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Dear “&nn-ﬁ
(U} THis letter responds to the Select Subcommittee's requeat,

contained in letters from Chairman Eyde of October 11, 1996, and
Mr., Hamilton of October 15, 1996, that the executive branch

- review for classification the Subcommittes’s majority and
minority reports. The final version of tha majority report was
provided on October 23. The finsl version of the minority report
is datad Getober 25. Supplemental information to these reports
was provided subsequent to both fipal reporis being received. On
November 4, the executive branch also received from Chajirman Hyde
a request to review for classification a 26-page letter to the
Department of Justice algned by the Republican xembers of the
Select Subcommittee. As these letters correctly note the reports
are lengthy {approximately £00 pages) 2nd contain a grsat deal of
classified information.

{U} In response to these raquests NSC staff distributed theses
materials to designated representativas of the Departments of
State, Pefense, including component elements, and the Central
Intelligence Agency. In order to maximize knowledge, save time,
and in the interest of the addressing the majority and minority
reports at the same time, the executive branch treated these
requests as a single request. Classification/Declazsitfication
experts from each of these entities have now cowpleted their
review by portion marking each paragraph and footnote.
Additionally, we have bracketed the specific portions of the text
that are classified within each marked paragraph or footncte.

{U) The executive branch reviewed the document for classified
information cnly. The executive branch review did not address
the substantive content of these documents. HNeither does this
letter. Further. this declassification review does not
constitute concurrence in the public release of any declassified
information enclosed,

Due to tha length of these reports, and
va. NOus of the classified materfal contsined in them,
including sources and methods of Intelligence that diractly

(am

nﬁﬁgﬁmﬂg.ﬁ{@\ﬁuaml;gsisegg
wla.nnmnw.a:ﬁ!. appointed Nou-l.ﬂ.hmﬂo..ﬂuun. .__iﬁ_.ﬂm v Rnunrn.
s iy ) ayers ) to satisfy the Subcommittae’s
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inform and provide for the safety of 0.5, forces in Bosnia, ths

executive branch is not in a position t.
language. _This would upe._»novn._zn:»..nonmmn” aetey o n
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SECTION ONE: BEACKGROUND

CHAPTER 1
ORIGINS AND PURPOSES OF THE SELECT

SUBCOMMITTEE
On April 5, 1996, the Los Angefes Times ran a front-page article by Jai
u:n_uoiozuz_m:;usm:&ia.ﬁa«a 8:2

aa

_u_d anﬂs.o:noﬂcﬁoﬁw 3m38¢5_€=4a

* shipments into Bosnia in 1994 despite a United Nations amms embarge that,
?:Emﬁﬁ!&l&o& uphold and the Administration’s awn policy
of isclating Tehran globafly as a supportar of terrorisrm, according to senior
Administration officials and other sources.!

This articia was the firs! of several extracrdinary articies that spefled out in detail, s with

§§§1§§-§3§25§&§ the "green Rght

Tha artidles authoritatively spellod out the advantages B::&Emvonao.ssm
green ight policy, the confusion R had caused within the Exacutive Branch, and the other
g%ﬁii%i%&v«uﬁﬁ%?%&o

ié%ﬁuﬁiiﬂ&:ﬁ« Membess were shocksd ko
gga‘)&%i&!ﬂa!%.ﬂag unprecedented focthold in an
exiremsly unstable and viinerable part of Europe. it was equally disturbing that for two
years the Administration had purposely hidder: from Congreas, US aliies, and the American
g'i%i&&&?

2 First used in wilting by US Ambassacor to Croatia, Peter Galbrakth on May 12,
1984 in a Memorandum for the File (hereinafier “Galbraith Memorandum™).




2

There had been occasional press reports before that might have exposed the policy_
earlier; however, Congress continued o believe the Administration's denials of the Iranian
green light policy. Congress found it unlikely that the Administration would adopt such a
policy that was inconsistent and incompatible with the Administration’s well-known and
vigorously championed policies regarding the former Yugoslavia and Iran, Also, given the
long-settled US policy of isolating Iran both economicatiy and politically, Congress refused
o believe that the Administration could have such bed judgment as to invite fran, the
world's largest exporter of terrorism, into Europe, much less Into an area so ripa for
fundamentalist expioitation as the Bafkans,

The thought was that the Administration would surely inform Congress i it intended
& major policy shift towards Iran and Bosnia. In retrospact, Congress cannot be blamed
for presurning to trust the Administration’s truthfuiness, consistency, and strategic acumen.

in any case, when the story of the green ight policy broke in April 1996, there were
calls from both houses of Congress for an investigation; since then, several committees
have lecked into the issue, emphasizing aspects refevant to their specific areas of
oversight. For example, both intelligence oversight committees - the House Parmanent
Select Committee on Intelligence and the Senate Select Conmittee on inteligence — have
examined the green light policy with an emphasis on its intelligence-related issues. Also,
on May 8, 1996, the House approved Resolution 416, establishing a salect subcommitiee
of the House Intemational Relations Committse and gave it a broad charter to investigate
all aspecis of the policy and implementation. This subcommitiee, the Select Subcommitiee
to Investigate the United States Role in Iranian Arms Transfers to Croatia and Bosnia (also
known as the “iranian Green Light” Subcommitiea) conducted an axtensive investigation
of the green light policy over the ensuing months and pressnis its findings and
recommendations in this report.

The Uncovering of the Iranlan Green Light Policy by the Press

As early as May 1994, alegations began 1o surface that iran, with some sort of US
complicity, was covertly transferring weapons 10 Bosnia, despite & United Nations (UN)
arms ambargo on the former Yugostavia. Each time the Administration issued denials of
S complicity and managed to keap the siofy in the bottle.?

* The Administration’s policy of denial and deception on this issue is outined in
cetall in Chapter 3.

3

i i .up, James Risen and Coyle
rtunately for those seeking to maintain tha cover-up,
!oZ»:.....__“_M_ the ..o_w Angeles Times cﬁﬂﬁ h..ﬁa of ﬁ%ﬁaﬂ. qu_._.a._n Hﬂﬂ”nm:“ﬂ
July 1996, they wrole a t3 reen tigative &
Dﬂ.n”ﬂ..m:gwﬂ._ #ﬁ&c? ie detail to large nurnbers of inm.v—wooa d ‘Admiristration cfficials who
were willing 1o speak to them on a "not for attribution” basis.

i ¢ role in uncovering
the Risen/McManus arlicles played such an impartant 1
the o_.omm:aﬂnc_“nvo_g and its consequences, their findings are summarized below.

Background

i . .gzsﬁugsoaﬁaﬁa&
Clinton White House was not the first Adminis ono
_B:_ma.w__.mu mﬁ..ﬂ:.n.#a into Bosnia through Croatia, but its response was the opposit= of

4 The following is a chronological listing of the Los Angeles Times (herginafter

e ¥ < i LAT, Apr. 5, 1996, at 1.
McManus, LIS Ok'd Iranian Arms for Bosnia, LAT, 3 :
Rioon mJ._n.u:. r Lw._“.__ on Defends lis O¥ of Boenian AfTos LAT, Apr. 6, 1956, at1

Risen, Glogrich Crificizes Clinton Over Bosnia, LAT, . 11, 1996, at 12.
y nus. nvay May have A ..—..)-..”mvw onvoy i BOSNIA ;.—..

ooticy, LAT, Apr. 24, 1996, 8t 17.
jan Armoa S o Toih, LAT, Apr. 26,

Democrats Join Critics of HOANA ANV -L.!TJ.;._- May

Roania Polic 24, 1096, 2t 26.
Cinton Defends A Aoent, o A e = LAT, May 31, 1096,

at1.
July 14, __.oma.n:.
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the M
_Bzﬁ ”monu.zm.ﬂ.ﬁ:ﬂ: 5. In September 1992, the Bush Administration discovered that
i it ter Eo_.m. smuggle arms on board a 747 airplane fo Bosnla through Croatia
mnn_nu:ﬂo.. A ﬁoa:am n.:..cnao and, according to former Secretary of Stata Lawre

. “raised hell." The Administration atied Gecisively and had the 747 and _._ro“

constrai } i :
by nts that ﬁn:ﬂnuu..ﬂ%ﬂuma wﬁam wasa_n_cg on he part of the American public
the spring of 1994, Clinton's frustrations i.:”m m_mb u@uxnﬁo T eauelly spplied to him. By

oppartunity. Though iran had smuggled a sl inss i

8 ifii
Bosnian ﬁﬁi%!?%x&gﬁﬁﬁmﬁaﬁ
5%@0 he Eg_az gﬁéﬂ?wﬁim&»ﬂ@::ﬁ!?

5

respond to new arms shipments from lran. Granic himself was against the idea, a minority
view in the Croatian government, but was following his orders to seek Washinglon's

reaction.

Ambassador Galbraith had been impatient with the Clinton Administration for not
doing more 1o 2id the Bosnian cause, and was strongly In favor of the US allowing the new
arms shipments. Risen noted that Galbraith had eamed his reputation as an activist as a
staff member on the Senate Foreign Relations Comrmittee and had sometimes rankled the
carper officiale within the US govemment in his efforts to expand his role as the first US
Ambassador to Croatia. 1t is clear that Galbraith supporied the pro-wespons pipeline
faction within the Craatian government, the most prominent member being Gojko Susak,
Croatia‘s Defenge Minister and Tudjman’s right-hand man.’

Though the Administration thought the green light decision “obvicus™ and
insignificant at the time, a senlor US diplomat would later acknowledge that the pipsline
probably would not have been established if the United States had opposed Ut forcefutly.*
Peter Galbraith would later testify, * | can say that had we in a very, very forcsful way made
it clear that wa would not tolerate the flow of arms io the Bosnians, they probably would
not have done 1t . . . . When we did not object, they progeeded to go ahead and do it™

Tha Decision

While most diplomatic exchanges require days, i not weeks or months, o
coordinate and ye?, this request Ko7 Instructions reached Presidant Clinton in a matter of
hours. The firet recipient of the cable was Deputy Assistant Secretary of 5tate Alexander
Vershbow, who referred the question to Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott and
National Security Advisor Anthony Lake, who were traveling with Clinton: to Nixon's fuheral
In Yorba Linda, Califomia.

Talbott and Lake agreed on the solution: Do nothing. Gatbraith was to give the
coded response of “no instrucions,” which would tefl the Croatians that the US woukd not
act to stop the shipments. Lake asked for 20 minutes of President Clirdon's time and was
ushened inte Clinton’s office aboard Alr Farce One. James Risan described the meeting

-

T
* LAT. May 21, 1996.
'
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as follows: “Lake ran [the _usm&c:.a through the pros and cons and said, This is our

fecommendation . . . * And he said ‘yes’ a senior official recounted. Thers wag iittle
discussion and no sarious debate. it seemed like ‘an obvious choice,’ the official saki,“"*

No other officlals even at the highest levels of the US govamment were consulted
before the green light was given 10 the Iranian arms transfers. In addition, tha Centiral
Intelfigence Agency, whose

. anuwwsu.&mn:&o.ﬁg&.g. information
on political and military anco_ov_.i:_u. ui.ia:ﬂ!&ﬂnf%&? no__g\.:

The Attematives

For the aa?aim!ﬁ—o__ai:n the breaking of the story, the Administration: spin
was that ém&!«ﬂsg.amgzo the Iranian arms transfers, and that the
5" * Further " .

showed, , that far from being “forced”

1

could be eased i friendly nations would covertly supply the weapons with American
encouragement.

%?cﬁguagéiﬁ
Bucaoﬁsng:g&sﬁ uavoaumrﬂ__.):e.o:x Lake thought the idea was “too risky," and
Secretary of State Warren Christopher was also opposed.™ Indeed, Risen woukd wits
that, "senior -u:%gngonnogn-..o_!ﬂnao.- plan gﬂcﬂsﬁ %M._Muinu
smuggll friendly nations would make it 100 obvious the
?eﬂl«ﬂ%&u::%%%g.é

other altematives to the
“Ina July 1996 article, Risen and McManus would document

e ”, «_ﬂhu.ooﬁhﬁ B moon 1303 s 1655, tacsesie were betn -Ssﬂm.ﬂ
that at lea X Ying
friendly Saudi Arabla, Turkey and Pakistan fo move weapons and
é,ﬂnﬂgnﬂiiﬂiioﬁags?‘giami_
g%&?%%?&i?m?%!ﬁ!ﬁ.

sing intermediaries in late 1993. He
ou_!-..w:a i s -ﬂmﬁw_‘ haw much it would cost 1o begin
auaﬁgz 1o &d the Bosnians, wondering I $250 milion woukd be enough.™ The

Amang negative consequences of the green light policy and how it was
implernented cuﬂﬂ&aon!ﬂg!ﬂ!&m;mﬂﬁo%nﬂs&%ig
US govemmert, the resuitant increase in Irania infiuence in the former Yugoslavia, and
conoams that, beneath the Administration’s obfuscation of the policy, there may have been
an Megal covert action.

‘A Policy Confusion

“yd,
8 LAT, Apr. 26, 1996.
* | AT, July 14, 1996,
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There was considerable confusion among Administration officials throughout the
whole process. onaon_aoo_i and even less thought look place from the time the
oniginal query was made o Galbraith until Lake met with the President on Ak Force One.
Even after receiving the "'no instructions” instruction, Galbraith himself was stil unclear
what action to take. According to Risen, 9!&5%?:335-&.502&3-_
Security Counci's Qimcggidﬁngffizggiﬁ fo stick

10 “no Instructions,” but she added, “Tony was smiling when he said &t

zﬁgégﬂggifg not consuited,
ware not advised of the decision once it was made. the CIA nor no:ﬁ
were informed of the policy change. Accordingly, the Zagreb

continued to be under the impression that the official of the Unfted Stales was to
support the anms embargo, the sames position which Assistant Secratary of State Talbott
would also lead CIA Director James Woolsey 1o believe was stil valid. The CIA continued

fo collact information on embargo busting a iggggaﬁocm
ooc!:ao:.. Si-.:niﬂs!us intalligence, nSiEt:!!vo!g!_

:o.du.a:on Oooo:_uoq 1094,
B. Increased Iranian influence

Tha most troubling consequence of the green light policy was the resuitant
exponential expangion of lrantan influence in Bosnia. Risen's uocaoa_..luon—.rsg
the following aasesament of iranian influence before and after the green light:

ioﬂ!:%%g%:gn%;
guexillas from Iran, Ssudi Arabia, and other countries in Bosnis as sarly as
1592, officiels said, including several “Afghanis,” velerens of the ClA-Sunded
war against the Sovist occupation of Afghanistan. But these were largely
Bc.uecoﬁsooa with no readity apparent command and control from iran
or anyone sise.”

In 1984, howevet, a different kind of iranisn was showing up in Boenia, officials sald:
...%iiii&iﬁiﬁgssz

" LAT, Apr. 23, 1896,

Tehran government on well-defined missions. Some were i_.sa.qmia
s.:oz.:e ht the Beanians how 10 use the wire-guided antitank missies |
shipping, one source said. Osoq-:o_non!_s_omw:ﬂ R_i__._
!m _x! s factories, according to the Bosnian government. "

Ambassador Galbraith himseif noted that the differance was like night a _...:
.nonw wi_ was being tatked about in April 1994 was gomething very substanti
than what had been shipped by iran previously. Risen would elaborate:

From May 1994 1o January 1996, the lranians shipped more than 5,000 tons
of arms to mogﬁgc.o Croatian pipeiine. ...:o«vqgaoae..n ﬂoa_
portion by far of Bosnia's military hardware - two thirds by official U:
o&_ﬂmac .:.c.ﬂio delivered mostly small ams :.“_3:!.62.

uding rifies, ammunition, and uniforms but also antitank insvo:u_.a
ggiﬁn!%iﬂ?« weapons that could threaten
akkcraft, including US aircraft.

Other countries did supply weapons to Bosnia without US encouragemant

i%gﬂggggiit&ﬁn
Sowu_r!ﬂ!__n!!li!-u a US diplomat, declared the increase in radicel Islamic
support in Bosnia as a major blow 10 the national security of the Unilad States. He refermed
Unldtgo-g We ave inviting Bosnian-Isiamic connections with a terrorist
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state that wishes us as much damage as they {sic] can possibly inflict upon us.'® believed to have camied arms to the Muslim government tfroops. Redman claims to have
. never asked whether arms were being carried, but US officials now acknowledge that

Of even more concern to the United States and tha families of Americart servicemnen questions could be raised whether the Administration had gone beyond passive support-
deployed in Bosnia is the tatrotist threat that materialized in Bosnia under the green light forthe Bosnian cause and taken on a more active rofe.”
policy. Risen gave two examples In his articles of tha increase In the terrorist threat, but
aliuded to having more information then he reported. The second case occurred in September of 1995 when & shipment of lrani u

. missiies bound for Bosnia was detained in Croatia because the Croatian mel 1)

In February 1995, NATO troops raided a “terrorist training school” at which they nervous thal the missiies were tipped with chemical warheads.™ Experts
armested eight Bosnian and three iranian “dipiomats,” who quickly invoked diplomatic the US Army rapidly moved to inspect the missles, determined that they were not
immunity and flew back o lran. ems seized in the raid included bomb devices within chemical or biological warheads, and then permitted them to be delivered into Bosnia.
shampoo bottles and children’'s toys and a training video showing how to ambush a caron Some US officials ed that in this action the US had directly violated the UN
an open highway and to kilt is occupants.” ams o..:vwao.u&o: :

In an even more ominous sign, Americas embassy officials in Zagreb and Croatia The President's Inteligence Oversight Board (IOB} was secretly commissioned on
became aware In 1995 of suspectad Hizballah (Party of God) members stalking embassy Novemnber 29, 1984 to investigate the green light policy and to determine if any covert
personnel and their families._Suspectad Iranian terrorists wers seen with video cameras action laws wers violated, The 10B's classified report sharply criticized the Administration
reconding Amnericans as they came and went. Officials feared that an atiack was imminent for excessive secrecy but determined that notification of Congress was not necessary. The
and one official confirmed “the terrorist threal went right up the scale to levels you would Administration’s actions, according to the 0B, fell within the category of “traditional
see in preparation for an attack.™ diplomatic activity,” exempt from US covert action laws.”

C. Possible legal Covert Action The IOB investigation had the potential to put the matter to rest, but raised

questions of its own. Moreover, the White Housa, even after recelving the report, fafled

“The final consequence of the Administration’s giving the green light 1o the Iranian to advise Congrass of tha green light policy. What made the situation worse in the minds
arms pipeline was the chance that actions taken by US government officials crossed the of many in Congress was tha decision by the Administration in April 1896, afler the story
legal line from what the Administration terms as passive, Le., "no Instructions,” to & was out, o bar [OB Chakman Anthony Harrington from sharing the report with Congress
concrete act which might reasonably be construed by foreign officials as an Invitation to or testifying about i under oath.® Suspicions were heightened.
conduct covert action. Under US law, covert action ig Rlegal unless it has been authorized
by the President and reported to Congrass. The Congressional Responis

Acconding to Risen's sources, there were two instances when Administration offictals
came objactively ciose o the legal Ine. The first cass occurmed in May 1964 when Special LAT, Apr. 17, 1986,

Envoy to the former Yugosiavia Chardes Redman intervened with senior Croatian  m
government officiale 1o expedite the movernent inko Bosnia of a blocked convoy that i LAT, July 14, 1996.
T L AT, May 21, 1996,
2AT, Apr. §, 1996, i
BLAT, Apr. 23, 1996, .

4 AT, May 21, 1996. ’ ® AT, Apr. 17, 1996,
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The congressional response {o the revelations about the green light affair was
strong. Sensior D s joined Republi in dencuncing the Clinton Administration’s
faflure to consult with or notify Congress of the important change in policy towards Iran and
the arms embamo. [t was only this weklispring of bipariisan condemaation that prompted
the Administration to admit that it shoukd have consulted Congress. Undersecretary of
Stale Peter Tamoff acknowledged that he was unaware of any congressional notification,
and an Administration official admitted that "there is a growing understanding in the
Administration that in terms of Congress, this could have been handled betier.™

In the two years between when the green Tight policy went into effect and when it
‘was uncovered, there had been innumerable meetings between Members of Congress and
senior Administration officials discussing policy oplions on liting the arms embarge on
Bosnia. The fafiure of the Administration to mention the green light policy in any of these
digcussions can only be intentional.

A week afier the green ight decision was made, Deputy Secretary of State Talbott
responded to a lengthy list of specific questions on Bosnia that had been submitted by

Republican Senator John Warner. In his letter to Senator Wamer, Talbott wamed that |

lifting the smbargo, as many favored in Congress, could lead to an increased lranian
presence in Bosnia. Tathott did not mention that he had just taken part in a policy decision
that would bring Iranians streaming into the reglon.™

In midsummer 1994, Democratic Senator and Chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, Sam Munn met with Charles Redman, then chief US negotiator in the Balkans,
Yo discuss ways of aiding the Bosnian cause. Redman fafled to mention the fact that the
Administration had already made the gresn light decision. “1 don't ever recall anybody in
the Administration teifing me anything about that,” noted Nunn after the cover-up came to
Rghtin 1996. Senator Nunn fater reflected on the Administration’s keeping Congress in
the dark, "} seems 10 me the question is whether Congress shouid have been informed,
not so much as a matter of law but as a matier of comity.” * |n response, Ambassador

| AT, May 2, 1996,
=
Bl
i,
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Redman could only say, "It never came up."*
Senate Majority Leader Robert Dole, speaking on the fleor of the Senate, observed:

While we read and heard reporte that Iren was smuggling amms to the
Bosnians, we did not know the President and his advisers made a conscious
decision o give a green light for iran to provide ams. Indeed, those of us
who advocated lifting the arms embargo - Republicans ana Democrats —
argued that if America did not provide Bosnia with assistance, Iran would be
Bosnia's only option. ®

Deputy Secretary Strobe Talbott offered another response in defense of the
Administration: Since the press was reporting on lranian arms shipments, Congress was
properly informed. Democratic Senator Robert Kerrey sharply rebuited the argument, *De
you think, Mr. Secretary . . . that Congress getting its information through what really was
half a dozen newspaper accounts in 1994 constitutes knowing more or less what you
knew?™ Senalor Kerrey also obsarved that for Congress to do its job properly, it must be
kapt informed by the Executive Branch, particularly in the area of foreign policy. "Ceriainly,
you don't iﬂ_ao_ca reaching 2 Mﬂ...%:w.o: n<oa_.n_30 we pick up the newspaper or hear a
News accoul something te going on and knee jerk, particularly when its a foreign
policy question.™ fo i o

® .

Doie) * 142 Cong. Rec. § 3445 (No. 49. Apr. 17, 1996) (Statement of Sen. Robert
).

w
wi:

Anng on 1k Acdicns Regantiog Jranlan Ams nipments Inl0 BOSNES HeTors
the Senats Saject Crwnmillen on Intalligence, 104th Cong. (May 28, 1988). Sen.
Kerrey also addressad this issue In the first $SCI Hearing on the lranian Arms
Transfers: °. . . The Washington Times tatks sbout 2 wink, that there wera discussions
in the press, that we're aware as well as the consequences of our having changed the
law to say that we're not going to enforce that embargo, that doesn't mean that we were
informed, that the committes was informed of a change in policy. . . .” Hearing On
Irandan Arms Shipmanis 1o Bosnia Bafors the Senats Select Committes an Inteligance
.25096.?.«3.33.

Conunitias on inifigenca, 104t Cong. (May 26, 19096).
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House mgwrﬂzgm%aggf%&a?géuasong
light has had on trust between the executive and legisiative branches of govemment:

Never did Clinton indicate the Administration had given a green light to
Iranian arms smuggling . . . . ¥ you have been told face to face by the
President of the United States for three years that you can't help the
Bosnians and now you leam after all thesa face-to-face meetings that they
were encouraging the lranians, giving the Iranian amms shipments a wink and
n:&.?ﬂa:oinoxo:issss:gi.aﬂﬁ%éﬁ:mi
being told

Throughout, the congressional reaciions to the uncovering of the green light policy
was outrage g.?uaaiggggaﬂaﬂbswﬁgﬂ%.%
to US interests around the workd, a sanctioned foothold in Ewops from which it could
launch temorist campaigns against US personne! across Europe. Congressmen Henry
Hyde, for example, wamed that the policy had to be examined and could not remain
"buried behind classified documents.* He was of the view thet the intreduction of the most
radical nation in the world . . . Into the Balkans in forca with weapons to give them a
foothold in that most volatile part of the workd is incredible folly.” He wondered, as many
guwﬁ?é?)ﬁ%ﬁiﬂgg%!&ggg&
means of assisting the Bosnians, means that would not endanger the safely of the
American people. J#oii!ougsg%..{aoxﬂ_h.g.goﬂi
reasonably be asked 1o provide weapons for the Bosnians — not iran,

>§=ﬁ§50§6§8§lﬂ§5§4§3§:§!ﬂ&
violate its own declared policy of containing Iran in favor of iInviting the radical terroriat
regime into the Balkans, Congressman Christopher Cox would spesk for many when he
denounced the Administration’s decision fo give the gresn light. “This policy was
absolutely insane.” he noted. gg-%%mﬁﬁ..:i-iﬁuﬁ
poficy is about ™" In particuler, a grest many Members of Congress would express their
concerm over the Increased temorist throat fo US and NATO troops resulting from the

AT, Apr. 11, 1996, o1 12.
# Heaaring on Policy In BOSNA Hepons 1 »
Commitiaa, 104th Cong. {Apr- 23, 1996).

* Risen, House Ok's Panel o Probe Anma to Soanta, Los Angeles Times, May 8,
1996, at 5.
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expanded iranian influence in Bosnia, a threat the Administration chose to overlook.

Yet, not all Members of Congress, particularly in the House, were upset by the
revelation of the green light policy. Congressman Alcee Hastings spoke for many of them
when he publicly thanked Ambassadors Galbraith and Redman for their efforts in putting
togather the green light policy:

A central criticlem of the "no instructions” policy that you two gentterhen have
testified here about allows that, according to some, it permited the
dangerous military and intefigence penetration of Bosnia by Iran.

Yet we know just from using open, public sources, the United States
decisions in April of 1994 did not give Iran a beachhead In Bosnia; Iran and
other Muslim countries were already there. And | might add for historians
and the buffs of history, islam has been involved in the Balkans since fights
with the Ottoman empire, if we just want to go backinto it . . . . And any
Congressperson that dd not know all of that, that serves on the Committee
on intemational Relations, was not doing his or her job.™?

The Genesis and Chartar of the Select Subcommittee

The controversy over the secret green light policy cuiminated in calls for legislative
Investigations. The House of Rapresentatives’ Committees on International Relations,
National Security. Inlefigence, and Judiciary began investigations probing the
Administration’s green light policy in Aprit and May of 1998. At the urging of his Senate
colleagues, Senate Majority Leader Dole cafied upon the Chairmen of the Senate Foreign
Relations, Inteligence, Armed Services, and Judiciary Commitiees for parallel
investigations.

During inftial hearings held by the House Intemational Relations Committee, many
questions were raised that demanded further examination:

Was the US govemment dicectly or indinectly involved in the execution of the
transfer of iranian arms, and did any of the Administration’s aclions violate
US law? .

o3

Committes, 104th Cong. (Apr. 23, 1996),
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. Any implications from the lanian arms transiers for the safety of United
. Where did the idea of an Iranian pipeline originate and with whom? States armed forces daployed in or around Bosnis, for relations between the

US and its alies and for United States efforts to isolate Iran;
. Whywere Congress, the CIA and other government agencies, US allies, and
the American public not notified of this decision when it was made or in the . And all defiberations and communications between the United States

nearly two years until the poiicy was exposed by the press? E&mﬂnﬂs:%i%!%?ﬂggaeizxsragas
] And, why did the President aliow the worlds most dangerous terrorist atate,
Iran, to provide arms and establish a foothold in Europe when other fiendly The Subcommitiew’s charter ends on November 8, 1996, by which time i is 1o have
nations were wiling to help? . transmitted its report 10 the House Intemational Relations Committes. Given its short life-
span :n?&on_.o.o:ao- the Subcommittes has s attempted to address as many of the
In an effort to consolidate the investigations of the four House commitiees and to key questions as possble. What follows are the results of the Subcommittee's
further examina these questions, the House leadership and the International Relations investigations.

Committee Chainman Benjemin Gilman announced a proposal 1o establish a Select
Subcommitiee to investigate the United States’ role in the transfer of arms from Jran o
Bosnia and Croatia during the period when the intermnational amms embargo was in effect.
On May 8, 1996, the House approved Resolution 416 which crealed the Select
Subcomnitiee within the International Refations Commitles. The Subcommittee is
composed of five Republican Members and three Democrat Members, and is chaired by
Henry J. Hyde of Hinois, with Lee H. Hamilton as the Ranking Minority Member.

imagmgégggE%?gwgn

. The policy of the United Stales Government with respect to the transfer of
arms and other assistance from ran or any other country 1o countries or
entilies within the territory of the former Federsl Republic of Yugostavia
during any pericd that an intemational ams embargo was in effect;

. The nature and extent of the transfer of anns or other assistance from Iran
or any other countty 1o countries or enlities within the territory of the former
Federal Republic of Yugosiavia during the period that an intemational ams
embargo of the former Yugosiavia was in effect;

. Any actions taken by the Unltad States Govemment 1o faciitate or & impade
such transfers;

. Any communication or represeniations made to the Congress of the United
States or the American people with respect 10 the international arme .
embargo or with efforts to modify orierminate United States participation in
that embargo; .
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CHAPTER 2

THE DISSOLUTION OF YUGOSLAVIA
AND THE EARLY YEARS OF THE BALKANS WAR

The events discussed In this report mainly occummed during and after Aprit 1984, To
understand these events, however, i is necessary to have a basic familiarity with the
%_§§s§§<§r§35&§

The autocratic nde of Yugosiav dictator To after World War [§ suppressed but did
not eliminate the strongly divergent and divisive sthnic and religious tensions that have
axisted for hundreds of years between the various peoples living within the borders of what
was Yugoslavia. These fivalries reemerged after Tilo's death in 1580, and the centrifugal
pull of ethnic identitles led to increasingly bitter arguments over the scope and powers o;
the central govemment. Unable to convince Serbia and Montenegro that a loosa
confaderafion was a viable alternative 10 the existing Serb-dominated govemment,
Slovenla and Croatia procisimed their independence on June 25, 1991. Further
complicating the situation, several Serb-dominated regions of Crostia declared
independence from the new republic.

The central Yugoslavian govemment based in Belgrade, Serbla prompily declared
the Slovenia and Croatia secessions “llegal and Qlegitimate™ and sent the Yugoslav
Peoples’ Army (YPA) to restore control over the breakaway regions. Hostilties broke ot
when the Croatian and Siovenian forces refused to lay down their arms. The fighting
continued untl the Brioni agreement was finafized in sarly Juty 1891,

The Brioni agreement called for the immediate cessation of hostitities in exchange
for a three-month suspension of the declarations of independence by Croatia and Slovenia.
The YPA soldiers bagan immediately to withdraw from Slovenia, where the Siovenian
imegulars had been able 1o hoid their own. Desplie the agreement, however, the fighling
continued within Croatia between the newly independent republic end the Krajina Serbs
backed by the YPA forces.

In September 1991, the UN Security Council, thvough Resolution 713, enacted a

general and complete anns embargo over the former Yugoslavia {0 try to temper ths
confict. In October 1991, tha thres-month moraiorium on sacession elapsed, and the

mﬁgg_—_aﬁnug!-!._ﬂi_sn

E)

As Slovenia and Croatia were leaving the former Yugoslavia, a more bitter and
profracted conflict was developing in Bosnia-Harzegovina. On Qctober 14, 1891, the
National Assembly of Bosnia-Herzegovina passed, by majority vole, 8 memorandum on
sovereignty and Independence which stopped just short of declaring ocutright
independence. The following December 21st, the Bosnian Serbs held an uncfficial
referandum declaring their opposition to withdrawing from the withering Sacialist Federal
Mﬂm..c_u_.n of Yugosiavia (SFRY), and local Serbian leaders proclaimed their independence

Bosnia.

. Following the lead of Slovenia and Croatia, Bosnia's Muslim and Croat citizens -

voted for independence in a March 1992 referendumn. The Serbs boycotted. On April 6, the
EC recognized the independence of Bosnia-Herzegovina. The following day, the US
recognized the nations of Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia-tHerzegovina, and Iifted the
economic sanctions against the three republics.

The Bosnian Serb minority vigorously opposed the withdrawal of Bosnia-
Herzegovina from the namp SFRY that was rapidly becoming a de facto Serbian state. The
Baosnian Serbs withdrew from Bosnia-Herzegovina into their self-prociaimed “Serbian
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina.”

Fighting between the Serbs and the Muslim-dominated Bosnian government
ensued, The Bosnian Serbs soon seized more than two-thirds of the Bosnian republic’s
territory and began the siege of Sargjevo. The Serbs managed their successes despite
the fact that, according 10 a8 1991 census, they comprised only 31 percent of the
poputation, with the Musiims and Croatians having 44 and 17 percent, respectively.' Two
key reasons the Bosnian Serbs gained such an advantage over the Bosnian Muslims zo0
quickly were that the withdrawing YPA reflinquished Rs largs arsenal of weapons 10 the
Bosnian Serb forces as it withdrew and that the YPA soldiers with a Bosnian Serb
background stayed behind o bacome a formidable part of the new Bosnian Serb officer
corps.

While the Bosnian Serbs and Muslims wers fighting, the Bosnlan Croatians were

* According to the Congressional Research Sarvice, the eight percent of the
population unaccounted for in these percentages comprises various other ethnic
groups, none of which number more than 1 percent of the total populstion. Additionally,
the 1991 census akowed a "Yugosiavian® response for individuals of mixed parentage
ﬁh#-!&ﬂ.gi&g!ggﬂ%ﬂéﬂli
group.
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working to consolidate their positions in western Bosnia in their desired mini-state, Herceg-
Bosnia, which they would proclaiemn in July 1992. The Bosnian Croatians, much like Croatia,
s_o:_a change sides in the Bosnian confiict as_mg:!m:oouu:mﬁ&sg intarests,

supporting the Muslim government at this time, then later moving towards the Bosnlan
Serbs, unt shifling again towards the Muslim govermnment when the 1994 Wa: a__..fo.o._
Accords established the Bosnian Federation.

On May 30, 1892, the UN Security Council pasted Resolution 757. The resolution
condemned the SFRY's defiance of UN demands that k cease ks interference in the affairs
of Bosnia-Herzegovina, end placed an economic embargo on the Federal Republic of
Yugostavia until it fulfiled is obligations under Resolution 762, Resolution 762, which was
passad two weeks earlier on May 15, called for an end to the fighting In Bosnla, elimination
of influence and forces from both the YPA and Croatia, & aauon:o..ﬁoaqso;_
integrity of Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Notwithstanding the UN's afforts, the war continued into the summer. In August
1892, representatives from over 30 countries and nongovemmental organizations met in
London at the intemational Conference on the Former Yugosiavia 1o bring about a
negotiated end to the fighting. The London Conf e, co-sponsored by the EG and the
UN, named Lord David Owen and Cyrus Vance co-chairmen of the EC-UN steering
committee, The Conferance affirmed the principla that intemational boarders should be
changed only by mutual consent, and called for a ceass fire, access to detention camps
{by intemational organizations :o..waczz_nsngnian.o:o:%ol_ﬁm!
oama and the protection of human and minority rights. Unfortunately, the London

, ke the fution before R, had litde effect on the violence on the ground.
_..5 aly, o:):e:o.wg Cyrus Vance announced that all parties had already violated the
terms of the Conference, including the cease-fire, which they had approved just days
darlier.

The Gensva Peace Conference was held the following month, _oq_—.ovc_._uoaao_

problems, g&:ﬂ and varous other legal issues.

= o

Croats, who shut it down. The Yranians forced to retumn 1o their small-scale arms
smuggling and training efforts. -@&aﬁ'

‘In Qetober 1992, negotiators Cyrus Vance and Lord Owen advanced their plan {the
“Vance-Owen" plan} to settie the conflict. Their plan was 1o establish a decentralized stato
with seven to ten autonomous provinces defined by economic and geographic, rather than
ethnic, criteria, The Bosnian Serb leadership prompty rejected the plan the following day.

In response to the Bosnian Serbs, Vance and Owen reworked their pian several
times, and in January 1893 the Bosnian Croats approved the measure. The Bosnian
Mu _:._ _o._oion a_ _sma.. On May 2, Bosnian Serb President Radovan Karadzic
signed the plan under i pn e by Serbian President Slobodan Milcsevic. Two

nmﬁ_m»o r, the Bosnian Serb Pa ___na_m_éoosa._.. @ plan, and the Vance-Owen procass
was finished,

There was no hiding the viciousness of the fighting. Genocide was frequently
u_au& by the combatants and, as the word discovered more and more about the
alrocities being inflictad by all sides, the Security Council passed Resolution 808 in
February 1993, e Ezwz-ﬁssil.osoui!_:m_ In support of the Resolution, the EC,
the UN staff and the US State Department submitted reports documenting the crimes of
systematic rape, murder, mutiation, deportation, illegal imprisonment, and “sthnic
cleansing” by all parties.

All three sides corwnitted 2 great many atrocities during this conflict upon
innocents, but it appears the Bosnian Serbs were the most egregious in thelr violations of
human rights. it was the Bosnian Serb leadership that set the war aim of creating an
sthnically “pure” and geographically contiguous greater Serbia 3?33_35__3.%
necessary. caqegsisgeeazwgno;oiegﬁsai a more
complete ac g of the g which

in May 1993, Bosnian President Alija Lrethegovic wamed of a “new aggression” by
Bosnlan Croatians, and relations between the Bosnlan Musiims and Croetlans steadily
worsened. As the fighting intensMed around the city of Mostar and throughout central
g&%&ﬁisiﬂi “ethnic cleansing” to solidify gains mada on

Also that May, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 824, which
declared that Sarajevo, Bihac, Srebrenica, Tuzla, Gorazde, and Zepa should be treated
88 "safa areas” and that oll Bosnian Serb military units should withdraw from those areas
&t once. The Sacurity Councl followed up this declaration on June 4, 1993 with Resolution
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836 extending the mandate of UN Protection Forcas and authorized measures, inciuding
use of force, o protect these “safe areas.” By Febwuary of 1994, the situation on the ground
had become infolerable for the NATO leadership es the Bosnian Serbs overran Srebrenica
and Zepa and besieged and shelled the others, creating appaking humanitarian conditions,
Serbian actions had made a mockery of the term "safe area.”

The catalyst for increased intemational action came when a mortar shell landed in

a crowded Sarajevo market on Fetwuary 5, 1994, kiling 68 and wounding over 200

clviltans. The following day, UN Secretary General Boutros Boutrcs-Ghali lifted his
opposition to air strikes and asked NATO Secretary General Man! :aasaoans eek
permission from the North Atiantic Council to a heavy weapons € zZone
around Sarzjevo. President Clinton supported the Secretary General's call for alr strikes

shoukl more violence against civilians occur. On April 10, the NATO Alliance, in its first
offensive action since its founding, launched air strikes against Serb positions which had
been shelling Gorazde relentiessly. A second strike the following day helped bring the
Bosnian Serb advance to & halt, although the Serbs maintained control gver a large
percentage of the temitory acquired in their advance.

The Seibs had also been put on léss advantageous terms by the Washington
Accords reached the month before, in March, betwean the Bosnlan Muslims and the
Croats. The Accords set up a Federation which, in addition %o refieving miltary pressure
on the hard-pressed Musiims, put the Serbs in a difficult strategic situation. The Croats
were now freed up to begin preparations for a major offensive to retake the Krafina, and
the Muslims were oble to shore up their defenses and keep other Bosnian Sett units
engaged elsewhere in Bosnia.

This was, in brief, the situation in the region in Aprk 1984, when lran again sought
1o intefject iself into the war on a large scale.

3

CHAPTER 3

THE PUBLIC POLICY OF THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION
ON THE BOSNIAN ARMS EMBARGO -- DENIAL AND DECEPTION

This chapler wilf examine the Cfinfon Administration’s pubfic policy on the UN arms
embargo on Bosnia. Starting with the formulation of the Wranian green light policy in Agpril
1994, the actual policy became very different from what the Administration representad it
to be in its statements to Congress, the press, and the American people. As is discussed
in Section [t of this report, where the developrnent and implementation of the tranian green
fight policy are discussed at lngth, the Adminisiraion went o extraordinary lengths fo
keep s diplomatic duplicity under wraps. Senlor Administration officials wefe intent that
there shoulkd be no US “fingerprints.” In the public realm, this went beyond the usual
practice of offering ‘no comment” on allegations of US covert activity; instead,
Administration officials from the Pregident on down lied.

Some have criticized the Clinton Administration for a lack of consistency in foreign
policy. 5??9&9&!33&&%33&2?9?835 # would
largely be unfair in describing the Administration’s public record on the Bosnian atms
embargo.

Regarding the embargo, the Adminisiration consistantly expressed its opposition to
the embargo whils also consistantly stating s unwillingness 1o take unilateral action to litt
it. The concept of uniateral action by the US was fundamentally inconsistent with the
“assertive mutifateraksm” that bacame the centerpiece of the Administration's foreign
policy, Assertive multitateralism rests on 2 high regard for the UN 25 an instrument of
foreign policy, a profession of the moral obligation to follow the spirit and letter of
intemnationsal 1aw, and the imperative of multilateral coopevation. In its public statemants
about the arms embargo, the Adminisiration never deviated from the positions necessitated
by these principles, despite the fact that the Administration leamed within days of taking
office that assertive mullisieralism effectively tied ity hands in working fo ift the embargo
R befieved fo be against US interests. It was this quandary that would, in Aprll 1964, lead
uﬂggoo 8%?%%«5%5#&3&3 specifically
iran and tia,

4..0)9:_ istration’s Sea Legs: The ideaiism of “Assertive Multiisteratism™
Although foreign policy was not a centerplece of Bl Clinton's presidential campaign,

Bosnla was an exceplion. Candidate Clinion condemned ihe Bush Administration’s policy
of nonintesvention, “The conlinuing bloodshed in Bosnla and the former Yugosiavia
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aqugﬁﬁan‘musamcuaag.rounaa;
. . ave urged in response io Serbian
mnn_dawﬁ.mm.mmonan He provided some specificity in the first presidential debate in

I agree that we cannot commit ground forces o
quagmire of Bosnia or in the tribal wars of mo._.m_twhcmﬂ _ﬁc_:o.."xmaSH.n ﬂ..”
__wq._._.uonwae recognize that there are things that can be done short of that,
m_._._c“_isﬁ_w_._om:mﬁ an interest thera . . . _ I think we should stiffen the
rge on Belgrade govemment, and | think we have to consider
Egmsm.. o not we should it the arms embargo now on the Bosnians, since
ey ara in no way in a fair fight with 2 heavily armed opponent bent on

.wn_.__._.o o i
v :mnwm..”..m__._n. We can't get involved in the quagmire, but we must do

And, a3 Govemor Clinton would repeatedly stress, “what
h ty s X we can do” meant what we can
do in fandem with sthers, that is 1o 53y, within the framework of assertive multiiateralism.

The fancy word s ‘multilateral,’ but the ordin word is | .
Delieve Ris my job at the LN. and the job of o of ze withsr ﬁas.aua..._;o_i_ oy
ugsgnau&o&i;?gtg.gig. leading,

! Clinton Campaign Statement on Crisis n Bosnla, US Newswire, July 27, 1692,

uoﬁoaa.mn
13, 1892}, Ciinton, Addreas st the Los Angeles World Afisirs Councl {Aug.

* Governor 8 Clinton, Address in the Presidental Debaie (Oct 11, 1992)

b

the problems that we have to deal with.*

Basnia, for the Clinten Administration, s exaclly such a problam; one of those many
occasions when, in the words of George Stephanopoulos, “we need 1o bring pressure to
bear on the belligerents of the post-Cold Wer period and use out inflyence to prevent
ethnic and other regional conflicts from erupting. But usually we will not want to act alone
— our stake will be limited and direct U.S. intervention urwisa.™

The weeks leading up to the inauguration in January 1993 saw the start of new UN-
sponsored diplomatic talks on Bognia In New York. These talks fed the hopes of the new
Clinton foreign policy team, anxious o axercise its policy of multlateralism, as well as the
hope of an American populace sickened by the viciousness of the fighting.

The heady days of trensition brought forth within the new Adminisiration
declarations of major reviews of Bosnian policy altematives and the strong desire for
"improved” opfions. MNonetheless, in the case of the former Yugosfavia, these
deliberations inavitably led back to Clinton's policy as declared in the elaction campaign.
Secretary of State Warren Christopher, speaking in Januaty 1993 said, " would stress, as
President Clinton hat, startng last August, that i [Bosnia] does seem to be a place where
the United States needs to be activist and internationalist in our outiook™

Internationat Political Reality: The Europsans Say “No”
Yet, once i offics, President Clinton found the Bosnian problem much more

complex and intractable than he anticipated as a candidate, Despite the rhetorical
flourishes and talk of change, praclical changes in the policy from that of the Bush

* Hearing on LIS Participation in United Nations Peacekesping Activities Befo
the House Conwniltes on Foreign Affairs, 103d Cong. (June 24,1993). .
* Thomas W, Lippman, Aftican Crises Tesd : .

. Suias IoF More Direct American e
Post, June 13, 1993, at A33.

* Carol Giacomo, Clinton 1o Review Brsnia Palicy
Ban, The Reuter Library Report, Jan. 22, 1883,

? Alan Elsner, US Looking at Option of
Reuter Library Reporl, Jan. 27, 1983,
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Administration were difficult to discern, L i
f . Leaving the new Administration’s first Basni policy
Ni:”r%%.mﬂﬂ& Christopher counseled the press to Tower expectations,” vwaﬁ._w_mm% "in
ing.™ Where candidate Clinton had besn calling for "urgent” international
action, President Clinton was now urging caution: .

;os._mzn_sgagcoo:!agsnow_o_ [ L

h mmediately take action, the end

Mﬂgaﬂ_o__ | coudd not sse. _s.w_._;ago..i:ﬁm._ﬁ_._imz:aao. | want to do

. Euqa.qu wholgheartedly, | want it to have g reasonable prospect of
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Yanca-Owen plan it felt would have effectively partiticned Bosnia. For an administration
that placed heavy emphasis on the UN and multiiateralism in foreign policy, this was not
a comfortable situation. Secrelary Christopher tried 1o step around the problem during a
trip to the UN in February 1993, saying that the US supported the “process” without
necessarily supporting the results.” Two days later, using focution that would later
become the hallmark of the Iran green light policy, White House spokesman George
Stephanopoulos said President Clinton *does not have any specific support or rejection”
of the UN plan.”?

Some commentators have strongly attacked- the tenets of the Clinton
Administration’s policy of assertive multilateralism. Steven Eranger, in the New York
Times, called it “a formula for action that seemed to make the UN the only source of
legitimacy for the use of force to keep the world secure,” and Peter W. Rodman of the
Nixon Canter for Peace and Freedom, declared that for muitilateralists “American
unilateralism was the principal sin to be avoided, as if to atone for a shameful past.™ It
was former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, however, who most astutely identified the
inherent weakness of assertive multBateralism, The policy, he said, resigns the US to a
belief that “the national inferest is on the whole defined by the affainable giobal
consensus.”* This turned cut to be the reef on which the Bosnia policy foundered.
Although the Administration wanted to Tilt the ams embargo as it applied to the Bosnian
Muslims, R was unable to lead Rs global "p " into a to do so - and 1o ect
unilaterally would require the Adminigtration to viclate the philosophical comerstone of its

foreign policy.
The Administration quickly ieamed that the Eurppeans, in particular, were unwilling

to yield on the fundamental question of lifting the arms embargo. Fighting in eastem
Bosnia intensifisd, and In April 1993, the Serbs, in a much-reporied offensive, moved io

Biogest Headache ix in mps, The Associated

._Ugoﬁz.xaaﬁaﬁg_..
Press, Feb, 3, 1993. )

“id.

' Stephen Erlanger, Tha LIS and the
New York Times. July 7, 1996.

par 2000 and Beyond Fiefom the Sanala Commitia
Congress {July 13,1985) (amphasis added}. '
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capture the town of Srebrenica Pregident Clinton s, i
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Secretary Chrisopher would admit that the effart had been & mistake. *The way that !
made the trip 1o Europe in May 1993 was not consigtent with giobal leadership.”™ After
that, the Administration more openly acknowledged fts political impotence. Presidant
Clinton explained:

Let me tell you scmething about Bosnia. On Bosnia, | made a decision. The
United Nations controls what happens in Bosnia. | cannot unilaterally &ft the
anms embargo. | gidn't change my mind. Qur alfies decided that they weren'
prepared to go that far at this time. They ashed me 10 wait, and they said
they would not support i,  didn't change my mind.*

It was also at about this time that Undersecretary of State Peter Tamoll indicated
the US had 1o rethink its intemational role and realistically reappraise the degree to which
It could hope to act and infivence international events unilaterally. This doctrine, the so-
called “Tamoflf Dochrine,” was eventually disavowed by President Clinlon. A Congressional
Research Service report noted, howevet, “US policy on Bosnia appeared 1o confiem Mr.
Tamoff s views rather than coniradict them. Lifting the arms embarge, while in principle
favored Sﬁobnnﬁ..gumg.imm not viewed as a viable cption witheut the participation
of other aliies.

On June 30, the Administration suffered yet another defeat in changing US policy.

it was the only other Security Councll member fo back a resolution put forth by five nor-

aligned member countries 1o 1t the embargo. Even though Prasident Clinton had
previously assasted that the US should take the lead in formulating intemmational policy
towards Bosnia, the US “did not push strongly for its adoption,™ and Russia, France, and
Britain Joined other Councll members In handily defeating the measure. The resull was
that a policy change the Administration deemed to be in the natianal interast was

** Elaing Sciolino, The Clinton Recopd: Foreign Policy: Bosania Po
LLS. Military. Role, The New York Times, July 28, 1996, at A15.

# President B Clinton, Press Confererics {(June 15, 1963).

# Jufie Kim and Otanne E. Rennack, Bosnia-Harces

congreas: Pollcy Dehains and mary of Malor | eqgislatio
Service (CRS), Report for Congress 94-1008 F, at 7.

"2 g1even Woehrel, Bosnia-tstcagavina: Summary of the Dehates On
Lifting of the Amme Embargo, CRS, Report for Congress 85477 F, at 5.
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squelched yet again by the UN,

In July, the President was again put on the defensive in a press conference when
& questioner referred to the Administration as being “Indecisive” in formulating a Bosmia
policy. He replied,

Let me, first of afl, point out what the United States has done just since I've
been President. We spent a great deal of money on humanitarian aid; we
have pushed hard for strengthening the embargo against Serbia; we have

pushed for a number of other things to try fo help resolve the situation that
we have all agreed on.

| did not back away from my position, sir. Britain and France and
Russia said they would not support that position within the United Nations.
The United States cannot act alone under intemationat law in this instance.”

In July, as Serb forces stepped up their assault on Samjevo and threatened to
overrun the Bosnian capital, the Administration finally was moved to act. It announced
that, while it hoped to work with the allied states, it was prepared to act unilaterally with
air strikes to break the siege of Sarajevo. [t is hard to know how serous the Administration
was in making this statement. No military action was ever taken, although the threat did
solivate NATO to meet in August to consider joint action. Even then, NATO ceded its
authority to the UN Secretary-General io determine if military action was warranted and to
call for air strkes.

The President's subsequent statements squarely contradicted his' professed
willingness to take unilateral action and seaffimed his commitment to multilateralism, no
matter what the consequences for US national interests. Seven months later, on February
8, 1994, the day after a rocket altack on a crowded market in Sarajevo killed 68 pecpls,
President Clinton made his most categorical statement yet on his interpratation of the Bimits
on US sovereignty in using its miitary, “The United States, | will say again, under
international law, in the absance of an attack on our people, doas not have the authorlty
fo unilateralty undertake air sirikes."*

® President Bill Clinfon, Press Interview {(July 2, 1853).

* The Lats Editionr: US Responds to Attack in Sarajavo, CNN Television
Broadcast (Feb. 6, 1994) (amphasis added).
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aplions to remove the embargo. This eventualty led to Section 1404 of the fiscal year 1995
Nationiat Defense Authorization Act ™ According to that lagislation, if the Bosnian Serbs
did not accept the Contact Group peace plan by Oclober 15, the President was 1o
introducs a resolution at the Securily Council to lift the arms embango muttiaterafly no later
than December 1. Morecover, should such a resolution fall to pass, no US funds were o
be expended after Novernber 15 10 enforce the continued embargo. This provision is
commonly referrad to as "Nunn-Mitcheld,” after its Senate sponsors. Since it was clear the
Security Councll would dafeat a resolution to lift the embargo, the Administration halted the
use of US funds eflective November 12, 1954. 1t also ended the deployment of American
ships in the Adalic Sea for embargo enforcement and ended the sharing of intelligence
on embargo violations with other countries.

In all other respects, the Administration's policy remained unchanged, particularly
its opposition o uniaterally #fting the embargo. Although the Administration consulted with
Congress on possibie plans 1o aid the Bosnians unilaterally {as was afso required in the
legisiation), the Asministration mada it clear it would not accept any form of unilateral
action by the US. Indeed, on January B, 1995, Vice President Al Gore wamed that the
President would veto any bl requiring a unilateral Ufting.® This actually came to pass on
August 11, 1995, when the President vetoed $.21, a bill caliing for the unflateral fifting of
the embargo afer the withdrawal of UN peacekeepers from Bosnia or 12 waeks after the
govemment of Bosnia-Herzegovina requested that UN peacekeepers leave, whichever
came first.

Ancther concem axpressed repaatediy by the Administration during its debates with
Congress in 1095 about the unllateral lifiing of the embargo was that it could lead to one
of two possible situations, both of which were worse than the status quo. The first was the
“Armericanization” of the war. The second (and this is brazen in light of the Administration's
ongoing secret Iranian green light policy) was the introduction of iranians into the war.

The logic behind the fear of “Americanization™ was that the nation that iifts the

Secretary Mike McCurry expiained that the Administration “strenuously” opposed a
unilateral fifting of the embargo becauss it would “give the US unilateral responsibiity for

* US Public Law 103-337.

* Ron Fournier, Gaom: 1JS Sill Backs
The Associated Press, Jan. 8, 1965.
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the devastating consequences.™ Consequently, if the Bosnian military wera to begin to
falter after the lift, the US would have 1o step in to train, arm, and possibly defend its new
dependents. American intervention, the argument went, became alt the mare likely
because a unilatersl lifing by the US would likely have led UN peacekeepers to withdraw
from the region.Thus, not onfy would US intervention be required to prop up Bosnian
forces, it would atso be required o aid the withdrawal of UN forces.”

The most disingenuous of the Administration’s arguments was that lifting the arms
embargo coutd aflow the Iranians a foothold in Eurcpe. The argument was that if the us
were 1o Hiit the embango, without ltself anming the Muslims, iran would fill the vacuum and
thereby "establish a presence” in Bosnia and the Balkans.® (As shown in Section [} of this
report, the Administration had already ty acquiesced in iran's filling the exisling
vacuum.) It was against such an argument that Senator Dole spoke on June 5, 1905,

[Wihen these of us who advocate [fting the amms embargo . . . point out that
other countries would also participate in aming the Bosnians, we are told
that this would allow ran to arm the Bosnians. The fact is the amns embarge
has guaranteed that lran Is a key supplier of anms to Bosnla and
administration officials have actually used that fact to argue that there Is no
need to lift the arms embargo . . . . From statements made by State
Department officials to the press, one gets the impression that iran is the
Clinton Administration’s preferred provider of weapons to the Bosnlans. If
the Administration has a problem with Iran arming Bosnia, it should be
prepared to do something about it

* Mike McCumy, White House Press Briefing (July 18, 1885).

" *There Ia no question that unitaterally jitting the anms embargo, f the United
States took that action, would lead U.N. troop-cortributing nations to quickly withdraw
thei troops. That would then trigger, ss you all know, a commitment we have fo our
affies to help extract them. So & is almost a dead-certain bat that ifting the ams
!:v!aoio:_nnlﬂ_c.m.naeigiﬂtiﬁsggna!mog_mg
shortly.”: Mike McCuiry, White House Press Briefing (July 12, 1995).

2 pike McCurry, White House Press Briefing (June 9, 1995).

* 141 Cong. Rec. STBE0 {No. 92. June 5, 1995) (Statsment of Sen, Robert
Dole) (emphasis added).
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Senator Dole had no idea at the time how true his words i
A le ha t were about Iran being the
b..wﬁ::__.%z.meg._ s “preferred provider” of weapons, His mistake, like that of his oo__.ﬁ-w_._oo
m.._oo_..n_‘mmu was in believing the Administration's denials of complicity and thinking no
Iministration would be so foolish zs fo permit Iran — the workd's leading sponsor of state-
sanctioned terrorism ~ fo establish a foothold in Europs,

it would seem that the Administration would not want to revisit this
; ; rticular
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reglon concerned whether the US was involved in either setting up or sanctioning the
operation,

On May 13, 1994, two weeks after the Administration gave the green light, State
Department spokesman David Johnson commented on reports of lranian shipments
through Zagreb, *1t is the policy of the United States to respect the UN arms embargo on
the nations that formetly comprised Yugosiavia." He quickly added that the US bilieves
“It's important that UN Security Council resofutions be fully observed,” a broader statement
that suggested that the US expected other nations to respect the embargo as well.®

On June 3, the Brifish newspaper, The Independent, reported that lranian sources
“close to the govemment and opposition in Tehran, claim that elements in President Bif
Clinton's administration have made it clear that America would not interfere with Iran’s
atternpts to circumvent the infernational arms embargo on Bosnia.™ The same article
contained official US denials. Nonetheless, the issue would not die, and the press
continued to pursue the story.

Later in June, the Administration once again was faced with a press story that
threatened to uncover the green light policy. An aricle by Bl Gertz of the Washington
Times ted with the sentence, “Croatia has become a major transit point for covert lranian
arms shipments to Bosnia wih the tacit approval of the Clinlon administration, which
publicly remains opposed o a unilateral fting of the international arms embargo agalhst
the fractured Batkan states.” But in the same article a "senior U.S. official” said that the US
government opposed the iranian arms shiprenis because they undercut UN sanctions.
“Thera Is na U.S, support for what Iran is doing,’ the official said.™® That same day press
guidanca issued by the State Department explicily denied active complicity and any sort
of acquiescence, M is the poficy of the United States to respect the UN amms embargo on
the nations that formerty comprised Yugoslavia. We strongly believe that UN Security

Independent, June 3, 1954,

* 15 Mum on Repart of Iran Arms 10 Bosnila, Reutes World Service, May 13,

¥ Robert Block, EEE%E:EE Independent,
June 3, 1994, at 14,

* Bl Gertz, lranian Weapons Sent Via Croatia, Washington Times, Juna 24,
1994, et A1,

1094




36

Councl resolutions must be fully respactad.™ This guidance would be sent out repeatedly
in the following months.*

Subsequent press guidances and public statements from the State Depariment,
National Security Council and the White House consistently denied any US role in the
franian arms pipefine. At the State Department’s daily press briefing on November 7, for
example, spokesman Christine Shelley was asked directly if the US was contributing to,
or tuming a blind eye to, the violations of the arms embarge. The response was clear and
categorical, “We're certainly not contributing to #t, and we certainly are not tuming a blind
gys. We have been a major participant, as you know, in the enforcement of all the different
UN Security Council resolutions which have been passed in the past.™'

Congress took the Administration at its word, yet the press and intefligence reporting
Indicated the Iranian arms kep: flowing and, in the wake of such reports, the growth of
Iranian influence in the region became increasingly a matter of concem. While the
Adminfstration still denies the linkage, at least for Congress it was obvious from the
beginning that there was a direct connection between the provision of lranian weapons and
assistance and the growth of Iranian influence, Senator Dole in January 1895 argued that
8.21, his legislation lifting the embargo, "would reduce the potential influence and role of
radical exiremist stalas Hke Iran” in the Balkans,” The Administration nevertheless vetosd
the legistation. As on many other occasions, it chose not to advise Congress that the
actual Administration policy was that “at the highest level we do not wish 1o interpose
ourselves” between the lranians and the Balkans — that is, 1o pemmit Iran to use ams
transfers to solidify its influence in the region.”

In Apsil 1895, a year after the green light policy went inlo effect, a Washington Post
story reopened the question of the US's tact approval of Iranian arms transfers.
Department of State press guidance on Apri 14 posed the foliowing hypothetical question
and guidance on its answer:

* Depariment of State, Dally Press Guklance, June 24, 1994,

= E.g., Department of State, Daly Press Guidance, June 27 and Aug. 3, 1984,
“ DOS cable, State 300842, Nov. 7, 1994 (emphasis added).

* 141 Cong. Rec. S211 (No.1. Jan. 4, 1995) (Statement of Sen. Robert Dole).
“ Peter Galbraith, Memorandum for the File, May 6, 1994,
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story, this one alleging US involvernent with a Saudi program to arm the Bosnians. Again, The Clinton Administration's consistant assertion of the need for assertive
the guidance is given in hypotheticat questions and answers. They are quoted at length _ multiateralism was matched in effort and praciice only by its consistence in falsely denying
below. This is necessary to document the degree to which the Clinton Administration was its "Iranian green fight" policy. The truth finally came to light with the publication of the
willing to misrapresent the truth in order to cover up their policy to aiow Iran to develop a series of highly detafied and wel-informed Los Angeles Times articles starting on Apri 6,
foothold in Europe through Bosnia. 1896.°° It was only then that the Administration ceased is denlals and deceptions and
admitted what its true policy was — to aiow Iran o purchase influenca in the Balkans by
[Q] Response to allegations in the Washington Post that the United States supplying anns.
cooperatad with Saudi Arabia in a program to amm the Bosnians over the

past three years.

[A] We categorically deny the allegations in the Post story that the US was
in any way involved with the purported Saudi program to amm the Bosnian
Gavemment, in violation of the UN arms embargo. While this Administration
consistently argued that the arms embargo unfaiy punished the victim of
aggression during the Bosnian conflict, it was always our policy to abide by
the terms of the ams embargo. We oppossd & unfateral lifting of the
embargc because it would undenmine respect for other binding UNSC
resclutions, including economic sanctions against Serbla, Iraq and Libya.
The US did not cooperate, coordinate or consult with any other government
regarding the provision of arms fo the Bosnians.

[Q:) But weren't you aware of covert arms assistance o the Bosnians by the
Saudis and other countries, such as lran?

(A No such shipments were taken i consuNation or coordination with the
US government.

[Q:] i you were aware of these shipments, why didn't you stop them?

[A:] We have always made clear that we zua-u&udw«?nguoa&mau
and that we expected other countries io do 5o as well.

“ The articles have been discussed at length in Chapler One.

-..d National Security Councll, Daily Guidance Update, Feb, 2, 1996 (emphasis
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CHAPTER 4
THE PUBLIC POLICY OF THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION ON IRAN

{nexplicable reversal of lng-standing US polk
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In later chapters, we wil demonstrate how such an indefensible decish
3 r on was made
ﬁ?émiisigﬂsgigﬁsgfgs&&u:«.._.a_a._
uence in the region, “sam_a%mﬁ.giﬂgwuﬁa_g the fact that, in its public
pronouncements, the R:!W.._.!.u: has advocated an lranian policy that is totally
Fggoé_ﬁmgﬂsoaﬁruﬂ_wﬁ:ﬁ

Recognizing the Probietn: Iran

, ?&gg;ggﬂam?ﬁgzauﬁﬁgaﬁg. :
lran's preaminent role 8s a state sponsor of temorism. Eajsggiz.wirﬁ
gggggggg_muﬁ ran Is “the premier

gg!:&i.ﬂ%di?ciwﬁf!.ﬂgu foreign
ﬂ.ﬂg"!gggagiuﬁwnsgtcmg. Bacause
lﬂgwoazgugwggaasoc:img.cmg!&

* Depariment of Stats, Pattems of Glohal Tenmriam: 1895, Apr. 1996, at 24,
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personne! abroad continue to be at risk.™ Two years earlier, the annual report reached
much the same conclusion;

Iran again was the most active state sponsor of terrorism and was
implicated In terrorist attacks in ftaly, Turkey and Pakistan. Its intefligence
safvices support terrorist acts — either directly or through extremists groups
. ... lran stil survays US missions and personnel. Tehran's policymakers
view terrorism as a valid tool to accomplish thekr political objectives, and acls
of terrofism are approved at the highest levels of the Iranian government *

In this document, which, ironically, was published the very month of the Administration’s
green light decision, the Administration provided information that woutd lead one to believe
the Administration would be making sfforts to crack down on Iran’s invotvement in Bosnia
and Croatia rather than "wink and nod” at it

Bosnian Vice President Ejup Ganic wamed in June {1993] that Bosnians
Iiving in Europe were likely to resort 1o terrorism if the Wast did not come to
Bosnia's aid, and outside terrorist groups are reported providing support to
the Bosnian Muslims. In August, Croatian authorities confiscated weapons,

explosives and false d nts from a 4 ist" network that had been
aiding Bosnla, Hizballah and Iran have provided tralning to the Bosnian
Muslim army.*

Section |l of this report further documents the extensive infonmation available to the
Administration on iran and its surrogates’ aclivities in the former Yugoslavia prior to the
green light as well as after.

The Policy Response to the Iranlan Threat

Not only has the Clinton Administration besn clear in acknowledging Iran’s threat
to US national interests and workl stability, the Administration has aiso been consistent
{other than in the former Yugosiavia } in articuiating and adhering to a policy that was
meant 1o Isolate iran politically, economically, and milarlly. Such isolation, i was hoped,

21d. st 25.
2 Department of State, Pattems of Global Termardsmr 1993, Apr. 19984, at 22,
‘Id. at 11,
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woukl fead to the regime's moderation.*

Secrelary Christopher encapsulated the fran policy and its rationale In May 1994 in

a speech befors the American Jewish Committes Confarence:

Well, Iran is an outlaw country in my judgment and deserves to be
treated with containment and isolation. It is not only their weapons of mass
destruction program that concems us, but their resort 1o terrorism around the
world. Their ugly hand can be seen not only in the Middle East but in Africa
and some places in Europe. Their determined opposition to the peace
process in the Middie East is only one of the reasons why | think that they do
not deserve the approbation of the intemational community.

We cannot expect 10 end afl trade with them, but | think what we can
urge our allies is to not give them concessions and not welcome them into
the family of nations and accord the advantages of that kind of status. The
United States will be working hard in this vein, fsefing it's necessary to ry to
ggﬁssgigcagﬂu%aosgwg
fowand thelr neighbors and toward the rest of the world.

++. . lran is a country thet | think deserves our very close walching,
and until they make a major change in their poficy, | think the Uniled States’
present policy of isolation and containment is the correct one.*

* The Clinton Administration has attempted to Bk its Iran policy with its policy
vis-a-vis Iraq In a regional strategic policy R has termed “dusf containment” This policy
was outiined by Martin lndyk, Special Assistant 1o the Presiderit for Near East and
South Asian Affalrs at the National Security Council (NSC), in May 1993, and makes up

ggg%?ﬂé?%
{Vol. 73, No. 2, MariApr. 1994, at 45-55). The dual

purposes 1l is not necessary ko review the iranpolicy In this larger regional stratagic
context. It is sufficient 1o note that thers is a clear and unamblgucus policy of isolating
and containing iran so as lo moderate s policies.

* Sacretary of State Wamen Christopher, Remarks at the American Jewish
Commities Conference (May 5, 1994).

m

More than just keeping up the rhetorical drum-beat of calls 1o isolate Iran, the
President has also taken action to further that objective and increase the pressure on its
leadership 1o moderate iis many objectionable policies. In May 1995 tha President signad
an executive order banning, in effect, all US trade and investment in lran.’ In August
1998, the President signed the Iran and Litya Sanctions Act," a bill that had passed the
House without a single digsenting vole, imposing sanctions on foreign companies exporting
petroleum-related technology 1o Iren. In regard to this bill, the President said, “You cannot
do business with countries that practice commerce with you by day white funding or
protecting the terrorists who kilt you and your innocent civillans by night. That is wrong,
1 hope and expect that before long, our alias will come around to accepting this
fundamental truth.” As National Security Advisor Anthony Lake has noted, those countries
that believe positive inducements wi! work with Iran are wrong and improvement in
relations must come about only as a reward for lran’s moderating its objectionable
behavior, “The most effective message is a congistent one: no normal relations untl these
[objectionabie] actions end.™®

The Administration fumed its back on this established principle of American foreign
policy In making the green Bght decislon. Instsad of “isolating® and "containing® Iran, as
Secretary Christopher had promised, tha Administration’s poficy in the Balkans was "at the
highest level we do not wish to interpose ourseives betwesn the Iranlans and the
Croatians.™ In allowing Iranian arms transfers fo Bosnia, the Administration essentially
forced the Bosnians into a position of dependence on, and subservience to, iran. This
would soon come back to hurt the Administration.

T Executive Order No. 12859, 80 Fed. Reg. 24,757 (1995).
" Public Law 104-172,

auou._van&oawl giiﬂ?ﬁ%cgg. 5,

* Anthony Laks, Confronfing Backiash Statas, gupra at 5.
" Ambassador Peter Galbraith quoting Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of .

State Alexander Vershbow in & May 5, 1684 telephone conversation. Recounted ina
Memorandum for the File by Galbraith, dated May 6, 1994.
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SECTION TWO: )
._.Im_z<mm._._m>.-._oz>zu_._.m_u_z_u_zmm

CHAPTER 5
CONDUCT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE INVESTIGATION
Testimony

The Select Subcommitiee sought to take depositions from all significant participanis
in the events under investigation. In some instances, Interviews, rather than depositions,
iaoﬂacgﬁg%e&m%i:usﬂnnga @ joint resource lo the
Subcommittee staff.! Both the majority _E:!o&«us____ioaauaa nted at overy
deposition and interview. The deposition testimony was transcribed by a certified court
reporter s_sa!qiagsooasaoaﬁm%o:ﬁaooa% of the House of
Representatives. Depositions were conducted under oath in a question and ~ uin
format. Interviews were conducted by the Select Subcommittee staff a 33;.3 special
investigalors. Interview witnesses were not put under oath,

The Selact Subcommittee took the depositions of 27 wil and interviewad
approximately 55 otheors,

The following individuals (listed in alphabetical order) appeared for depositions:
Janet S. Andres - former Exacutive Assistant to Director of Central intelligence; Reginald
Barthotomew - former Special Envoy to the former Yugoslavia; General Wesley Clark -
former Director of Strategic Plans & Policy (J-5) on the Joint Staff; Thomas Donflon -
Assigtant Secretary of State for Public Affairs and Chief of Staff 1o the Secretary of State;

Ambassador Peter W. Galbraith - Ambassador to Croatia; Colonel Richard €. Herrick - -

Defense & Amy Attache, Embassy Zagreb; Ambassador Richard Holbrooke - former
Assistant Secretary of State for European and Canadian Affairs; Richard A. Holtzapple -
E:ivﬁann_oao!_.moooimondsq Embassy Zagreb; Susan C, Hovanec - former
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Intelligence Chief for Basnia/Herzegovina Command, UNPROFOR; Charlotta Stottman -
former secretary o Ambassador Galbraith; Strobe Talbott « Secretary of State;
Peter Tamoff - Undersecretary of State for Poiitical Affairs,

[Alexandar R. Vershbow - former Deputy Assistant Secretary
State for European a ian Affairs; James Woolsey - former Director of the CIA;
Kathryn Zabetakis - former Secretary to Deputy Chief of Mission Ne

The Selact Subcommitte staff, including stafl investigators, also conducted
interviews. not taken under oath, of the following individuals: Mark E. Anderson; Terri Lee
Baker, Richard C. Barklay; Fredsrick Baron; Maria Barton; Samuel *Sandy” Berger; Robert

m _.x: rt; Ambassador Lawrence Butler (telepho _...nmgzouo:nuca_c. _usmqog._qo:.
Davis; former Senator Dennis DeConcinl; Dushka Djuric; Robert P. Finn; former
er of the House Thomas S. Foley; Philip 5. Goldberg; Jane Green; Anthomy 3

; Christopher R. Hill; Christopher J, Hoh: Swanee Hunl _w..mu:m IEB_u
_mwgggggr.sgxw:a_smzra of the House of
resentatives Robert Michel; John Monjo; Imam Sevko Omerbasic; Ronna vmnu_.m_
¢ Pitzer; Susan Ray: John Rizzo; Wiliam G. Root; James W. mi_co_.-.z_mnon
oww.axmaaoq.mmnﬁ<oa_..vos_v ul Vogel; Ambassador Jenonne Walker;
Thomas G. Weston; Philip C. Wilcox, Jr.; and John 5. Wolf,

—o re
i
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Under advisement of their agency of for other reasons, saveral of the above
individuals declined to testify under cath. The Nafional Security Councl (NSC) declinad
to have its employees tesiify under oath, including National Security Advisor, Arthony Lake
and his deputy Samuel “Sandy” Berger. Chainman of the President's Inteligence
Oversight Board, Anthony Harrington, at the instruction of the White House Counsel, also
declined 1o testify under oath. Secrstary of Stale Wamen Christopher, Secretary of
Defento Wiliam Perry, and Leon Feurth, Assistant to the Vice President for National
Security Affalrs, ail declined to sit for a staff deposition.

In addition, the Sefect Subcommitiee acquired copies of relevant testimony given
by several individuals in closed hearings conducted by the House Permanent Sefect
Committes on intefigence (HPSCI). HPSCI was most genemous In sharing these and other
resources for review by the Select Subcommitise, The Senate Select Committes on
Intelligence (SSCI) also provided the Select Subcommiitee access to transcripts of its
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relevant closed hearings. In addition, SSCI offered the services of their special
investigators who shared their research and Information they obtained during their
investigation of this issue.

Acquisition of Classified and Nen-Classifled Federal Government Documents

Throughout the Subcommittee’s investigation, documents were obtained from
several Federal agencies. Documents were processed, each identified with a bate stamp
number and stored in a Sensitive Comparimented Information Facility (SCIF).

The Selec! Subcommiltee sought relevant documents from numerous federal
agencies. These agencies included the Central Inteligence Agency (CIA), the Depariment
of Defense (DOD), the National Security Agency (NSA), the National Security Council
{NSC),the Department of Justice (DOJ), the Inteliigence Oversight Board (IOB), the US
Information Agency (USIA), and the Department of State (DOS). The Select
Subcommitiee inRially submitted written requests to Federal agencies based on information
available in the public record. The agendles identified responsive documents and, with
some exceplions, made them available for review, Security arrangements ware made for
the review of dassified documents, 0 accordance with proper security procedures. The
Conference Room, within the Select Subcomimittee offices, was examined for surveilance
devices whenever deposition testimony was given or classified documents reviewed.

Some agencies permitted the Selact Subcommitiee to retain coples of pertinent
documents, and others provided documents which were o be returned following this
investigation. Review of highly classified documents was conducted in a secure facilty at
the various agencies, and only notes were permitted o be removed by the staff,

Central Intelligence Agency {CIA)

Two staff members from both the Majority and Minordty staff were given unrestricted
access at CIA headquarters, to a wide variety of requested materials, Including over a
1,000 documents and cables related 1o our inquiry. The Select Subcomenities, siso
receitved over 1,000 pages of CIA finished inteligence products for review at the
Subcommitiee.

Department of Defanss (DOD)
Both the National Sscurity Agency (MSA) and the Defense Inleligence Agency (DIA)

offered ther cooperation in providing the Select Subcomimittee with documents relating o
the Balkans crisis. Several hundred NSA documents were reviewed by staff at NSA
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headquarters, and approximately 150 pages of materials were made available for review
at the Select Subcommitiee offices. DIA also compiled several hundred documents for

review at DIA headquarters and provided approximately 250 for use at the Select
Subcommittee. g o g e

Natlonal Securlty Counci] (NSC)

The Nationat Security Councl (NSC) provided fewer than 30 documerts for use at
the Select Subcommities. The staff was briefed on an additional 52 documents at the
NSC. In addition, the Subcommitiee was provided with a Bosnian Document List,
however, no aciual documents were attached.

White House - Intelligence Oversight Board (IOR)

The _u_.mmEm_.___Hm Intelligence Oversight Boand (IOB) provided the Select
Subcommitiee with a list of individuals it reviewed in the course of its own investigation.?

United States Information Agency (USIA)

The United States Information Agency (US!A) provided the Select Subcommittee
with copies of officlal calendars kept by Susan Hovanec, the Public Affairs Officer at the
US Embassy in Zagreb, for 1994 and 1995. These talendars documented dates of
imp Mmeetings  beb Hovanec and officials in the region, relevant to our
investigation,
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CHAPTER &

ADMINISTRATION RECORD OF COOPERATION
WITH THE SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE

During the first days of it's existence and throughout the investigation, the Select
Subcommittee continuously sought the cooperation of various federal government
agencies, In an effort to oblaln all classified and unclassified information related to the
United States role in Iranian arms transfers to Croatia and Bosnia, the Subcommitiee
requested the assistance of tha White House, National Security Council, Intelligence
Oversight Board, Central Infelligenca Agency, Department of State, Department of
Defense, Department of Justice, and Federal Bureau of Investigation. The rate and scope
of administration cooparation, however, varied from ful compliance from some agencies
to almost complete non-compliance from others,

In Agpril 1996, bafore the esiablishment of the Select Subcommittee, document

requests relating to the Iranian “green light’ poicy had slready been submitted 1o the .

Administration. GChairman Arlen Specter and Vice Chairman Robert Kerrey of the Senate
Select Committee on inteligence contacted the Presidsnt's Intefigence Oversight Board,
the National Security Councll, and the Department of State requesting “any unpublished
material bearing on this subject, such as cables, electronic correspondence, intemal
memoranda, minutes of meetings, letters, and memoranda to cther agencies or talking
points for briefings.” Addiionally, Jesse Hedms, Chatrman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee requested tha President tum over =, , . alf documents related to the role that
your Administration may have pleyed in proposing, organizing, assisting, consutting,
aranging, or agraeing to the transfer of arms by any government or private organization
into the former Yugos'avia during the period in which the United Nations arms embargo
was in effecL.™ Chairman Banjamin Giiman of the House International Relations

! Latter from Aslen Specter, Chairman, and Robert Kemey, Vice Chairman,
Senate Select Commitiee on Intefligence, 1o Waren Clwistopher (hereinafler
"Christopher”), Secretary of State (Apr. 9, 1996). Sea Appendix B.

| efter from Jease Helms (hereinafter “Heims") Chairman, Senate Foreign
Wﬁ:- Qqnéao.sgﬁg?%gq?ﬂ. 18, 10086).

Committes, and Chaiman Floyd Spence of the House Committee on National Security
also submitied requests at this time, for similar information.”

President Clinton on May 15, 1986, insisted that the Administration would cooperate
with Congress:

1 have asked the relevant agencies . . . to work with you 1o ensure thal the
Committee obtains the information it needs on this matter. ’

| welcome this opportunity to present the palicy my Administration has
pursued !o help bring peace to Bosnia, Let me assure you that my
Administration wilt cooperate fully with the Committee and with other
Congressional bodies in their axamination of this matter.*

Becausa Congressional requests were made, and because the President directed
his agencies o meat these requests, # is presumed that the Administration wotild have
compiled alf information relevant to the Iranian arms issue. When the Select
Subcommitiee later requested this information, howevaer, the Administration neaded untll
the end of September, five months afler the original Congressional request, to gather ail
related materials. The Subcommittee notes, in particular, that the materials made available
on September 27 by the Departmeant of State were important documents, critical to the
Investigation of the US role in iranian arms transfers. The Department was aware that it
was providing access 10 documents only a week before the Subcommittee planned to
finalize #ts report.

Agency Compliance
Cantral Intelligence Agency

The Central Intelligence Agency (CtA) was the mast cooperative and willing of the
Administration agencies in their eforts to provide the Select Subcommiltes with requested

* { etter from Benjamin Giman (hersinafter "Giiman"), Chairman, House
International Relations Committee, to Christopher (May 2, 1996); Giiman to Anthony
Lake (hareinafier “Lake"), National Security Advisor, (May 21, 1996); Floyd Spence,
Chalrman, Nationa! Security Committes, to Wiliam Perry, Secretary of Defense, (Apr.
15, 1966). Sae Appendix B,

# Letter from Clinion 10 Helms (Mey 15, 1996). Ssa Appendix B.




50

documents and other related material. Within days of the Subcommiltee’s inception,
thousands of pages of cable traffic were made available at the CIA headquarters for review
by a limited number of Select Subcommittee staff. The CIA also accommodated the
Subcommittee in making their staff, including former Director of Cendral Intefligence James
Woolsey, available for depositions and interviews, as requested.

In addition, the Agency also played a pivotal role in expediting the security clearance
process for Select Subcommittee staff, which enablad the Subcommitise to complete its
investigation during its six-month charter.

Department of Defense

The Depariment of Defense (DOD) was generally helpful in the production of
requested documents. it was consistently effective in making Defense personnel available
for depositions, as requesied. The only exception to this remains an outstanding request
for Secretary Wiiam Perry’s appearance to provide information to the Select
Subcommittee. .

. Inaddition, the Defense Department’s Investigative Service and Security Directorate
understood the Suybcommittes’s critical and immediats need to cbiain security clearances,
and were instrumental in expediling the processing of background investigations of the
Subcommittes siaff,

Faderal Bureau of Investigation
On May 13, 1996, Chalrman Hyde requested special agenis be detalled from the

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to the Select Subcommities to assist with s
investigation of the US role in Iranian arms transfers.® The "October Surprise Task Force",

l&go—ig:ﬂ?n&igi_%

# Letter from Henry J. Hyde (herainafier "Hyde), Chairman, Select

. Subcommitiss to Investigate the United States Role in Iranian Arms Trensfers o ’

giigggsgmgg
Federal Bureau of Investigetion (May 13, 1096). Sea Appendix B. .
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Tha Subcommiltee worked jointly with the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the FBI
to make the appropriate arrangements to secure their assistance.” Soth agencies were
reluctant at first to provide Investigators to the Sub commitles. Part of the FBI's hesitancy
could rightfufly be attributed 1o the political fervor, at the time of the Subcommittee’s
raquest, surrounding the White House/FBI “Filegale® affair.” Nconetheless, on July 23,
1996, the Deputy Attorney General, Jamie Gorelick, approved the detailing of three FBI
agents 1o work as shared resources beb
Subcommittee,

1 the Majority and Miniority staffs of the Select

In an effort to ensure that the inquiry would be conducted in a bipartisan manner,
Chief Counsel and Chief Minority Counsel agreed to a memorandum of understanding with
respect to the utilization of the agents detailed 1o the Select Subcommittee.! The
memorandum provided that the investigalors assigned would be a joint resource between
the Majority and the Minority staffs. it was aiso agreed that, upon conducting an interview,
the investigators would provide an interview repert to both the Majority and Minority staffs,

Department of Justice

In addition to the Department of Justice's assistance in obtaining FBI agents for the
Select Subcommittee, DOJ personnel were also helphul in securing space for depositions.
The Office of Legislative Affairs, in particular, Alan Hoffman, was able to arrange secured
areas to conduct depositions of Ambassadors Charles Redman and Richard Holbrooke in
Chicago and New York, respectively. Likewise, the US Aftomey's office was most
accommodating in these requests.”

* Memorandum of Understanding from Richard J, Pocker (hereinafier “Pocker™),
Chief Counsel, Select Subcommittes and Richard Meltzer (hereinafter “Meltzer”),
Minority Chief Counsel, Select Subcommiitee, to Howard Shagpiro, General Counsel,
Federal Bureau of Investigation (Aug. 9, 1996). Sea Appendix B.

7 it wan disciosad that the FBI was inappropriately uonw«vﬂ_ann_oooﬂa‘oa!
the White House. Over 700 fies -- including background investigation materials ~ were
§§8§R§§3§§

dum of Und ding from Pocker to Meltzer (July 24, 1996). Ses

%Ea_w B.

* Deputy Chief of Chicago's Criminal Division, Sergio E. Acosta, and Chief of the
Civil Division in New York, Jane Booth, were very cooperative and willing fo assist the
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Department of State

The Department of State (DOS) was generally siow to respond to the Select
Subcommitiee’s document requests and reluctant to facilitate requesied dapositions and
interviews. At the outset of the Subcommittee's investigation, the Department stated that
it “remains committed to cooperating fully with the Select Subcommittee, with a view
toward concluding this inquiry promplly.™ The State Department's actua! performance fell
welt short of its assurances, Only days prior to the Subcommitiee’s drafting deadiine and
after the Subcommittee had met with all witr did the Depart t of State provide

important documents which were requested within the first month of the Subcommitiee's
existence.

The Select Subcommities, on July 26, 1996, made an initial request to the
Department of State for Ambassador Galbraith’s compilation of memos which he
maintained in his office in Zagreb as his “record” of the issues and evenis that he
encouniered as US Ambassador 1o Croatia. Also requested were the Ambassador's
calendars, phone records, and travel vouchers. The Department at first characterized the
record as being Ambassador Galbraith's parsonal document despite it having been typed
by a govemment secretary, on a govemment computer, on govemment time."

On August 22, 1996, the Siate Department made available only selsclad (by State
Department officials) portions of the record. Even then, the Subcommittee was not given
coples of these materials, as requested, but rather was only allowed to review selected
portions at the State Department, where no pholocopying or verbatim note taking was
permitted.'” Not until September 18, 1996, were Chairman Hyde and Mr. Hamittion advised
that Ambassador Galbraith's “record” would be made avallable, in its entirety, at the State
Department. It was made avallable for review, however, solely to the chief counsels who
couid not remave any notes from the Department, nor discuss the contents of the over 150

Select Subcommittee staff,

' § etter from Barbara Larkin (hereinafter “Larkin®), Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, to Hyd® (Juty 30, 1006). Sed Appendix B.

" Letter from Hyde and Les Hamilton (hersinafter Hamitton™), Ranking Minority
Member, Select m:wooiuco..uo:i.ov:nls»? 1996). Saa Appendix B.

'* Latter from Larkin to Hyde (Aug. 22, 1996). Sea Appendix B,
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page document with anyone other than Chairman Hyde and Mr. Hamilton."

received by various witnesses, the Select Subcommittee, on
Eucam._na.w_,w%m_._. Mﬂcg access 1o M&.ao:m_ documents during staff travel to Embassy
Zagreb, The requested documents included the chronological cable file of all .nuc_om sant
to the mﬁ.m Department by Embassy Zagreb, as well as notes taken by Political 94._8“
Richard Hoitzapple during Galbraith’s meetings. To alleviate costs and the burdens o
praduction upon the State Department, Select Subcommitiee stafl offered to review the
praviously requested phone records and travel voucher _1_0_.:.5_5: while 2.mawum,“w
Zagreb, and to simply make coples of only those portions the m:uooazﬁ.mﬂ 8 '
determined to be selevant to their inquiry. This offer would have saved the Depa .__so_..
from making photocoples of the entire set of documents, and shipping those same items
io the Select Subcomnmittee offices.™ Upen arrival in Zagreb, however, the Subcommitiee
staff was not permitted to view any documents and were lold that it would be provided
access 1o them only in Washington. Some of the documents were finally provided on

September 18, 1996."

Despite a renewed est.”? the State Department has never shared a copy of 8
nio.ﬂnh.. note or qz.ﬂn..: Departmental comespondsnce showing Department efforts to
amange the requested meetings with foreign officials.

1 { etter from Larkin 1o Hyde (Sept. 17, 1996). Saa Appendix B.

# Letter from Hyde and Hamiiton & Cheistopher (Aug. 14, 1996). Sea Appendix
B.

1_-23«;_&&:5130?:.387 Sea Appendix B.

" from 1o Christopher (Aug. 12, 1996); letier from Hyde and
griﬂoﬂ. 5, 1966), See Appendix B.

" @ Letter from Hyde and Hamilion to Christopher (September 5, 1996). Sea
Appendtx B.
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=F§§I}8§§.4~. 1996). See Appendix B. .

.. .
B, roﬁiggﬁlgao:ﬁagoag. 1, 1896). Sea Appendix

* Letter from Hyde to Chrisiopher (Aug. 26, 1996):
{hereinafer Murray), Deputy Chief oeh,ua mn&o%:u% nn,ﬂ_w.ﬁ_.zcﬂe
seon, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Lagislaiive Affairs, US Departmen of Sizte (Aug.
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The State Department's refusal of the Select Subcommities’s request to have
Talbott and Tamoff sit for the requested depositions could not be based upon any legal
principle. House Resolution 416 uhambiguously authorized such depositions and
authorized the Chairman fo issue a subpoena compelling the appearance of any individual
for such depositions. In the interest of time, the Subcommittes agreed to the State
Department’s August 28 proposal that Talbott and Tamoff meet with Chairman Hyde, Mr,
Hamiiton, and Select Subcommitiee staff for a one hour infarmal unsworm interview.® At
the interview both Talbott and Tarnoff agreed to provide their festimony under oath and did
80.

Additionally, the State Department did not honor the Subcommittse’s request™ to
meel with Secretary Christopher. On September 26, the Department informed the Select
Subcommittee that the Secretary’s schedule did not permit him to accommodate the

request.?
The White House - Nationa! Security Councll

The National Security Council {NSC) made only 22 documents avallable to the ‘

Select Subcommittea atalf out of approximately 63,000 pages of documents that tumed
up in response to its initial search request and review. Many of these documents are
classified as “Top Secret.” There were ancther 75 documents that the NSC agresed to brief
only Members, with staff present. Those documents could neither ba copied, nor read by
Subcommitiee staff.

The Select Subcommitive also requested the NSC make avallable its personne! for
depositions. National Security Advisor Anthony Lake and US Ambassador to the Czech
Republic Jenonne Walker (whe had been on the NSC during the green light decision),
wera asked 1o testify due to their direct role in providing instructions to US Ambassador to
Croatia Peter Galiraith reganding the US response o Croatian President Franjo Tudjman's
request for & US position on Ianian arme transfers, Deputy National Security Advisor

6, 1996). Ses AppendixB.
™ Letter from Larkn to Hyde (Aug. 29, 1996). Sas Appendix B,

8 Z Lelter from Hyda and Hamilton %o Christopher (Sept. 24, 1996). Sea Appenix

B Letter from Larkin o Hyde (Sept. 26, 1096). San Appendit B.
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Samuel Berger's deposition was requested because stateme
of nts atiributed to hi
Alexander Mﬁi&oi. former Deputy Assistani Secretary for European Affalrs, ﬂw:«

“ﬁﬂw@iﬂﬂﬁ%mﬁoggiﬂssgﬂ of the infelligance on this matter

ooy in| a«ﬂ“ in making eﬁaﬂﬁ_%nu._u let Iran send weapons into Croatia and
. These s were particula it to ascertaln, due to the *

process” veil of executive privilege the Administration Cast over this 53::»%:«?2&5

On August 14, 1996, the Counsel 1o the Prasidant, Ji
L 14, 1996, . Jack Quinn, responded to th
w”_hm. hvoo._.ﬁzsonu raquest 1o iake the depositions of Lake, Berger, Walker u_..u
. gf?wwu&icﬁ%iam&igasﬁg.ﬁn

) g§g§8§§3a§.§=8538§55§0:§5o

President's "deliberative process,

* Letter from .
(Nl 31, 1996). mnnziage i oPher Aug. 15, 1996): leftas from Pocker to Laks

* Lettar from - i .
Hyde (Aug. 14, _§§,§Sﬁ§? Siaor "Quine). Counsel in the Prasident, 1o

b7

appropriatety.®

Due 16 the NSC's lack of cooperation, the Select Subcommities began preparation
of subpoenas 1o compel the production of swom depositions of Lake, Berger, and
Vershbow. To avoid issuance of the subpoenas, the White House Counsel met with
Chairman Hyde and Subcommitiee staff on September 17, 1986, The Counsel explained
that “executive privilege is as much a process as it is a priviege.” Thus, there was no
difficulty for the NSC and the White House 1o produce these senior government officials
for an interview to discuss their role in the execution of the iranlan arms pipeline policy
decislon so long as it was merely an “interview” format. The Gounsel argued that, in the
view of the White House, an oath and a transcript altar the nature of a meeting, because
those items are “Indicia of a hearing.” He admitted, however, that there is a weli-
recognized exceplion o executive privilege whenever there are “credible allegations of
triminal wrongdoing.” Additionzlly, the White House required the presence of a Member
of Congress during the Intarviews with "principals™ Lake and Barger.”

The White House continued o refuse, however, to permit Leon Fuerth, Assistant o |
the Vice President for National Security Affairs, to appear for a deposition, as requested
by the Selest Subcommittea™. Rather, Fuerth was made available 1 brief only Chalrman
Hyde and Mr. Hamilton on issues not touching upon the deliberative process.™

To resolve the impasse, and to facititate the fact-gathering process within tha Select
Subconunittee’s very fimited time frame, Chaimman Hyde accommodated the White
House's prerogative on this issue and agreed 1o non-sworm imlarviews. For the record, it
was made clear that If the Sefect Subcommities was dissatisfied with the condeict of these
interviews, it had not waived its prerogstive to issue and serve subpoenas compelling the
public servants’ appearance for swomn depositions.

The Subcommitize is adamant, however, that thare is no basis in faw for staft of the

NSC to refuse io appear before authorized Congressional subcommitiees and give sworn
ggnéiguggnggsésggﬁogqﬁ

* pMurray notes from NSC meeting (July 23,1886).

¥ Muray noles from Hyde-Quinet mesting (Sept. 17, 1996).

2 | etter from Pocker and Meltzer to Quion (Aug. 2, 1896). Sae Appendix B,
B | otter from Quinn ko Hyde (Aug. 14, 1696). Saa Appendix 8.
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Congress “is entitled 1o have™ a witness under subpcena give nonprivileged “testimony
pertinent {o the inquiry. . . before the [authorized] committes.”™ The interest of the
Executive Branch in preserving the confidentiality of privileged material is fully protected
by appearing in response to the subpoena but asserting privilege In the event the witnass
is asked questions which call for privileged material.” To the extent NSC staff believe that
questions or document requesis propounded by the Subcommitiee through s staff call for
privileged material, tha NSC may invoke such privileges through the proper procedural
mechanism. Short of making a specific ¢laim of privilege, however, NSC staff cannot lay
cfaim to any fmmunity from the obligation to give sworn testimony in response %o a vafid
subpoena for pertinent information. Such refusal to appear and be placed under oath in
response 1o such a subpoena woukd be grounds for a citation for contempt of Congrese.®

The NSC staff cannot clalm or be granted immunity from answering subpoenas.
* Fiest, the White House's assertion that this policy of not appearing for depositions has been

a long-standing tradition of the NBC is incorrect. Former NSC aide Oliver North
Siczﬁaw..nmnn@n befare Congress,” NSC aide David Wigg tastified bafare 5 federal
grand jury,™ Nationalt Secutity Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski and two former NSC staff
members were calied as witnesses befors a Senate investigative subcommities ™ and the
House Ethics Comsnittee subpoenaed Lawrence Eagleburger, Brent Scowcroft and Robert
Hyland, a) of whom were NSC stalf,*

® yieGirain v. Daugharty, 273 LS. 135, 186 {1827) (hereinafier “MoGin™).

¥ 2 Opinion of tne Office of Legal Counsel 197 (Sept. 6, 1978), 1978 OLC Lexis
50, at 205.

. McGrain at 180.

# nitex States v. North, 901 F.2d a.au. 851 (D.C. Cir.) (per curiam), on
Enhun-.ﬂ. 920 F.2d 940 (D.C. Cir. 1980} (per cwriam), cert. deniad, 500 U.S. 541
ﬁ_ch )

* G. Lardner, Wallach Scought $1 Miflion:; Meeae Ally Asked Cliant t
Nashirigion Pressnce’ on Pipeline, Washingion Post, Mar. 6, 1988,

* @G, Lardner, Billy Probar to Question A Carter Aide. Washington Post
16, 1960, at A12. Sept.

* €. Babcock & S. Armstrong, Ethice
Bl 4 in S, Kotean Proba; Suhpoensd

5

i in that they
inistration's gﬁ.ggoémangwgg
_aﬁze.mjsﬂumﬁ_mw_o:n s_waqﬁ_u:a_._m of federal criminal 'aws whereas the ma.ﬂ“
Subcormmitiee’s investigation is essentially a :.mso_..o__ oversight, is spurious. |

igati the Supreme
co 1o investigating crimes. To .3 contrary, 3
ﬁ.oﬂﬂ!:ﬂuﬁiﬁuwugagnggg si@ﬂﬁmﬁ nooin_.n pou m:oo.._._o_. ﬂﬂuf“ﬂm&.ﬂﬂﬂﬁ
the administration of existing laws a5 posed
nﬁE»@.“_...,m. uan_,&n_._._ to "probes Into departments of ths Federal Government to expose

comuption, inefficency of waste,"”

i of govemnment ~ not even ihé
Second, no official within the Executive Branch of g ; A
P e eromt 1ok b immunity o e et o S0 e oows
ident lacks blan \
u:wonﬁn.mu?“ﬁuwﬂamnm lack such immunity.® “There is an obiigation 1o testify in
”vu.cu:w_n instances that applies equally to all federal officials and that derives specifically

uo:..ooaa_m_uau&:22@:%§q5§q§m§wi§u.§§mgﬂcﬁ=s<wa
%5%33%&8‘&2?_q§§oo~ng.

Moreover, acconding o the Supreme Court
A legisiative body cannot legisiate wisely of effectively in the absence of

f oif possess the
rmation . . . and where the legislative gaoomun:s
ﬁh:r?!ﬁ%:%iigcgugtggg:a

Washinglon Post, June 9, 1977, atAl.
= Yygtidna v, Linked Staies, 354 U.S. 176, 187 {1957}

» Cf. Moo v. Fizgerals, 457 U.S. 731, 750 (1962) (The President’s unique
uEEﬁE._Daw::o onsaga distinguishes him from other execubve officials. u

| gt 638 (citing Linitad States v. Nixan, 418 U.S. 683 (1974). ‘
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fa others who do possess it Experie;
Y ] : rice has taught th:
“Mor information which is volunteered is not m_imgum mon”.azﬁﬂawo%”w_ﬂﬂq
some means of compulsion are essential to obtain what is _..nmqoau._ '

In short, the Supreme Court, has ruled
0 snforce o s P ne Court, ruled that Yijhe _Es.ﬂ.g. En..__e — with process
nhemoroa it~ pbin “_ o ar wiﬂwuagmﬁa auxiliaty to the legislative function,™* and “js

The President's Intelligence Oversight Board

! McGiain at 175.
“1d. at 174.

a3 -
. Eastland v, United States Sendcemen's Fund, 421 U, 491, 504 (1975),
_.sza-_,o.:_._ﬁoﬁ_):z_o:«m Ha .
Chairman, Intelligence Oversigl - Harington (hersinafler *Hanington®),
Hydo and Hamion to Lake (1o wm»_aukw_..‘mnh Ao fu9. 13, 196};ltier from

u_.ouﬂaoa:wi.nsas:iog.m.aug. Ses Appendix B.
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“damage” than sharing the Iranian green light findings with Congress behind clozed doors.
The 108 did argue that the public release of the Guatemala findings was necessary due
1o the confused state of the recond on the matter.* That may very well have been the
case, but the Subcommittee notes that the same confusion reigns in the Iranian green tight
issue,

After much negotiation the White House did eventually relant to providing the
Subcommittes with a written list of the individuals the |0B interviswed in the preparation
of its Iranian green Tight report.”

On the issue of tastifying before the Subcommittee under oath and on the recond,
Harrington, similar to the NSC stafl, also refused, on advisement from the White House.
The information he provided to the Subcommittee was through an unswomn interview,
without & court reporter present to make a verbatim transcript,

The Sutcommittee strongly beligves that, in this case, the Administration’s refusal
to give Congress access to the 10B report has actually dons real damage to the integrity
of the 10B's investigatory process. Basad upon the information the White House has
provided from the report, the Subcommittee concludes that at least two individuals
interviewed by the 10B withhek! relevant documentary information and some may have
provided contradiclory statements i the I0B and Congress. These individuals are,
however, now safa in the knowledge that i is knpossible to document these actions
because of the I0B's ctaim of “privilege.* ’

Finally, the Select Subcornmittee is concemed that the Administration has publicly
cited this 108 report to exonerate the Administration of wrong doing in the Iranlan green
light policy, but refuses to allow Congress to examine the report of to allow its author to
testify under oath about i 30 as to alow the Subcommitiee 10 verify s accuracy or
authority, Democratic Senator Robert Kerrey has expressed similar concemns:

1 think this entlty . . . is very badly named as an ovensight board, and cannot,

~ under any circumstances, vindicate the President. If there i a claim of oversight -

" Hthere Is a clalm of Executive Privilege and a claim of vindication simuitanecusly,
one of those two has io fall, ’

* Select Subcommitien interview with Anthony Harrington (hereinafter
*Harrington Int."), July 25,1006, st 7.

araﬁaﬂ::-iasaszﬁaaoﬁno.imv Saa Appendix B,
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Let me isolate two mistakes. One is ib Implying because it has a
name - Qversight Board - that it is an oversight board. it's not.

[Tihere'’s been some references that the President was vindicated by
an oversight board, and that leaves an impression with the citizen that this
is differant than what | think this organization is.

The second mistake was sending Mr. Harrington to the Hill at gli. |
mean, [ reafly think he shoukd not have besn sent up to Capitol Ht to sit
before this Committee with a report that he would read but not be able 1o
leave with the Committea.®

Subpoena

Unlike some of the other Congressional examinations of the Iranian green light, the
Select Subcommitiee enjoys a broad mandate as charted out i House Resolution 416. In
order to conduct an authentic oversight investigation, H.Res. 416 bestowed upon the
Chairman of the Sslect Subcommittee, "upon consultation with the rarking minority party
member of the Select Subcommittee,” the autharity to take “affidavits and depositions
pursuant o notice or subpoena.” Authorized subpoenas may be signed by the Chaimman
of the Select Subcommitiee. Furthermore, the resolution provided that such depositions

and affidavits could be conducted by staff as “designated by the chairman of the Select
Subcommittee.™ ’

Tha Subcommitiee considered the issuance of subpoenas on several occasions,
sometimes 1o the extent of having them prepared for servics: once to get the White Housa
- o comply with requests for NSC documents and depositions; twice o get the White House

o produce IOB materials; and twice o compel the Secretary of State to produce requested

" * House Resolution 416, 104th Cong. (1995). 8aa Appendix B.

ilable for it to do its work, the Sub itte has preferred to compromise in order to
Honu complete a job as possible rather than join in divisive and counterproductive public

Classtification

beommittee on July 26, 1996, asked the State Department to
aaaoﬂ.nﬂo?mhﬁ.ﬂwﬂon_!uz_.-fca_wﬁgﬂiﬁ {Zagreb 1683 and Zagreb 1721),
nuann)t_.__nqmauc..8&.35—8.3:&33:38?33%.%523
8, 1694.% Thesa documents are absolutely key to any coherent discussion of the genesis
and impiementation of the green light policy. They were prapared conlemporaneously with
key developments and can be used in verifying the accuracy of testimony. The matters

n, a

T with noticeable elisions of inconvenient facts and with a "spin” not substantiated
!o?:ﬁ:ﬁzﬂisﬁra.%goiginmg and several missed
deadfines, the Department of State finalty decided :23301»8553;250:;3
cables and only declassified approximately one-half of the memerandum to the fle.

demonstrating the Administration’s efforts to hide s actions behind the
i@?t?gggﬂiggggg
?%Eggg.gi&.sﬂtggg
to the Administration if they were known. For example, characterizations by a senior
Department of State official of Washington's inept and confused handiing of the initial
g:&??ﬂﬁﬁ:u?.ﬁ:%ﬁag.

g:ﬁ?:ﬂé%g.ga:ﬁoigug

~ ® Lgiter from Hyde, Hamilton and Gilman 1o Chistopher (July 26, 1996): See
Appendix B.

# These are some of the documents that the Stats Department refused to allow
the Subcommitiee 1o have in s possession. Accondingly, they are currently avaiable
g!??%i%i%!?i-% :

l)gﬁggg—ug!gww.
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Information Security Oversight Office and the interagency . ssificatiol
Security Clagsi Appeais
o e e e e
. ] , in are lakd out the
“ouh-&ﬂ_nnm_ﬂuomag. Specifically, the Department appears 1o be in viclation of the oao_..u_.
oamsw”mo: ¢ nuaaona..o.: of information to “prevent embarmassment to a person,
b i , Of Bgency. Q..n::ﬁ::ionai?o:ocgo__zum&g!n:oom
ot Eiﬁz_o on September 26, 1696.® The Subcommittee heard tetephonically from the
n Security Oversight on Ociober 2, that an investigation is underway *

aco_u-ﬁ!%.d 38::% ﬁ Depariment of State refused the Subcommitiee’s request that &
Alexander Vershbow. The Subcommittes Sao_Mn. ._W_. those ww_hoo%mi rance
Baanm:e,u_ discussions with foraign heads of state are _on_saoih.“.wuu% ftis
235225« e, unconsconable o iﬁu.hn the Adirisation hes. o deciassiy tose portions
of what Is now a publicly revealed pelicy. s onthe

'  Letter from Hyde to Steven Gardinkel (hereinafler

*Garfinkel™), Director,
_gwﬁézs%?ﬁ?dgxgﬂg:ﬁs
Department of Justice (Sept. 26, 1906). Saa Appendix B. v

. ™ Exscutive Order 12958, Section 1.8 (2).

* 142 Cong. Record H31360 (No. 135 Sept. 26, 1996) (Statements of Hyde).
* Letter from Garfinkel %o Hyde (Oct. 1, 1896). San Appendix 8.

65

CHAPTERT
INVESTIGATION BY THE INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT BOARD (I0B)
Origins of the 10B Investigation

As Woolsey examined the Information that had been compiled for him,* he realized
tha situation under review was related to a matter he had first become aware of in early
May 1594. In the cument case, as before, there were strong indications that something
was askew in the implementation of the US policy enforcing the Bosnian arms embargo
as interpreted in the US Embassy in 2agreb, Croatia. Woolsey quickly decided to seek
guidance and advice from National Security Advisor Anthony Lake. That meeting
occumred an Octobar 5, 1984.°

Bosnia by way of Croatia.* Asa resuit of that mesting, on October 14, National Security
Councll (NSC) officials, including Senior Director of Inteligencs Programs George Tenet

! gﬂm:&ﬂ:ﬁ&oocoe%o_._uiioow&.wol.__m. 1996, at 20.
Q!dg.ioo[nwﬂo?-v

.osﬁgﬁ.ga Points for the DCl's Weekly
Meetings* (SepL. 30, 1684),

3 NSC document, 30, Nov. 18, 325;:553531
“Talking for the DCI's Moetings™ 30, 1954); CIA Memorandum for
the Record, Oct. 14, 1994 ‘

.nsﬁﬁ?glos:; 4), Woolsey

Dep. at 53-54,
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and Deputy Legal Advisor James Baker,® met with offici
| D a I Adh A officials &
prefiminary investigation and to obtain capies of a_m<m=._ _..._Mo___a..”_nmﬂ..oi @ ndertake o

Gn November 1, 1994, NSG Legal Advisor Alan K i i
» 1994, re
%M:mﬂm_mqﬁ >%_”M_. Rﬁ“ to discuss the issues raised at the Eﬁuﬂrﬂ%mﬁaﬁo@mzﬁ Hﬂﬁwca%.._m"
e fime; ikva met with Lake and White House Chief of Staff Leon Fanetta for the

On November 29, Mikva met with Anthony Harrington
) , , Chalil L %
Intelligence Oversight Board.® The two men discussed the n:eh«o_uwﬁo__cwdowz_ﬂﬁ“

m )
Nat to be confused with former Secrelary of Stata James A. Baker, ).
* Handwritten list of attendees at October 14, 1994, meeting with Geoge Tenet

at CiA headquartars, CIA document label 84-338, Oct. 14, 1994: CIA Memorandum by
Tenetr tia o m assage of Operational File to NSC
_ Wﬂ X 15, 1894; CIA Memorandum EF

slaphone Calf to Gearde Tenet” {Oct. 17, 1984); CIA Memorandum for the

Record "Meeting with George Tenet from NSC re Croatian Issues” {Oct 14, .Em;““x

" NSC document, 29, Nov. 16, 1994, '

[ ]
?mﬂw.mﬂ:ﬂ«g m_..,_uogﬂo% Interview of Anthony S. Harrington, July 25, 1996, at 4

* NSC document, 34, Nov. 16, 1954,
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- the iranian circumvention of the UN arms embargo. During this meeting, the 10B was

assigned the task of investigating the arms embargo viclations issues presented by the US
actions in the Balkans.

The 108's investigative mandate was framed very namowly by White House Counsel
Mikva. The 1OB's directive was narmower in scope than the Select Subcommittee's charter,
&s found in H.Res. 416. The issuas balore the 108 were:

1. Whaether Ambassador Gabraith or Ambassador Redman was directly
involved in assisting an arms shipment pass through Croatia to
Bosnia in May 1894, in violation of the UN Arms Embargo;

2. Whather the "no Instructions” massags to Croatian Preskdent Franjo
Tudjman by Ambassadors Galbraith and Redman constifuted fllegal

cover! aclivity; and

3. Whaether Ambassador Galbraith and Assistant Secrelary of Slate for
European and Canadian Affairs, Richard Holbrooke, made any offers
. to provide anns or funds to the Bosnian or Croatian Govemments?'!

Conduct of the IOB (nvestigation

The 10B conducted its investigation by reviewing the intelligence and operational
information underlying the initial concems of the DC1. The 10B siso reviewed additional
intefigence that was made avafiable from other non-ClA sources. Several current and
former US government officials wers interviewed by the 10B. Captain David Wesley
{USAF} af the 10B staff was assigned to work with the 108 members in the investigation

and the preparation of the repart.

. Anthony S. Hamington fs the current Chairrman of the 108. He fs a sonior pariner
at the Washington, D.C. law firm of Hogan and Hartson. Prior 10 his servics with the
OB, Mr. Hanington served as General Counsel to the Clinton-Gore 1992 presidential
Mr. Harrington's feliow Board members included former Deputy Director of the
National Security Agency Ann Caracristi and Philadelphia businessman Harold W.
Pote.

" Harrington Int. at 1-3.
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The individuals interviewed by the 108 were;

Department of Stats
Warren Christapher, Secretary
M_ﬂ.n_. .Mu_“__ﬂ“. Under Sacretary/Policy
ard Holbrooke, Assistant Secrat for Ey
e e
raith, or biic af
Ronald Neitzke, Deputy Chief of :mmu_oa.ou:N.mmwmaoaﬁw% ma
Jenonne Watker, Ambassador to the Czsch o (s
for European Affairs at the NSC)

National Security Councit
Anthony Lake, Nationat Security Advisor

Alexander Vershbow, iar D f
Principal Umu:%o:.aw Sivector or European Aflirs (former

Republic (former Senior Director

Assistant :
Canadian Afiairsy Secretary of State for European and

Department of Defensa
Walter Slocombe, Undersecretary for Policy

General Wesley Clark, Commander in Chief, Command (former
. US Southern

Director of the Office for Strategic Palicy and Planning &im

Major General £d Hanion, US Marine Corps 11Q ' et

Lieutenant Colonel Richand Herrick_ former
Calonel John Sadter gﬂa Defense Attache, Zagreb, Croatia

Colonel Clifton Sehroeder, US
LNO, Sarajevo, Booy B@Im%ﬁ oa_._xw Reserve, European Command

Colonel David Hunt, US Army, Ssrajevo, mogwimﬂaug:u
Central Intefigence Agency
R. James Woolsey, 5293193!_?

wiam . former Deputy Diector of Ce,
£ﬂﬂ5§:ﬁ§i§ﬁ,§
ug.ggcg?_iﬁgs
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Hasmington stated that the interview process was very informal. The I0B interviews
were not conducted under oath. None of the individuals interviewed were informed of the
applicability of Title 18, United Statas Code, § 1001, which makes it a crime o provide a
matarial false staternent during the course of an investigation conducted by an agency of

exist. The only memorialization of the interviews would be the notes faken by the

"interviewer.®

The 108 concluded His investigation by mid-May 1985. White House Counsel Mikva,
presantad the 10B's report to the President on May 17, 1995

Findings of the I0B Investigation
The 10R reached the following factual conclusions, which are addressed, sedatim.

The 1OB review found that Ambassader Galbraith clid nof take any action o facilitate
or direct the release of a Bosnia-bound convoy that had been stopped In Croatia In early
May 1894, The IOB did find, hawaver, that it had been provided conflicting information
regarding the role of Ambassador Redman with respect o this particutar convoy. CIA
officials stated that the Bosntans asked Redman to help obtain the releass of the convoy
during negotiations in Vienna on the future of the Bosnian Federation, The 108, however,
deemed Ambassador Redman’s conduct as “diplomatic discussions,” insofar as he simply

removed an o negofiations that had ansen due to the stoppage of the
convay.™ working with Ambassador Redman in Vienna stated that Redman
had been of the problam by the Bosnians and may have laken steps to get it

released because the issue was not raised again In the negotiations, Ambassatior
Redman stated, however, that he had taken no action obtaining the release of this
particulat convoy. The 10B hather found that even if Redman had taken action, the 10B

2 List of 10B Interviewess, Select Subcommittee Dac. DO0003, Sept. 20, 1996.
* Harrington int. at 6.

¥ NSC document, 39, July 28, 1955.

3 Hamringlon InL st 2,
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did not believe he was aware that the convoy contained iomuosa.a&\

For this izssue, based on the factual conclusions made by the 10B, White House

Oo_._amo_nmoﬁoa._ﬁp .
fall Within the defintion of car s &seom_ﬁ.zs s and Ambassador Redman's actions did not

. is
instructions property and had not engaged Mm.u-m::w“.ﬂ: .x..on_Su__ were following their

With res,

pect to the third issue, the 108 was
e e, unable fo reach a concl
gégggsgoug?niiiunﬂ:oﬂwﬂ

a ti
an of Laoo..a r.:.o .muw Wwas unable to disprove
covert action proposals with n 2 ﬂ_..mineo_. Eurvﬂnau_rvofc“n_ these

(N

hypothetical discussions or flems under consideration among the parties to the
negofiations. Because nothing concrete was promised, White House Counsel found that
no covert action occusred 2s a result of thesa discussions.

Umitations of the I0B Report

Despite the generally favorable findings set forth above, the White House, as
discussed in Chapiler 6, refused %0 make the OB report available 1o the Subcommitiee for
s review. The White House insisted that & only provide an oral briefing on the report
without a verbatim transcript.  The White House glso refused the Subcommillee’s request
10 review the documaentation compied in the preparation of the 10B report, such as the
notes of interviews. Accordingly, the Subcommittee can judge the IOB report based only
on the information It has been provided,

That said, it is evident that the |08 investigation cannot ba looked to for authoritative
answers to many of the questions relating 1o the imnian green light policy that have been
put before the Subcormmittes. in addition to the IOB's scope of inquity being extremely
nammow, the report was prepared without benefit of interviews of key participants in the
events In question. Similarly, some of the individuals interviewed did not provide the [IOB
with access to relevard materials and, R appears, some of those interviewed did not
respond truthksily or completely. The ICB investigation appears to have been less than
thorough and insufficient to support the tonclusions reached,

First, the Subcommittes notes that the IOB never intarviewed Deputy Secretary of
State Strobe Talbott nor Deputy National Securlly Advisor Sanuel ("Sandy”) Bergar™ about
their pariicipation in the implementation of the President's Iranian green light decision.

In Chapter 8, we explain how these two individuals were in key positions during the
period in question. It Is sufficient hers fo note that Takbott, the second highest State
Department official in the Administration, and the hiphest ranking State Department official
in the Unitad Stales at the time the decision was made,* was traveling with the President

B.
d

B Sea |0B List of Witnesses, supm note 12. Cf. Select Subcommities List of
Depositions and Interviews, Sas Chapler 5.

* Sslect Subcommittes Deposition of Thomas Donllon, Sept. 12, 1998, at 8-15.
Secretary Christopher was traveling in Egypt.
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when the green light issue was forwarded to the President®
’ ssue | I lent® Meanwhile, Berger had been
in charge of the NSC; National Security Advisor Lake was traveling with _:qm President,

Second, the Select Subcommittee questions the d i

egree to which individuals

ﬂﬁg by the 108 were honest and forthcoming. Although the Whita House refuses
Eo_ao_omoOwowEw_ESns:s:a&So 108 witnesses to the Select Subcommittes for review,
8%&&8::»::5-8.3__!50 IOB found no reason to meke any criminal referrsis
e et Uoo@n:ﬁ....g upon probable false statements made during the course
g_glmg. d_i_oR-SQM:ugiauoE!:innEm.zﬁi_EnwuauB
o ﬂm.uﬁmao: gave statements, which contradict their testimony before the Select
w mmittes, or m_..n 10B is somehow unaware of significant factual inconsistencles in
rious witnesses' siatements that have emerged in the Select Subcommittee's

= Seledt Subcommittea Deposition of Strobe Takott, :
Sept. 5, 1996, at 30; Select
Subcommittee Interview of Samual Berger, Sepl. 26, 1996, 1. %

 Hamioglon Int. at 1 (scops of 108 inquiry narower than Select
m:g%.ar»ﬂ:.a&_cwgs-}égiﬁg
?u&ﬂt;cméiggs&! definttion of ‘covert )
%.J.aﬁ...a.o_gnocui!%gb.uﬁ “

umi?g_gigggs 1996, at 2.
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Finally, it has emerged that some of the individuals whom the tOB interviewed, did
not pravide the OB with highly relevant and contemporaneous recards of events under
investigation which they had in ther possession. Specifically, Ambassador Galbraith and
former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Alaxander ("Sandy”) Vershbow both
made contemporanecus records of events invoived in the 10B's inquiry. Thatthey did not
share these documents with the 108, despite the I0B's request for such materials, is
disturbing. R

In the case of Ambassador Galbraith, he kept a daily "Record” of his activities — as
Ambassador {o Croatia ~ in which he documented several highly relevant meetings that
are key to understanding whether or not he had acled consistently with the instructions
provided him by the Department of State. The head of the 10B, Hamington, only learned
of the "Record” in the course of his interview with the Select Subcommittes. The
Subcommittes, itself, leamed of the "Recond’s” existence from Galbraith's former secretery,
Charlotie Stottman, to whom the “Record” was diclated,®

Sirnllarty, it also appears the IOB was never tokd that Vershbow,” who participated
in many of the telegraphic and telephonic communications between the embassy in Croatia
and the State Department, kept contemporaneous handwritten notes of those
communications.® The Subcomimittee has found those documents invaluable to its efforts
1o reconstruct the events, especially since the Administration saw to It that the events being
scrutinized by the Subcommitiee are largely otherwise undocumented. The descriptions

= See Select Subcommittee Deposition of Charlotte Stottman, Aug. 10, 1996, at
15-20. (“Q: Can you a8 us what the Record is? A: Wall, the Record started in ~ the
Record ended in November of 1995. It started — | think K started and lasted for about
10-days in 1993 and then it picked back up — It picked back up, 1 think, late ‘93. The
first one picked up and ended in about 10 days around September, | think of, 1993, and
then in November of 1693 he siartad a second one, and it went untl | went on home
feave on February 1st, and then he didn't dictate it while } was gone. He picked & back
up when | returned to post in May, Oz When you came back May 1, 1894, you had
heen gons a good two-and-a-half, thres monihs? A: Three months. Q: At that time did
Ambassador Galbraith need 10 catch up on the Racord? A: He did some catching up.”)

* Mr. Vershbow curmently serves as the Senior Deputy in the Directorats for
European Affairs at the NSC.

* Notes of Alexander Vershbow, former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretaty of
State; Select Subcommittee Deposition of Alexander Vershbow, Aug. 8, 1996, at 5-12.
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of events found in Vershbow's notes, tend to be at odds with the public gloss the Clinton -

Administration has put on the Iranian green kight. His notes display the lack of serious
discussion Jeading up to the President’s decision, which jed ultimately to the Iranians
establishing their strategic beachhead in the heart of Europe. Had the 108 been awars of
the notes, it might not have played such a prominent role in the application of that gioas.
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CHAPTER 8

THE EVOLUTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE IRANIAN GREEN LIGHT POLICY

The decision by the Clinton Administration to give the iranians and Croatians a
"green fight" 1o throw the door open to lranian weaponry. personnel and influence in the
Balkans was reached and implemented hast#y in an uninformed haze of confusion. In
exploring the origins of the decision, which reflecied a major depariure from this country’s
prior policy toward both iran and the UN amms embargo, the Select Subcommittee
encountered starkly conflicting testimony from individuals involved in the process, as well
as significant di pancies beb cont veous documentation and the
Administration's after-the-fact rationalizations of its conduct. Those incongistencies and
discrepancles represented a sigrificant chaflenge to our ability to set forth with certair.ly
the factual record necessary to explain the origin of the decision 10 acquiesce in the
establishment of the Iranian arme pipeline. Nevertheless, this chapter will review the
ralevant facts and contentions as revaalad in the course of the investigation with a view
toward answering as best we can how such a decision came 1o be made and implemented.

This chapter is, for purposes of organizational clarity, divided into three sections,
In the first section, wa have set forth the demonsirated US policy and reaction to Iranian
oflorts to establish an arms pipelina through Croatia from August 1982, through the
summer of 1983. This section provides the background essential for understanding the
radical departure reflacted by the April 1994 franlan green light decision.

The second section describes the relevant events between Ambassador Peter
Galbraith’s July 1993 arrival at his post in Crostia and Apré 1994, with & view toward
describing how Galbraith, Croatian Defense Minister Gojko Susak, US Special Envoy
Charles Redman, various ranian surrogates and others orchestrated a situation In which
a radical departure from estabilshed US policy toward fran was not only contemplated tat
approved ai the highes! levels of the US govemment. ’

The third section provides a detailed exposition of what the Select Subcommittee
has been able to determine regarding the operational detais attendant 1o the new policy’s
genesis, iImplementation and immeadiate sftermath in 1984, R is, of necessity, intensely
detaled and inherently complicated, but has been presentad in this fulsome manner o
sliow the reader to reach his own judgment about the Clinton Adminletration's conduct and
s consequences. '
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Ne Question — “We Have A Policy”

In order io minimize the gravity of s decision not to inform Congress of the tranian
green iight decision, the Administration has attempted 1o argue Eacﬁggmlon
Subcommittee's investigation that the decision did not constitute a change In 3:2
Although some of the witnesses from the Department of Stats have testified thal, in thei

opinion, US policy toward the arms embarpo did not change in 1904, 39..0_._332 Despite this “worry,” the Croatian Govemment tested the US with the lranian ams
been so disingen :Sumu_oucncoagaﬂoaoau_oztu-ooﬁ? t with the US policy shipmient in September of 1992 and provided the senlor official with a chance to convey
of isolating iran diplomaticalty, economically end poltiically. Moreover, NUMerous witnesses . the US objections strongly. On Labor Day weekend 1992, he was sent to Croatia to
5«%&5&.83:&%?5358&-&5» UN arms embargo in the spring ! engage his Croatian contacts on the issue of the impounded Iranian arms shipment. Im
of 1994 was as Amb dor Galbraith describ ai.!a)u&o:wwa the US : met with Zuzul and advised him, in no uncertain terms, to send the arms back to Ira
Buumnﬁsomnaogmsnnxuanno?u_. ations to do so, as wek.? : Coupled with a United States demarche, a demand by the United States that the m::m
: delivery be reportsd to the UN and a request by Charge Ronald Neitzke of US Embassy
The significant departure from prior policy represented by the Clinton : Zagreb 1o UNPROFOR 1o selze the amms, the CIA officlal’'s message as 1o the United
Administration's lrantan green Right decision can only be appreciated when contrasted with ’ States’ view on Iranian arms could not have been clearer.®

the respense of the Bush Administration 1o the efferis of the Iranians and Croatians to
transship anms through Croatia to Bosnia in Septomber 1992.° By swilly and conclusively lﬂi Central Intelligence Agency has been able to
Informing the Croatian govemnment that ther United States did not approve of the Iranians . dete , the attempted Iranian arms pipeline was shut down in September 1992 and
viglating the UN arms embargo, bringing weapons and soldiers 1o Croatia, and using : unti the Clinton Administration’s Iranian Green Light decision in the sprng
Croatia as a transshipment point for arming Bosnian Mustims, the Bush Administration left
no doubt in the minds of the Croatians or the Iranians about American opposition to Iranlan
involvement in the Balkan crisis. Although the Bush Administration knew that some
_nw_.mno on 3« ams oawnaos.nuoan__:ﬂn it would not countenanca an lranian arms
d, through a demarche, that the Croatians shut it down.

._.sow:ggi:_ueﬂ:o:!_-!

" On January 20, ._wwwm.sﬂ...;osimu:ﬁa:ﬂanninﬁg_. As noted eartier in this

Deposition of EMIESNMIN .. 15, 1996, a1 &
:335»__2 ¢®I
Fer~
: -gm %E%ggzoso _)._._n 7, 1996, at 13-23
Fﬁgggggsi Sept. 20, 1806, st | (herveinafier “Neitzke Dep.”).

B B
qgiwgﬂgr

8, 11-14, 41-42 (hereinafter "Hunter Dep."); Select Subcommiltes Deposition of General ! \
Wesley Clark, SepL 4, 1996, at 7-13 (hereinafier “Clark Dep.”). W 7 Dep. at 8-11.
* Saa Chepler 13, -.:-.a.h&\
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report, the Clinton Administration expressed is intention to honor the UN arms embargo
as long as # was in effect® The Clinton Administration also expressed strongly its policy
of isolating iran diplomatically, econcmically and militarily.' There was certainly nothing
in its public discussion of arms embargo policy or the policy toward Iran that would lead
forelgn governments in the spring of 1993 to conclude that the United States would react
differently to the establishment of an Iranian ams pipeline through Croatia than it had In
Seplember of 1892. The US had made a dear decision that UN Security Council
Resckution 713 applied 1o afl of the former Yugosiavia and that "all arms embargo violaticns
should be investigated and whefe appropriate prosecuted.™"

Events confirm that the Iranians a Croatians understocd the US no-nonsense
policy on lranian arms transshipments,

In February of 1993, the Turks and Iranians separately approa the Croatian
Govemment about the transshipment of ames fo the Boanian Muslims.

* Sen Chapter 3.
* Se6 Chapter 4.

" Department of State Cable, 82560, Mar. 22, 1993.
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The Croatian Govermment was clearly not willing to risk the Ire of the Unfted mﬁ.%\.@

In April 1693, Susak asked the US Special Envoy for the Former Yugoslavia,
Reginald Bartholomew, for the US view on Croatia’s facliitation of Iranian arms shipments
to Bosnia. Bartholomew urged Susak to be carefid in dealing with fran."® Bartholomew told
him that the United States could not be placed in the position of supporting Croatia in

transshipping lranian arms and that R was Croatia’s decision to make. Bartholomew went
on to say that the US could not be put iIn the position of advising the Govemnment of Croatia
to supply Iranian arms 1o the Bosnian Govemment® Ron Neftzke, gerving as the
American Charge in Croatia in these pre-ambassadorial times, was Informed by
Bartholomew of the Susak question and his response.? Subsequent events in the next
few months revealed that Susak did not perceive Bartholomew’s response as American
approval for such transshipments.

Around May 7, 1983, President Tudjman discussed with Charge Neitzke the

» Depariment of State Cable, Zagreb AA,..G. Apr, 27, 1993.

® Although deposition testimony was oftalned from Mr. BarthSlomew, his fallure
to remember the words he spoke or the detalls of the conversation, plus his strained
efforts to ft his recollections into the cumment State Department “theory” makes the
testimony of Ron Neltzke a better soitrce of svidence conceming this exchange.

1 Neitzke Dep. at 23-30.




80

estabiishing an arms pipeline from Iran, or to tel them that we would not object if such a
thing were to happen” Galbraith replied that he was not involved in any such conduct, and

increasing pressuite the Croatian Gavernment was recsiving from Iran on the arms pipeline 10 the best of his knowledge’ he did ot “inspire” this su -
ggestion.” In response 1o
issue. Tudjman chatacterized Iran as knocking at the door, and asked Neitzke what the Congressman Gilman's question about whether Gelbraith was ever asked by anyone to

United States wanted Croatia to do. Neitzke, y Sasna.u_oa:oa s.n._._sm_o__sa

heip implement the lranian amms pipeline or help facilitate any dealing of lranian ams to
Croatia or Bosnia, Gafbraith answered "no."™® The facts and testimony elicited during the
course of the ‘nvestigation calt the tnuthfulness of these responses into question.

Tudjman that the Un _Sqmgoanuso_inangus a relationship with lran.=
The Croaians foliowed Neitzke's advice a few days latetgmuiui RN

- An understanding of the background, activities and motivations of the principal
. participants in the Croatian events leading to the opening of the Iranian amms pipeline is
assential o demonstrating Gatbraith’s knowledge and involvement.

Although the Croatians would continue to firt with greater ties 1o Iran in 1983, they G
2w 10 need 0 3k tho Unlied States sbou s e oward the Iranlan arms pipsine. stting Acquainted
rge Neitzke, and other US officials had mads & sbundantly ciear; Peter W. Galbraith assumed his duties as the United States Ambassader to Groatia
Iranian arms in the iﬂuﬂ::—.ﬁﬂm&‘h&- B.GD_._. As Ambassador Galbraith noted in July of 1893. Upon Galbraith's anival, ggz&rbg;??ggi
, in Aprl 1994, “We do have a 3‘% embargo and expedt other countries o of Mission. A man with a penchant for action, Ambassador Galbraith brought to his new
obey Security Council resciutions position his lengthy experience as a member of tho Senate Foraign Relations Committee
Staffl. As the President’s emissary 1o a nation in what was perhaps one of the most volatile
The Question Is Orchestrated parts of the world, he faced a myriad of challenges and opportunities. Without delay, he
immersed himsalf In jtics and issues of the Balkan with a self-confid
The evidence that Peter Gafbraith was involved in the planning of the Iranian arms Aty cieriaysd throomeas his pumic flocs | e Dalkan region wih 8 self-confidence
Eu_w_!w oqﬂns._og_omﬂin knowledgeable of the details of its origin and operation
veelt befors the last week in April 1994, Is subsiantial. In his public testimony before the Early in his tenure Galbraith made it clear that he was sympathetic to the plight of
House Intemational Relations Comeilies in May of 1998, Galbraith assured Congressman the Bosnian Muslims, as they batled Serbs and Bosnian Croats in the complicated and
Henry Hyde that the idea of estatishing an iranian srms pipeline to Bosnia originated with seemingly intractable conflict in Bosnia, Within two months of his arrival in Zagreb,
the Croatians, and not within the US govemment.® Moreover, Congressman Ballenger Galbraith met with Imam Sevko Omerbasic, a prominest Mushm spiritual sader in Crostia
questioned Gaibwaith regarding whether Galbraith or “anyone slse in our govemment ever and a key contact of anyone hoping to follow the Bosnian Mustim issue from Croatia. He
wenl to the Croatians, the Bosnlans of the lranians o s canisn.gsam. was aiso a finch-pin figune In the establishment and operation of the Iranian arms pipeline.
In the fate surnmer of 1993, Omerbasic was a sufficiently prominent leader in the Croatian
* Neltzke Dep. at 32-34 :

I@\ . “ i, ot 8496,
Am ! . \@-\ ; 1. at 149,

* Department of State Cable, Zagreb 1721, Apr. 29, 1954, * Sen Peter W. gé%agﬂfzg

» w Republic, Apr. 28, 1991; Peter W. Galbralth, Diplomacy Halps Contain the Boanian
) ngggaﬂi

00 LN I FSOW in [N ST ﬂgsg 238 ﬂg -
Qgiggugg HIRC testimony’).













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































