about other ways to 
finance or carry out arms sales. Do you know what the circumstances 
were of -- for Smith making that determination -- at t he time why 
Smith had arrived at that finding -- the circumstances --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : I know the 
circumstances. I cannot discuss them because they ' re classified. 

Q Can you say when? 

Q Were they related to Iran? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : No . 

Q Can you say when? 

Q Can you explain the legal justifica ti on that Smit ~ 
used? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : No . I do not want t o 
that . That will be the task of the Justice Department -- the rol e 
the Justice Department. 

Q Peter? If you would not describe it as a causat i~ 
connection 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : A what? 

Q If you do not describe arms for hostages as having J 

causative connection --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes . 

Q 
Coincidental? 

-- how would you describe the relations? Parallel? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : Byproduct -- that's 
what's used here. I think it's a perfectly good word -- byproduct of 
a larger effort. 

Q So that, if the larger effort were to succeed 
without getting the hostages out, that is at least stopping terrorism 
on other fronts, you think it would have continued? I mean, why put 
hostages in here in the first place? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it was a 
demonstration of good faith. And, in fact, t he whole host age issue 
comes up in the context of terrorism. That's how it's tal ked about 
here. It says -- it must be noted that since t his dialogue with the 
Iranians -- this is the third full paragraph on page two, end o f t he 
paragraph -- it must again be noted that since t his dialogue wit h t he 
Iranians began in September -- I guess this dialogue must be re f err in 
to the Israelis dialogue -- with the Iranians began in September, 
Reverend Weir has been released and there have been no Shi a terr o r i s t 
attacks against American o r Isr aeli persons, property or i nt erests . 

So, t he suggestion t hat is being made there t o the 
President is that there has, i n fact, been a r e duction in terrori sm 
s ince the dialogue began. And t hat, I think, is part of t he e ssence 
o f what the Presiden t is being told here -- t hat t her e wi ll be a 
reduction in terrorism if we can open this channel to moderates in 
Iran, we can hope t o induce Iran to reduce terrorism or its support 
o f terr o rism throughout t he world -- the hostages have some r e latio n 
t o that -- and to t he President, the release of t he hostages is a 
demonstrati on that the Iranians are no longer supporting terr or ism. 

Q Wait. Peter, let me f o llow t hat up . Can you t e ll 
us in your document search whet her you have fo und -- yo u don't have 
t o tell us what t hey s aid -- but whet her yo u ha ve f o und documentar y 
e v i dence -- po s i t ion pa pe r s f r om t he Stat e Depar tment, t he CI A, 
i denti fy i ng moderate elements and bac k ing t his up ? 

SENI OR ADMINI STRAT ION OFFICIAL: I can' t commen t on that . 
Ma ybe t he report wil l say t hat. 

Q Can yo u say whe t he r you ha ve found --

SEN I OR ADMI NISTRATI ON OFFIC I AL: I can say t ha t I have 
seen some informa tio n t hat wou l d s uppor t t hat, yes . And , in fact , i: 
yo u co ul d see t he ful l repor t t hat t he commit tee has , yo u wi ll see at 
leas t i n -- t h i s i s onl y -- s ee , the trouble is that you have -- i t ' -
-- you have shadows . 

You a re descr ibed -- what is described to you is in 
general wha t the repor t says , and it ' s my understand i ng t hat , in 
general , the repor t goes t hrough at the beginning , the beginning o: 
t his whole thing , talking about intelligence as s essmen t s which s ho~· 
tha t t here was t he opportunity to open a channe l to moder a te s in 
Iran . No mention of hos t ages , no ment i on of arms . It was an ideo 
that came up within the i n telligence community . It also happene d · 
have support elsewhere , including in Israel and among various ot he: 
people who are experts in the Mi ddle Eas t, of arms dealers and t h_ 
of that kind , and so that is the context in which t h i s thing aros 0 
late 1984, early 1985 , continuing on through 1985 . That ' s what t ~ 
report shows . 

Q Does that also show a desperation f or arms --

Q Peter , can you go back --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : And it ' s consis ten t wit 
thi s . 

Q -- a despe r at i on for ar ms and the word from Khomeini 
to his envoys to try t o get a n opening because they ' re desperate for 
arms? 

SEN I OR ADMIN I STRATION OFFICIAL : I don ' t know . I don ' t 
know . I don ' t know. It might . 

Q Pe t e r, can you go bac k t o one ear lier sentence f r om 
the o ne t ha t you we r e dealing wi t h with Saul? 

SENIOR ADMI NI STRATION OFFIC I AL: Yes . Yes , Andrea . 

MORE 



- 24 -

Q the one about this may well be our only way, 
underlined only, to achieve the release of the Americans held in 
Beirut. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q What is your interpretation of that 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that 

Q -- in terms of the weight being put on that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the weight was 
significant. The President is being told here that one of the 
byproducts of this policy, which we are recommending that you adopt, 
is that we will have an opportunity to influence people who we have 
not been able to influence before. And we will influence them 
through the Iranian -- these Iranian moderates -- the members of the 
Iranian government. 

Q But in this sentence he's being told something else. 
He's being told this may well be our only way to achieve the release 
of the Americans still held in Beirut. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, yes , yes . 

Q I mean, doesn't that get to the central core of --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. I think it says -
it says essentially that one of the byproducts of this is 

Q Doesn't call this a byproduct right there. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : No , it doesn't . Later 
on it says since the hostage release is in some respects a byproduct 
of a larger effort -- that's where it says byproduct. But, you know, 
it's not all written neatly toget her. 

The point I think that is being made here is that thi s : _ 
really a good idea, Mr. President, because not only will this crea te 
this strategic opening to the moderate forces in Iran who we will, 
have as the Israelis have suggested -- we will have an opportunity -
influence in the future -- but in addition, Mr. President, this ma~ 
permit us to have influence over the Hizballah that these moderate 
Iranians may have and which we have never been able to get in any 
other way. 

Q In the succeeding sentence that you just dealt wi: 
with Saul -- doesn't that imply -- doesn 't that contradict the fi r · 
sentence of this memo and imply prior knowledge by t he President o: 
the September initiative -- that this was not the commencement, i n 
fact , but it was a continuation of something that the Israelis wer e 
doing? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Which -- can you -- can 
we go to -- I've lost your reference. 

Q I'm sorry. It must again be noted that since this 
dialogue --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, yes . Since this 
dialogue with the Iranians began in September -- yes. 

Q Doesn't that indicate that the President was aware 
of the September actions? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He was certainly aware 
of the release of Weir. And 

Q No, but the Israeli/Iran dialogue? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Yes, he -- this 
suggests that at this time the President was made aware of the 
dialogue. I'm not suggesting he didn't know it before. All I'm 
suggesting is that if we stay within the four corners of this 
memorandum, it would appear that the President is now told that this 
dialogue began earlier. 

Q No, it -- he's told excuse me --

Q You're asking us to believe that 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Andrea -- we'll get to 
you. We'll get to what I'm asking you to believe in a moment. 

Q That sentence doesn't read the way you've just 
described it. That sentence tells you that Reagan knew about the 
September dialogue. This is not -- this is a first reference. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Okay, it must 
again be noted that since this dialogue with the Iranians began in 
September, Reverend Weir has been released, okay? 

Q By "dialogue," you mean for the arms shipment? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. This says 
"dialogue." 

Q So you mean, the President thinks that they were 
just talking, that there was no arms shipment -- January --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you see, earlier, 
t he President is told that the Israelis are now willing to start 
shipping arms. That's what he is told there. Before that time, t he 
suggestion is that the Israelis were not shipping arms. I don't -
I'm not suggesting that I can make a completely understandable piece 
out of this, but I am suggesting t h at within the four corners of t hi2 
memorandum, we see what the President is told here , and he is told 
that to some degree there's been some success here in the past, 
because since the beginning of this dialogue, Reverend Weir has bee~ 
released, and there have been no Shia attacks against American or 
Israeli persons, property or interest. 

Now, I do not want to suggest I 'm not suggesting her · 
that the President did not know about earlier shipments of arms, 
either before or after. I don't want to get into that issue. I ' m 
not suggesting that he did not know about earlier shipments of ar ~s . 
All I'm talking about is what he was actually told here . And this -
that sentence, if we are to parse these things extremely carefully , 
that sentence would suggest that t he President knew about earlier 
shipments of arms. 

Q Within the four corners of this dialogue, as you - -
of this report, as you say, what I don't understand is why you 're n0 · 
willing to say that on the face of it, just reading this thing, fir s ~ 
of all in the very first paragraph it asserts that the fundamental 
purpose is not arms or hostages, but the security of Israel, and th a t 
that's what initiated the whole process. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. I'm not --

Q And on the face of it, by asserting that this whole 
process began with this emissary coming from Israel, that Admiral 
Poindexter was misleading the President. Why aren't you willing to 
say that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because I don't --

Q It's evident from the face -- okay. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm ont going to assert 
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that Admiral Poindexter is misleading the Presiden t. I'm going to 
tell you what I see in here. Admiral Poindexter will have h is 
opportunity to testify, and I hope that he does so as quickly as 
possible. But what this says, as I would read this, this says simply 
that Israel sees it in its strategic interest to do t h is, and has 
done it. 

Q Do you want us to --

Q That's what's initiaed t h is process --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And that is why they had 
initiated this process. And this is the theory under which t he y ha ve 
been proceeding, and then they have apparently introduced our own 
interests into these discussions by starting to talk about our 
hostages in Beirut, and they said, but we're not going to deal with 
all the rest of that stuff. But apparently, the Israelis had done a 
lot of the discussion here, and it would suggest that that dialogue 
began bac k in September. 

Q Do you want us to say that the President only knew 
what was in this memo? You're saying --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. No. 

Q that in the four corners o f this memo , you want 
to stay --

SENIOR ADMI NI STRATION OFFICI AL: I do -- I am talking 
only about the four corners of this memo. I want to reemphasize 
again t hat I am not suggesting that t h is is all t hat t he President 
knows. 

Q How can we base what t he President knew on t h is 
memo? 

SENIOR ADMI NISTRATION OFFICIAL: I ' m not -- I do no t want 
you to do that. I do not want you to base your conc lusions a bout 
wh at t he President knew only on a sing l e me mo . I wa n t you t o see the 
whole report. That wil l gi ve you perhaps some help . Bu t unt i l No r t h 
and Po indexter ha ve tes t if i ed, we 'll ne ve r know all of wha t ill i ght 
ha ve been told to the P r esident, o t he r t han what h is recollectio n s 
might be if the y yes. 

Q It seems to me t hat the President cou l d clari fy t h i s 
by telling us if at the time he signed t h is memo he wa s aware o f that 
earlier arms shipment --

Q He didn't s ign it. 

Q if you won't tell us wha t t he Pre s ide nt ha s told 
you, how can we clari fy t h is? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't t h ink we 
have to clarify it right now. I think we're going to wait f o r t he 
reports of these t h ings to come out in an orderly way. This is one 
of the more disorderly processes of getting facts out that I've ever 
witnessed -- (laughter) -- and I think the best way -- t he best way 
of getting all the facts out here in the context in wh ich it's 
understandable, combining the sworn testimony of people with 
documents, with other methods of obtaining information will produce 
the best --

Q -- you know the report doesn't answer the question 
as to when Reagan approved anything. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right now, it may not 
answer the question. And we may not actually ever have a complete 
answer to the question. 
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Q Can't we ask him? Why can't you ask the President 
and tell us? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because we're not going 
to go individually into asking questions to the President from time 
to time. The President wants a process to be followed here, as I 
think Larry has said many times, in an orderly way in which all of 
this information will be made public. 

Q Can you drop down to the next paragraph 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, Frank. 

Q -- where it says if all the hostages are not 
released after the first shipment of 1,000 weapons, further transfers 
would cease? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q There is no numerical obligation or reference in the 
finding itself. Can you say whether that -- do you know whether that 
commitment to cease further weapons transfers had any bearing other 
than what Oliver North was writing? Because it's been disclosed that 
some 2,000-plus TOWs were actually sent . 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes . 

Q But was there any further paperwork after this? Any 
further findings or memos that said for these reasons, we are going 
to ship more weapons? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can -- I can say that 
there are no further findings after this, nor have I seen any other 
memos to the President describing any transactions after this. 

Q Can I follow-up on that, please? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, David. 

Q Does the --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ~ve'll take one more 
after David . 

Q -- background memo that you're discussing have t he 
same standing as the finding? You say there's no follow-up 
documentation. If people -- subordinates of the President --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I said I haven't seen 

Q -- you haven 't seen any -- subordinates of the 
President violated the background memo, does that have the same 
standing as the finding, or is that just simply a tool by which he 
was briefed? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't -- I -
no. Certainly the background memo , the facts that are told to the 
President , the description of the transaction --

Q -- threshhold of 1,000 and so on 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- doesn't have a legal 
basis so that the term "violated" would make any -- has any legal 
aspects to it, but what it does say, I would guess, is that unless 
the President is told that you've modified your plan in some way 
because of subsequent events , that he was left without information 
about this. 

Q Do you have any explanation as to how that second 
thousand --
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would be -- I think, 
again, Frank, it would be really very helpful to all of us if the 
report were released, because that deals with, then, the facts that 
occurred after this in a very complete way. 

Q But you haven't seen anything? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have not seen a 
memorandum to the President. 

Q Is this retroactive -- the finding? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No . No. 

Q So it doesn't approve anything that happened before 
January --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me say this about 
that question. The finding contains no language of retroactivity in 
it. I do not want to prejudge whatever arguments people might want 
to make about what retroactive effect a finding signed on January 
17th might have. But there is no specific language of retroactivity. 
This is the last question. 

Charles. 

Q To come back to the one sentence that Andrea was 
working on before , where it says this approach may well be our only 
way to achieve the release of the Americans, how does that reconcile 
a change in policy between not dealing with kidnappers and/or 
terrorists, and dealing in a material way with intermediaries for 
those terrorists? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Which -- can you point 
me again to the sentence, Charles? 

Q It's on page two of the memorandum, the third 
paragraph -- in that we have been unable to exercise any suasion 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes . 

Q -- dealing through the government of Iran may we l~ 

be our only way to achieve the release of the Americans 

SENIOR ADMIN ISTRATI ON OFFI CIAL: Yes. 

Q Is this not a change in policy? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A change in policy -
think what is 

Q Not dealing with terrorism -- dealing in a materi~ : 
way with intermediaries for terrorists. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL : Well, I guess it gets 
down to a debate about the words "not dealing with terrorists." What 
-- I -- there's no doubt, I think -- I don't think anyone could ever 
doubt that we wanted to get our hostages out, and we were trying to 
influence the Hizballah, who I guess we thought were the captors, to 
release our hostages. Now , you can attempt to influence in a variety 
of ways. 

When we said we were not dealing with terrorists, what 
were saying, I would suppose, among other things, is they have made 
certain demands, this Hizballah, about the release of people, and as 
I recall these were the people in Kuwait, and we said there is no way 
that we are going to meet the demands of terrorists. As far as I 
know, there were never any demands by the Hizballah that they wanted 
arms shipped to Iran. 
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